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Overview of the E;%epOrt

This report offers a comprehensive picture of the work
of state appellate and trial courts in 1987. ltis the eleventh
in a series of annual reports on state court caseloads. The
1987 report is consistent with previous reports and en-
" hances the comparability and accessibility of the relevant

information. The overview introduces the main parts of the
report and explains their interrelationships, indicates sev-
.eral possible uses of caseload statistics, provides sugges-
tions on how to use the report, and describes the nature of

the National Center for State Courts' (NCSC) Court Statis-

- tics Project.
Contents of the 1987 Report

- The 1987 report is divided into four parts. Partlis a
commentary on 1987 appellate and trial court caseloads
across the country, which highlights findings of general
interestand discusses factors pertinentto any examination
of state caseload data. Part | also presents trends since

-1981 in-filings of selected categories of cases, including
torts and felonies. ‘

Part li presents the case filing and case disposition
data from individual state courts. The twelve detailed
tables, six describing appellate courts and six describing
trial courts, represent the core of the report. The level of
detail is consistent with the purpose of the tables, which is
to serve as a basic reference source. Footnotes to the
caseload numbers contained in the tables explain particu-
larfeaturesthat affect the comparability of certain caseload
figures.

In most instances, a footnote alerts the reader to one
of three situations. Caseload numbers can be overinclu-
sive in the types of cases that are covered, underinclusive
through the omission of certain types of cases, or both. A
caseload number is comparable when it meets the defini-
tion for the caseload-reporting category recommended by
the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary.

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

Part IV lists the statutes and recordkeeping practices
that may have an impact on the comparability of caseload
information reported by the courts. The nine figures in Part

IV note, for example, the time petiod used for court statis-
tical reporting, whether calendar year, fiscal year, or court
calendar year; define the method by which cases are
counted in appellate courts and in c¢riminal, civil, and
juvenile trial court proceedings; identify trial counts with the
authority to hear appeals; and detail howtrial courts resolve
the specilic issues raised when counting support/custody
cases. The figures define what constitutes a case in each
court, making it possible to determine which appeliate and
trial courts compile caseloads on a similar basis. The most
important information in the figures is repeated in the main
caseload tables (Part II).

Appendix A explains the methodology - used to collate

the information provided by the states into a standard.

format.
Uses of Court Statistics

Caseload statistics are simply counts of the number of

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

inventorigs of the number of cases pending at the begin-
ning and at the end of the reporting period. Thatinformation
provides building blocks that can be combined to construct
answers to questions about the state courts.

The biroad outline of state court activity emerges from
caseload statistics, because they directly .address such
basic descriptive questions as How many disputes are the
courts asked to resolve? and How many of those disputes
are in fact decided? Furthermore, caseload statistics can
be combined with jurisdictional and other information inthis
report to describe the work and operations of the state
courts. Topics that can be addressed include the compo-
sition of ¢aseloads at different court levels, the extent of
casetype specialization by particular courts, and the effect
of discretionary review on the ability of appellate courts to
avoid case backlogs.

Within the limits discussed below, caseload statistics
ofter abasis for determining the similarities and difierences

among state court systems. To what extent are appellate

and trial courts in various states processing similar types of
cases in similarvolumes? States canthenbe grouped into
distinct categories, and the impact of those distinctions on
the ability of courts to keep up withtheirincoming caseloads
determined. Caseload statistics for several years can be
combined to discern trends. Felony case filings can be
traced over time and compared to changes during the
same time period to case filings for other types of criminal

Xiii
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offenses. The national consistency or changes, up or
down, in the level of civil iitigation can be studied as well.
There are limits, however, to the uses of available court
caseload statistics. A court case is not analogous to a unit
- of currency. Financial accounts are precise and compa-
rable among firms because accountants can make use of
a standard unit—the dollar or other national currency. By
contrast, court cases vary in subject matter and complex-
" ity. A criminal case can be an accusation of murder or of
petty theft. A civil suit may seek to recover $25 dollars in
losses or $25 million. This report necessarily focuses on
broad categories of cases: mandatory appeals and discre-
tionary petitions for appeliate courts; civil, criminal, and
juvenile cases for trial courts.

How to Use the Rebort

This report accommodates all of the uses mentioned
above. The commentary in Part | is fashioned from mate-
rial in Parts Hl, Ill, and IV. The user’s purpose should
determine the parts that are consulted and the order in
which they are consulted.

Part I should suffice if the report is being used to obtain
a general description of the work of the state courts during
1987. The methodology in Appendix A shouldbe reviewed,
however, before drawing specific conclusions.

The best route for obtaining information on a specific
state or a specific state courtistoread Appendix A andthen
consult the relevant caseload tables in Part Il. Detailed
information on the status of the information in the court or
state can be found in footnotes to the tables, as welt as in
Parts lll and IV. For example, the total caseloadforthe trial
courts of Virginia canbe found in Table 8, Part ll. Afootnote
indicates that the total conforms to the specifications in the
State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, and a code indi-
cates that parking violations are counted as court filings.
The court structure chartfor Virginiain Part lll describesthe
subject matterof the casesthat compose the total, while the
figures in Part IV provide details on how the various types
of civil and criminal cases are defined.

Differences in the. size and composition of court
caseloads reflect how states divide the jurisdiction to de-
cide cases and how states collect and disseminate court

xiv « State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1987

- statistics. Comparisons among states or courts, therefore,

require considerable care. Parts lll and IV are essential for
determining when like is being comparedio like. Appendix
A explairis the conventions and codes that assist the user
in identifying similar courts with similar caseload counts.

The NCSC Court Statistics Project

The NCSC Court Statistics Project (CSP) was setupin
1977 to establish a meaningful statistical portrait of the
work of the state courts. The caseload report series and
other project publications, such as the State Court Model
Statistical Dictionary; encourage uniformity in how courts
and state court adiministrative offices collect and publish
caseload information.

The 1987 report, like previous reports in the series, is
a joint effort by the Conference of State Court Administra-
tors (COSCA) and the National Cenfer for State Courts
(NCSC). COSCA, throughits Court ofatmucs and Technol-
ogy Committee, oversees the e paratlon of all project
publlcatxons and provndes policy:guidance when establish-
ing or revising generic reporting gafegories and proce-
dures. NCSC provides project stati and support facilities.
Preparation of the 1987 report was funded by a grant from
the State Justice Institute to NCSC. -

The staff of the Court Statistics Project can provide
advice and clarification on the use of the statistics from this
and previous caseload reports.

The prototype statistical profiles {Appendix C), which are
used by project staff to collect data, reflect the full range of
information sought from the states. Many states provide
caseload information that is far more detailed than that
presented in Part Il of this report. Comments, suggestions,
criticisms, and corrections from users of the report are
encouraged. Please direct all questions and reactions
regarding the report to:

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

Project staff can aiso_
provide the full range of information delivered by the states.”
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~ State Court Caseloads in 1987

During 1987, more than 94 million new cases were

filed inthe state couris. Appeals and discretionary petitions

-to state appellate 'courts account for 209,000 of those

cases. The rest were trial coun filings, consisting of 16

‘million civil cases, 11.3 million criminal cases, 1.3 million

juvenile cases, and 65.6 million traffic or other ordinance
violation cases.

- Civil trial court filings, which include torts, contracts,
small claims, and domestic relations cases, grew 2.4
percent over the 1986 total. - Criminal trial court filings,
which include felony and misdemeanor cases, increased
4.5 percent overthe previous year'stotal. These increases
parallel the experience of appellate courts, where filings
grew by 3.9 percent,

The 94 miilion new cases make the state courts a far
more frequent forum for dispute resolution than the federal
courts. During 1987, there were 41,599 appeals and
petitions filed-in the federal appellate courts; 4,493 were
directed to the U.S. Supreime Coutrt. There were 233,292
new civil filings and 44,335 new criminal filings in the main

federal trial courts, the U.S. District Courts, during 19871

Consequently, five times as many appeals and a hundred
times as many civil and criminal trial court cases were filed
in state courts than were filed in federal courts.

Although the state court totals are not complete, the
caseload statistics reported in this volume offer the most
comprehensive picture available of the number and types
of cases reaching appeliate and trial courts nationwide.
Basic filing and disposition data are available for all state
appellate courts, although cases cannot always be divided
into specific categories. Trial court caseloads are available
for all but two states. Statistics for other states are incom-
plete, with traffic and ordinance violation cases being the
most underreported. '

This commentary uses 1987 state court caseload
statistics toward three main objectives. The first describes
the work of state court systems, identifying similarities and
differences. The second relates the similarities and differ-
ences to the manner in which states organize their court
systems and other state-specific characteristics. The third
assesses changes over time in state court caseloads.

'Filings in the U.S. Courts of Appeals and the U.S. District Courts are
from Want's Federal State Court Directory: 1989 Edition, Washington,
D.C.: Want Publishing. Filings in the U.S. Supreme Court are from
unpublished statistics provided by the Office of the Clerk and refer to
the 12 months ending September 30, 1987. U.S. District Court filings
do not include bankruptey code filings, which are heard by bankruptcy
judges, or misdemeanor cases heard by magistrates.

Part | meets those objectives through the following
framework. Appéliate courts are examinedfirstin a section
that begins by describing and establishing patterns in«
overall state appellate caseloads. The section then re-
views the variation among states inthe rate atwhichthe two
specific types of cases are filed: mandatory appeals and
discretionary petitions. The section reviews, for both types
of cases, the extent to which appellate courts in 1987 kept
pace with their incoming caseload and, for discretionary
petitions, the percentage granted by the court. Subsec-
tions examine the cases filed that appellate courts will
decide on the merits and the number of opinions written
during 1987. ‘

Part I's second section focuses on trial courts. Trial
court caseloads are examined with respect to the division
of labor among types of trial courts andthenwith respect to
the filing and disposition of civil, criminal, and juvenile
cases during 1987. Both the appellate and trial court
sections conclude by discussing identified similarities and
differences and their relationship to court organization:

Although boththe sections on appellate andtrial courts
compare 1987 caseloads to those from 1986, more exten-
sive trend analysis is offered in the third section. The trend
section focuses on changes since 1981 in the number of
tortandfelony casefilings. Torts and felonies are the focus
because of the demands that such cases place on court
resources, their importance to current public policy de-
bates, and the consistency over time in the definition of
these two reporting categories. Part | concludes with a
section that reiterates the main findings and a statemient of
the conclusions that tie the tables, chars, graphs, and
maps to the three objectives.

The commentary in Part | is a synthesis of material
fromthe other three parts of the report: the main caseload
statistics tables, the court structure charts, and the figures
describing court jurisdiction and statistical reporting prac-
tices. Before proceeding, itis helpfulto armthe reader with
basic knowledge about factors that affect the comparability
of the caseload statistics.

“Comparable” in this report refers to the methodology
of reporting court caseloads established by the Conference
of State Court Administrators through its Court Statistics
and Technology Committee, as defined in the State Court
Model Statistical Dictionary.? Comparability is most often

2National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts,
State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, Washington, D.C.: U.S,
Government Printing Office, 1980, and Supplement, Williamsburg,
Va.: National Center for State Courts, 1984. A revised and consoli-
dated edition will be published in 1989.




compromised when a court’s caseload is incomplete,
overinclusive, or counted by a method that inflates or
deflates its magnitude relative to other courts.’

“Incomplete” means that types of cases that should be
includedin a count are omitted. For example, the definition
of criminal case found in the State Court Mode! Statistical
Dictionary includes the offense of driving while intoxicated
(DWI/DUI). A general jurisdiction trial court that has juris-
diction over such cases but classifies them, for reporting
purposes, with traffic violations rather than with criminal
cases would have its total ¢criminal caseload footnoted as
incompiete.

Conversely, if DWI/DUI cases are heard in a court of
limited jurisdiction, but cannotbe separated fromthe “traffic
and other violation” cases filed in the court, the statistics on
“traffic/other ordinance” violation cases will be footnoted as
overinclusive, since they include cases that should be
categorized as criminal.

Comparability is also affected by basic decisions a
state or court makes when designing its court records
system. One basic decision is the “unit of count.” Some
appeliate courts count the receipt of the “notice of appeal”
as the step that initiates the appellate process. Other
courts wait until the trial court record is prepared and
transmitted to the appellate court before counting a filing,
by which time rnany appeals have beenwithdrawn, settied,
or dismissed, especially in civil cases (see Figure B, Part
iV, p 191).

Trial courts differ both in what is.counted as a filing and
inwhenthe countistaken. Forcriminal cases, some courts
count each charge, some count each defendant, and some
use charging documents that contain multiple charges and/
or multiple defendants. Counts are taken at an early stage
in some courts, such as the filing of the complaint, while
other courts count only those cases that result in an
arraignment. These practices are described using a
common framework in Figure D, Part IV (p. 205).

Trial courts tend to count civil cases at the filing of an
initial petition or complaint with the clerk of court, but
practices vary. What constitutes a case may differ by
specific casetype; for example, courts differ in whether
support/custody proceedings are counted as a case filing
or as part of the marriage dissolution case. As is true for
criminal cases, a common framework is used in this report
to describe the method of count used in each state court for
civil cases generally (Figure H, p. 225) and for support/
custody cases specifically (Figure I, p. 231).

Part | uses charts, graphs, and maps to summarize
caseload and related information contained in the other
parts of the report. The goal is comparability, but differ-
ences in case volume reflect many factors, including the
constitutions, statutes, court structure and rules, and
administrative recordkeeping practices of the 50 states, the
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

Appellate Court
Caseloads in 1987

State appellate courts reported 208,962 filingsin 1987:
154,701 mandatory appeals and 54,261 discretionary
petitions. Case filing data were available for all 34 courts
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of last resort (COLRs) and intermediate appellate courts
(IACs) in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.?

Some of the reported filings, however, contain under-
counting or double counting. Table 1, Part Il (p. 52) allows
a detailed review of the quality of the caseload information
used to generate the national totals.

Appellate Court

Structure and Jurisdiction in 1987

Mandatory jurisdiction refers to appeals as a matter of
right: those cases for which the court is required by state
constitution or statute to hear and decide the appeal on the
merits. Discretionary jurisdiction refers to casetypes in
which a party must file a petition asking the courtto hearthe
case. The appellate courtthen decides whetherto exercise
its discretionary power to consider the case on the merits.

Alistates have established acourtoflastresort (COLR),
usually named the supreme court, in their constiiutions.
The COLR has the final jurisdiction over all appeals within
the state. Thirty-eight states have also established one or
more intermediate appellate courts to hear appeals from
trial courts and administrative agencies as specified in
state law or at the discretion of the COLR.# Twenty-four
states organized their IAC on a statewide basis and four-
teen on a regional basis in 1987.

According to an influential perspectives on the appro-
priate role and structure of appellate courts, there are two
basic functions: (1) the review of specific trial court pro-
ceedings to correct errors in the application of law and
procedure, and (2) the development of law for the benefit of
the community at large. The error-correction function
should be exercised through mandatory jurisdiction, with
each unsuccessful party entitled to one appeal as a matter
of right. Further appellate review should develop the law,
ensuring the uniform application of the law by trial courts
throughout the state. This should be undertaken on a
discretionary basis. Where the volume of cases exceeds
the capacity of the COLR, an IAC should assume the error-
correction function, and the COLR should, by the exercise
ofits discretionto review all manner of appeals, develop the
law.

The influence of this perspective on state court sys-
tems is evident by the extent which states have created
IACs in response to growing appellate caseloads. Twenty-
five states established IACs in recent decades (since
1958). Yet, despite the common contexts in which they
were created, acarefulexamination reveals complex differ-
ences in the allocation of jurisdiction to both COLRs and

3Puerto Rico reports trial court but not appellate court statistics to the
NCSC Court Statistics Project.

“Effective July 1, 1987, through January 1, 1990, a temporary court ot
appeals is established in North Dakota “to exercise appellate and
original jurisdiction as delegated by the supreme court” (sections 27-
07.1-17, North Dakota Century Code). The court sits in three-judge
panels. The two panels of the IAC called during 1987 heard six
cases on assignment from the COLR,

5The perspective is put forward in several authoritative texts that vary
in nuance. The summary here is derived from the American Bar
Association, Standards Relating to Court Organization, Chicago:
American Bar Association, 1974, pp. 1-10.



MAP 1: The Distribution of Appellate Courts, 1987
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IACs.6 When one matches appellate structure with jurisdic-
tion, the consequences of these complex differences are
highlighted. The matching process produces four catego-
ries of cases: (1) COLR mandatory appeals, (2) COLRdis-
cretionary petitions, (3) IAC mandatory appeals, and (4)
IAC discretionary petitions.

if we combine the appeliate filings reported by the
states according to court level and jurisdiction, the 1987
appellate caseload is as shown in Chart 1. Eighteen
percent of all filings were discretionary petitions to COLRs,
and 12 percent of all filings took the form of mandatory
appeals to COLRs. Mandatory appeals to IACs repre-
sented 62 percent of the total state appellate caseload for
the year, while 8 percent consisted of discretionary peti-
tions to IACs.

The text and graphics that follow will compare appel-
late caseloads reported by the states. The information is
placed in context by first considering appellate court struc-
ture and jurisdiction throughout the nation.

8This perspective has clearly applied with great force to the federal
system. The U.S. Circuit Courts of Appeals were established in 1891
as an |AC on a regional basis and assumed much of the U.S.
Supreme Court's mandatory caseload. The federal appellate system
evolved subsequently through a series of significant transfers of
mandatory appellate jurisdiction from the Supreme Court to the Circuit
Courts of Appeal. This culminated in Public Law 100-352 (Act of June
27, 1988, 102 Stat. 662), which “substantially eliminates” the manda-
tory jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. Seven states established an
IAC before 1891: lllinois, Louisiana, Missouri, New Jersey, New York,
Ohio, and Texas (Robert R, Stern, Appellate Practice in the United
States, Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, 1981, p. 9).

CHART 1: Appellate Case Filings, 1987

COLR-Discretionary

11.6%

5| IAC-Discretionary
8.0%

IAC-Mandatory 62.4%

Total=208,962

Map 1 presents the number of courts that have been
established at each level in the 50 states and the District of
Columbia. The 13 states with only one appellate court are
sparsely populated or geographically small. Thirty-one
states have one COLR and one IAC. Texas and Oklahoma
have separate COLRs for criminal and civil cases and one
IAC. Four states have established multiple IACs. Alabama
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and Tennessee maintain separate courts for civil and
criminal appeals, while Pennsylvania divides jurisdiction
between its commonwealth court and its superior court on
the basis of subject matter. New York divides jurisdiction
between its two IACs primarily by the trial court from which
the appeal is taken.

Map 2 presents how states allocate mandatory and
discretionary jurisdiction within their appellate systems.
The District of Columbia and eight of the 13 states with only
one appellate court have both mandatory and discretionary
jurisdiction. The COLRs inNew Hampshire, West Virginia,
and Wisconsin exercise full discretionary jurisdiction over
their dockets, while all COLR filings in Nevada, North
Dakota, and Wyoming are appeals of right {totally manda-
tory jurisdiction). States with IACs obviously vary in the
manner in which jurisdiction is allocated between court
levels.

The Composition of

Appellate Court Caseloads in 1987

As a generalization, the substantial portion of the work
of COLRs is to review petitions and then decide the
petitions granted. Of every 100 casesfiled inastate COLR,
61 were discretionary petitions. This contrastswiththe IAC
caseload, in which only 11 of every 100 filings were
discretionary petitions. tACs are clearly the workhorses of
state appellate systems. Nearly three quarters (72.2 per-
cent) of appeliate filings in states with both a COLR and an
IAC went to the IAC

The issue examined here is whether differences in
appellate structure are associated with distinctive caseload
patterns. Several interrelated questions revolve around
this issue. Are the caseloads of one-level appellate sys-
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tems distinctive from two-level appellate systems? Does
the generalization cited above on the respective role of
COLRs and {ACs in two-tier systems apply to all states or
are other patterns identifiable? Are states with multiple
appellate courts at any level distinctive in the composition
of their caseloads? Such questions are important, as the
answers indicate the extentto which like is being compared
with like when appellate systems are discussed. These
issues are addressed next.

The 1987 totals for the appellate courts of individual
states can be found in Table 2, Part Il (p. 54), which reports
the number of mandatory appeals filed and disposed, the
number of petitions that were filed and disposed, and the
number of petitions granted (and previously granted peti-
tion dispositions). States are listed according to their
appellate structure. Consequently, states with one COLR
and one IAC are listed first, followed by states with only a
COLR, and finally states with more than one COLR orIAC.
The appellate system of North Dakota will be grouped with
states that have only a COLR. North Dakota’s temporary
court of appeals heard six cases during 1987 on assign-
ment from the COLR; all appellate caseload statistics are
reported as COLR filings and dispositions.

A second appeal is. possible in most states with a two-tier appellate
system. This means that a case may be counted twice in a state's
filing statistics, first as a mandatory appeal of the trial court judgment
to the IAC and then as a petition for review by the COLR of an
unfavorable IAC decision, One study concluded that between one-
fifth and one-half of IAC decisions are appealed to the COLR but that
few of those petitions are granted. See Stephen Wasby, Thomas
Marvel, and Alexander Aikman, Volume and Delay in State Appellate
Courts: Problems and Responses, Willlamsburg, Va.: National
Center for State Courts, 1979, pp. 54-55.
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Graph 1 displays case filings per 100,000 populationin
the appellate courts of 45 states and the District of Colum-
bia. The information used to generate the graph can be
found in Table 2, Part Il (p. 54). The main conclusions that
can be drawn from the graph are the similarity of caseload
levels once adjusted for state population size and that
particular appellate structures do not appear to be closely
linked to high or low caseloads.®

These reported filing levels reflect court rules, defini-
tions of appellate jurisdiction, methods of counting filings,

the incidental appellate jurisdiction assigned to trial courts,
and the rate at which trial court filings result in trials and,

8Graph 1 overstates the presence of mandatory appeals relative to
discretionary petitions in appellate court caseloads. The footnotes to
Table 2, Part | indicate that the number of mandatory appeals is
overinclusive, encompassing all discretionary petitions in the following
courts: Arkansas Supreme Court, lllinois Appellate Court, Indiana
Court of Appeals, Massachusetts Appeals Court, Michigan Court of
Appeals, Maine Supreme Judicial Court, and Nebraska Supreme
Court.
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thus, generate issues that can be the subject of an appeal.
Variation in these factors will resuit in differences between
states in filing rates and, if they were taken into considera-
tion, would probably reduce the amount of variation among
states in the same region and with similar sizes and
economic bases. The variation found in Graph 1 will be
examined by appellate court structure.

States with only one appellate court are easily identi-
fiedin Graph 1. The barrepresenting their case filings has
either one or two sections. Filing rates per 100,000
population in those states tend to be lower than in states
with a two-level appellate system. The difference is not
absolute. Nevada and Vermont have filing rates above the
median, as do West Virginia, which has entirely discretion-
ary jurisdiction, and the District of Columbia, which has the
highest filing rate.

Three of the 13 states with only one appellate court
have entirely mandatory jurisdiction (Nevada, North Da-
kota, and Wyoming). Another four states (Delaware,
Maine, Mississippi, and Nebraska) have allocated only
minor discretionary jurisdiction to their appeliate courts,
and no discretionary petitions were filed in those courts
during 1987. Filings inthe appellate courts of the District of
Columbia, Montana, South Dakota, and Vermont were
overwhelmingly mandatory appeals. Rhode Islandwasthe
only state with one appellate court in which discretionary
petitions and mandatory appeals were filed in roughly
equal numbers. The COLRs in New Hampshire and West
Virginia have solely discretionary jurisdiction, but most of
the work of other COLRs in one-tier appellate systems is to
decide mandatory appeals.

Appellate filings in states with one COLR and one IAC
tend to conform to the standard perspective on appellate
structure and jurisdiction. Filings inthe COLR represent a
small proportion of the state total and are mainly discretion-
ary petitions. Filings in the IAC are primarily mandatory
cases. This describes the appellate systems of Arizona,
California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Illi-
nois, Kentucky, Michigan, Massachusetts, Minnesota,
Missouri, Ohio, Oregon, Washington, and Wisconsin. Most
of these states have total appellate filing rates above the
median.

Louisiana, Maryland, and North Carolina adhere to
only part of the perspective. Discretionary petitions forma
largerthan typical share of IAC filings in these three states.

Seven states offer a very different pattern, with most
filings in the COLR rather than the IAC and filings at both
levels primarily in the form of mandatory appeals: Arkan-
sas, Hawaii, Idaho, lowa, New Mexico, South Carolina, and
Utah (the Utah IAC went into operation on February 1,
1987).° The pattern is perhaps clearest in New Mexico. In
that state, 64 percent of mandatory appeals and 84 percent
of discretionary petitions were filed in the COLR, and there
were mere than three times as many mandatory appeals
than discretionary petitions filedinthe COLR (Table 2, Part
I, p.54). Thatbasic patternappliesto those states inwhich
the IAC hears cases on assignment fromthe COLR. AllIAC
filings in Hawaii, Idaho, and lowa are filed with the court

°In Oklahoma, the state supreme court also assigns cases to the
state’s IAC, the court of appeals.
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through assignment by the state COLR, while filings in the
South Carolina IAC arrive both directly and through COLR
assignment. With the exception of New Mexico, these
states have relatively low rates of total appellate filings per
100,000 population.

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

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

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

There is much diversity in the composition of state
appeliate caseloads. That diversity reflects how states
have variously responded to increases in the volume of
case filings. The available statistical evidence suggests
that state appellate caseloads doubled in the 1960s and
then again in the 1970s.° Some states conform to the
standard perspective on structuring and allocating jurisdic-
tion to their appellate courts. Other patterns can be
identified, however, even among states with two-tier sys-
tems. Local circumstances and needs tempered the appli-
cation of the standard perspective in many states. In
particular, the bulk of the appellate burden remains on the
COLR in some states (e.g. Alaska and New Mexico), and
some states (e.g. Georgia, Kentucky, and Maryland) have
retained substantial mandatory jurisdiction in their COLRs
and allocated discretion to their IACs.

The connection between caseload composition and
appellate structure is important for any consideration of the
work, operations, and problems of appellate courts nation-
ally. Care is required when determining when like is being
compared to like. The diversity in structures and jurisdic-
tion also has clear practical consequences. The 3.9
percentincrease intotal appellatefilings between 1986 and
1987 was not evenly experienced by COLRs and IACs, or
evenly divided between mandatory appeals and discretion-
ary petitions. OQverall, COLR filings increased by 3.0
percent and IAC filings by 4.3 percent. The increase was
strongest for discretionary petitions filed in IACs: the IACs
with relevant data for both years reported 7.6 percent more
discretionary petitions in 1987 than in 1986. Filings of
mandatory appeals in IACs increased by 3.9 percent.

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



COLR mandatory appeals increased by 2.1 percent and
COLR discretionary petitions by 3.6 percent.

The rest of the appellate caseload section considers,
inturn, mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions. For
mandatory appeals, the focus is onfiling rates per 100,000
population and dispositions as a percentage of filings. For
discretionary petitions, the topics include filing rates, peti-
tions disposed as a percentage of petitions filed, and the
percentage of petitions granted. The information on man-
datory appeals and number of petitions is then brought
fogether. The number of petitions granted during 1987 is
added to the number of mandatory appeals filed to yield
what is a basic caseload measure for many appellate
systems: the number of cases to be heard and decided on
the merits. Appellate opinions are thefinaltopic considered
in this section of the commentary.

Mandatory Appellate Caseloads in 1987

States reported 154,701 mandatory appeals in 1987,
15.7 percent of which were filed in COLRs. Forty-eight
states and the District of Columbia had appellate courts
with mandatory jurisdiction.

MANDATORY APPEALS FILED IN STATE APPEL-
LATE COURTS IN 1887. Graph 2 summarizes mandatory
filings in 47 states and the District of Columbia, based on
the information presented in Table 3, Part ll (p. 66). Filings

are expressed as rates per 100,000 population, and filings
in a COLR are differentiated from those in an IAC.

The resulting range is substantial, from 23 per 100,000
population in North Carolinato 241 per 100,000 population
in the District of Columbia. The median rate is 63.4, with
nearly one-half of the states (22 of 46) falling within a band
that includes Minnesota (51 filings per 100,000 population)
and Alabama (80 filings per 100,000 population). Thereis,
thus, a broad middle range of states with roughly compa-
rable levels of mandatory appeals.

There is no evident pattern linking filing rates to region,
state population, or court structure. States without an IAC
tend to be small, located in New England or the West, and
tend to-have a COLR with little or no discretionary jurisdic-
tion. Yet the 11 states meeting those criteria (with the
addition of Mississippi) are scattered on the graph. Rhode
Island (32.8) and Mississippi (33.9) are at the low end;
Maine (53.2), North Dakota (56.9), South Dakota (59.5),
and Delaware {61.7) fail below the median rate of 66.0;
Montana and Nebraska are located slightly above the
median; and Nevada (85) and Vermont (98.2) show rates
considerably above average.

The highest filing rate is in the District of Columbia,
which has one appellate court with very limited discretion-
ary jurisdiction. Of the four states with the next highest per
100,000 population filing rate, two (Alaska and New Mex-

State

GRAPH 2: Mandatory Filings per 100,000 Population, 1987
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. ico) retain substantial mandatory jurisdiction at the COLR

- level and two—Florida and Oregon—do not. Some of the
ranking of states found in Graph 2 may be attributable to
- differences inthe breadth of appellate court jurisdiction and
1o howcases are counted. Forexample, 34 of the 37 states
with capital punishment statutes make provision for the
automatic review of death sentences, usually by the COLR.
The number of mandatory filings that result is currently
small—299 prisoners were received from the courts under
sentence of death during 1987—but the provision for
automatic appeal is one of many statutory or procedural
factors that affect a state's filing rate.' The method of count
also affects the filing rate. For example, appeals in the
California appellate courts are counted at the filing of the
trial record, rather than the notice of appeal, a point by
which some appeals have been closed and, therefore, not
counted. Other states with low filing rates—Massachu-
setts, North Carolina, and South Carolina (COLR only)—
- base their count on documents filed after the notice of
appeal.

CLEARANCERATES FORMANDATORY APPEALS
IN 1987. Appellate courts that disposed of more cases
during 1987 than were filed with the courts in that year
reduced their pending caseloads. The cases disposed of
during 1987 could have been filed in previous years. A
clearance rate is simply the number of cases disposed
divided by the number of cases filed, and multiplied by 100
to express the difference as a percentage. Text Table 1
abstracts the relevant information from Table 3, Part Il (p.
66) to present a clearance rate for each state, each COLR,
and each |AC. States are listed from the lowest to highest
statewide appellate clearance rate.

A clearance rate could be calculated for 30 states and
the District of Columbia. For nine other states, a clearance
rate could be obtained for the IAC but not forthe COLR and
is included in Text Table 1.

At the state level, clearance rates range from 81
percent in Nebraska to 134 percent in New York. Twelve
states and the District of Columbia disposed of more
mandatory appellate cases in 1987 than were filed, thus
reducing their pending caseload. The remaining states, to
varying degrees, were accumulating larger pending
caseloads to carry into 1988,

There is no pattern linking high clearance rates to
particular appellate structures, However, COLRsare slightly
more likely than IACs to report clearance rates of greater
than 100 percent: 12 of the 30 COLRs with mandatory
jurisdiction and 12 of the 31 IACs in Text Table 1 reduced
the size of their pending caseload. Because |ACs tend to
have larger mandatory caseloads than COLRs, their suc-
cess in processing cases is likely to dominate the overall
state clearance rate. For example, the COLR in New York
reported a clearance rate of 90.2 percent, but the combined
clearance rate for the two IACs of 136 percent left the state
with the highest overall clearance rate in 1987 (134 per-
cent). Overall, most states succeeded in disposing of more
cases during 1987 than were filed. That success was
certainly facilitated by the sharp decline in the number of
mandatory filings during 1987 from the 1986 level.

L awrence Greenfield, Capital Punishment 1987, Washington, B.C.:
Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of Justice, 1988.
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TEXT TABLE 1: Appellate Court Clearance Rates
for Mandatory Appeals, 1987
State State Court of Intermediate
Total Last Resort. Appellate Court
Nebraska 80.6% 80.6%
Alaska 86.0% 79.1% 91.5%
Kentucky 87.0% 103.8% 85.6%
Louisiana 88.0% 91.1% 87.9%
Mississippi 93.3% 93.3% :
North Dakota 93.5% 93.5%
Ohio 93.9% 90.1% 94.1%
lllinois 94.0% 97.9% 93.7%
Wyoming 94.4% 94.4%
Hawalii 96.1% 94.0% 106.0%
Arizona 96.9% 74.1% -97.7%
Indiana 97.2% 93.9% 98.4%
Florida 97.9% 94.3% 98.1%
Minnesota 97.9% 84.7% 99.6%
Vermont 98.0% 98.0%
Arkansas 99.4% 90.6% 103.6%
Texas 99.7% 99.9% 99.6%
Idaho 99.8% 102.1% 96.1%
Wisconsin - 101.0% NH -101.0%
lowa 101.8% 107.6% 93.5%
New Jersey . 102.3% 109.2% 102.0%
Alabama 102.4% 101.9% 102.5%
Maryland 102.7% 95.3% 103.7%
North Carolina 103.9% 106.1% 103.6%
‘ Delaware = 105.5% 105.5%
District of Columbia 106.3% 106.3%
Kansas 110.1% 155.6% 104.4%
Nevada 118.3% 118.3%
Washington - 119.1% 109.6% 119.5%
Rhode Island 124.5% 124.5%
New York 134.4% 90.2% 136.0%
QOklahoma — N/A 78.2%
Colorado — N/A 83.0%
South Carolina - N/A 83.6%
Connecticut — N/A 94.1%
Georgia — N/A 94.7%
Tennessee — N/A 98.1%
Qregon — N/A 98.3%
Missouri — N/A 106.7%
California — N/A 106.9%
N/A = Not Available
NH =" This casetype is not handled in this court
— = A calculation is inappropriate
Note:. A blank space indicates that a state does not have an
intermediate appellate court.
Source: Tables 2 and 3, Part il
National Center for State Courts, 1989,

Discretionary Appellate

Caseloads in 1987

This section examines the 54,261 discretionary peti-
tions that were filed in state appellate courts. More than
two-thirds (69 percent) of those petitions were filed in a
COLR.

In state courts, unlike the federal system, “appellate
capacity at an intermediate level does not always spawn
discretionary review at the top, as it did in the federal
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system.”2 State COLRs often retain substantial manda-
tory jurisdiction, and IACs are often created with discretion-
ary jurisdiction. Thus, the division between the work of
COLRs and IACs is perhaps not as clear in most states as
it is in the federal appellate system.

Appellate courts vary in the procedures used to decide
which petitions to accept forreview. In 31 states, adecision
to grant review in the COLR requires a majority of the
members of the full court or of the panel, whichever isused
1o review petitions. In the remaining COLRs with discre-
tionary jurisdiction, a minority—in several courts a single
justice—of the members of the court or of a panelcan grant
a petition.

The following section considers the number of peti-
tions filed per 100,000 state population, clearance rates for
petitions, andthe percentage of petitionsthat were granted.

DISCRETIONARY PETITIONS FILED. The number
of petitions filed in each appellate court with discretionary
jurisdiction can be found in Table 3, Part i (p. 66). Graph
3 summarizes that information for 34 states and the District
of Columbia. The remaining states eitherlack discretionary
jurisdiction or did not provide the relevant data for all court
levels with discretionary jurisdiction.

12Doris Marie Provine, “Certiorari,” pp. 783-794 in R. Janosik (ed.),
Encyclopedia of the American Judicial Process, New York: Scrib-
ners, p. 784.

The median filing rate is 21 per 100,000 population.
Filing rates range from a low of less than one per 100,000
population in Mississippi (0.08) to a high of 139.3 per
100,000 population in Louisiana. Most filing rates, how-
ever, are less than 30 per 100,000 population. Louisiana,
which allocates substantial discretionary jurisdiction to
both its COLR and IAC, and West Virginia (107.4 per
100,000 population), a one-court appellate system without
mandatory jurisdiction, stand far apart from other states in
the magnitude of their discretionary petition caseloads.

There is no clear relationship between the size of
mandatory and discretionary caseloads. Louisiana and
Alaska are among the states with both the highest manda-
tory and discretionary filing rates. The District of Columbia,
which had a mandatory filing rate substantially higher than
any state, receives more petitions on a population-size
adjusted basis than states such as Texas or Oklahoma.
Some of the states atthe low end of the range for discretion-
ary filings simply lack significant jurisdiction for discretion-
ary petitions. Connecticut, Mississippi, and South Caro-
lina, however, have low filing rates for both mandatory
appeals and discretionary petitions.

There is greater uniformity among the states in discre-
tionary filing rates than for rates of mandatory appeals.
States can be divided into four main categories: those with
discretionary filing rates of less than 10 petitions per
100,000 population (10 states); those with filing rates
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o between 10 and 20 petmons per 100,000 population (6);
‘those with filing rates between 20 and 32 petmons per

- 100,000 population (11 states); and the remaining states

-(8). " Louisiana and West Virginia should, perhaps, be
“considered separately. Their appellate courts recorded
filing rates that are more than double those found in the
state with the third-highest rate, Alaska (52 petitions per
100,000 populatlon)

IACs receive more discretlonary petitions than the
COLR in California, Florida, and Louisiana. A substantial
proportion of all discretionary petitions were filed in the
IACs of Georgia, Maryland, Minnesota, North Carolina,
Virginia, and Washington. The filing rates in all of those
states, except North Carolina, are above the median of 20
per 100,000 population.

CLEARANCE RATES FOR DISCRETIONARY
PETITIONS. Text Table 2 provides information on discre-
tionary petitions that were decided during 1987 as a per-
centage of those filed during the year (derived from Table
4, Partll, p. 72). Comparable filing and disposition data are
available for 24 states and the District of Columbia. State
clearance rates show less variation for discretionary peti-
tions than was observed for mandatory appeals. The
lowest rate is 84 percent, reported by Wisconsin, and the
highest is 117 percent in Texas. Alaska, Arizona, Hawaii,
Rhode Island, and Texas reduced the size of their pending
caseload during 1987. The other 18 states and the District
of Columbia reported clearance rates below 100 percent.
In two states, as many petitions were disposed as were
filed: Mississippi reportedtwo cases disposed and two filed
and Delaware four disposed and four filed (although the
Delaware totals are incomplete).

Generally, pending discretionary caseloads were ris-
ing more rapidly than pending caseloads of mandatory
appeals. The limited information in Text Table 2 suggests
that the problem is more acute for IACs than for COLRs.
Eight of 20 COLRsreported clearance rates above 100 per-
cent; only two of 13 IACs could report similar clearance
rates. The main feature of the 1987 data is the generally
low clearance rates reported for discretionary petitions.

DISCRETIONARY PETITIONS GRANTED. The U.S.
Supreme Court currently accepts for review about 5 per-
cent of the discretionary petitions filed.'® State COL.Rs tend
to accept a larger percentage of petitions filed. During
1987, state COLRs granted 14.1 percent of the discretion-
ary petitions filed.

That percentage is derived from Text Table 3, which
shows the number of petitionsfiled and the number andthe
percentage granted for the COL.Rs of 22 states and the
District of Columbia.

The percentages granted range from the low of 3
percent in Michigan to a high of 62 percent in Massachu-
setts. The Michigan Supreme Court has mandatory juris-
diction only in judicial discipline cases, with all appeals of
right directed from the trial courts to the IAC. The court
received 2,087 filings (five appeals and 2,082 petitions). 1t
granted 60 of those petitions. The mandatory jurisdiction «{
the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court is more broadly

3Doris Marie Provine, “Certiorari,” pp. 783-794 in R. Janosik (ed.),
Encyclopedia of the American Judicial Process, New York: Scribners,
p. 784.
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TEXT TABLE 2: Discretionary Petitions Decided
as a Percentage of Petitions
Filed, 1987 .
State State Courtof . Intermediate
Total Last Resort Appellate Court
Wisconsin 83.8% 83.4% 85.1%
Vermont 83.9% 83.9%
Ohio 86.6% 86.6%  NH
New Hampshire 87.4% 87.4% :
Florida 87.6% 96.3% 82.3%
Maryland 90.2% 85.8% 100.0%
District of Columbia 90.6% - 90.6%
Alabama 91.7% 91.7% NH
Minnesota 91.9% 88.7% 97.7%
Idaho 92.7% 92.7% NH
West Virginia 93.7% 93.7% ‘
California 95.5% 87.9% 100.7%
Oregon 96.0% 96.0% NH
North Carolina 96.6% 94.2% 100.0%
lowa 96.9% 96.9% NH.
Louisiana 98.5% 99.5% 97.7%
Washington 98.9% 95.0% 112.1%
Kentucky 99.2% 101.9% 78.9%
Delaware 100.0% 100.0%
Mississippi 100.0% 100.0%
Hawaii 101.8% 101.8% NH
Alaska 104.0% 105.5% 100.0%
Arizona 105.1% 105.9% 88.2%
Rhode Island 110.1% 110.1%
Texas 116.6% 116.6% NH
Virginia — 81.1% N/A
llinois — 97.6% N/A
New Jersey —_ 102.1% N/A
Indiana — 108.2% N/A
Georgia — N/A 95.6%
Tennesee — N/A 100.0%
N/A = Not Available
NH = This casetype is not handled in this court
— = A calculation is inappropriate
Note: A blank space indicates that a state does not have
an intermediate appellate court.
Source: Tables 2 and 4, Part il
National Center for State Courts, 1989,

defined, including, for example, all sentences of life impris-
onment for first-degree murder.. The court received 72
appeals and 336 petitions, granting 208 of those petitions.

The COLRs in the District of Columbia (4 percent),
California (5 percent), Missouri (8 percent), Tennessee (8
percent), Illinois, New Jersey, and North Carolina (9 per-
cent) granted fewer than one of every ten petitions filed.
Unlike Michigan, other COLRs with primarily discretionary
jurisdiction tended to grant a high proportion of petitions:
West Virginia (39 percent) and Wisconsin (24 percent).
Where an IAC has been established, the precise bounda-
ries of its jurisdiction become important in understanding
ihe flow of cases to the COLR and, probably, the percent-
age of petitions that are granted. Forexample, it appears
that types of cases that would go to the IAC in Michigan
would, if in Massachusetts, go to the COLR.



1 TEXT TABLE 3: Dlscretlonary Petitions
Granted as a Percent of Total
Discretionary Cases Filed in
COLRs, 1987

Number of Number of Percentage of

petitions  petitions petitions

State filed. granted granted
Alaska 219 36 16.4%
California - 4,558 224 4.9%
District of Columbia 96 4 4.2%
Georgia 1,006 119 11.8%
Hawaii 57 10 17.5%
lllinois 1,673 152 9.1%
Louisiana 2,673 553 20.7%
Maryland 655 104 15.9%
Massachusetts 336 208 62.0%
Michigan 2,082 60 2.9%
Minnesota 626 104 16.6%
Missouri 1,033 79 7.7%
_New Jersey 1,382 119 8.6%
New Mexico 301 45 15.0%
North Carolina 676 80 8.9%
Ohio 1,846 194 10.5%
Oregon 1,086 137 12.6%
Pennsylvania 1,936 237 12.2%
Tennessee 758 64 8.4%
Virginia 1,441 156 10.8%
Wisconsin 869 206 23.7%
West Virginia 2,037 785 38.5%
Texas 2,515 545 21.7%

Source: Tables 2, 4, and 5, Part i
National Center for State Courts, 1989,

The two Texas COLRs, one for civil and one for
criminal cases, granted 22 percent of the total discretionary
petitions filed. . The Texas Supreme Court (which hears
appeals oncivilmatters) received three mandatory appeals
and 1,176 discretionary petitions, granting 15.1 percent of
the petitions. The Texas Court of Criminal Appeals proc-
essed 2,450 mandatory appeals and 1,339 discretionary
petitions, granting 27.4 percent of the petitions. The Texas
IAC has exclusively mandatory jurisdiction, which resulted
in 7,857 filings. These caseload statistics are taken from
Table 2, Part Il (p. 54) and the jurisdictional information
from the court structure charts in Part lll.

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 Ii (p. 54)
provides information on the percentage of discretionary
petitions granted in eight IACs: California Courts of Appeal,
8.2 percent; Louisiana Courts of Appeal, 31.1 percent;
Maryland Court of Special Appeals, 6.8 percent; Minnesota
Court of Appeals, 31.3 percent; New Mexico Court of
Appeals, 28.1 percent; North Carolina Court of Appeals,
14.7 percent; Tennessee Court of Appeals, 28.6 percent;
and Virginia Court of Appeals, 21.6 percent. With the
exception of Maryland, the IAC grants a higher percentage
of discretionary petitions filed than does the state COLR.

Discretionary jurisdiction clearly enables courts to
control their dockets. Generally, courts are selective inthe

TEXT TABLE 4: Mandatory Appeals Filed and
Discretionary Petitions
Granted in 1987 per 100,000
Population

Appellate Structure/State
States with one COLR and one IAC

North Carolina 246
South Carolina 28.7
California 40.1
Maryland 457
Minnesota 56.0
Kansas 59.9
Missouri 63.2
Hawaii 70.2
New Jersey 87.3
Ohio 98.3
New Mexico 116.2
Louisiana . 126.3
Cregon 169.5
States with no IAC

West Virginia 4.1
North Dakota 56.8
Delaware 61.6
Wyoming 65.3
Nevada 85.0
District of Columbia 241.8

States with multiple COLRs
Texas 64.7
Oklahoma 95.8

Source: Tables 2, 3, and 5, Part I
National Center for State Courts, 1989.

petitions that are granted. The use of discretion, however,
is exercised very differently among the states. IACs also
exercise discretionary power differently than COL.Rs, re-
flecting their respective roles in state appellate systems
and, perhaps, the capacity of IACs to expand the number
of authorized judgeships in the face of rising caseloads.

Mandatory Appeals

and Petitions Granted in 1987

Appellate courts decide two types of cases: manda-
tory appeals and discretionary petitions that have been
granted. Courts differ in the process through which discre-
tionary petitions are reviewed, resulting in varying workload
implications for the court and its justices. Therefore, the
most comparable and perhaps most important index of the
work carried out by state appellate courts in 1987 is the total
number of mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions
granted. This is the poolof cases that the courts will decide
on the merits.

The number of relevant cases can be calculated from
all of the appellate courts in 20 states and the District of
Columbia using information in Table 5, Part Il (p. 77). Text
Table 4 displays that number as filings per 100,000 popu-
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lation of mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions that
were subsequently granted, grouping states according to
their appellate court structures. The filing rates range from
24.6inNorthCarolinato 169.5 in Oregonfor states withone
COLR and one IAC. Most of the filings in Louisiana and
Oregon were in the [AC. However, New Mexico, with the
third- highestfiling rate, received the majority of filings in the
"COLR (64 percent of the total). The 1987 filing rates
parailel those found for 1986 (Table 1.4, p. 11, State Court
Caseload Statistics: 1986 Annual Report). n particular,
filings in the District of Columbia Court of Appeals far
exceed the level found in most states. State filing rates do
not, however, appear to reflect the type of appellate court
structure a state has adopted.
The ranking of states essentially parallels that found
- for the rate of mandatory appeals per 100,000 population
(see Graph 2). The Louisiana appeilate courts, however,
move ahead of Chio and New Mexico when both granted
petitions and mandatory appeals are usedto calculate the
rate of appeals. Compared to the appellate systems of the
latter two states, Louisiana’s courts both receive a large
proportion of their total filings as discretionary petitions and
grant a high percentage (27 percent) of the petitions filed.
Graph 4 focuses on the COLRs in states with at least -
one IAC. Filings that will be decided on the merits range
fromlessthanone per 100,000 population in Michiganto 75
per-100,000 in New Mexico. Granted petitions constitute
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the majority of cases decided by the COLRs of Louisiana,
Massachusetts, and Pennsylvania. In California and Mis-
souri, the number of appeals and the number of granted
petitions are nearly equivalent.

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

Appellate Court Opinions in 1987

The preparation of full written opinions “has been
calledthe single mosttime-consumingtaskin the appellate
process."* Rising appellate caseloads have led to both
curtailment of the use of full opinions to decide cases and
concern over the availability of sufficient judicial time to
prepare full opinions in important cases.

Table 6, Part Il (p. 81) presents the number of opinions
published by state appellate courts during 1987. Thetable

“American Bar Association, Judicial Administration Division,
Standards Relating to Appellate Delay Reduction, Chicago: American
Bar Association, 1988, p. 21.




also provides supplementary information that describes
-whether:the count is by case or by written document and
whether majority opinions, per curiam opinions, and
memorandums/orders are included in the count. Informa-
tion 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, as appellate
courts, and especially IACs, vary greatly in size. COLRs
vary from three (the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals)
to nine justices (the Alabama Supreme Court, the District of

~Columbia Court of Appeals, the lowa Supreme Court, the
Mississippi Supreme Court, the Texas Supreme Court, and
the Washington Supreme Court). 1ACs range in size from
three judges (in Alabama, Alaska, Hawaii, andldaho)tothe
80-judge Texas Courts of Appeals.

The number of written opinions is not directly related to
the number of cases decided by the court on the merits
during 1987. Among COLRs, the range is from the 61
cases decided by written majority opinions in Delaware to
688 majority and per curiam opinions in Alabama. The
-restricted size of COLRs and the nature of their responsi-
bilities tend to limit the number of written opinions to several
hundred in a year (the U.S. Supreme Court typically de-
cides about 150 cases a year by opinion).'s Generally,
- courts can determine how they decide cases, whether by
full explanatory opinion or by order, and thus control their

workload.

' IACs vary considerably in the number of written opin-
ions published during 1987. The highest number was
reported by the California Courts of Appeal: 8,977 (com-
pared to the 85 written opinions reported by the California
Supreme Court). The IACs in Florida, Michigan, Ohio, and
Texas reported more than 4,000 written opinions. Those
opinions, however, will not typically be of the same length
as those prepared by state COLRs.

Appellate Courts in 1987: A Summary

Nationally, there were 3.9 percent more appellate
filings in 1987 than in 1986. Of course, this does not mean
that filings in all courts increased; rather, more COLRs and
IACs reported increases than reported decreases. The
general increase, which is measured based on courts
reporting comparable data in the two years, should be
viewed in the context of increasing appellate caseloads
over the past three decades.

The combined state court appellate filings in 1987
consisted of 12 percent mandatory appeals to COLRs, 18
percent discretionary petitions to COLRs, 63 percent
mandatory appeals to IACs, and 8 percent discretionary
petitions to IACs.

Most two-tier appellate systems conformed to the
pattern in which the COLR controls its docket through
discretionary jurisdiction and most mandatory appeals are
heardinanlAC. There are anumber of states to which that
pattern does not apply. In some states, the COLR contin-
ues to hear and decide most of the filings, often in the form

15The U.S. Supreme Court disposed of 151 cases by signed opinion
{139 consolidated opinions) and nine cases by per curiam opinion
(statistics supplied by the Office of the Clerk, Supreme Court of the
United States).

CHART 2: Trial Court Filings, 1987

Criminal
12.0%

Juvenile
1.4%

Traffic
69.6%

Total=94,271,941

of mandatory appeals. The IACs inthese and other states
have been allocated significant discretionary jurisdiction.

The rate at which appeals are filed per 100,000 popu-
lation varies substantially amongthe states. When manda-
tory appeals and discretionary petitions are exatnined
separately, however, there is a large middle ground of
states with broadly similar filing rates. Differences in
appellate procedure and jurisdiction are shown in the
varying percentages by which courts grant discretionary
petitions. Generally, IACs grant a higher percentage of
petitions than do COLRs, but information on the number of
petitions granted is not made available by most appellate
courts.

Appellate courts in. most states disposed of more
cases in 1987 than were filed during the year. A case
disposed of in 1987 could, of course, have originated in a
filing several years previously. The increase in filings
recorded during 1987 enhances the generally favorable
picture of appellate courts that are reducing their pending
caseload. There are also, however, a number of appellate
courts that report clearance rates, especially for discretion-
ary petitions, of substantially less than 100 percent. Those
courts accumulated alarger pending caseload during 1987,
and those cases must be heard and decided more expedi-
tously in 1988 or subsequent years if these courts are to
remain current.

Trial Court Caseloads in 1987

States reported 94,271,941 trial court filings for 1987.
That total is formed by 16,027,139 civil cases, 11,271,768
criminal cases, 1,338,737 juvenile cases, and 65,634,297
traffic and other ordinance violation cases. Chart 2 displays
filings for each casetype as a proportion of the total. Civil
filings represented 17 percent of the total, criminalfilings 12
percent, and juvenile filings 1.4 percent. Although more
than two-thirds of the total (69.6 percent) consist of traffic/
other ordinance violation cases, the focus here is on civil,
criminal, and juvenile trial court caseloads because of their
demands on court resources.
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~ There were more civil and criminal trial court case
filings in 1987 than in 1986. When the comparisons are
restricted to courts that reported relevant data in both 1986
and 1987, the following changes are found. Civil filings in
general jurisdiction courts increased by 1.1 percent and
civil filings in limited jurisdiction courts by 4.2 percent.
Criminal filings in general jurisdiction courts increased by
5.8 percent and criminal filings in limited jurisdiction courts
by 4.1 percent. Those increases coincided with a 3.9 per-
cent increase in the number of appellate court filings.

As a national total, the 94 million cases reported are
seriously incomplete. The deficiency is mainly in the
reported traffic/other ordinance violation filings. Only 15
states and the District of Columbia reported complete
(although at times overinclusive) data on their traffic/other
viclation caseloads. Generally, problems of comparability
and completeness are more serious for trial court than for
appellate court caseload statistics. Mississippi and Ne-
vada did not report trial court caseload data.'®

The completeness of civil and criminal caseload data
from the other 48 states, the District of Columbia, and
Puerto Rico is outlined in Table 7, Part Il (p. 85). Other
tablesin Part Il display the number of case filings and case
dispositions for the four main trial court casetypes, noting
instances where court statistics are incomplete, overinclu-
sive, or simultaneously incomplete and overinclusive: total
civil caseloads, Table 9;total criminal caseloads, Table 10;
total traffic/other ordinance violation caseloads, Table 11;
and total juvenile caseloads, Table 12. The sum of all four
casetypes, by court and by state, is presented in Table 8.

This commentary focuses on civil, criminal, and juve-
nile cases. As with the section commenting on appellate
caseloads, the main casetypes structure the presentation.
The discussion of civil, criminal, and juvenile cases in-
cludes consideration of filing rates per 100,000 population,

¢Kentucky trial count data for 1987 consists of case filings and
dispositions during a 10-month period, July 1, 1986-April 30, 1987.
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the relative use of general and limited jurisdiction courts,
and clearance rates. '

Trial Courts of General

and Limited Jurisdiction

General jurisdiction courts are major courts of record
from which there is a right of appeal to the state IAC or
COLR. Forty-four statesin 1987 also had a lowertrial court
level consisting of courts of limited jurisdiction. Variously
called municipal, district justice, justice of the peace, or
magistrate courts, limited jurisdiction courts are usually
restricted in the range of cases that they can decide.

There were an estimated 2,253 courts of general
jurisdiction and 13,231 courts ot limited jurisdiction in 1987.
Case filings in those courts were heard by 8,859 judges of
general jurisdiction courts and 18,721 magistrates, district
justices, and justices of the peace of limited jurisdiction
courts (Figure G, Part IV, p. 222).

Of the reporied total of 94,271,941 court filings,
24,531,414 were in general jurisdiction courts, 25.9 per-
cent of the total.. Despite the incompleteness of the data
from many states, the respective roles of general and
limited jurisdiction courts emerge from a comparison of the
composition of their 1987 filings.

Chart 3 summarizes the general jurisdiction court
filings for 1987. Civil case filings represented nearly one-
third of the total caseload (32.8 percent), criminal case
filings one-eighth (12.8 percent), and juvenile cases, 4.0
percent. Traffic/other violation cages represented the
remaining 50.4 percent of all filings.

Chart 4 divides the total limited jurisdiction court
caseload into the four main casetypes. Civil cases ac-
counted for 11.4 percent and criminal cases 11.7 percent
of the total filings, with juvenile filings representing 0.5
percent. The remaining three-fourths of the filings were
traffic/ordinance violation cases.

The percentage of shares derived from the national
caseload should be viewed with caution. In particular, the
actualrole of the generaljurisdiction courtis obscured. The
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national data combine states that only have a general
jurisdiction trial court with states that have a second trial
court level. The nationaltotal also merges datafrom states
that hear juvenile cases in their general jurisdicticn courts
with data from states that have established a court of
specialized (limited) jurisdiction for that purpose.

By focusing on states with a two-tier trial court system
and ignoring traffic and ordinance violations cases, it is
possible to see the composition of generaljurisdiction court
caseloads more clearly. First, where juvenile cases are
heard exclusively in the general jurisdiction court, the
composition of case filings in 1987 was 71.6 percent civil,
17.1 percent criminal, and 11.4 percent juvenile.'” Second,
where juvenile cases are heard in courts of special jurisdic-
tion, the 1987 case filings were 68.5 percent civil and 31.5
percent criminal.’® Whether a case is filed in the general
jurisdiction or in the special juvenile court often is deter-
mined solely by the age of the defendant, based on statute
provisions that vary among the states and are discussed in
the subsection on juvenile filings.

State trial court systems are nearly as diverse as
appellate court systems in their structure and division of
jurisdiction among courts and between the two levels of
courts. Before examining and comparing state filing data

"This is based on data from four states: Arizona, California, Florida,
and New Mexico. Percentages were derived by combining un-
weighted case filings.

18This is based on data from three states: Arkansas, Michigan, and
North Carolina. Percentages were detived by combining unweighted
case filings.

and clearance rates, it is useful to highlight some important
dimensions on which state trial court systems differ.

The conventional wisdom of court reform is based on
the virtues of consolidation. In trial courts, this is manifest
in the move toward uniform and simple jurisdiction. Uni-
form jurisdiction means that all trial courts at each level
have identical jurisdiction to decide cases. Simple jurisdic-
tion means that the allocation of subject matter jurisdictio
does not overlap between levels.'® '

In six states andthe District of Columbia, consolidation
has resutlted in a single trial court that has jurisdiction over
all cases and proceedings. The other 44 states have atwo-
tier trial court system but differ in the degree to which
jurisdiction is allocated in a uniform and simple manner.
Differences in court structure are often important in under-
standing the comparability and completeness of caseload
data from a state. Map 3 summarizes the differences
present in court structure during 1987. Four court struc-
tures are differentiated:

(1) Six states (Idaho, lowa, illinois, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, and South Dakota) and the District of
Columbia have unified ail trial courts.

(2) Fifteen states with two court levels, butin which all
limited jurisdiction courts have uniform jurisdiction.

9The “conventional wisdom" is that articulated by the American Bar
Association in its Standards Relating to Court Organization,
Chicago: American Bar Association, 1974, pp. 1-10.
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{3) Sixteen states with two court levels that overlap in

their jurisdiction.

(4) Thirteen states in which there are several general
jurisdiction courts and/or a multiplicity of limited juris-
diction courts that overlap in jurisdiction both with
courts at the same level and with courts at the general
jurisdiction level.20

Reference to the court structure charts in Part il of the
report should indicate the difference in the degree of
complexity that distinguishes the four types of court struc-
tures just outlined.

The remainder of this section considers, in turn, filings
of civil, criminal, and juvenile cases. The main conclusions
are summarized at the end of the section.

Civil Filings in 1987

States reported 16,027,139 civil casesfiledin 1987. A
civil case is a request for the enforcement or protection of
aright, orthe redress or prevention of a wrong. To meet the
detinition recommended by the State Court Model Statisti-
cal Dictionary, the category includes all {orts, contracts,
realproperty rights, smallclaims, domestic relations, mental

205tates are assigned to categories based on information contained in
David Rottman, Robert Roper, and Dixie Knoebel, Stata Court
Organization 1987, Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State
Courts, 1988, An earlier typology of state court systems based on the
number of courts and the allocation of jurisdiction among the courts
can be found in Henry R. Glick, “State Court Systems,” pp. 862-700 in
R. Janosik (ed.), The Encyclopedia of the American Judicial System,
New York: Scribners, 1987, p. 688.
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health, and estate cases over which courts have jurisdic-
tion. It also includes all appeals of administrative agency
decisions filed in tha courts and appeals of decisions of
limited jurisdiction trial courts in civil cases to general
jurisdictioncourts. Areview of the footnotesto Table 9, Part
Il (p. 100) indicates the degree to which states report data
conforming to the recommended definition. Map 4 summa-
rizes the information of the footnotes as to the general
jurisdiction court filing data from each state.

Graph 5 displays the total civil case filings in 33 states,
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Therangeisfrom
3,432 filings per 1C0,000 population in Puerto Rico to
23,085 in the District of Columbia. Connecticut has the
median filing rate of 6,338. Most states report filing rates
clustered near the median. Hawaii, with 4,497 filings per
100,000 population, has arate thatis 29 percent lowerthan
the median. Atthe top of the range, Virginia reports a filing
rate that is 2.6 times greater than the median. But Virginia
and the District of Columbia clearly stand apart from the
otherjurisdictions includedinthe graph. Delaware, withthe
third-highest filing rate, reported 10,236 filings per 100,000 .
population—62 percent above the median.

Reported civil caseloads are affected by the point at
which filings are counted, whether reopened cases are
treated as new filings, and the manner in which support/
custody proceedings are incorporated into court statistics
on marriage dissolution cases. Figure H, Part IV (p. 225)
details the method by which each court counts civil cases,
and Figure I, Part IV (p. 231) details the method by which
support/custody cases are counted.

Different approaches to counting civil, and especially
support/custody, caseloads may influence the ranking of




GRAPH 5: Civil Filings per 100,000 Population in State Trial Courts, 1987
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states inGraph 5. The limited jurisdiction court in Virginia,
the district court, regards all reopened civil cases as new
filings, counts support/custody proceedings as separate
- filings, and enters changes to a marriage decree as a case
commenced. Most states, and the general jurisdiction
court in Virginia (the circuit court), do not count reopened
civil cases as new filings and count support/custody pro-
ceedings as part of the original marriage dissolution filing,
unlessthey involve issues that arise at a later point in time
oras apostdecree action. Since the method of countvaries
between the general and limited jurisdiction courts in Vir-
ginia, the allocation of subject matter jurisdiction may also
berelevant. The Virginia circuit court has exclusive domes-
tic relations jurisdiction with the exception of support/
custody cases, which can be heard in the district court.
Thus, the relatively high rate of civil filings in Virginia, and
the atypical concentration of civil cases in the limited
jurisdiction court, is attributable, in part, to choices made
when designing court recordkeeping procedures.

Courts hearing support/custody cases in Florida,
Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming also
count cases in a way that inflates their total civil filing rate
relative to other states. This may alter somewhat the
ranking of states from what would be found if a uniform
method of counting cases existed, but there is no indication
that the impact would be dramatic.

Differences in counting practices may affect the rela-
tive share of the civil caseload heard in courts of general
and limited jurisdiction in a state, as was noted for Virginia.
Differences in the allocation of subject matter jurisdiction
are more likely explanations for why the flow of case filings
is mainly toward one court level. Delaware, for example,
has five separate limited jurisdiction courts with authority to
hear civil cases, including the family cournt; which has
exclusive jurisdiction over domestic relations cases. Fewer
than one of every eight civil cases in Delaware isfiledinone
of the state's two general jurisdiction court systems. Most
of the states with high total civil filing rates have allocated
substantial relevant subject matter jurisdiction to lower
level courts. Massachusetts, with a unified trial court
system, isthe exception; ithasthefourth-highest state filing
rate: 8,420 per 100,000 population.

There is little evidence to connect the size of the civil
court filing rate in a state to the appellate filing rate. The
District of Columbia is the only jurisdiction to report high
levels forbothrates. Withthe possible exception of Alaska,
other states with high appellate rates are found at all points
in the ranking of states based on civil trial cour filings.
However, Massachusetts has the second-lowest appellate
filing rate and the fourth-highest civil trial court filing rate.

CLEARANCE RATES FOR CIVIL CASES IN 1987.
Trial courts that disposed of more civil cases during 1987
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TEXT TABLE 5: Trial Court Clearance Rates
: for Civil Cases, 1987
State Total General Limited
Utah 70.9% 136.8% 51.5%
California 75.3% 76.2% 74.7%
Alaska 83.9% 96.6% 76.0%
Washington 84.4% 85.3% 82.6%
' Florida 89.1% 87.8% 80.7%
Kentucky 92.6% 98.2% 90.4%
Hawaii 92.9% 95.4% 90.0%
Delaware 93.8% 79.8% 95.7%
Arizona 93.8% 94.4% 93.3%
Nonrth Dakota 94.4% 95.8% 93.1%
Texas 95.1% 99.4% 91.0%
North Carolina 95.3% 91.4% 96.3%
Winois 96.1% 96.1%
Colorado 87.2% 97.7% 96.7%
Ohio 97.4% 98.3% 96.7%
Puerto Rico 98.1% 98.1% 98.2%
Vermont 98.7% 100.3% 89.8%
Virginia 98.9% 89.7% 99.8%
Kansas 99.3% 99.3% NH
Wisconsin 99.8% 99.8% NH
Indiana 100.2% 101.9% 97.7%
Nebraska 100.5% 102.9% 98.9%
Minnesota 100.6% 100.6%
District of Columbia 101.0% 101.0%
South Carolina 101.0% 101.0% 101.0%
Idaho 101.9% 101.9%
West Virginia 102.9% 110.5% 97.3%
New York — 76.0% N/A
Maryland — 80.0% N/A
Montana —_ 84.5% N/A
Tennessee — 89.9% N/A
Oklahoma —_ 90.5% N/A
New Mexico — 951% N/A
Alabama —_ 95.9% N/A
New Hampshire — 96.4% N/A
Pennsylvania — 96.6% N/A
Rhode lsland — 97.6% N/A
Arkansas — 97.6% N/A
New Jersey — 99.7% N/A
Georgia — 100.2% N/A
South Carolina — 101.0% N/A
Maine —_ 101.1% N/A
Michigan —_ 107.1% N/A
N/A = Not Available
NH = This casetype is not handled in this court.
— = A calculation is inappropriate.
Note: A blank space indicates that a state does not have a
limited jurisdiction court,
Source: Table 8 and 8, Part ||
National Center for State Courts, 1989.

(cases that may have been filed in previous years) than
were filed reduced the size of their pending civil caseload.
Text Table 5 abstracts the relevant information from Table
9, Part Il (p. 100) to present a clearance rate for each state,
for the general jurisdiction courts in that state, and for the
limited jurisdiction courts, if any, with the authority to hear
civil cases. States are listed from the lowest to highest
statewide civil clearance rate.
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Fullinformationis available for 25 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Clearance: rates could be
calculated for the general but not the limited jurisdiction
courts of another 16 states. Most states ended 1987 with
a larger pending caseload than had been present at the
start of the reporting year. Only six states {Idaho, indiana,
Minnesota, Nebraska, South Carolina, and West Virginia)
and the District of Columbia reported clearance rates of
greaterthan 100 percent. The highest statewide clearance
rate was 102.9 percent; thus, no state was significantly re-
ducing its pending caseload. In the other 20 states, clear-
ance rates ranged from a low of 70.9 percent in Utah and
75.3 percent in California to slightly below 100 percent in
Wisconsin. ,

The low clearance rates reported by Alaska and Utah
at the state level are attributable to the limited jurisdiction
courts. The Utah District Court had the highest clearance
rate of any general jurisdiction court—136.8 percent—but
its caseload was combined with a limited jurisdiction court
that disposed of one-half as many cases in 1987 as were
filed. The general jurisdiction court in Alaska also reported
a far higher clearance rate than did the limited jurisdiction
courts in the state. By contrast, both trial court levels in
California reported low clearance rates, a situation that
may have changed in 1988 with increased statewide atten-
tion to case management and delay reduction.

Alaska, California, and Utah essentially repeated the
clearance rates they reported for 1986. The District of
Columbia, Idaho, Nebraska, and West Virginia reported
clearance rates of over 100 percentinboth 1986 and 1987,
while Indiana and Minnesota did not.

Overall, trial courts failed to keep pace with the flow of
new case filings. Clearance rates could be calculated for
the generaljurisdiction courts of 41 states. The courtsof 29
of those states ended 1987 with a larger pending caseload
than had been present at the start of the year. Clearance
rates could be calculated for the limited jurisdiction courts
of 21 states. The courts of 20 of those states accumulated
larger pending caseloads during the course of 1987, sug-
gesting the need for serious concern and corrective action.

Criminal Filings in 1987

Statesreported 11,271,768 new criminai casefilingsin
1987, 28.9 percent in courts of general jurisdiction. Case
filing data from Mississippi and Nevada are not available for
1987, and the caseload data reported by courts in many
states either include other casetypes, particularly ordi-
nance violations, or omit casetypes that should be in-
cluded, particularly DWI/DUI cases. Map 5 summarizes
the impact this has on the general jurisdiction court data
reported by each state.

The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary defines a
criminal case as one in which a defendant is charged with
the violation of a state law. Subcategories of criminal cases
include felonies, misdemeanors, DWI/DUI, and appeals of
trial court cases. Felonies that can be tried to completion
in the court in which they are filed are distinguished from
felony cases that must be bound over for trial to another
court. Limited jurisdiction courts in most states hold prelimi-
nary hearings for felony cases and, in 26 states, can
dismiss afelony case; however, such courts can sentence
convicted felons in only seven states (Alabama, Indiana,




Source=Table 10
National Center for State Courts, 1989.

Data reported are:

Unavailable

Incomplete
Overinclusive
Incomplete/Overinclusive
Complete

mauno

Maine, Maryland, Nebraska, Rhode Island, and South
Carolina).?! Filings of felony cases in limited jurisdiction
courts for the purpose of conducting preliminary hearings
are not added to the state criminal caseload if the result is
a defendant being bound over for trial in another court.
Such cases are, thus, only counted once—as a filing in the
court of general jurisdiction.

Graph 6 displays the total criminal filings per 100,000
population for those states reporting data from all courts
with relevant subject matter jurisdiction.?? Thirty-six states,
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico are included.
Reference to Table 10, Part Il (p. 108) indicates why the
remaining states were excluded and the extent towhich the
caseloadfor a state at either the general or limited jurisdic-
tion level is incomplete or overinclusive.

The size of state criminal caseloads varies substan-
tially. Rates per 100,000 population range from a low of
1,466 reported by Kansas t¢ a high of 13,565 reported by
Delaware; the same states defined the lower and upper
bounds of the range in 1986. The ninefold difference from
lowest to highest rate is in marked contrast to the consis-
tency found for state civil filing rates.

21David Rottman, Robert Roper, Dixie Knoebel, State Court Organiza-
tion 1987, Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State Courts, 1988,
Table 18, pp.221-239. i

22Filing rates in Table 10, Part Il are computed on the basis of state
adult population, the practice in previous caseload statistics reports.
Graph 6, however, uses total population to derive filing rates, thus
facilitating comparisons to the size and ranking of state civil filing
rates.

The median filing rate is 4,736. One group of states
reports levels close to the median: Connecticut, Florida,
Kentucky, Louisiana, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Penn-
sylvania, South Dakota, and Washington. Two clusters of
states can be identified below and two above that group.
The lowest cluster includes lowa, Kansas, Missouri, Okla-
homa, and Puerto Rico. The second-lowest includes
California, Hawaii, lllinois, Indiana, Maine, Michigan, Min-
nesota, Nebraska, Rhode Island, and Vermont.

The second-highest cluster, immediately above the
middle group of states, consists of Alaska, District of
Columbia, Idaho, Maryland, Massachusetts, South Caro-
lina, and Utah. Finally, Arizona, Delaware, New Mexico,
North Carolina, Texas, and Virginia form a cluster of states
that reported more than 8,000 filings per 100,000 popula-
tion.

The ranking of states on Graph 6 is influenced by the
unit of count and the point at which the count is taken in
compiling court statistics. Figure D, Part IV (p. 205) de-
scribes and Table 10, Part Il (p. 108) summarizes the
practice in each court with jurisdiction to handle criminal
cases. The unit of count is defined by (a) whether a case
filing contains charges facing only an individual defendant
or if two or more defendants can be included in one filing,
and (b) whether the count is taken by charge or charging
documents that contain one charge, one incident, or mul-
tiple incidents.

States and trial court systems within states have
adopted different bases to count criminal cases. The
impact of such variation is considerable. Some states take
the countoffilings at an early stage inthe process, typically
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: 'GRAPH 6: Criminal Filings per 100,000 Population in State Triai Courts, 1987
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the filing of a complaint, information, or indictment; other
states only count a case as filed when the defendant enters
aplea. The humberofdefendants percase andthe number
of charges per charging document will also greatly affect
the number of cases reported as filed during a year.®

The rankings of some states require careful examina-
tion because of their unit of count and point of filing. The
state with the lowest filing rate, Kansas, counts filings at the
first appearance before the court by the defendant, a later
point than that used by most states to countfilings. Hawaii
(in the district court) is the only other state following that
practice; it, too, has a relatively low filing rate.

States with the highest filings tend to count each
charge against each defendant as a separate filing: Ari-
zona, Delaware, Texas, and Virginia. Other states follow-
ing that practice tend to be found in the top half of the
ranking; Hawaii is the exception, but its use of a later than
typical point for taking the count compensates for the effect
of basing the count on charges rather than incidents.

23A 1985 Directory Survey of General Jurisdiction Courts, carried out
by the U,S. Bureau of the Census for the Bureau of Justice Statistics,
found that 80 percent of the courts based their felony count on
defendants and that 75 percent of convicted defendants were
convicted on one charge. The survey also suggests substantial
variation among individual courts within a state and identified counties
that use more than one unit of count when compiling their criminal
caseload data,

Thus, some of the variation found in Graph 6, perhaps
a substantial amount, is attributable to the differences in
how courts maintain statistical records, rather than to
known differences among states in crime rates or in the
propensity to prosecute.

There is little evidence linking the rate of criminal trial
courtfilings in a state to the rate of appellate filings. Alaska,
Arizona, and the District of Columbia report high rates of
both appeals and trial court filings, while Massachusetts
and North Carolina report relatively high rates. of criminal
filings and among the lowest rates of appeals. As with civil
filings, the rankings for most states for appellate and trial
court filing rates appear unrelated.

Thereis stronger evidence suggestingthat some states
have consistently high or low filing rates for civil and
criminal cases. Civil filings in the District of Columbia,
Delaware, Massachusetts, and Utah were far higher than-
in the median rate at which most states clustered. All four
jurisdictions reported relatively high criminal filing rates.
Missouri reported a low filing rate for both civil and criminal
filings.

CLEARANCE RATES FOR CRIMINAL CASES IN
1987. Text Table 6 summarizes the information available
from Table 10, Part Il (p. 108) on clearance rates. As
before, clearance rates are calculated wherever possible
for the combined caseloads of all trial courts in-a state with
relevant subject matter jurisdiction, with separate clear-
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TEXT TABLE 6: Trial Court Clearance Rates
for Criminal Cases, 1987
State Total General Limited
New Mexico 79.6% 93.3% 78.4%
California 83.8% 94.3% 82.5%
Arizona 84.9% 91.8% 84.3%
Washington 85.3% 86.8% 85.1%
Florida 87.1% 92.7% 84.8%
Oklahoma 89.2% 89.2% NH
Maine 89.3% 95.3% 87.7%
Missouri 91.1% 91.1% NH
Alaska =~ 91.9% 89.8% 92.1%
Rhode Island 92.3% 101.3% 91.0%
New Jersey 93.5% 94.2% 93.4%
Hawaii 93.7% 76.0% 95.9%
Vermont 94.4% 94.4% NH
Minnesota 94.9% 94.9%
Connecticut 95.1% 95.1% NH
Michigan 95.5% 95.8% 95.4%
lowa 96.0% 96.0%
Kentucky 96.5% 97.8% 96.4%
North Carolina 97.6% 97.2% 97.7%
Nebraska 98.2% 104.4% 97.7%
idaho 98.6% 98.6%
Puerto Rico 98.7% 98.7% 98.8%
Delaware 99.1% 106.0% 98.7%
Virginia 99.5% 93.2% 100.7%
Colorado 99.9% 102.2% 99.0%
Utah 100.4% 192.9% 96.5%
District of Columbia 101.9% 101.9%
Kansas 103.4% 103.4% NH
lllinois 103.8% 103.8%
Maryland — 81.3% N/A
Tennessee — 85.5% N/A
Indiana — 88.7% N/A
North Dakota — 90.9% N/A
Oregon — 92.2% N/A
Wisconsin — 93.8% N/A
Alabama — 94.5% N/A
Arkansas — 985.0% N/A
Georgia — 95.9% N/A
Pennsylvania — 97.9% N/A
Texas — 98.2% N/A
Ohio — 99.0% N/A
South Carolina — 99.4% N/A
New York — 99.5% N/A
West Virginia — 103.6% N/A
Wyoming —_ 105.83% N/A
Montana — 119.3% N/A
N/A= Not Available
NH = This casetype is not handled in this court.
— = A calculation is inappropriate.
Note: A blank space indicates that a state does not have a
limited jurisdiction court,
Source; Tables 8 and 10, Part il
National Center for State Courts, 1989.

ance rates provided for the general jurisdiction courts and
the limited jurisdiction courts in each state. A state total
could be obtained for 27 states, the District of Columbia,
and Puerto Rico.

Three states and the District of ‘Columbia reported
clearance rates greater than 100 percent: Utah (100.4
percent), Kansas (103.4 percent), and llinois (103.8 per-

cent). The rate of 101.9 percent reported by the Superior
Court of the District of Columbia repeats the pattern found
for civil filings: the jurisdiction with the highest number of
filings per 100,000 population also was one of the few to
dispose of more cases than were filed.

Utah offers a more complex situation. It had the lowest
clearance rates for civilcases in 1987. Yetthe Utah District
Court, ageneral jurisdiction trial court, reported the highest
civil and criminal clearance rates of any court in both 1986
and 1987 (in 1987, it reported 4,320 criminal filings and
8,332 dispositions, resulting in a clearance rate of 193
percent). The majority of case filings, however, occurinthe
state's limited jurisdiction courts, where total civil filings in
both years and criminal filings in 1986 substantially ex-
ceeded the number of cases disposed.

The general and limited jurisdiction courts ina state do
not report consistent clearance rates, minimizing the value
of examining the situation at the state level. Most courts at
both levels, however, did not dispose of as many cases as
were filed, and the gap between dispositions and filings
was often substantial. Eleven of the 46 general jurisdiction
courts included in Text Table 6 reported clearance rates of
over 100 percent. Data are available forthe limited jurisdic-
tion courts of 18 states; the clearance rate exceeded 100
percentinonly one state. In 1987 most courts were not able
to keep pace with the increasing volume of criminal cases.
The number of cases disposed of fell short of the number
of new filings. As a result, the pending caseload grew,
although the data do nottell us by how much. However, by
whatever margin it grew, the change has serious implica-
tions, as it suggests that cases are being handled less
expeditiously than before, and couns are accumulating
problems that must be confronted in future years.

Juvenile Filings in 1987

The 1,338,737 juvenile filings during 1987, three-
quarters in general jurisdiction trial courts, represent a
small share (1.4 percent) of the total reported trial court
caseload. Even when traffic/other violation filings are
omitted, juvenile cases represent approximately one filing
in 21 (4.7 percent). Juvenile petitions accounted for 4.0
percent of 1987 filings at the general jurisdiction level
during 1987 (8.1 percent of nontraffic/other violation fil-
ings).

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

Filing and disposition statistics, along with explanatory
footnotes, for each court with juvenile subject matter juris-
diction can be found in Tabie 12, Part [l (p. 123). Statistics
were not reported by Mississippi, Nevada, Oklahoma, and
Tennessee.?

Juvenile caseloads emerge as a highly variable com-
ponent of state trial court caseloads when examining data
for individual states. Twenty-six states, the District of

24 Juvenile caseload data for 1887 were received from the Indiana
Probate Court and the Utah Juvenile Court in 1987, neither court
reported caseload statistics for 1986.
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GRAPH 7: Juveriile Filihgs per 100,000 Population

State

in State Trial Courts, 1987
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Columbia, and Puerto Rico report the data necessary to
calculate the share of the combined civil, criminal, and
- juvenile caseload that juvenile petition filings represent.
The resulting percentages range from 2 percent in Arizona
and North Carolina to 16.8 percent in Hawaii. In eighteen
states and Puerto Rico, the share is in the 3-5 percent
range.?® Larger shares are reported by the District of
Columbia (6.3 percent), Kansas (7.1 percent), Kentucky
(9.2 percent), Florida (9.6 percent), Minnesota (12.7 per-
cent), and Utah (14.2 percent). - As noted previously,
juvenile cases were most prevalent inthe Hawaii caseload:
16.8 percent of the nontraffic caseload and 36.2 percent of
filings in the state’s general jurisdiction court.

Graph 7 indicates the wide range of filing rates, calcu-
lated per 100,000 state residents age 17 orunder, reported
in 1987. Forty-two states and the District of Columbia are
included.?® Filings in a court of general jurisdiction are
distinguished from those in courts of limited or special
jurisdiction. All filings in Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, Ne-
braska, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, Rhode

25The 18 states In which juvenile filings represent 3 to 5 percent of
total civil, criminal, and juvenile filings are Alaska, California, Colo-
rado, Connecticut, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, South
Dakota, Vermont, Virginia, and Washington. The percentage share of
each type of case will be affected by footnotes indicating that statistics
are incomplete or overinclusive in Tables 9, 10, and 12, Part Il.

Island, Utah, and Virginia were in a court of limited or
special jurisdiction. All juvenile petitions in 27 of the states
included on the graph were filed in a general jurisdiction
court; only Alabama, Alaska, Indiana, Louisiana, and
Maryland reported juvenile filings at both court levels.
Juvenile filing rates per 100,000 juvenile population
vary from 633 in Montana to 9,078 in the District of Colum-
bia. The second-lowest rate is the 825 reported by lowa;
the second-highest filing rate is the 6,294 per 100,000
juvenile population rate reported by New Jersey. The
remaining states cover the full range, with some bias
towardthe lowerlevels. A narrow band of rates; from 1,000
to 1,500, includes 14 states (in order of ascending rates:
Michigan, lllinois, Alaska, New York, Arizona, California,
Missouri, Vermont, West Virginia, Arkansas, North Caro-
lina, Maine, Nebraska, and Connecticut). South Dakota,
Colorado, Pennsylvania, and New Mexico follow, all with

26The Arkansas County Court, sitting as the juvenile court, had
exclusive jurisdiction to handle juvenile petitions until early in 1987,
The Arkansas Supreme Court found that practice unconstitutional.
Effective January 20, 1987, juvenile jurisdiction was transferred to the
circuit court and the chancery and probate court, pending approval of
a constitutional amendment, which was approved in November 1988,
and pending a 1989 legislative act that would structure a new juvenile
court system. Since the transfer occurred more than halfway through
the reporting year used by the Arkansas courts, all 1987 filings are
attributed to the county court.
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rates below 1,750 filings per 100,000 juvenile population.
Indiana, Kansas, and Washington have rates near the
2,000 mark, but the remaining states are arrayed at nearly
evenintervals between 2,141 (Idaho) and the District of Co-
lumbia, which reported a filing rate (9,078) five times the
median of 1,939.

One factor underlying the variation found for juvenile
filing rates is the divergent means and degrees to which
states have established special procedures and courts to
process cases involving delinquent juveniles. “Civil” and
“criminal” as caseload categories do not differ significantly
from state o state. The same types of cases would be
found in their 1987 filings. There is no such broad agree-
ment onwhat constitutes a “juvenile” case, and what might
be heardthrough regularcourt procedures inone state may
be heard in a special juvenile court in another.

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

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

Thirty-seven states and the District of Columbia termi-
nate original juvenile delinquency jurisdiction in juvenile
courts at age 18; Wyoming does at age 19. Georgia,
lilinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri,
South Carolina, and Texas define an adult for purposes of
court jurisdictionas a 17 yearold. Fourstatesuse 16as the
threshold age dividing juvenile and adult status: Connecti-
cut, New York, North Carolina, and Vermont.

The two latter groups of states have defined juvenile
more narrowly than most states; this should be reflected in
the size of their juvenile caseload. Graph 7 suggests that
is indeed the case, as all four states have filing rates below
the median. Theuse ofalowerthantypical age toterminate
juvenile status may be a factor in the relatively low rates
reported by {llinois and Michigan, but states that have
adopted age 17 as the point of termination did not consis-
tently report low filing rates.

27The authority for the “peak” at age 15-17 in criminal activity is Travis
Hirschi and Michael Gottfredson, "Age and the Explanation of Crime,”
American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 89, No. 3 (November 1983). The
arrest percentage is calculated from Federal Bureau of Investigation,
U.S. Departnient of Justice, Crime in the United States: Uniform
Crime Reports 1987, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1988, Table 33, p. 174.

Other factors may help explain these variations. Law
enforcement agencies differ in the extent o which they
divert juvenile law violators fromfurther penetrationinto the
juvenile justice system. Case-screening practices by juve-
nile court intake officers vary significantly and may resultin
awide range of referral to petition ratios. Prosecutors have
differing authority atthe intake juncture, whichmay have an
impact onthese ratios. The amount of judge time available
and the size of probation officers’ supervision caseloads
also may influence referralto petition ratios. Ruralcommu-
nities and states tend to file fewer petitions proportionally
than more urban jurisdictions; their delinquent offenses
may be less serious and more amenable to noncourt or
informal handling. Some states allow for direct filings of
charges in a criminal court, particularly with older juveniles
and more serious offenses, although the numbers of cases
involved are not great.

Generally, the juvenile status offense category isknown
to have extreme variance. Such cases are rarely or
infrequently petitioned in some jurisdictions but regularly
petitioned elsewhere, and the differences are sometimes
pronounced even within one state.

Dependency, neglect, and abuse case filings have
increasedinrecentyears. The frequency withwhich a child
protection agency files juvenile court petitions, as opposed
to working with a family without court intervention, also
varies sizably.

CLEARANCE RATES FOR JUVENILE PETITIONS
IN1987. Text Table 7 presents clearance rates for juvenile
petitions, based on caseload statistics from Table 12, Part
Il (p. 128). Statewide clearance rates can be obtained for
34 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. The
rates range from a low of 67.7 percent in Florida to a high
of 109.8 percentin North Carolina. Six other statesreported
clearance rates greater than 100 percent: Arizona, New
Mexico, New York, Texas, Utah, and West Virginia. Thus,
fewer than one state in five reduced the size of its pending
caseload during 1987. Since most juvenile petitions are
filed and decided in general jurisdiction courts, the state
ranking is usually that of the general jurisdiction trial court.
Clearance rates could be calculated for 42 general and
limited (usually special) jurisdiction courts handiing juve-
nile petitions. In 35 of those courts, the clearance rate was
below 100 percent; 11 courts reported clearance rates
below 90 percent.

The states with the highest and the lowest juvenile
filing rates tended to have comparable criminal filing rates.
The high juvenile filing rates reporied by the District of
Columbia, Utah, and Virginia were complemented by high
criminal filing rates. lowa and Missouri reported low filing
rates for both types of cases. Generally, the District of
Columbia and Virginia had high trial court filing rates, while
Missouri had low filing rates.

Trial Courts in 1987: A Summary

State trial courtfilings increasedin 1987. The increase
was greatest for criminal cases, especially those filed in
general jurisdiction courts (an increase of 5.8 percent).
Civilcase filings increased slightly, with alargerincrease in
limited than in general jurisdiction courts. The increase
parallels the experience of appellate courts, which have
reported 3.9 percent more filings in 1987 than in 1986.
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TEXT TABLE 7: Trial Court Clearance Rates
for Juvenile Cases, 1987
State Total General Limited
Florida: 67.7% 67.7% NH
Maine 80.0% - NH 80.0%
Minois 81.0% 81.0%
Alaska 81.5% 82.9% 59.3% -
Montana 84.7% 84.7% NH
Michigan 85.0% NH 85.0%
Washington 87.6% 87.6% NH
Alabama 87.8% 79.7% 93.9%
Colorado 88.1% 88.1% NH
Kentucky 91.1% NH 91.1%
California 92.9% 92,9% NH
Virginia 94.1% NH - 94.1%
Pennsylvania 94.4% 94.4% NH
Delaware 94.5% NH 94.5%
Kansas 95.5% 95.5% NH -
Rhode Island 96.1% NH 96.1%
Maryland 96.4% 97.3% 88.9%
Vermont 96.4% 96.4% NH
Arkansas 97.5% NH 97.5%
Connecticut 97.5% 97.5% NH
Puerto Rico 97.7% 97.7% NH
New Jersey 98.0% 98.0% NH
Idaho 98.5% 98,5%
Hawaii 98.7% 98.7% - NH
Minnesota 99.0% 99.0%
Ohio 99.6% 99.6% NH
Wisconsin 99.6% 99.6% NH
Indiana 99.8% 99.9% 96 7%
District of Columbia 99.9% 99.9%
New Mexico 100.86% 100.6% NH
West Virginia 101.1% 101.1% NH
Utah 101.3% NH 101.3%
Arizona 103.2% 103.2% NH
New York 103.6% NH 103.6%
Texas 102.3% 111.7% 98.3%
North Carolina 109.8% NH 109.8%
Louisiana —_ N/A 92.5%
N/A= Not Available
NH = This casetype is not handled in this court.
— = A calculation is inappropriate.
Note: A blank space indicates that a state does not have a
limited jurisdiction court.
Source: Tables 8 and 12, Part ||
National Center for State Courts, 1989.

There was little variation among states in the rate of
1987 civil filings, with most states reporting civil filing rates
close to the median of 6,338 per 100,000 population.
Considerable variation was present for criminal filing rates.
The range was from 1,466 to 13,565 per 100,000 popula-
tion, with a median of 4,736 filings. Greater variation char-
acterized juvenile filing rates. States reported filing rates
that range from 633 to 9,078 filings per 100,000 juvenile
population in 1987.

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

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

A strong and dlsturbmg pattern in 1987 trial court
caseload statistics is the low clearance rates. Many,

.perhaps most, courts are experiencing difficulty in keeping

up with the inflow of new cases. The number of new.cases
filed in 1987 often substantially exceeded the number of
cases that were disposed of by the court: The problem is
more prevalent for juvenile petition and criminal cases than
forcivilcases, and more serious for limited jurisdiction than
for generat jurisdiction courts.

Finally, there is no clear relationship between the rate
of trial court filings and the rate of appellate filingsin a state.
Nationally, trial courts and appellate court filings recorded
similar percentage increases. But that consistency is not
evident in the individual states. The appellate courts of
most states, however, will need to cope with the conse-
quences of the trial court caseload growth recorded in 1987
as the cases filed in that year reach judgment and become
the subject of appeals.

Trends in Civil and
Criminal Court Filings: 1981-87

This sectionplaces 1987 trial court filings in the context
of recent caseload trends. Two main questions are ad-
dressed. First, to what extent are filing rates for individual
states and courts essentially stable overtime? If filing rates
change dramatically and unsystematically from year to
year, then the rankings of states reported in the preceding
section for civil, criminal, and juvenile filing rates are
probably attributable to short-term or random factors.
Stability in ranking suggests that durable characteristics
such as state legal systems, economies, and demogra-
phies are influential in determining the size and composi-
tion of court caseloads.

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

The baseline used for this section is the caseload
reported by state trial courts in 19812 The trends exam-
ined describe change in specific torts, general civil (a
combination of tort, contract, and real property rights fil-




ings),- and criminal felonies. These case categories are
indicators of important changes inthe size and composition
of court caseloads. Torts, general civil, and felony cases
tend to consume more court resources than other case
categories and to speak directly to the concerns and
guestions many court managers, legislators, and the public
have about the work of the state courts,

Trends in Tort Filings

Torts are allegations of injury or wrong committed
either against a person or against a person's property by a
party who either failed to do something that they were
obligated to do or did something that they were obligated
notto do. The caseload statistics reports for 1985 and 1986
contained a separate section devoted to trends in tort

litigation. This report updates selected indicators of trends
in torts and general civil case filings.

Tort filing data can be obtained from 26 general juris-
diction and six limited jurisdiction courts. The number of
filings andthe rate offilings per 100,000 population peryear
are detailedin Appendix Table 1.1. Filing datafor1982 and
1983 are not available, leaving a gap inthe time series and
requiring caution when interpreting the strength and direc-
tion of trends.?®

The focus here is on the four adjacent years: 1984-87.
Chart 5 summarizes the change experienced by each court
in each year. Courls are categorized as having a loweror
higherfiling rate only if the change is greaterthan 2 percent.

The data suggest three consistencies in tort filings.
First, tort filing rates fluctuate in most states rather than
remain stable. Second, there is a national direction to the
fluctuation in a given year. Third, despite the fluctuations,
there is an apparent underlying upward trend in some
states but no -underlying downward trend.

The first consistency answers the question about sta-
bility infiling rates. Filing ratesin most statesfiuctuate from
yearto year, often substantially. Large fluctuationstendto
be associated with specific changes in statute law or court
procedure that make it advantageous for litigants to file a

25The caseload statistics series published by the National Center for
State Courts begins in 1975. However, 1981 is the earliest year for
which caseload data comparable to that reported in this volume can
be obtained for a significant number of general jurisdiction courts.
The only other annual series on state court caseloads was collected
and published by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. The last volume in
that series reported 1948 statistics.

29Before 1986, civil case filings in New York’s general jurisdiction
courts, the suprenie court and county court, were reported based on a
count taken at the “trial note of issue,” a document by which the
parties indicate their readiness for trial. In 1986 and 1987, civil filing
statistics from those courts are based on a count taken at the "request
for judicial intervention,” which is usually filed with the first motion, an
event that takes place at an earlier stage in the litigation process than
the "trial note of issue.” The change in the point of count is of great
importance for caseload trends. The New York supreme and county
courts reported 126,776 civil case filings in 1985 and 284,568 in 1986.
Table 9, Part |l {p.100) reports 242,503 civil filings for 1987. However,
to make the trend tables prepared by the NCSC Court Statistics
Project consistent over time, case filing statistics in Appendix Tables
1.1 and 1.2 in Part | of this report are based on a count of filings taken
at the "trial note of issue.” Thus, Appendix Table 1.2 reports 121,433
civil filings in 1987 for the New York supreme and county courts,
based on information provided by the New York State Office of Court
Administration.

lawsuit either before or after a particular date. Tort reform
legislation in Utah during 1986, for example, set a cap on
the amount of noneconomic damages that a plaintiff could
recover, modified the doctrine of joint and several liability,
and required structured settlements for certain categories
of awards. Tort filings in Utah doubled between 1985 and
1986 and then decreased by 48 percent between 1986 and
1987. The net effect was minorwhen considered in relation
to population: there were 76 tort filings per 100,000
population in the Utah District Court in 1985 and 79 per
100,000 population in 1987. The sharp fluctuations re-
ported for the state of Washington and, perhaps, Colorado
may reflect the same pattern of a sharp rise in response to
incentives to file in one year followed by an equally precipi-
tous decline back to a rate close to the original filing level.

Other fluctuations may reflect alterations during the
1980s to the maximum dollar amount jurisdiction for cases
filed in courts of limited jurisdiction and for small claims
procedures. Inmost states, that maximumi has increased
substantially. Limited jurisdiction courts and smali claims
procedures are now viable alternatives to filing a tort case
in the general jurisdiction courts of many states. This adds
weight to the significance of the increases observed intort
filings, since case filings in general jurisdiction courts
presumably represent a diminishing share of total claims
for tort damages. For example, on July 1, 1986 (the start
of the court reporting year), the maximum dollar amount of
a small claims filing in the Alaska District Court rose from
$1,000 to $5,000. This may account, in part, for the large
decrease {28 percent) in tort filings in the Alaska Supetrior
Court between 1986 and 1987.

A second consistency to tort filing rates in the mid-
1980s speaks to the question of national patterns. There
is some consistency among states in the timing of upward
and downward fluctuations. Filingratestendedtoincrease
in 1985 and againin 1986. Between 1984 and 1985, 13 of
22 states registered increases in the rate at which tort
cases were filed in their general jurisdiction trial court.
Between 1985 and 1986, 22 of 26 states registered an
increase. The change between 1986 and 1987 was more
likely to be either slight (10 states) or downward (9 states),
with only seven states registering increases. This consis-
tency suggests factors operating at a national or, perhaps,
regional level that affect the extent and direction of change
to tort filing rates.

A third consistency suggests that the direction in the
filing trends is upward. New York is the only state in Chart
5 inwhichtwo successive decreases were reported: 1984/
85 (-6 percent) and 1985/86 (—10 percent). Given the
absence of states with sustained decreases in filings over
the mid-1980s, a general downward pattern is implausible.
Moreover, sufficient states are experiericing increases in
their general jurisdiction court filings during the 1984-87
periodto support a general upward trend. California, Ohio,
and Puerto Rico experienced three successive increases,
while most (11 of the 13) states reporting an increase over
1984/85 also reported an increase in 1985/86.

Some of the increases over the full 1981-87 period are
substantial indeed. Tort filings per 100,000 population
increased by 49 percent in Texas, 48 percent in California,
34 percent in Ohio, and 31 percent in Connecticut. Most
increases were more modest, and the story that emerges
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- CHART 5: Tort filing trends in general jurisdiction courts, 1984-1987
1984-1985 1985-1986 1986-1987
DOKN:: UTAH District ........c.. -13% NEW YORK Supreme and WASHINGTON Superior =~ -60%
Decrease of 3 MARYLAND Circuit v...... -B% County «..,.... oo =10% UTAH District ...... ~48%
percent or more NEW YORK Supreme and (1 Court) GOLORADO District .. -41%
County ..l .ooes Pees -B% ALASKA Superior .... -28%
NORTH DAKOTA District .. ~6% IDAHO District ..... ~17%
MASSACHUSETTS Trial .... =~ -5% MAINE Superior ..... -14%
(5 Courts) MASSACHUSETTS Trial ~6%
FLORIDA Circult .... -3%
MISSOURI. ........... ~3%
(9 Courts)
NO CHANGE: MAINE Superior .......... -1% MAINE Superior ...... -2% NORTH DAKOTA District -~1%
Pecrease or NEW JERSEY Superior ..... 0% MONTANA District .... ~1% ARKANSAS Circult .... %
increase no KANSAS District ......... 1% TEXAS District ...... 0% HAWAIIL Circult ...... 0%
greater than 2 CONNECTICUT Supertor .... 2% (3 Courts) NORTH CAROLINA Superior 0%
percent (4 Courts) ARIZONA Superior .... 1%
’ MONTANA District .... 1%
NEW YORK Supreme and
county .....vvinnnn 1%
KANSAS Oistrict ..... 2%
NEW JERSEY Superior .. 2%
TENNESSEE Circuit &
Chancery ...... vees 2%
(10 Courts)
ue: HAWAII Circutt .......... 3% ARKANSAS Circuit .... 3% CALIFORNIA Superior . 3%
Increase of 3 MISSOURI Circuit ........ 4% HAWATI Circuit ...... 4% MARYLAND Circult .... 3%
percent or more COLORADD District ....... 6% MASSACHUSETTS Trial . 4% OHIO Court of Common
TENNESSEE Circuit and TENNESSEE Circuit and Pleas .i...ovuvenn 3%
Chancery ..... fherereue 6% Chancery .......... % PUERTO RICO Superior 5%
TEXAS District ......o... 1% PUERTO RICO Superier 4% TEXAS District ...... 6%
WASHINGTON Superior ..... 1% KANSAS- District ..... 5% MICHIGAN Circuit .... 9%
FLORIDA Circuit ..... PR 8% ARIZONA Superior ... 6% CONNECTICUT Superior 1%
PUERTO RICD Superior .... 1Y% IDAHO District ...... T% {7 Courts)
ARIZONA Superior ........ 12% CONNECTICUT Superior 3
CALIFQRNIA Superior ..... 12% NEW JERSEY Supertor . 1%
MONTANA. District ........ 14% ALASKA Superior ..... 9%
IDAHO District ...... e 16% NORTH CAROLINA Superior 9%
OHIO Court of Common Pleas 16% MISSOURI Circuit .... 10%
(13 Courts) OHIO Court of Commoh
PIR3S veveruiiansnn 10%
NORTH DAKOTA District 11%
MICHIGAN Circuit .... 13%
CALIFORNIA Superior . ~T14%
FLORIDA Circuit ..... 16%
MARYLAND Circuit .... 20%
COLORADD District ...  34%
WASHINGTON Superior . 98%
UTAH District ....... 100%
(22 Courts)
Total Number of Courts (22) Total Number of Courts (26) Total Number of Courts (26)
Source: APPENDIX TABLE 1.1

from the case filing statistics will vary depending on which
states are regarded as the most significant bellwethers of
change. Some tentative trends can be put forward, how-
ever, based onthe 1981-87 tort filing data. Eachtrendisa
distinctive pattern interms of the consistency and direction
of change in filing rates.

First, tort filings in six states and Puerto Rico have
grown consistently overthe 1981-87 period: Arizona (from

1984), California, Connecticut, Michigan, Ohio, and Texas
(included althoughthere was no change in the filing rate per
100,000 population hetween 1985/86). Second, there was
an apparent upward trend in three states, broken only in
1986/87. This describes the trends for Florida, Hawaii
{which recorded no change on a population-adjusted basis
over 1986/87), and Missouri (from 1984). Third, filings in
nine states do not manifest a clear direction, fluctuating

28 « State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1987




. fromyear to year. This is the most common trend. These

states are Idaho (substantial fluctuation, especially over

. +-1986/87), Kansas (minor year-to-year change, essentially

- stable), Maine (little change until substantial 1986/87 de-
crease), Maryland (fluctuation with some indication that an
upward trend may be present), Massachusetts (fluctuation

- but with evidence of a downward trend), Montana (essen-

tially stable), New Jersey (upward since 1984), North
Dakota (minorfluctuation, but the rate is essentially stable),
and Tennessee (fluctuation, with some evidence of an
upward trend).

A fourth trend consists of three states that recorded
sharp increases over 1985/86 that could be attributed to
specific changes in state statutory law or court procedure
(see Partll, State Court Caseload Statistics: 1986 Report).
The three states, which recorded substantial decreases in
their filing rates between 1986 and 1987, are Colorado
(where the trend seems to be downward), Utah (where
there is no identifiable trend), and Washington (where the
trend is upward except for the 1986/87 change).

New York suggests a fifth trend that may be present in
states notincluded in Appendix Table 1.1. New Yorkis the
only state offering clear evidence of a strong downward
trend;thattrend, however, wasbrokenin 1986/87, when an
increase was recorded. ‘

To summarize, the available state court data on tort
filings include six states with a consistent upward trend and
five states with what can plausibly be interpreted as an
upward trend but where the year-to-year change is not
consistently upward. The filing rate has not consistently
decreased in any state, although the trend is apparently
downward in Colorado, Massachusetts, and New York.
There is no satisfactory basis for attributing a direction to
-~ the filing data for remaining states; filing rates are essen-
tially stable, particularly over the 1984-86 period.

Torts as a Percentage

of Total Civil Filings

The trends just identified can clearly only be character-
ized as suchinthe shortterm. The available data covertoo
brief a time span to draw firm conclusions about the extent
anddirection offundamentalchanges intortfilings. ltwould
buttress the tentative conclusions considerably, however,
if, even in the short term, tort filings were increasing more
rapidly than other types of civil cases. This is the case for
those states recording consistent year-to-yearincreases in
tort filing rates. ;

The percentage of total civil filings that were tort cases
in 1985, 1986, and 1987 can be calculated from the data in
Appendix Table 1.2, Twenty-five states and Puerto Rico
are included. The resulting percentages are presented in
Text Table 8. In 11 states, the percentage was essentially
unchanged over the three-year period; in 10 states the
percentage increased, and in four states it declined.® |

The largest increases were in the general jurisdiction
courts of California, Maine, and Maryland. Torts repre-
sented 17.9 percent of California’'s 1985 civil filings and

3°A more formal analysis would take into consideration that a change
from 21 percent to 22 percent is not proportional to a change from,
say 3 percent to 4 percent. The standard procedure is a logarithmic
transformation of the data.

TEXT TABLE 8: Tont Filings as a Percent

of Civil Filings
State/Court name: 1985 1986 1987
General jurisdiction courts:
Alaska Superior 11.4 14.2 11.0
Arizona Superior 11.0 11.6 12.1
Arkansas Circuit 16.0 156.5 154
California Superior 17.9 19.9 20.4
Colorado District, Denver Superior,
Juvenile and Probate 5.0 5.8 3.5
Connecticut Superior 8.5 8.9 10.4
Florida Circuit 71 8.0 8.0
Hawaii Circuit 6.4 6.7 6.9
Idaho District 3.3 3.5 3.4
Kansas District 3.3 3.2 341
Maine Superior 28.8 30.8 311
Maryland Circuit 10.1 11.6 12.2
Michigan Circuit 15.9 17.5 17.4
Minnesota District —_ 4.4 4.7
Missouri Circuit 4.3 4.5 4.2
Montana District 6.8 8.5 6.7

New Jersey Superior 71 7.3 7.3

New York Supreme and County 28.1 26.7 28.2
North Carolina Superior 9.2 9.6 9.1
North Dakota District 36 3.7 3.6
Ohio Court of Common Pleas 8.8 8.7 8.7
Tennessee Circuit, Criminal
and Chancery 12.0 12.3 12.2
Texas District 8.4 9.1 9.2
Utah District 4.2 7.7 5.5
Washington Superior 8.0 14.4 6.2
Puerto Rico Superior 7.0 6.7 7.4
Limited jurisdiction courts:
Alaska District 3.6 15.5 4.4
Florida County — 121 14.6
Hawaii District 3.2 3.5 4.2
Ohio County 1.8 1.8 1.8
Ohio Municipal 4.0 4.1 4.3
Texas County-Level 5.1 5.5 5.7
Puerto Rico District 3.4 3.8 3.7

Source: Appendix Table 1.2, Part |
National Center for State Courts, 1989,

20.4 percent of 1987 filings. The change in Maine was
from 28.8 percent to 31.1 percent and in Maryland from
10.1 percent to 12.2 percent.  More modest increases
occurred in Arizona (11.1 percent to 12.1 percent) and in
Texas (8.3to 9.2 percent). These percentages are citedas
evidence that tort filings were increasing at a faster pace
than other types of civil cases.

Diminished percentage shares are found in Alaska,
Arkansas, Colorado, and Washington. Both tortfilings and
total civilfilings were increasing in Arkansas overthe three-
year period, but the growth in tort filings did not keep pace
with other categories of civil cases. Colorado, Utah, and
Washington were cited earlier as likely examples of the
impact of tort reform. That attribution is strengthened by
the fact that tort filings in those states apparently changed
far more dramatically than total civil filings.
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Torts as a percentage of total civil filings offer an
indicator of change that is not linked to state population.
The size of the population is growing in most states, and if
filings remain constant from one yearto the next, the resuit
is a decreased filing rate. The use of population-adjusted
filing data, therefore, imposes a more difficult standard for
upward trends than for downward trends. Also, population
change for individual states is often influenced by net
migration, which can cause rapid change to the population
size of states in somé regions.®

Overall, the use of percentages tends to support the
conclusions drawn using rates per 100,000 population.
Torts were increasing more rapidly than other civil filings in
only a few states during the 1985-1987 period. Therewas,
however, a sharp upward swing intortfilings between 1985
and 1986: torts increased as a percentage of total civil
filings in 16 of 25 courts reporting relevant data. Although
that increase did not recurinthe 1986/87 changes for most
states, there is more evidence in support of rising tortfilings
than in support of declining tort filings.

Trends in General Civil Filings: 1981-87

Torts are a small component of civil filings in most
generaljurisdictiontrial courts. The range in 1987 wasfrom
3 percent (in Idaho and Kansas) to 31 percent (in Maine}).
General civil filings offer a larger, more broadly based
indicator of trends. The category includes all contract, real
property rights, and tort cases. it is possible that general
civil filings are changing more consistently and substan-
tially than tort filings alone. This is the case in the federal
courts, where coniract cases are increasing more rapidly
than tort filings.?

The number of general civil cases filed and the rate of
filings per 100,000 population can be found in Appendix
Table 1.3. Changes infiling rates between 1984/85, 1985/
86, and 198€/87 are summarized in Chart 6.

The consistencies identified for tort filing rates also
apply to general civil cases over the 1984-87 period. The
change between 1984 and 1985 and between 1985 and
1986 was upward in most states. There was, however, no
clear direction to the change between 1986 and 1987. Of
the 18 states reporting data for both 1986 and 1987, six
experienced decreases, five were unchanged, and seven
experienced increases. There are fewer very large in-
creases or decreases when changes are calculated for
general civil filings. It seems reasonable to attribute the
more substantial year-to-year changes found for tort filings
to specific tort reform legislation.

There is little consistency in the experience of general
jurisdiction courts over the full 1981-87 period. Eleven
state general jurisdiction courts and the District of Colum-

31Tort filings can be standardized using a variety of rates, including
rates per 100,000 households, rates per 100,000 firms, or rates per
100,000 economic transactions in a state. The rate selected should
reflect the purpose of the analysis. In this report, the issue is simply
whether filings are increasing more or less rapidly than the population.

32Marc Galanter, “The Life and Times of the Big Six; or, The Federal
Courts Since the Good Old Days.” Madison; University of Wisconsin,
Institute for Legal Studies, Disputes Processing Research Program,
Working Paper Number 6, August 1888,
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bia Superior Court reported data for 1981 and 1984-87. A
clear upward trend can be identified in Alabama and
Kansas. Filing rates fluctuated in Colorado and Texas, but
the direction of the change over the period appears to be
upward. Most states recorded year-to-year changes, but
without establishing a clear trend: Arkansas, Delaware,
North Carolina, North Dakota, Tennessee, and Washing-
ton.

Hawaii and the District of Columbia recorded substan-
tial and consistent declines in general civil filings. The
Hawaii Circuit Court received 390 general civil filings per
100,000 population in 1981 and 339 per 100,000 popula-
tionin 1987, adecrease of 13 percent. General civilfilings
inthe District of Columbia declined by 20 percent between
1981-87, from 17,183 to 13,827 filings per 100,000 popu-
lation. The lower general civil filing rates may be the result
of changes that made small claims procedures applicable
to abroaderrange of cases. Inthe District of Columbia, for
example, the maximum dollar amount for a small claims
filing was increased from $750 in 1981 to $2,000 in 1987.

Overall, the limited evidence on general civil filings is
less conclusive than that available for torts. Several states
recordedincreasedfilingsduringthe 1981-87 period, several
states recorded decreased filings, while most recorded no
consistent upward ordownwardtrend. These are sufiicient
differences between tort and general civil case filing pat-
terns to suggest that the factors promoting increased or
decreased levels of tort litigation in states may not be
having a similar effect on.contract and real property rights
litigation.

Trends in Felony Filings: 1981-87

Felonies are serious criminal offenses. Typically, a
felony is an offense for which the minimum prison sentence
is one year or more. The definition of a felony and the
specific offenses involved varies among the states, but
felony case filings always include the most serious of-
fenses and exclude minor offenses.

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

Felony case filing statistics and filing rates per 100,000
populations for 1981 and 1984-87 are presented in Appen-
dix Table 1.4. Chant 7 summarizesthe year-to-yearchanges
each court experienced over the 1984-87 period.

Filings per 100,000 population increased inone-halfto
two-thirds of the courts reporting relevant data for each set
of adjacent years. Between 1984/85, three courts regis-
tered a decrease, 10 courts remained unchanged, and 19
courts registered an increase. An increase or decrease
here means that filings per 100,000 population changed by
2 percent or more. Of the 36 courts with relevant data for
the 1985/86 change, four registered decreases, 12 no
change, and 20 increases. The comparable 1986/87
figures are six decreases, six no change, and 21 increases.

Increases tended to be substantial. While no state
court reported adecrease of more than 8 percent, and most
decreases were in the 3 to 5 percent range, many courts
reported year-to-year increases of 10 to 20 percent. The
cumuiative increase in the rate of felony filings is, therefore,




‘General juris-

diction courts:

1984-1985

“HAWAIT Circuit ..........

CHART 6: General civil filing trends in general jurisdiction courts, 1984-1987

1985-1986 1986-1987

DOWN: =% ALASKA Superior ..... . -80% UTAH: Pistrict ...... -38%
Decrease of 3 DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TEXAS District ........ -3% WASHINGTON Superilor -25%
‘percent or more Superfor ... i ive.nen ~4% (2 Courts) MONTANA District ... -10%
(2 Courts) DISTRICT GF COLUMBIA
: SUPerior ....ee... 6%
HAWALL Circuit ..... -5%
DELAWARE Superior .. -4%
{6 Courts)
NO CHANGE: DELAWARE Superior ....... 0% DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA MICHIGAN Circuit ... ~2%
Decrease or -an NORTH DAKOTA District ... % Superior .....ecieaan -1%4 NORTH. DAKGTA
increase no (2 Courts) UTAH District ......... =1% District ......... -2%
greater than 2 HAWAII Circuit ........ 0% ARKANSAS Circult ... -1%
percent NORTH CAROLINA Superior 1% NORTH CARCLINA
S (4 Courts) Superior ......... (13
KANSAS District .... 2%
(5 Courts)
up: TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal ALABAMA Circuit ....... 4% TENNESSEE Circuit and
Increase in of 3 and Chancery .......... A% TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal _Chancery ........ 3%
percent or more NORTH CARCLINA Superior . 8% and Chancery ........ 4% TEXAS District .... 3%
ALABAMA Circuit ......... 9% MONTANA District ...... 5% COLORADD District . 5%
KANSAS District ......... 9% NORTH DAKOTA District . 5% ALABAMA Circuit ... a%
TEXAS District .......... 9% ARKANSAS Circuit ...... - 6% ARIZONA Superior .. 9%
COLORADO District ....... 10% CONNECTICUT Superior .. 6% CONNECTICUT Superior —~ 14%
MONTANA District ........ 10% ARIZONA Superior ...... 10% ALASKA Superior ... 21%
WASHINGTON Superior ..... 10% KANSAS District ....... 11% (7 Courts)
ARKANSAS  Chancery and DELAWARE Superior ..... 12%
Probate ........... ... 18% ARKANSAS Chancery and
(9 Courts) Probate.............. 13%
WASHINGTON Superior ... 21%
MICHIGAN Circuit ...... 22%
COLORADG District ..... 30%

(13 Courts)

Total Number of Courts (13)

Total Number of Courts (19)

Tota)l Number of Courts (19)

Source: APPENDIX TABLE 1.3

quite substantial in a number of states. Between 1984 and
1987, felony filings per 100,000 population consistently
increased by 3 percent or more in California (a cumulative
increase of 31.4 percent), the District of Columbia (79.3
percent), New Hampshire (32.9 percent), New York (26.7
percent), and Washington (29.1 percent).

There were, however, fluctuations for most cours
despite the strong underlying trend toward higher felony
filings. Hawaii, for example, registered a decrease be-
tween 1984/85, no change between 1985/86, and an
increase between 1986/87. No state registered three
successive decreases, and only two states with relevant
data {(Vermont and Wyoming) failed to register atleast one
increase of 3 percent or more.

Overthefull 1981-87 period, felony filings per 100,000
populationincreased in 20 states and the District of Colum-
bia. Filing rates declined in six states over those years.
Filing data for nine states were not available eitherfor 1981
or 1987.

Despite the general consistency with which states
recorded increased filing rates, the data do not provide

unambiguous evidence of a strong, nationwide upward
trend in the state courts. The experience of the states falls
instead into four main trends. Strong and consistent
upward trends are identifiable in Arkansas (60 percent),
California (41 percent), Connecticut (43 percent), the Dis-
trict of Columbia {138 percent), New Jersey (32 percent),
and New York (46 percent). Eight other states can be
categorized as having a clear upward trend, but one that
was not consistent overthe fulltime period. The states (and
the percent increase recorded between 1981 and 1987)
are Arizona (21 percent), lowa (27 percent), New Hamp-
shire (30 percent), North Dakota (16 percent), Oregon (16
percent), South Dakota (16 percent), Texas (26 percent),
and Washington (25 percent).

There was no evident direction in the changes experi-
enced by Colorado, Hawaii, lllinois, Maine, North Carolina,
Ohio, Virginia, and Wisconsin. The 1981-87 percentage
change in the filing rate may have been large, but the

" direction of year-to-year changes was inconsistent.

Three states (Kansas, Rhode Island, and Wyoming)
appearto have experienced downward trends. Filing rates
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CHART 7: Felony filing trends in general jurisdiction courts, 1984-1987
1984-1985 1985-1986 1986-1987
DOWN: KANSAS District ...... -8%  IOWA District ........ -3% . INDIANA Superior and
Decrease of 3 NORTH CAROLINA Superior  -5%  MAINE Superior ....... ~-3% Circult ... ....oiiiints =9%
percent or more HAWAIT Circult ....... -3%  NEW JERSEY Superior .. -3% MONTANA District ........ 5%
{3 Courts) WEST VIRGINIA Circuit -3%  WISCONSIN Circuit ....... -5%
(4 Courts) WYOMING District ..... ~-5%
VERMONT District ........ ~4%
RHODE [SLAND Superior . ~-3%
(6 Courts)
NO CHANGE: OHIO Court of Common HAWAIIL Circuit ....... -2% - ILLINOIS Circuit ........ 2%
Decrease or Pleas v.vivneen venes =2% KENTUCKY Circuit ..... -1%  COLORADO District, Denver
increase no ILLINOIS Circuit ,.... -1% WISCONSIN Circuit .... =1% Superior, Juvenile and
greater than 2 VERMONT Superior ..... 0% WYOMING District ..... =1% Probate ............... 0%
percent VIRGINIA Circuit ..... 0% COLORADO District, MAINE Superior .......... 0%
WEST VIRGINIA Circuit 0% Denver Superior, ARIZONA Superior ........ 1%
NEW JERSEY Superior .. 1% Juvenile and Probate 0% - OHID Court of Common
WYOMING District ..... 1% VERMONT Superior ..... 0% Pleas ...voniiiuieaiian 2%
NORTH DAKOTA District 2% GEORGIA Superfor ..... 1%  SOUTH DAKOTA Circutt .... 2%
OKLAHOMA District .... 2% MINNESOTA District .. 1% {6 Courts)
VERMONT District ..... 2% MONTANA District ..... 1%
- {10 Courts) SOUTH DAKOTA Circult . 1%
ARKANSAS Circuit ..... 2%
ILLINOIS Circult ..... 2%
(12 Courts)
Up: NEW YORK Supreme and OKLAHOMA District .... 3% - KANSAS District ......... 3%
Increase of 3 County .......o.ouenn 3% KANSAS District ...... 4% HAWAIIL Circuidt ........ ‘e 4%
percent or more OREGON Circuit ........ 3%  VIRGINIA Circuit ..... 4% OKLAHOMA District ....... 4%
GEORGIA Superior ...... 4%  OHIO Court of Common WASHINGTON Superior-..... 5%
COLORADO District, Denver Pleas .c.eveviennnes 5% NEW JERSEY Superior ..... 6%
Superior, Juvenile and MISSQURI Circuit ..... 6%  VIRGINIA Circult ........ 6%
Probate ............. 5%  NORTH DAKOTA bDistrict 6%  IOWA District ........... ™
TI0WA District ......... 5%  OREGON Circuit ....... 7% TEXAS District .......... %
TEXAS District ........ 5%  WASHINGTON Superior .. 7%  CALIFORNIA Superior ..... 8%
ARIZONA Superior ...... 7%  NORTH CAROLINA MISSOURI Circuit ........ 8%
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior % Superior .....oeuenn 9%  NORTH DAKOTA District ... 8%
WISCONSIN Circuit ..., 7%  RHODE 1SLAND Superior 9% OREGON Circult .......... ax
CALIFORNIA Superior ... 8%  MASSACHUSETTS Trial WEST VIRGINIA Circuit ... a%
MINNESOTA District .... 8% Court of the MINNESOTA District ...... 10%
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Commonwealth ....... 11%  NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior .. 10%
Superior ..i.viveieaee 9%  NEW YORK Supreme and NEW YORK Supreme and ,
INDIANA Superior and County wovvvinennnn. 11% COUnty «ovevvnvevnncunse 11%
Circuit ....... Feaees 9%  NEW HAMPSHIRE ARKANSAS Circutt ........ 12%
IDAHO Bistrict ........ 10% Superior ... ..0.e... 12%  NORTH CARDLINA Superior .. 12%
RHODE ISLAND Superior . 12% CALIFORNIA Superjor .. 13%  CONNECTICUT Superior .... 14%
MAINE Superior ..,..... 13%  VERMONT District ..... 13%  MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court
WASHINGTON Superior ... 14%  ARIZONA Supertor ..... 15% of the Commonwealth ... 15%
ARKANSAS Circuit ...... 18%  CONNECTICUT Superior . 15% DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
SOUTH DAKDTA Circult .. 8%  TEXAS District ....... 17% Superior ........ seenes 24%
(19 Courts) INDIANA Superior and (21 Courts
Clrecutt «vveniuevnan 23%
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Superior ..... deseee  32%
{20 Courts)
Total Number of Courts (32) Total Number of Courts (36) Total Number of Courts (33)
Source: APPENDIX TABLE 1.4

Case Filing Trends,
1981-87: A Summary

In sum, felony filings manifest a clear upward trend. This section reveals some dynamics underlying the
The time span covered is still brief, and data are not 1987 trial court caseload statistics. Change rather than
available forsome states. Butstatesdrawnfromalliregions continuity characterizes filing levels for tort, general civil,
report a consistent pattern of rising felony case filings. andfelony criminal case filings. Specifically, civilfiling rates

inthose statestendedto falloverthe 1981-87 period but not
consistently.
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in general jurisdiction courts tend to fluctuate from yearto
year. There is more evidence of a tendency toward higher
rather than toward lower case filings, but few courts report
large successive changes in the same direction even over
the limited time period considered here. The ranking of
states by cases filed per 100,000 pojzulation is unlikely to
remain the same in 1988.

There is sufficient consistency to the changes regis-
tered-to suggest that some national patterns exist, appli-
cable to many if notto all states. Overall, however, the data
suggestthat conclusions mustbe tentative. The consisten-
cies that can be identified should be balanced against the
substantial variation that is present among the courts and,
for most courts, over the 1981-87 period.

Variation is particularly evident for civil cases. The
addition of 1987 data to the {ort filing time series is far from
conclusive. Between 1985 and 1986, tort filing rates
increased in most states reporting data, often substantially.
This was largely reversed between 1986 and 1987. A
tendency toward higher filing rates can be identified, but its
strengtn will depend on the importance given to different
courts and to different ways of presenting the trends.

The trend analysis also suggests that tort filings are
changing over time in a manner that differs from that being
experienced by other civil case categories. It is possible
thattortfiling rates in recent years have been influenced by
specific legislative changes enacted by states. A more
conclusive assessment must await the accumulation of
more time points in the trend series.

Felony case filings are experiencing an upward trend.
The result is a growth in the portion of criminal caseloads
that carries the most substantial implications for court
staffing and resources. Most courts were processing far
more felony cases in 1987 than at the start of the decade.

Conclusion

This commentary has three main objectives. The first
is to describe the work of state court systems, identifying
similarities and differences. The second is to relate the
similarities and differences to the manner in which states
organize their court systems and to other state character-
istics. The third is to assess changes over time in state
court caseloads.

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

Differences in appellate court systems include the
extent to which filings are mandatory appeals or discretion-
ary petitions and the percentage of discretionary petitions

that are granted. Two-tier appellate systems differ in the
degree to which they conform to the pattern in which the
COLR has discretionary control of its docket and the IAC
hears mandatory appeals.

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

State trial court systems differed in the rate at which
juvenile petitions were filed during 1987. Compared to civil
and criminal cases, the variation in juvenile filings was
substantial. Trial court systems alsc differ in the use made
of general and limited jurisdiction courts to hear cases.

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

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

The analysis of trends, which allows each state to
serve as its own point of comparison, produced more
patterns. National appellate filings and national trial court
filings both increased during 1987. The slight rise in total
civil filings and the more substantial rise in total criminal
filings apply to the specific categories of torts, general civil,
andfelonies. Overthe 1981-87 period, tort and general civil
filings fluctuated.

Tort filing rates fluctuate from year to year in most
states. Anunderlying upward trend is identifiable for some
states overthe 1981-87 period. No state registered a clear
and consistentdownward trend. Tortfilingrates were more
likely to increase in some years than others, but the
available evidence does not support conclusions about
national patterns.

A strong upward trend in felony filing rates can be
identifiedforthe 1981-87 period. The resultwas a substan-
tial increase in the number of serious offenses reaching
state trial courts.
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TABLE 1.1: Tort Filings in the State Trial Courts, 1981-1987

1981 1984 1985
Number of Number of Number of
f11ings Fi19ngs fi1ings Filings filings Filings
and per and per and per
qualifying 100,000 qualifying 100,000 gualifying - 100,000
State/Court pame: footnotes population footnotes  population  footnotes.  population
General jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA Superior Court .......c0vie nc - nc - 2,096 402
ARIZONA Superior Court +..oovevies N/A -- 9,173 300 10,748 3317
ARKANSAS Circuit Court ........... N/A -— N/A - 5,382 228
CALIFORNIA Superior Court ........ 80,970 335 97,068 379 112,049 425
COLORADO District and

Denver Superior Courts ...... ce 5,089 i72 4,199 132 4,537 140
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ....... 11,4M 366 12,391 393 12,742 401
FLORIDA Circuit Court .......... v nc - 26,815 1 244 29,864 1 263
HAWAII Circuit Court ............. 1,468 1% 150 1,651 1 155 1,676 1 159
IDAHO District Court ............. 1,744 1 182 1,729 1 173 2,010 1 200
KANSAS District Court ............ 4,517 190 4,033 165 4,061 166
MAINE Superior Court ......... e 1,914 169 2,083 180 2,072 178
MARYLAND Circuit Court ........... nc - 10,826 1 249 10,120 1 230
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the .

Commonwealth .....ccoocvevevnnns N/A - 15,151 i 261 14,405 1 241
MICHIGAN Circuit Court ........... N/A - 23,186 1 255 23,742 261
MISSOURI Circuit Court ........... N/A - 9,259 i 185 9,678 % 192
MONTANA District Court ........... nc - 1,640 C 199 1,870 - C 226
NEW JERSEY Superior Court ........ 41,376 1 558 41,722 1 555 42,141 i 557
NEW YORK Supreme and

County Courts ......cvviieuvennns 39,234 223 37,847 213 35,549 200
NORTH CARGLINA Superior Court .... N/A - N/A - 8,062 € 129
NORTH DAKOTA District Court ...... 516 78 550 80 512 75
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ....... 21,906 203 22,149 206 25,518 238
TENNESSEE Circuit and

Chancery Courts .....ic.cicusune 12,046 261 11,778 250 12,565 264
TEXAS District Court ............. 28,698 194 34,224 214 37,596 230
UTAH District Court .............. nc - 1,433 ¢C 87 1,245. ¢ 76
WASHINGTON Superior Court ........ 7,919 188 8,997 207 9,747 221
PUERTO RICO Superior Court ....... 3,760 C 118 3,968 C 121 4,388 ¢C 134
Limited jurisdiction courts:

- ALASKA District Court ............ ne - nc —— 860 i 165
HAWAII District Court ............ 1,037 106 693 67 652 62
OHIO County Court ........ e . 705 7 519 5 464 4
OHIO Municipal Court ............. 18,992 176 13,503 126 12,992 121
PUERTO RICO District Court ....... 1,813 ¢ 57 1,550 C 47 1,579 ¢ 48
TEXAS County-Level Courts ....... . nc - nc - 8,242 50
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~APPENDIX TABLE 1.1: Tort fi]1nqs in the state trial courts, 1981-1987.

1986 . 1987
Number of Number of
f1lings fi11ngs f1)ings . Filings
and . per and per
qualifying 100,000 qualifying 100,000

State/Court name: footnotes population footnotes populativn
General jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA Superior Court ............ 2,344 440 1,664 311
ARIZONA Superior Court ........... 11,888 358 12,260 362
ARKANSAS Circutt Court ........... 5,54) 234 5,606 235
CALIFORNIA Superior Court ........ 130,206 483 137,455 4917
COLORADD Oistrict and

Denver Superior Court .......... 6,145 () 188 3,666 (1) 111
CONNECHICUT Superior Court ....... 13,754 431 15,385 479
FLORIDA Circult Court ............ 35,535 304 35,453 295
HAWALL Circult Court ............. 1,749 i 165 1,785 % 165
I0AHO District Court ..ol L., 2,118 i 211 1,757 1 176
KANSAS District Court ...........: 4,214 174 4,380 171
MAINE Supertor Court ............. 2,044 114 1,786 150
MARYLAND Circult Court ........... 12,373 i 211 12,938 1 285
MASSACHUSETIS Trial Court of the

Commonwedlth ........covviinnes 15,040 i 258 14,251 1 243
MICHIGAN Circuit Court ........... 27,046 296 29,756 323
MISSQURI Circult Court ......... . 10,746 1 212 10,483 1 205
MONTANA 0istrict Court ........... 1,836 C 224 1,792 € 222
NEW JERSEY Superior Court ........ 45,547 4 598 42,662 1 608
NEW YORK Supreme and

County Courts .....cooiviensnn, 32,011 180 34,249 181
NORTH CARCLINA Superior Court .... 8,897 ¢ 140 8,981 C 140
NORTH DAKOTA District Court ...... 561 83 551 82
OH10 Court of Common Pleas ......, 28,225 262 29,375 212
TENNESSEE Circult and

Chancery Courts ....... e 13,1617 214 13,597 280
TEXAS District Court ....... R 38,238 229 40,764 243
UTAH District Court .............. 2,521 C 152 1,335  C 19
WASHINGION Superior Court ........ 19,515 43] 8,007 176
PUERIO RICO Superior Court ....... 4,558 C 140 4,811 ¢ 147
Limited jurisdiction courts: -
ALASKA District Court ............ 4,069 } 163 1,071 19 204
HAWATT District Court ............ 738 69 937 81
OHIO County Court ...,......0uuvns 463 4 406 4
OHIO Municipal Court ............. 13,999 130 15,505 144
PUERTO RICO District Court ....... 1,779 C 54 1,729 ¢€ 53
TEXAS County-Level Courts ........ 9,833 59 11,314 67

{Continued on next page)
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.1:  Tort filings

State/Court name:

in the‘staté trial courts, 1981-1987. (continued)

General jurisdiction courts:

ALASKA Superior Court ............
ARIZONA Superior Court ...........
ARKANSAS Circuit Court ...........
CALIFORNIA Superior Court ........
COLORADO District and

Denver Superior Court...........
CONNECTICUT ‘Superior Court .......
FLORIDA Circuit Court ............
HAWALT Circuit Court ......... were
IDAHO District Court .............
KANSAS District Court ............
MAINE Superior Court ..... evivias
MARYLANO Circuit Court ...........
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the

Commonwealth .......ccovvnuunn .
MICHIGAN Circuidt Court ...........
MISSOURI Circuit Court ...........
MONTANA District Court ...........
NEW JERSEY Superior Court ...... e
NEW YORK Supreme and

County Courts ....coovvevurnnn. .
NORTH -CAROLINA Superior Court ....
NORTH. DAKOTA District Court ..... .
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ...... .
TENNESSEE Circuit and

Chancery Courts .....cccveiuenn,
TEXAS District Court .............
UTAH District Court ............. .
WASHINGTON Superior Court ........
PUERTO RICO Superior Court .......

Limited. jurisdiction courts:

ALASKA Oistrict Court ............
HAWAII District Court ............
OHIO County Court .. ....covvveenns
OHIQ Municipal Court ..... ireeeens
PUERTO RICO District Court .......
TEXAS County-Level Courts ........

Percent Percent
change in tort change in tort-
f11ings per F11ings per
100,000 100,000
population population
19811987 19861987

- ~-28%

- 1%

-— 0%
48% 3%

-35% -41%
3% 1%

-— -3%
10% 0%

3% -17%
-1% 2%

-11% ~14%

- 3%

— -6%

- 9%

- -3%

—— 1%

9% 2%
-19% 1%

- 0%

5% -1%

34% 4%

% 2%
49% 6%

- ~48%
-6% -60%
25% 5%

- ~73%
-18% 2%
~43% 0%
-18% 10%

-1% -2%

- 14%

38 - State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1987



N/A Data are unavailable.
= Data element is.not app11cab1e

OUALIFYING FOOTNOTES.

ncs: The following courts’' data are not comparable:

Alaska--Superior-and District Courts--The 1981
and 1984 data are not comparable to the 1985,
1986, 1987 data because torts are separated
from the unclassified civil figure in
significantly greater quantities during 1985,

1986 and 1987 than 1in previous years.

“Florida-~Circuit Court--There were 21,063 new
f114ngs 1n 1981, but they did not include
reopened cases; therefore, the 1981 data are
not comparable with the 1984, 1985, 1986, and
1987 data. )

Maryland<<Circuit Court--Tort filings for 1981

" ¢ould not be separated from other civil
filings.

Montana--District Court--1981 data are not
comparable with 1984,,1985, 1986, and 1987
data due to changes in reporting.

Texas--County-Level Courts--Tort filings for
1981 and 1984 do not include data from Harris
County (i.e., Houston).

Utah--District Court--Tort filings for 1981
could not be separated from other civil
filings.

C:  The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Montana--District Court--Tort filings include
some civil appeals cases for 1984, 1985, 1986
and 1987.

North Carolina--Superior Court--Tort filings
include some miscellaneous civil cases for
1985, 1986, and 1987.

Puerto Rico--=Superior Court--Tort filings
include transfers and reopened cases.
-=District Court--Tort filings include

. transfers and reopened cases.

Utah-~District Court--Tort filings include de
novo appeals from the Justice of the Peace

- Courts.

¥:

" The following courts' data are at least 75%
complete:

Alaska--District Court--Data do not include
fi1ings in the Tow volume District Courts, which
are reported with unclassified civil cases.

florida-~Circuit Court--Data for 1984 and 1985 do
‘not include professional tort cases reported
with other civil cases.

Hawaii--Circuit Court--Data do not include a
small number of District Court transfers
reported with- other civil cases.

Idaho--District Court--Data do not include some
f11ings reported with unclassified civil cases.
The unclassified figures for 1985, 1986, and
1987 respectively are: 20,644, 21,281, and
22,202.

Maryland--Circuit Court--Data do not include
some Fi11ings reported with unclassified civil
cases. The unclassified figures for 1985, 1986,
and 1987 respectively are: 71,438, 976, and
1,829.

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the Commonwealth--
Tort filings do not include some cases which are
reported with unc¢lassified civil data.

Michigan--Circuit Court--Tort filings are

~unavailable in 1984 for Hillsdale County,
Osceola County, Kalkaska County, and Delta
County.

Missouri--Circutt Court--Data do not include
filings from St. Louis County and do not include
torts filed in the associate divisions with
civil Jurisdiction under $5,000. 1984 and 1985
data also do not include f1lings from Boone
County.

New Jersey--Superior Court--Data do not include
some torts reported with unclassified civil
cases. The unclassified figures for 1985, 1986,
and 1987 respectively are: 40,026, 46,865, and
44 ,850.

(Q): Additional court information:

Colorado--District and Denver Superior Court--The
Denver Superior Court was abolished 11/14/86
and the caseload absorbed by the District
Court.
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TABLE 1.2: Total Civil and Tort Filings in State Trial Courts, 1985-1987

1985
, Tort
Number of Number of
. ’ o F1lings Fi1ings f111ngs . F11ings
. and qualifying per- 100,000 and qualifying per. 100,000

state/Court name: fagtnotes population footngtes population
General jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA Superior Court .......... 18,315 £ 3,515 2,096 ‘ 402
ARIZONA Supertor Court ......... 97,262 1 3,052 10,748 3317
ARKANSAS Cirguit Court .ivsvia, 33,637 1.,42% 5,382 228
CALIFORNIA Superior Court ...... 626,496 2,376 112,049 425
COLORADO DAstrict, Denver ) ‘

Superior and Juvenile and

Probate Courts .............. . 89,995 2,785 - 4,537 180
CONNECTICUTY Superior Court ..... 150,323 E 4,736 12,742 401
FLORIDA Circult Court .......... 421,694 3,710 29,864 ) 263
HAWAII Circult Court ..... PP 26,283 C 2,494 1,676 13 159
IDAHO District Court ......... i 60,347 6,005 2,010 1 200
KANSAS District Court .......... 124,995 5,102 4,06 166
MAINE Superior Court ........... 7,199 618 2,072 178
MARYLAND Circult Court ......... 99,842 2,213 10,120 i 230

- MICHIGAN Circuit Court ......... 149,316 1,643 23,742 261

MINNESOTA Oistrict Court ....... 205,241 C 4,895 - -
MISSOURI Circuit Court ......... 224,651 0 4,467 9,678 i 192
MONTANA District Court ......... 27,648 C 3,347 1,870 - € 226
NEW JERSEY Superior Court ...... 597,399 i 7,900 42,141 i 557
NEW YORK Supreme and

County Courts ......covvivuns 126,776 O 73 35,549 200
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court .. 87,670 1,402 8,062 ¢C 129
NORTH DAKOTA District Court .... 14,239 2,079 512 1%
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ..... 290,520 £ 2,704 25,518 238
TENNESSEE Circult, Criminal

and Chancery Courts .......... 104,430 ¢ 2,193 12,565 264
TEXAS District Court ......... ‘e 451,035 C 2,755 37,596 230
UTAH District Court ...oovvveves 30,009 C 1,824 1,245 € 76
‘WASHINGTON Superior Court ...... 122,505 C 2,719 9,747 221
PUERTG RICO Superior Court ..... 62,393 O 1,910 4,388 C 134
Limited jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA District Court .......... 24,046 4,615 860 i 165
FLORIDA County Court ........... 323,241 2,844 - -
HAWAITL District Court .......... 20,622 1,957 652 62
OHIO County Court ........ e 24,542 228 464 4
OHIO Municipal Court ..... e 326,121 3,035 12,992 121
TEXAS County-Level Courts...... . 161,754 C 388 8,242 50
PUERTO RICO District Court ...:. 46,074 ¢ 1,410 1,579 ¢ 48

NOTE: The footnoting scheme has been
consolidated. Footnotes for 1985 and 1986 have
been translated into the footnote scheme for 1987.

-~ = Data element 1s not applicable.
QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Hawait--Circuit Court--Civil f13ings Include
criminal postconviction remedy proceedings
and some criminal and traffic/other violation
cases. )

Minnesota--District Court--Civil filings for
1985 include cases from the County Court and
Conciliation and Probate Division and County
Municipal Court which merged with the
District Court in 7985.

Montana--District Court--Civil fY1ings include
appeals of trial court cases. Tort filings
include some civil appeals cases for 1985,
1986, and 1987.
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North Carolina--Superior Court--Tort filings
include some miscellaneous civil cases.

Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Tort filings
include transfers and reopened cases.
--District Court--Civil and tort filings include
transfers and reopened cases.

Tennesee~~Circuit Court, Criminal and Chancery
Court--Civil filings fFor 1987 include
postconviction remedy proceedings and
miscellaneous criminal cases.

Texas--District Court--Civil Filings for 1987
include some juvenile cases.
~-County-Level Courts--Civi1 Filings
include some Juvenile cases.

Ytah--District Court--Civi1 Filipgs include
some postconviction remedy proceedings. Tort
fi1ings include de novo appeals from the Justice
of the Peace Courts.



APPENDIX TABLE 1.2: Total civil and tort filings in state trial courts, 1985-1987.

1986
Civil Tort
Number of ‘Humber of
filings Filings FAtings F11ings
: and qualifying per 100,000 and qualifying per 100,000

State/Court name: footnotes population footnotes population
General jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA Superior Court .......... 16,506 E 3,097 2,344 440
ARTZONA Superior Court ......... 102,140 3,077 11,888 358
ARKANSAS Circuit Court ......... 35,784 1,509 5,581 234
CALIFORNIA Superior Court ...... 654,283 2,425 130,206 483
COLORADO District, Denver

Supertor and Juvenile and

Probate Courts ............... 105,688 3,235 6,145 188
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ..... 154,581 3 4,847 13,754 431
FLORIDA Circuit Court .......... 442,809 3,793 35,535 304
HAWAII Circuit Court ........... 26,1711 € 2,462 1,749 1 165
IDAHO District Court ........... 60,121 6,000 2,118 13 21
KANSAS District Court .......... 134,130 5,452 4,274 174
MAINE Superior Court ........... 6,622 565 2,044 174
MARYLAND Circuit Court ......... 106,716 2,391 12,373 3 211
MICHIGAN Circuit Court ......... 154,327 1,688 27,046 296
MINNESOTA District Court ....... 233,927 5,551 10,356 246
MISSOURI Circuit Court ......... 231,782 0 4,694 10,746 1} 212
MONTANA District Court ......... 28,212 C 3,445 1,836 C 224
NEW JERSEY Superior Court ...... 624,828 i 8,200 45,547 ] 598
NEW YORK Supreme and

County Courts ............. ... 120,038 ¢ 675 32,01 180
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court .. 92,031 1,453 8,897 ¢ 140
NORTH DAKOTA District Court .... 15,085 2,222 561 83
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ..... 324,779 & 3,020 28,225 262
TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal

and Chancery Courts .......... 106,890 C 2,225 13,167 274
TEXAS District Court ........... 419,434 C 2,514 38,238 229
UTAH District Court ............ 33,042 C 1,985 2,521 ¢ 152
WASHINGTON Superior Court ...... 135,933 ¢C 3,046 19,515 437
PUERTO RICO Superior Court ..... 68,295 O 2,086 4,558 C 140
Limited jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA District Court .......... 26,328 4,940 4,069 1§ 763
FLORIDA County Court ........... 349,645 2,995 42,229 362
HAWAIT District Court .......... 21,263 2,000 138 69
OHIO County Court .............. 23,759 221 463 4
OHIO Municipal Court ........... 342,714 3,187 13,999 130
TEXAS County-Level Courts....... 178,265 C 1,068 9,833 59
PUERTO RICO District Court ..... 46,911 C 1,433 1,779 € 54
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.2: Total civil and tort filings in state trial courts, 1985-1987.

1987
Civil Tort
Number of Number of
filings Filings filings Fitings
. and qualifying per 100,000 and qualifying per 100,000

State/Court name: footnotes population footnotes population
General jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA Superior Court .......... 15,168 E 2,889 1,664 317
ARIZONA Superior Court ......... 101,148 2,987 12,260 362
ARKANSAS. Circuit Court ......... 36,401 1,524 5,606 235
CALIFORNIA Superior Court ...... 674,912 2,440 137,455 497
COLORADO District, Denver

Superior and Juvenile and

Probate Courts ............... 104,614 3,174 3,666 ni
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ..... 147,347 0 4,589 15,385 479
FLORIDA Circuit Court .......... 444,952 3,70 35,453 295
HAWAIT Circuit Court ........... 26,031 ¢ 2,404 1,785 4 165
IDAHO District Court ........... 57,605 5,772 1,757 1 176
KANSAS District Court .......... 140,586 5,678 4,380 177
MAINE Superior Court ........... 6,079 512 1,884 159
MARYLAND Circuit Court: ......... 106,193 2,342 12,938 1 285
MICHIGAN Circuit Court ......... 170,541 1,854 29,756 323
MINNESOTA District Court ....... 231,244 5,446 10,739 253
MISSOURI Circuit Court ......... 248,190 E 4,864 10,483 1 205
MONTANA District Court ......... 26,816 1 3,315 1,792 ¢ 222
NEW JERSEY Superior Court ...... 638,975 1 8,329 46,671 1 608
NEW YORK Supreme and

County Courts ................ 121,443 0 681 34,249 192
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court .. 97,979 1,547 8,981 ¢€ 140
NORTH DAKOTA District Court .... 15,382 2,265 551 82
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ..... 337,637 E 3,131 29,375 212
TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal

and Chancery Courts .......... 111,102 ¢ 2,288 13,597 280
TEXAS District Court ...... e 442,052 C 2,633 40,764 243
UTAH District Court ............ 29,543 E 1,440 1,335 € 79
WASHINGTON Superior Court ...... 129,842 E 2,853 8,007 176
PUERTO RICO Superior Court ..... 65,146 0 1,979 4,811 C 146
Limited jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA District Court ...... wies 24,184 4,606 1,01 1 204
FLORIDA County Court ........... 361,130 3,004 52,491 431
HAWAII District Court .......... 22,676 2,094 937 87
OHIO County Court .............. 23,604 219 406 4
OHIO Municipal Court ........... 362,789 3,364 15,505 144
TEXAS County-~iLevel Courts....... 197,414 C 1,176 11,314 67
PUERTO RICO District Court ..... 46,886 C 1,424 1,729 ¢ 53

(continued on next page)
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" “APPENDIX TABLE 1.2: Total civit and tort Filings in state trial courts, 1985-1987. (conttnued)

‘Bt The fo¥lowing courts® data Include
postconviction remedy proceedings:

Alaska--Superior Court
Connecticut--Supertor Court
Ohio--Court of Common Pleas
Missouri--Circuit Court
Washington--Superior Court
Utah--District Court

1: The following courts' data are at least 75%
complete: ) :

Alaska--District Court--Tort Filings do- not
Include cases from Tow-volume District
Courts, which are reported with other
civil cases.

~ Arizona--Superior Court--Civil filings for
1985 do not include mental health cases.

Florida--Circult Court--Tort f1lings for
1985 do not include professional tort
cases, which are reported with the
unclassifted civil data.

Hawaii--Circult Court--Tort filings do not
include a small number of District Court
transfers reported with unclassified
civi] data, :

Idaho--District Court--Tort filings do not
include some cases that are reported with
unclassified civil data. The
unclassified figures for 1985, 1986, and
1987 respectively are 20,644, 21,287, and
22,202.

Maryland-~Circuit Court--Tort filings do not
include some cases that are reported with
unclassified civil data. The
unclassified figures for 1985, 1986, and
1987 respectively are 1,438, 976, and
1,829,

Missouri-~Circuit Court--Tort data do not
include filings from St. Louis County and
do not include torts filed in the
assoclate divisions with civil
Jurisdiction under $5,000. 1985 data
also do not include tort filings from
Boone County.

Montana--District Court--Civi1 filings do not
Include some appeals of trial court cases.
New Jersey--Superfor Cotrt--Tort filings do not

- include some cases that are reported with
unclassified civil data. The unclassified
figures for 1985, 1986, and 1987
respectively are 40,026, 46,865, and
44,850. Civi) filings. do not include a few
domestic relations cases.

0: The following courts' data are 75% complete and
are overinclusive:

Connecticut--Superior Court--Civil filings for
1987 include postconviction remedy
proceedings, but do not include mental
health cases.. - .

Missouri--Ctrcuit Court--Civil filings for
1985 and 1986 include postconviction remedy
proceedings, but do not include some
domestic relations cases.

New York--Supreme and County Court--Civii
fi1ings include postconviction remedy
proceedings, but do not include civii
appeals cases.

Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Civil filings for
1985 and 1986 include transfers and reopened
cases, but do not include estate cases.
Civil fitings for 1987 include transfers and
reopened cases, but do not ‘include URESA
cases.
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TABLE 1.3: General Civil Filings in the State Trial Courts, 1981-1987

o 1981 1984 1985
Number of Number of Number of
f11ings and Filings filings and Filings Filings and F1¥ings
: qualifying per 100,000 qualifying per 100,000 qualifying  per 100,000
State/Court name: footnotes population footnotes population footnotes population
General jurisdiction courts:
ALABAMA Circudt Court .......... 28,460 C 1217 29,650 € 743 32,447 c 807
ALASKA Superior Court .......... ne nc ne ne 4,906 942
ARIZONA Supertor Coort ......... ne nc 29,580 5,916 33,143 1,040
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate
Courts ..... e s aeneesiienan 7,545 329 5,151 218 6,117 259
Circult Court ......... ... e nc ne nc¢ ne 30,475 1,292
COLORADOD District, Denver
Supertor and Juvenile and
Probate Courts ........ ....... 36,168 1,220 32,032 1,008 35,928 1,112
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ..... nc nc ne ne 41,286 1,490
DELAWARE Superior Court ........ 2,522 C 422 2,520 ¢ 41 2,564 C 412
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior
Court .....0... ..., PR ... 108,426 17,183 96,975 15,566 93,877 14,996
HAWAII Circuit Court ........... 3,830 1 390 3.992 1% 384 3,764 357
KANSAS District Court ....... ... 54,005 L 2,266 57,140 1 2,344 62,501 2,551
MICHIGAN Circuit Court ......... nc nc ne nc 47,917 521
MONTANA District Court ......... nc nc 6,651 807 7,347 889
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court .. 13,756 © 231 12,482 C 202 13,654 € 218
NQRTH DAKOTA District Court .... 5,632 856 5,674 827 5,713 834
TENNESSEE Circuit and
Chancery Courts ............. 23,442 508 21,505 456 22,529 413
TEXAS District Court «.......... 68,451 464 85,873 537 95,659 584
UTAH District Court ............ ne nc nc nc 3,856 C 234
WASHINGTON Superior Court ...... 34,922 828 33,140 762 36,904 837
Limited jurisdiction courts:
ALABAMA Oistrict Court ......... 55,818 1,425 51,805 1,298 44,326 1,102
ARIZONA Justice of the
Peace Court .......... ...t nc ne nc nc 53,650 1,683
COLORADD County Court .......... 45,423 1,532 65,485 1 2,061 72,174 1 2,234
DELAWARE Court of Common Pleas . 3,740 625 3,155 613 3,498 562
HAWAIT District Court .......... 13,549 1,38 13,968 1,344 14,974 1,421
INDIANA County Court ........... 5,573 102 3,664 67 4,407 80
KENTUCKY District Court ........ 57,627 1,574 56,359 1,514 52,997 1,422
MAINE District Court ........... nc nc 16,146 C 1,397 15,901 ¢ 1,366
MICHIGAN District Court ........ N/A N/A N/A N/A 230,058 1 2,531
MICHIGAN Municipal Court ....... N/A N/A N/A N/A 869 | 10
NEBRASKA County Court .......... nc nc nc nc 22,511 € 1,405
NEW HAMPSHIRE District Court ... 10,382 1,109 9,815 1,005 9,566 959
NEW MEXICO Magistrate Court .... 14,117 1,063 18,308 1,286 16,633 1,147
Metropolitan Court
: of Bernalillo County ........ 8,290 624 9,744 684 8,465 584
NEW YORK Civi) Court of the
City of New York ............ 151,159 859 195,163 1,100 189,790 1,067
Court of Claims ... .ivvunns 1,330 8 1,678 9 1,953 1
District and City Courts ..... . nc nc nc ne 65,263 367
NORTH CAROLINA District Court .. 52,100 875 45,636 740 42,864 685
NORTH DAKOTA County Court ...... nc nc nc nc 5,534 C 808
OHIO Municipal Court ........... 260,068 1 2,412 221,523 i 2,060 225,593 1 2,100
County COUFt .vvrvrernenes . 11,302 13 105 9,542 B9 9,316 4 87
OREGON District Court .......... 33,862 1,211 24,518 9117 26,299 979
PENNSYLYANIA District
Justice Court ..ovvviviniinen nc nc 183,143 1,539 194,610 1,642
RHODE ISLAND District Court .... 23,689 2,486 18,759 1,950 21,396 2,210
TEXAS Justice of the Peace
COUrt vovnvninneninnss s ne ne nc ne 204,952 V 1,252
UTAH Circuit Court ........... e nc nc nc ne 39,838 2,422
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- APPENDIX TABLE 1.3: General ctvil filings in the state trial courts, 1981-1987

Percentage Percentage .
1986 1987 change in - change in
Number of Number of f1lings per filings per
f1lings filings f11ings filings 100,000 100,000 -
‘ : i o - and qualifying per 100,000 and qualifying per 100,000 ‘population  population
- State/Court name: footnotes population footnotes population 1981-1987 1986-1987
‘General jurisdiction courts::
- ALABAMA. Circuit Court .......... 33,984 € - 839 37,050 ¢ 907 25% 8%
-ALASKA Supertor Court .......... 2,998 562 3,582 682 <= 21%
ARIZONA Supertor-Court ......... 38,224 1,152 38,537 1,138 - S9%
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate
Courts ...l il o, 71,0217 296 7,027 294 -11% ~1%
Circuit Court ...ovnviin ..., 32,495 1,370 32,761 : 1,372 - 0%
COLORADO District, Denver
Superior, and Juvenile and
.. Probate Courts ............... 47,787 1,463 50,474 1,53 25% 5%
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ..... 50,474 1,583 57,883 1,803 - 14%
DELAWARE Superior Court ........ 2,950 € 166 2,870 ¢C 446 5% -4%
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior
Court ..ioivenrninnaininennnns 91,918 14,707 86,006 13,827 -20% -6%
HAWAII Circuit Court ........... 3,780 ! 356 3,672 1 339 ~13% 5%
KANSAS Bistrict Court .......... 70,449 2,864 72,541 2,930 29% 2%
. MICHIGAN Circuit Court ......... 61,611 674 61,036 663 - ~2%
MONTANA District Court ......... 7,633 932 6,803 841 - ~10%
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court .. 14,842 C 234 14,995 € 234 1% 0%
NORTH DAKOTA District Court .... 5,974 880 5,792 862 1% ~2%
TENNESSEE Circuit and
Chancery Courts .............. 23,568 491 24,504 505 1% 3%
TEXAS District Court ........... 94,258 565 98,036 584 26% 3%
UTAH District Court ............ 3,838 231 2,399 143 - -38%
WASHINGTON Superior Court ...... 47,289 1,060 36,078 795 4% -25%
Limited jurisdiction courts:
ALABAMA District Court ......... 44,492 1,198 45,980 1,126 -21% -6%
ARIZONA Justice of the
Peace Court .........coouunnn. 64,036 1,929 68,082 2,01 - 4%
COLORADO County Court .......... 122,683 3,755 93,674 2,842 86% -24%
DELAWARE Court of Common Pleas . 5,190 820 4,605 715 14% -13%
HAWATI District Court .......... 15,497 1,458 16,902 1,561 13% %
INDIANA County Court. .......... 4,991 1 91 4,901 89 -13% ~2%
KENTUCKY District Court ........ 60,598 1,625 67,400 1,808 15% 1%
MAINE District Court ........... 15,711 1,345 17,086 1,439 - %
MICHIGAN Oistrict Court ........ 258,920 2,831 273,323 2,9M - 5%
MICHIGAN Municipal Court ....... 900 10 671 1 - =30%
NEBRASKA County Court .......... 33,304 2,085 32,173 2,018 - -3%
NEW HAMPSHIRE District Court ... 10,804 1,052 12,491 1,181 6% 12%
NEW MEXICO Magistrate Court .... 15,415 1,042 13,326 888 16% 15%
Metropolitan Court of
Bernalillo County ........... 9,237 625 8,408 561 -10% -11%
NEW YORK CiviY Court of the
City of New York ............ 196,216 1,104 196,257 1,101 22% 0%
Court of Claims .............. 2,290 13 2,072 12 50% -8%
District and City Courts ..... 87,234 491 83,618 469 —-= -4%
NORTH CAROLINA District Court .. 44,295 699 45,387 708 -19% 1%
NORTH DAKOTA County Court ...... 4,908 123 4,302 640 - =11%
OHIO Municipal Court ........... 237,516 1 2,210 176,113 1 1,633 -31% -26%
County Court .....ovvvininnnn. 9,031 ! 84 8,041 1 75 -29% -11%
OREGON District Court .......... 31,268 1,160 31,805 1,168 -9% 1%
PENNSYLVANIA District
Justice Court ............... 198,615 1,671 203,752 1,107 - 2%
RHODE ISLAND District Court .... 21,116 2,166 19,899 2,018 -19% ~1%
TEXAS Justice of the Peace
COUPt vveee i enennn, 210,171V 1,249 221,989 1 1,322 - 6%
UTAH Circuit Court......... e 49,452 2,970 55,546 3,306 - 11%

(continued on next page)
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.3: General civil Filings in the state trial courts, 1981-1987 (continued)

N/A = Data are not available. ,
. --.= Data element ¥s not applicable.
Data are not comparable with other years.

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

“pe

C: The followling .courts' data are overinclusive:

Alabama~-Circuit Court--Data include civil

- . appeals and postconviction remedy proceedings.

Detaware--Superior Cogyrt--Data include admintstra-
tive agency appeals.

Maine--District Court--1981-1985 data inciude some
domestic retations and juvenile cases.

Nebraska=-County Court--Data for 1985 include

“cases from the Municipal Court from July 13,
1985, to December 31, 1985.

North Carolina--Superior Court--1981-1985 data
tnclude administratiyve agency appeals. 1986 and
1987 data include miscellaneous civil cases.

North Dakota-~County Court--1985 data include
criminal appeals cases.

- Utah--District Court--1985 data include de novo
appeals,
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i:

V:

The following courts' data .are at least 75%
complete: )

Colorado--County -Court--1981-1985 data do not
include cases from Denver County Court.

Hawaii--Circuit Court--Data do not include “un-
reported cases.” ‘

Indtana--County Court--Data do not include
"other" cases or "redocketed civil™ cases for
1985 and 1986. .

Kansas--District Court--1981-1985 data do not
include al? real property rights cases.

Michigan--District Court-~--Data for 1985 do not
include cases from the city of Dearborn.

Michigan~-Municipal Court--1985 data do not
YncYude cases from the city of Dearborn.
Municipal:Courts for Grosse Pointe Municipal
and Grosse Pointe Shores did not report 1985
data.

Ohio--Municipal Court and County Court--Data do
not inciude cases classified as miscellaneous .
civil.

Texas--Justice of the Peace Court--Data for 1987
represent a reporting rate of 79%

The following court's data are less than 75%
complete: - .

Texas--Justice of the Peace Court--Data for 1985
and 1986 represent a reporting rate of 73% and
74% respectively.




TABLE 14: Felony Filings in State Trial Courts, 1981-1987

1981 1984 ‘ 1985
Number of Fi11ings Number of F1lings Number of Filings
filings per 100,000 fitings per 100,000 filings per 160,000
and qualifying . adult and quaiifying adult and qualifyling adult

Staté/Court name: footnotes population footnotes population footnotes population
General jurisdiction courts:
ARIZONA Superior Court ....... 14,357 14 720 15,360 1 700 17,295 1 748
ARKANSAS Circuit Court ....:... 14,565 G 891 17,993 6 1,060 21,425 G 1,251
CALIFORNIA Superior Court .... 54,993 G 366 74,412 G 392 82,372 G 422
COUORADO District Denver

Superior Court Juvenile and

Probate Courts ............. 13,868 644 14,783 637 15,804 668
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ... 6,382 0 274 6,650 0 276 7,198 0 298
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Superior Court ............. 8,505 1,729 11,195 2,294 12,399 2,510
GEORGIA Superior Court ....... 37,338 950 33,725 802 36,182 838
HAWAI1 Circuit Court ......... 2,291 i 326 2,655 1 353 2,609 1 34}
ILLINOIS Circuit Court ....... 41,795 505 46,107 C 548 45,925 i 544
INDIANA. Superior and

Circutt Court .............. 13,619 6 342 14,894 (Q) 313
IOWA District Court .......... 8,166 © 309 7,658 C 360 7,970 ¢ 378
KANSAS District Court ........ 12,121 697 11,397 638 10,470 5817
KENTUCKY Circuit Court ....... 13,007 ¢ 500 N/A 13,439 € 497
MAINE Superior Court ......... 3,281 401 3,189 375 3,656 425
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of

the Commonwealth ........... nc N/A 5,279 118
MINNESOTA District Court ..... N/A 17,643 581 19,119 626
MISSOURI Circuit Court ....... N/A N/A 41,935 ¢ 1,133
MONTANA District Court ....... N/A N/A 2,514 0 435
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior Court . 3,652 531 3,813 526 4,198 563
NEW JERSEY Superior Court .... 29,100 533 37,135 656 37,784 663.
NEW YORK Supreme & County Court 41,587 G 319 49,191 G 369 51,034 6 380
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court 42,792 995 42,160 924 40,915 871
NORTH DAKOTA District Court .. 1,233 ¢C 264 1,284 C 263 1,312 C 269
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ... 41,076 530 37,073 471 36,249 461
OKLAHOMA District Court ...... N/A 24,1718 C 1,017 24,673 C 1,038
OREGON Circuit Court ......... 20,198 1,045 19,913 1,013 20,682 1,047
RHODE "ISLAND Superior Court .. 4,576 639 4,232 515 4,780 643
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit Court ... 2,654 548 2,606 521 3,088 615
TEXAS District Court ......... 62,872 800 87,249 174 93,968 812
VERMONT District Court ....... 3,021 810 1,837 47 1,897 480

Supertor Court ............. 34 9 8 2 6 2
VIRGINIA Circuit Court ....... 40,444 1,017 42,682 1,013 43,096 1,0Mn
WASHINGION Superior Court .... 15,442 502 15,432 484 17,885 554
WEST VIRGINIA Circuit Court .. N/A 4,724 332 4,707 331
WISCONSIN Circuit Court ...... 14,601 428 13,607 340 14,549 417
WYOMING District Court ....... 1,772 ¢ 521 1,462 A7 1,468 421
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" APPENDIX TABLE 1.4: Felony Filings in state trial courts, 1981-1987.

Percent Percent
1987 change in change 1in
: f1lings per f11ings per
Number of Filings Number of F1lings 100,000 100,000
f1lings per 100,000 f11ings per 100,000 adult adult
: S and qualifying adult and qualifying adult population population
State/Court name: footnotes pepulation foatnotes population 19861981 1981-1987
General ilurisdiction courts:
ARIZONA Superior Court ....... 20,653 1 858 21,444 % 869 1 21
ARKANSAS Circult Court ....... 21,944 G 1,271 24,805 G 1,426 12 60
CALIFORNIA Superior Court .... 34,7179 G LYy 104,906 G 515 8 41
COLORADO District Court,
penver Superior Court :
Juvenile and Probate Court . 16,087 670 16,223 670 0 4
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ... 8,436 O 344 9,628 0O 392 14 43
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
o Superior Court ............. 16,207 3,321 19,986 4,112 24 138
GEORGIA Superior Court ....... 37,146 846 N/A
HAWAIL Circuit Court ......... 2,598 1 334 2,766 0 347 4 6
TLLINGIS Clrcult Court ....... 47,075 C 554 46,342 ¢ 542 -2 7
INDIANA Superior and
Circult Court ..., ... ..., 18,436 G 458 16,905 G 416 -9
I0WA District Court .......... 7,692 € 366 8,230 C 392 1 27
KANSAS District Court ........ 11,106 612 11,500 630 3 -10
KENTUCKY Circuit Court ....... 13,380 C 492 nc
MAINE Superior Court ....... . 3,583 411 3,612 409 0 2
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of
the Commonwealth ........... 5,893 N 6,730 150 15
MINNESOTA District Court ..... 19,707 635 21,834 636 10
MISSOURI Circuit Court ..... . 44,989 C 1,197 49,017 ¢ 1,292 8
MONTANA District Court ....... 2,591 0 441 2,443 0 418 -5
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior Court . 4,551 633 5,521 699 10 30
NEW JERSEY Superior Court .... 38,443 644 41,198 105 6 32
NEW YORK .Supresme and
County Court ............... 56,356 Q 421 62,940 G 461 11 46
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court 44,980 955 51,210 1,070 12 8
NORTH DAKOTA District Court .. 1,390 284 1,487 ¢C 307 8 16
OHIO -Court of Common Pleas ... 38,374 486 39,376 495 2 -1
OKLAHOMA District Court ...... 25,782 C 1,072 26,438 C 1,111 4
OREGON Circult Court ......... 22,533 1,120 24,591 1,207 8 16
RHODE ISLAND Superior Court .. 4,360 583 4,278 565 -3 -12
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit Court ... 3,182 624 3,215 638 2 16
TEXAS District Court ......... 111,33 947 119,395 1,01 7 26
VERMONT District Court ....... 2,11 543 2,11 519 -4 -36
Supertor Court .......... 1 0 85 21 133
VIRGINIA Circult Court ....... 45,646 1,050 49,48} 1,113 6 9
WASHINGTON Superior Court .... 19,693 595 21,071 625 5 25
WEST VIRGINIA Circuit Court . 4,546 321 4,885 347 8
WISCONSIN Circuit Court ...... 14,470 412 13,802 390 -5 .
WYOMING District Court ....... 1,466 1ns 1,353 396 -5 -24
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.4: Felony f31ings in state trial courts, 1981-1987. (continued)

NOTE: The footnoting scheme has been consolidated. 0:
Footnotes for 1981, 1984, and 1985 have been
translated into the footnote scheme for 1986 and 1987.

N/A = Data-are not avallable
QUALIFYING FODTNOTES

C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:

I1)inois--Circuit Court--Felony data include
pretiminary hearings for courts “downstate."

Towa--District -Court--Felony data include third
of fense DWI/DUI cases.

Kentucky--Circuit Court--Felony data include
misdemeanor cases, sentence review only, and
some postconviction remedy proceedings.

Missouri--£ircuit Court--Felony data include some
DWI/DUT cases and include preliminary hearing
proceedings, which are included in the main
caseload tables in caseload reports before 1987.
Table 10, Part II of the 1987 report excludes
those preliminary hearing proceedings.

North Dakota--District Court--felony data include
sentence review only and postconviction remedy
proceedings.

Oklahoma--District Court--Felony data include some
miscellaneous criminal cases.

Wyoming—-District Court--Felony data include
criminal appeals.

IndYana--Felony data inciude class D felonies,
DWI/DUI cases, and ordinance violation cases.

G: The following courts' data include DWI/DUI
cases:
Arkansas--Circuit Court
California--Superior Court
Indiana--Superior Court and Circuit Court
New York--Supreme and County Court

i: The following courts' data are at least 75%
complete:

Arizona--Superior Court--Felony data do not
Include some cases reported with unclassified
criminal data. .

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

I1¥ino)s Circuit Court--Felony data do not
include 1imited felony cases.
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(0):

The following courts' data are incomplete
and overinclusive:

Connecticut—-Superior Court--fFelony data inciude
pretiminary hearing proceedings that were in-
c¢luded in the main caseload tables in caseload
reports befare 1987. Table 10, Part II of the
1987 report excludes those preliminary hearing
proceedings. Felony data do not include some
cases reported with misdemeanor data.

Hawail--Circuit Court--felony data include
misdemeanor cases, but do not include re-
opened prior cases. :

Montana--District Court--Felony data include
appeals of trial court cases, but do not
include
some cases reported with unclassified criminal
data.

Additional information:

District of Columbia--Superior Court--
Reactivated and reinstated cases were added to
new fi1lings. )

indtana--Superior and Circuit Court--
pata are not comparable with previous years’
figures, due to changes in classification of
County Court function.

Kansas--District Court--Case filings include both
original actions and retrials/reinstated
(reopened) cases.

Maine--Superior Court--Data include cases that
were refiled.

Minnesota District Court--Data include
reactivated cases.

New York--Supreme and County Court--This court
experienced a significant increase in the
number of filings due to the change to an
individual calendaring system in 1986.
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TABLE 1: Reported National Caseload for State Appellate Courts, 1987

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

A.. Number of reported complete CASES .ivi,uvresivirunnssionssivnienssoonsinnns 16,981 - 13,1583
Number of courts reporting complete data ... v viveivioivesiveivinsssnrnas 35 23
Number of states with courts of Jast resort reporting

complete mandatory Jurisdiction data ........ Cikeraeiens 33 -2
Percent of the total population of states w1th mandatory Jurisd1ct1un
represented by complete data ..............c.c.iu. e e e ei e e e 12% 49%

B.  Number of reported complete cases that include some discretionary petitions 5,650 5,799

Number of courts reporting complete data with

some discretionary petitions ... ciiiiiiiiiiiii i i ittt it 9 1
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting complete mandatory

Jurisdiction data that include some discretionary petitions ..... PR 9 11
Percent of the total population of states with mandataory jurtsdiction

represented by complete data that include some discretionary petitions . 9% 12%

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

include some discretionary petitions ... ... it iniiiiiiiriinnd i 1,656 1,218
Number of courts reporting incomplete data, or incomplete and include

some discretionary petitions ..c.veiiii il i i i it it 5 5
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting etther incomplete

mandatory jurisdiction data or data that are both incomplete and include

some discretionary petitions (o ool i it i e e 5 5
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction

represented by incomplete data, or incomplete and include some .

discretionary petitions ..ottt iiii i iiiteenaraatann P ves 17% 17%

II. - Discretionary jurisdiction petitions:

A. Number of reported complete petitions ....... P hrerteese e 390,368 26,263
Number of courts reporting complete petitions .......coieeiiiiiiiiiiiniias 33 26
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting comnlete

discretionary Jurisdiction petitions ... iereenernnnenonenn 31 24
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jur1sd1ct1on
represented by complete data ... . vvuiviiiiiiniiiieiiiiiiiinnias e 70% 62%

8. Number of reported complete petitions that include some mandatory cases ... 995 5,345
Number of courts reporting complete petitions with some mandatory cases ... 1 4
Number of states with courts of Yast resort reporting complete petitions

that Include some mandatory Cases ...c.ieviieivereiienreninnns sndoonnnnn 1 4
Percent of the total population of states with discretiunary 3urisd1ct1on

represented by complete data that include some mandatory cases .......... 9%

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

include some MANdAtOrY CASES & .u.'veerursnereneonentonssonoocaneansnocnns 6,220 7,033
Number of courts reporting incomplete pet1t1ons, or incomplete and include

some Mandatory Cases t.iuuiineureiniviavesansonernsnrsiiansssasssasossns 10 10
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting edther incomplete

petitions or Incomplete and include some mandatory €ases ......iveevesess 10 10
Percent of the total population of states with discretienary jurisdiction

represented by incomplete data, or incomplete and include some mandatory

CASES wovvnvrsenasvas feerarreesaenaes Ceebeeseneannes Cresrereeeniacensue .o 17% 16%
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TABLE 1: Repofted national caseload for state appellate courts, 1987. (continued)

Reported Caseload v ) Filed Disposed
Intermediate appellate courts:
I. Mandatory jurisdiction cases:
A. Number of reported complete cases ......oivienninniasen e iee e 82,030 17,060
Number of courts reporting complete data ........cviieviviioninnnaineans PN 28 25
Number of .states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete
mandatory jurisdiction data ..., i vttt i i 25 23
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory Jurisdiction
represented by complete data ...........ovvinniiiininan, D 60% 57%
8. Number of reported complete cases that include some discretionary cases ... - 41,824 54,328
Number of courts reporting complete data with some discretionary petitions i2 . 13
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete
data that include some discretionary petitions .......oiiiiiiiiiiiiinnss n n
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction
represented by complete data that include some discretionary petitions .. 39% 3%
C. Number of reported cases that are either incompiete, or incomplete and
Include some discretionary petitions ....oiiveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiennes 560 0
Number of courts reporting data that are elther incomplete, or
incomplete and include some discretionary petitions .............co0vuil 1 0

Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting data

that are either incomplete, or incomplete and include some discretionary

0T B T 1 S AP 1 0
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory Jurisdiction

represented by data that are either incomplete, or incomplete and

include some discretionary petitions ...c.vveiiiiiiiiinnnrncinensnnannnns 1% 0%

II. Discretionary jurisdiction petitions:

A. Number of reported complete petitions ......c.iiiviiineiiniiiiiiiiinnnnais 16,320 14,424
Number of courts reporting complete petitions ......... ..o, 16 12
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete

discretionary jurisdiction petitions .....ccvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiins 14 1
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jur1sd1ct1on
represented by complete data .........cciviiiiiiiiiiiiin, Ceete s e iaeed 52% 46%

B. Number of reported complete petitions that include some mandatory cases ... 0 1,743

Number of courts reporting complete petitions that include some mandatory

CASES 4evneeaenonenseeoesoeasssnenasnssssnosnsinasbsissesassnssonosoancsns 0 1
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete

petitions that include some mandatory €Cases ......ccoveiieniiinonraonnennas 0 1
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary Jurisdiction

represented by complete data that include some mandatory cases .......... 0% 3%

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

Include some MANdatory CaASeS . .oievivionenroesrensssonvenesssonsosanse . 358 340
Number of courts reporting incomplete data, or incomplete and include

some MANAATOTY CASES vvvvrvrusurrvssseissninorsnssosessssssorasssoensnses 2 1
Number of states with 1ntermed1ate appellate courts reporting either

incomplete petittons or incomplete and include some mandatory cases ..... 2 1

Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction
represented by incomplete data, or incomplete and include some mandatory

[ YRR R R R R R N N N RN NN R 4'/0 3./.

Summary section for all appeliate courts:
Reported filings

COLR IAC Total
A. Number of reported complete cases/petitions ......... 47,349 98,350 145,699
B. Number of reported complete cases/petitions that include other case
£27 112 R RS RRTETRRT 6,645 47,824 54,469
C. Number of reported cases/petitions that are either incomplete, or
incomplete and include other casetypes ..........cocoviinasn cesines 1,876 918 8,794
103 - P O NPt 61,870 147,092 208,962
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TABLE, 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appeliate Courts, 1987

Total cases filed

! Court of Appeals

Totals
: Sum of mandatory
Sum of mandatory cases and
cases and _ discretionary
discretionary petitions
7 Total petitions granted
Total Total discrettonary Filed Filed
. : mandatory - discretionary petittons . per ‘ per
State/Court name: cases petitions granted Number ludge Number ludge
- STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ......... 837 213 1,110 139
Supreme Court .......... Jaes 368 219 36 587 1117 404 81
Court of Appeals .......... 469 54 N/A 523 174
ARIZdNA——STATE TOTAL ........ 3.567* 1,046* 4,613 201
Supreme Court ............. 1161 995C N/A 1,111 222
Court of Appeals .......... 3,451 51 N/A 3,502 195
ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,408* 1,408 108
Supreme Court ...... e 459P (P N/A 459 66
Court of Appeals ...... v 949 NH NH 949 158 - -
CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL ..... 10,300* 11,290 778* 21,590 251 11,078 132
~ Supreme Court ............. st 4,558 2241 4,873 696 539 117
Courts of Appeal .......... 9,985 6,732 554 16,717 211 10,539 137
COLORADO-~STATE TOTAL ....... 2,144 756 2,900 m
Supreme Court ............. 214 756 N/A 970 139
Court of Appeals .......... 1,930 NH NH 1,930 193 - -
CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL .... 1,003 195* 1,198 100
Supreme CoUrt .....ovovven, 58 1521 N/A 210 30
Appellate Court ......... o 945 43 N/A 988 198
FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ..... eee 14,442 3,552 17,994 340
Supreme Court ..... eees 581 1,270 N/A 1,851 264
District Courts of
Appeal ....iiiiiiieenn e 13,861 2,282 N/A 16,143 351
GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ........ 2,711* 1,739 4,450 278
Supreme Court ............. 640C 1,006 1191 1,646 235 759 108
.......... 2,0m¢ 733 N/A 2,804 312
HAWAII--STATE TOTAL ........ . 750* 51 10 807 10 760 g5
Supreme Court ............. 616C 57 10 673 135 626 125
Court of Appeals .......... 134 NH NH 134 45 134 45
IDAHO--STATE TOTAL ....0v0ves 470* 82 552 - 69
supreme COUrt ...ovvevvnoes 2890 82 N/A 3n 74
Court of Appeals .......... 181 NH NH 181 60 —-— -
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Total cases disposed

Totals
Sum: of ‘
Sum of mandatory Point at
Total mandatory cases and which
Total Total discrettonary cases and discretionary cases
: : mandatory discretionary  petitions discretyonary petitions Court are
State/Court name: cases petitions gqranted petitions qranted type counted

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL .~ 720 285 1,005

Supreme Court ..... 291 231 N/7A 522 COLR 1

Court of Appeals .. 429 54 14 483 443 IAC 1
ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL 3,458* 1,099* 4,557

Supreme Court ..... 86} 1,054C 101€ 1,140 187 COLR 6

Court of Appeals .. 3,372 45 N/A 3,417 IAC 6
ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL 1,399* : 1,399 1,399

Supreme Court ..... 416P (P) {P) 416 416 COLR 2

Court of Appeals .. 983 NH NH 983 983 IAC 2
CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL 10,742% 10,780 21,522

Supreme Court ..... 73V 4,004 N/A 4,077 COLR 6

Courts of Appeal .. 10,669 6,776 N/A 17,445 IAC 2
COLORADO--STATE . TOTAL 1,036% 2,638

Supreme Court ..... (¢) 1,036C N/A 1,036 COLR 1

Court of Appeals .. 1,602 NH NH 1,602 - IAC 1
CONNECTICUT--

Supreme Court ..... (P 293P N/A 293 COLR 1

Appellate Court ... 893 N/A N/A IAC 1
FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL 14,139 3,110 17,249

Supreme Court ..... 548 1,223 N/A 1,71 COLR 1

District Courts of

Appeal .......... 13,591 1,887 N/A 15,478 IAC 1

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL 2,225*

Supreme Court ..... N/A 1,524D N/A COLR 2

Court of Appeals .. 1,961C 701 N/A 2,662 IAC 2
HAWATI--STATE TOTAL . 121* 58 779

Supreme Court ..... 579C 58 N/A 637 COLR 2

Court of Appeals .. 142 NH NH 142 - IAC 2
IDAHO--STATE TOTAL .. 469* 16 545

Supreme Court ..... 295C 76 N/A n COLR 1

Court of Appeals .. 174 NH NH 174 — IAC 4

{continued on next page)
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TABLE 2: - Reported total caseload for all state éppe]late courts, 1987. (continued)

Total cases filed
Totals
Sum of mandatory
Sum of mandatory cases and
cases and discretionary
discretionary petitions
, Total petitions granted
, Total Total discretionary Filed Filed
: mandatory - discretionary petitions per } per
State/Court name: cases petitions granted Number judge Number . judge
TLLINOIS--STATE TOTAL ....... 8,522* 10,195 249 .
Supreme Court ............. 568 1,673 152 2,241 320 720 103
Appellate Court ........... 7,954C (C) N/A 7,954 234
INDIANA--STATE TOTAL ........ 1,558* 1,962 392
Supreme Court ............. 409 404 N/7A 813 163
Court of Appeals ...... 1,149C (C) N/A 1,148 96
IOWA--STATE TOTAL ...... veee. 1,895% 327% 1,822 121
Supreme Court ........ 877¢C 321! N/A 1,204 134
Court of Appeals .......... 618 NH NH 618 103 — -
KANSAS--STATE TOTAL ......... ].341* 1,482 87
Supreme Court ....... R 214 N/A 141 355 51
Court of Appeals ......... .oo1,121C N/A (©) 1,127 113
KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,952 783* 3,735 178
Supreme Court ............. 261 6931 N/A 954 136
Court of Appeals .......... 2,691 90 N/A 2,181 199
LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ...... 3,981 6,214 1,655 10,195 185 5,636 103
. Supreme Court .....c...0..e 135 2,673 553 2,808 401 688 98
Courts of Appeal .......... 3,846 3,541 1,102 7,387 154 4,948 103
MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,947% 949 124 2,896 145 2,.0m 104
Court of Appeals .......... 233C 655 104 888 127 337 48
Court of Spectal
Appeals ...... iiiiiiinnn, 1,714 294 20 2,008 154 1,734 133
MASSACHUSETTS--STATE TOTAL .. 1,506* 1,842 108
Supreme Judicial Court .... 72 336 208 408 58 280 40
Appeals Court ,............ 1,434C (€) N/A 1,434 143
MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL ....... 8,191* 10,273 411
Supreme Court ....... e 5 2,082 60 . 2,087 298 65 9
Court of Appeals .......... 8,186% () N/A 8,186 455
MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ...... 2,165 974* 213* 3,139 157 2,378 119
~ Supreme Court ........ PR 241 626 104 867 124 345 49
Court of Appeals ....... ves 1,924 3481 1091 2,272 175 2,033 156
MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,148" 1,033 79 4,181 107 3,227 83
Supreme Court ......cvuuvns 93 1,033 79 1,126 161 172 25
Court of Appeals .......... 3,055 NH NH 3,055 96 3,055 96
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Total caSes disposed

Totals
~ Sum of - ,
Sum of mandatory Point at "
. . Total mandatory cases and ' which
Total Total discretionary cases and discretionary cases
mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary petitions Court are

State/Court’name: cases petitions qranted petitions granted type counted
ILLINOIS-—STATE TOTAL 8,007* 9,640

Supreme Court ..... ) 556 1,633 138 2,189 694 COLR 1

Appellate Court ... 7,451C (C) N/A 7,451 IAC 1
INDIANA--STATE TOTAL 1,518% 1,951*

Supreme Court ..... 384 431 56 821 440 COLR 6

Court of Appeals .. 1,130 (C) N/A 1,130 IAC 6
I0WA--STATE TOTAL ... 1,522% 317* 58* 1,839 1,580

Supreme Court ..... 944C 317} 581 1,261 1,002 COLR 1

Court of Appeals .. 578 NH NH 518 578 IAC 4
KANSAS--STATE TOTAL . 1,476"

Supreme Court ..... 333 N/A N/A COLR 5

Court of Appeals .. 1,143C (c) N/A 1,143 IAC 5
KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL 2,575 177* 3,352

Supreme Court ..... 2n 7061 N/A 977 COLR 6

Court of Appeals .. 2,304 1 N/A 2,315 IAC 3
LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL 3,503 6,220 1,627 9,723 5,130

Supreme Court ..... 123 2,660 552 2,183 675 COLR 2

Courts of Appeal .. 3,380 3,460 1,075 6,840 4,455 IAC 2
MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL 7,999*% 856 2,858 )

Court of Appeals .. 222C 562 N/A 184 COLR 2

Court of Special

Appeals ...... cee 1,117 294 N/A 2,01 IAC 2

MASSACHUSETTS~-

Supreme Court ..... (Cy N/A 283C COLR 2

Court of Appeals .. N/A N/A N/A IAC 2
MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL 9,670

Supreme Court ..... (C) 2,168C N/A 2,168 COLR 1

Court of Appeals .. 7,502C (C) N/A 7,502 IAC 1
MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL 2,120 895* 220 3,015 2,340

Supreme Court ..... 204 555 115 159 319 COLR 1

Court of Appeals .. 1,976 3a01 1051 2,256 2,021 TAC 1
MISSOURI-~STATE TOTAL 3,392* 997* 4,522

Supreme Court ..... 133€ 997} N/A 1,130 COLR 1

Court of Appeals .. 3,259 NH NH 3,259 - IAC 1

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 2: Reported total caseload for-all state appellate courts, 1987. (continued)

Total case§ filed

Totals

~Sum of mandatory
Sum of mandatory cases and
cases and discretionary
discretionary petitions
Total petitions granted
Total Total discretionary Filed Filed
. mandatory discretionary petitions per per
State/Court name: cases petitions granted Number ~  Judge _Number Judge
NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL ..... 6.626* 6,695 191
Supreme COUrt. ......voivins 349 1,3821 119! 1,731 241 468 67
“Appellate Division of
Supertor Court .......... 6,277C N/A (C) 6,221 178
NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL ..... 1,682 358 ' 61 2,040 170 1,743 145
Supreme Court ............. 1,078 am 45 1,379 276 1,123 225
Court of Appeals .......... 604 57 16 661 94 620 89
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL . 1,446 1,159 131 2,605 137 1,577 83
Supreme Court ............. 181 676 60 857 122 241 3
Court of Appeals .......... 1,265C 483 71t 1,748 146 1,336 m
OHIO--STATE TOTAL ........... 10,405 1,846 194 12,251 189 10,599 163
Supreme Court ........ e 422 1,846 194 2,268 324 616 88
Court of Appeals .......... 9,983 NH NH 9,983 172 9,983 172
OREGON-~STATE TOTAL ......... 4,481 1,086 137 5,567 328 4,618 212
Supreme Court ............. 176 1,086 137 1,262 180 313 45
Court of Appeals .......... 4,305 NH NH 4,305 431 4,305 431
SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE .
TOTAL oot ineiinniinnvanaas 957 32 32 983 89 983 89
Supreme CoUrt ....veevnen.. 511 321 32 543 109 543 109
Court of Appeals .......... 440 NH NH 440 73 440 13
UTAH--STATE TOTAL ....voun... 1,034" 40" 1,074 90
Supreme Court ............. 474 30 N/A 504 101
Court of Appeals .......... 5601 161 N/A 570 81
VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,642 416*
Supreme Court ............. N/A 1,441 156
Court of Appeals ..... eien 422 1,201 2601 1,623 162 682 68
WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL ..... 3,373* 1,497* 4,870 195
Supreme Court ............. - 135P 1,151P N/A 1,286 143
Court of Appeals ....... e 3,238 346 N/A 3,584 224
WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ...... 2,185 1,090 3,215 164
Supreme Court ....... e NH 869 206 869 124 - -
Court of Appeals ........ .. 2,185 221 N/A 2,406 185
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
DELAWARE--Supreme Court ..... 391t a {C) 401 80 397 79
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Court of Appeals .......... 1,500 96 4 1,596 171 1,504 167
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Total cases disposed

Totals
Sum of .
Total Sum of mandatory Point at
discretionary mandatory cases and which
Total Total petitions cases and discretionary cases
. mandatory discretlonary = petitions discretionary petitions Court are
State/Court name: cases petitions granted petitions granted type counted
NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL 6,781 :
Supreme Court ..... 38l 7,411 N/A 1,792 COLR 1
Appellate Division
of: Superior cOurt 6,400C N/A {C) 6,400 1AC 1
NEW MEXICO--
Supreme Court ..... N/A N/A N/A COLR 5
Court of Appeals .. 853C (C) N/A 853 IAC 5
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE
TOTAL vivvneennnnnn. 1,502* 1,120 2,622
Supreme Court ..... 192 6317 61 829 253 COLR 2
Court of Appeals . 1,310C 483 N/A 1,793 IAC 2
OHI0--STATE TOTAL ... 9,773 1,598 181 11,31 9,574
Supreme Court ..... 380 1,598 181 1,978 561 COLR 1
Court of Appeals . 9,393 NH NH 9,393 9,393 IAC 1
OREGON--STATE TOTAL . 4,545* 1,042 5,587 4,545
Supreme Court ..... 313C ¥,042 (C) 1,355 313 COLR 1
Court of Appeals .. 4,232 NH NH 4,232 4,232 IAC 1
SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE
TOTAL vrvvnvnennnn. 964" 964
Supreme Court ..... 595C (C) N/A 596 COLR 2
Court of Appeals .. 368 NH NH 368 - IAC 4
UTAH--
Supreme Court ..... 521C {C) N/A 521 COLR 1
Court of Appeals .. N/A N/A N/A IAC 1
VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL 2,912%
Supreme Court ..... N/A 7,169 N/A COLR 1
Court of Appeals .. (C) 1,743C N/A 1,743 IAC 1
WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL  4,018% 1,481% 5,499
Supreme Court ..... 148P 1,093f 68 1,241 216 COLR 1
Court of Appeals .. 3,870 388 N/A 4,258 IAC 1
WISCONSIN-~STATE TOTAL 2,206" 913 3,119
Supreme Court ...., NH 725 219 725 - COLR 5
Court of Appeals .. 2,206 188 N/A 2,394 IAC 1
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
DELAWARE--Supreme Court 419¢ gl N/A 423 COLR 1
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA-- .
Court of Appeals .. 1,595 87 1 1,682 1,596 COLR 1

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 2: Reported total caseload for all state appellate courts, 1987. (continued)

Total cases filed

Totals
i Sum of mandatory
“5um of mandatory cases and
cases and. - discretionary
discretionary petitions
. Total petitions qranted
Total Total discretionary Filed Filed
; § - mandatory discretionary petitions per per
State/Court name: . __cases = o petitions _granted Number ludge  _Number Judge
MAINE--Supreme Judictal
Court Sitting as Law
COUPE wurvenrnrvnvvnnnnnes 631P (P) N/A 631 90
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme
Court ......v.. riersenine 891 2 N/A 893 99
HONTANA——Supreme Court ...... 546 25 N/A 51 a2
NEBRASKA--Supreme Court .....  1,196C (C) N/A 1,196 1
NEVADA--Supreme Court ....... 856 NH NH 856 mnm 856 m
NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme Court NH 5161 N/A 516 103 - -
NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme
Court ..ovirenninnenanannes 382 NH NH 382 76 382 76
RHODE ISLAND--Supreme
Court vovvvviennnnnns feeees 323 219 N/A 542 108
SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme
COUPL vuvivrnonenes 422¢ 27l N/A 449 90
VERMONT--Supreme Court ...... 538 N N/A 569 114
WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme
Court of Appeals ..... PPN NH 2,037 785 2,037 407 185 1517
WYOMING--Supreme Court ...... 320 NH NH 320 64 320 o4
STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL
ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ........ 3,217 713 3,990 235
Supreme Court ............. 998 713 N/A 1,11 190
Court of Civil
APPeaTS suvverriiniorines 584 NH NH 584 195 - -
Court of Criminal
Appeals .ivvuierirnienies 1,695 NH NH 1,695 339 - -
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Total cases disposed

Totals
Sum of

Sum of ~mandatory Point at

Total mandatory cases :and which

Total Total discretionary cases and discretionary cases

‘ mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary petitions Court are
State/Court name: cases petitions granted petitions granted type counted

MAINE--Supreme Judicial

Court S1tting as Law :

Court :v.vienvrnn. 4951 40 N/A 535 COLR 1
MISSISSIPPI~--Supreme ) '

Court .......uus .. 831 2 2 833 833 COLR 2
MONTANA--Supreme Court 519C (C) N/A 619 COLR 1
NEBRASKA--Supreme Court 9640 (C) (C) 964 964 COLR 1
NEVADA=-Supreme Court 1,013 NH NH 1,013 1,013 COLR 2
NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme

COUTt wvivnvnnnnnss NH 4511 N/A 451 COLR 1
NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme

Court ..ovvevnnvnnn 357 NH NH 357 357 COLR 1
RHODE ISLAND--Supreme

Court ...ovvvvnnne, 402 241 N/A 643 COLR 2

. SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme

court v.vvniinen... 381C () N/A 381 COLR 1
VERMONT--Supreme Court 527 26 N/A 553 COLR 1
WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme )

Court of Appeals .. NH 1,909 115 1,909 115 COLR 1
WYOMING--Supreme Court 302 NH NH 302 302 COLR 1

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL 3,354 654 4,008
Supreme Court ..... 1,017 654 N/A 1,671 COLR 1
Court of Civil
Appeals .vovivens 518 NH NH 518 - 1AC 1
Court of Criminal
Appeals .......... 1,819 NH NH 1,819 - IAC 1

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 2:

Reported total caﬁe]oad for all state appellate courts, 1987.

(continued)

Tota!l cases filed

Totals
sum of mandatory
Sum of mandatory cases and
~.cases and discrefdonary:
discretionary peti{ions
Total petitions granted
Total Total discretionary F1led Filed
mandatory discretionary petitions per per
State/Court name: cases petitions granted Number judge  Number =~ judge
NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL ....... 11,822%
Court of Appeals .......... 409 N/A N/A
Appellate Divisions of
Supreme Court ........... 9,205C (c) N/A 9,205 196
Appellate Terms of Supreme
Court ovvevnresenn. ivee. o 2,208C (c) N/A 2,208 141
OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ..... oe 3,016* 17 3,309 276 3,133 131
Supreme Court ........ e 1,105 293 56 1,398 155 1,16} 129
Court of Criminal
APPEals «u.evyvirnniinens 980¢ () 61 980 327 1,041 347
Court of Appeals ......c... 931 NH NH 931 78 931 78
PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL ... 9,247* :
Supreme Court .........0v.n 80 1,936F 237! 2,016 288 RN 45
superior Court ............ 6,137C N/A (c) 6,137 409
Commonwealth Court ........ 3,030} 115 N/A 3,145 349
TENNESSEE~-STATE TOTAL ...... 1,984* 2,819 108 :
Supreme Court ............. 170 758 64 928 186 234 41
Court of Appeals .......... 1,003 11 22 1.080 90 1,025 85
Court of Criminal
Appeals ........s e IR (€) N/A 81 90
TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ....... ‘e 10,310 2,515 545 12,825 131 10,855 m
Supreme Court ....ivivvanns 3 1,176 118 1,479 131 181 20
Court of Criminal : ,
Appeals ....,.. s eesasens 2,450 1,339 367 3,789 421 2,817 K K]
Courts of Appeals ...... . 7,857 NH NH 7.8517 98 1,857 98
JURISODICTION CODES: NOTE: N/A indicates that the data are unavailable.

COLR = Court of Yast resort

IAC = Intermediate appeliate court

NH = This casetype is not handled in this court.
~- = Inappiicable

POINTS AT WHICH CASES ARE COUNTED:

= At the notice of appeal

= At the Fi1ing of trial record

At the filing of trial record, and complete
briefs

At transfer

Other

a Varles

f

N R
n

62 = State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1987

Blank spdces indicate that a calculation is
inappropriate.

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

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

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

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




Total cases disposed

Totals
Sum of
Sum of mandatory Point at
Total mandatory cases and which
Total Total discretionary cases and discretionary cases
mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary petitions Court are
State/Court name: cases petitions granted petitions granted type counted
NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL 15,894* 19,372
Court of Appeals .. 369 3,478 221 3,847 596 COLR L]
Appellate Divisions )
of Supreme Court . 13,392C {C) N/A 13,392 IAC 2
Appellate Terms of
Supreme Court..... 2,133c (C) N/A 2,133 IAC. 2
OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL 2,167% 520% 2,687
Supreme Court ..... 813C 2371 N/A 1,050 COLR 1
Court of Crimina)
Appeals .......... 626 283 N/A 909 COLR 2
Court of Appeals .. 128 NH NH 728 — IAC 4
PENNSYLVANIA--

- Supreme Court ..... N/A N/A N/A COLR 6
Superior Court .... 6,253C N/A ) , 6,253 IAC 1
Commonwealth Court 4,053C (€) N/A 4,053 IAC 1

TENNESSEE-~STATE TOTAL 2,944
Supreme Court ..... (0) 1,087€ N/A 1,087 COLR 1
Court of Appeals .. 1,033 11 N/A 1,110 IAC 1
Court of Criminal
Appeals .......... 747 () N/A 747 IAC 1
TEXAS--STATE TOTAL .. 10,275 2,933 ) 407 13,208 10,682
Supreme Court ..... 3 1,261 170 1,264 173 -COLR ]
Court of Criminal
Appeals .......... 2,448 1,672 231 - 4,120 2,685 COLR 5
Courts of Appeals . 7,824 NH NH 7,824 7,824 IAC 1

C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:
Arizona--Supreme Court--Data include
mandatory judge disciplinary cases.
Colorado-~Supreme Court--Disposed data
include mandatory jurisdiction cases.
Delaware--Supreme Court--Data include some
discretionary petitions and filed data
inciude discretionary petitions that were
granted.
(continued on next page)
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TABLE 2: Reported total caseload for-all state appellate courts, 1987. (continued)

Georgla-~Supreme Court--Total mandatory filed
data include a few discretionary petitions
“that were granted and refiled as appeals.
~-=Court of Appeals--Total mandatory data
Include all discretionary petitions that
were granted and refiled as appeals.
Hawali--Supreme Court--Data include a few
discretionary petitions granted.
Idaho--Supreme Court--Data include
discretionary petitions that were granted.

IT1inois--Appellate Court--Data include all D:

discretionary petitions.

Indiana--Court of Appeals—-Data include al}
discretionary petitions.

lowa--Supreme Court--Data include some dis-
cretionary petitions that were dismissed by
the Court.

Kansas--Court of Appeals--Filed data include a
few discretionary petitions that were
granted. Dispesed data include all
discretionary petitions.

Maryland--Court of Appeals--Data include dis-
cretlonary petitions that were granted, and
refiled as appeals.

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

Michigan--Supreme Court--Disposed data include
a few mandatory jurisdiction cases.

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

Missouri--Supreme Court--Mandatory disposed
data include discretionary petitions that
were granted, and refiled as appeals.

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

Nebraska--Supreme Court--Data include all
discretionary petitions and disposed
discretionary petitions granted.

New Jersey--Appellate Division of Superior
Court--pata inciude a1l discretionary
petitions that were granted.

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

New York--Appellate Divisions of Supreme
Court--Data include all discrettonary
petitions. Appellate terms of Supreme
Court--Data include all discretionary
petitions.

North Carolina--Court of Appeals--Mandatory
filed data include a few discretionary
petitions that were granted and refiled as
appeals. Data include some cases where
rellef, not review, was granted.

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Data include granted
discretionary petitions that were disposed.
--Court of Criminal Appeals--Mandatory
filed data include all discretionary
petitions.

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

Pennsylvanfa--Superior Court--Data include all
discretionary petitions that were granted.
-~Commonwealth Court--Disposed data include
all discretionary petitions.

South €arolina--Supreme Court--Disposed data
Include a1l discretionary petitions that
were disposed.

South Dakota--Filed data include discretionary
advisory opinlons. Mandatory jurisdiction
dispositions include all dlscretionary
petitions.
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Tennessee--Supreme Court--Disposed data
include all mandatory jurisdiction
cases.--Court of Criminal Appeals-.-Data
include all discreticnary petitions.

Utah--Supreme Court--Disposed data 1nclude
all discretionary petitions.

Virginia--Court of Appeals--Discretionary
petitions disposed include all mandatory
Jurisdiction cases.

Data: for the following court are overinclusive

and represent some double counting (discre-

tionary petitions that are granted review are

counted once as a petition and then are

refiled as mandatory cases and cannot be

separated from mandatory cases):

Georgila--Supreme Court--Disposed data

include all mandatory appeals and dis-
cretionary petitions granted.

The following courts' data are at least 75X
complete:

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

California--Supreme Court--Total mandatory
filed data do not include mandatory judge
discipiinary cases. Total discretlonary
petitions granted do not include original
proceedings that were granted and
administrative agency cases.

Connecticut--Supreme Court--Data do not
include some unclassified appeals and
Jjudge disciplinary cases.

felaware--Supreme Court--Data do not Include
some discretionary interlocutory decision
cases, which are reported with mandatory
Jurisdiction cases.

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

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

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

Maine--Supreme Judicial Court Sitting as Law
Court--Disposed data do not include
mandatory disciplinary and advisory
opiniop cases.

Minnesota--Court of Appeals--Total discre-
tionary petitions do not include
discretionary petttions of fipal judg-
ments that were dented. Total
discretionary petitions granted do not
toclude *other" discretionary petitions
granted.

Missouri--Supreme Court--Disposed data do
not include a few discretionary original
proceedings.

New Hampshire--Supreme Court--Data do not
include discretionary judge disciplinary
cases.

New Jersey--Supreme Court--Data do not
include discretionary interlocutory
decisions.

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




Pennsylvania--Supreme Court--Total Maine--Supreme Judicial Court Slttfng as Law
discretionary petitions do not include Court--Total mandatory jurisdiction filed
original proceeding petitions that were data include discretionary petitions

granted. but do not include mandatory disciplinary
~-Commonwealth. Court--Filed mandatory and advisory opinion cases.

~Jurisdiction cases do not include Pennsylvania--Supreme Court--Total discre-
transfers from the Supertor Court and the

) i tionary jurisdiction filed data include
South CovqlinaSuprene court-—F1led data non-case motions that could not be
do not include discretionary petitions S?gi:i;?gr bg:122022t include original
that were denied or otherwise dismissed/ Hazh1ngton gszpreme Co&rt Mandatory
withdrawn, or settled. ) o . S
utah--GOurt of ppeal-—sta represent an Jurtidietjon take oclude some disire:
~mon reportin eriod. ’ .
eleven-mo P §p : mandatory certified questions from the
Pennsylvania~-Supreme Court--Discretfonary federal courts. Total discretionary
petitions granted do not include petitions include mandatory certified
original proceeding petitions that were questions from federal courts, but do not
granted. include some discretionary petitions
South Dakota--Supreme Court--Data do not reported with mandatory jurisdiction
include advisory opinions reported with caseload. ,
mandatory jurisdiction cases.
Virginia--Court of Appeals--Filed data do . '
not include original proceeding petitions vi Izgpggll?w1ng court's data are Jess tham 75X
granted. Californta--Supreme Court--Disposed data do
P: The following courts' data are both incomplete not include disciplinary cases.

and overinclusive:

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data include a few
discretionary petitions, but do not include
mandatory attorney disciplinary cases and
certified questions from the federal courts.
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‘ TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processlng Measures for Mandatory Cases
in State Appellate Courts, 987

Mandatory cases
Disposed
as a Filed
percent - Number Filed per
k . . Court of of per + 100,000
State/Court name: . ) type Filed _ Disposed filed Judges judge population
STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURY
ALASKA--STATE TOTAL «....... 837 720 86 8 105 159
Supreme Court ........ i COLR 368 291 79 5 74 70
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 469 429 91 3 156 89
ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,567 3,458" 97 23 155 105
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1161 86! 74 5 23 3
Court of Appeals ..... cene IAC 3,451 3,372 98 18 192 102
ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL ...... 1,408% 1, 399 99 13 108 59
Supreme Court ........... . COLR "459P 6" 91 7 66 19
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 949 983 104 6 158 40
CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .. 10, 300 10,742* 84 123 37
Supreme Court ............ COLR LI LI 7 a5 |
Courts of Appeal ......... 1AC 9,985 10,669 107 17 130 36
COLORADO--STATE TOTAL ...... 2,144 17 126 65
Supreme Court ...... aeees COLR 214 (C) 1 31 6
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1,930 1,602 83 10 193 59
CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL ... 1,003 12 84 3
Supreme Court ........... . COLR 58 N/A 7 8 2
Appelilate Court .......... IAC 945 893 94 5 189 29
FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ....... 14,442 14,139 98 53 272 120
Supreme Court .......... COLR 581 548 94 1 83 S
District Courts of Appea1 IAC 13,861 13,591 98 46 301 115
GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ..... ‘e 2, 1m* 16 169 44
Supreme Court .......... . COLR 640C (C) 7 91 10
Court of Appeals ....... - IAC 2,011 1,961€ 95 9 230 33
HAWAII--STATE TOTAL ........ 750* 721* 96 8 94 69
Supreme Court ............ COLR 616C 579 a4 5 123 57
Intermediate Court of
APPRaTS v.ieenireniniinns 1AC 134 142 106 3 45 12
IDAHO--STATE TOTAL ........ . 470* 469" 100 8 59 47
Supreme Court ....... e COLR 289C 295€ 102 5 58 29
- Court of Appeals ......... JAC 181 174 36 3 60 18
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TABLE 3: Selected caseload and processing measures for mandatory éases in
. state appellate courts, 1987. (continued)

Mandatory cases

Disposed )
as a Filed
percent Number Filed " per
x Court . of of per 100,000 - .
State/Court name: type Filed _ Disposed filed Judges Judge population
ILLINOIS--STATE TOTAL ...... 8,522* 8,007" 94 'y 208 74
Supreme Court ............ COLR 568 556 98 7 81 5
Appellate Court .......... IAC 7,954C  7,45€ 94 34 234 69
INDIANA--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,558% 1,514 97 17 92 28
Supreme Court ............ COLR 409 384 94 5 82 17
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1,749C . 1,130C 98 12 96 21
TOWA-—STATE TOTAL .......... : 1,895 1,522% 102 15 100 53
Supreme Court ........ue.s COLR 877¢ .944C 108 9 97 3N
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 618 578 94 6 103 22
KANSAS--STATE TOTAL ..... ... 1,381% - 1,476* 110 17 79 54
Supreme Court ............ COLR 214 333 156 17 3 9
Court of Appeals ........ . IAC 1,127C  1,143C 10 10 13 46
KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL ...... 2,952 2,575 87 21 14 79
supreme CoUrt ..v.vovreess COLR 261 271 104 7 37 7
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 2,691 2,304 86 14 192 72
LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 3,981 3,503 88 55 72 89
Supreme Court ............ COLR 135 123 9 1 19 3
Courts of Appeal ......... IAC 3,846 3,380 92 48 80 86
MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ...... 1,947 1,999% 103 20 97 43
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 233C 222C 95 7 33 5
Court of Special Appeals . IAC 1,774 1,117 104 13 132 a8
MASSACHUSETTS--STATE TOTAL . 1,506" 17 89 26
Supreme -Judicial Court ... COLR 12 N/A 1 10 1
Appeals Court ............ IAC 1,434C N/A 10 143 24
MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL ...... 8,191+ 25 328 89
- Supreme Court ............ COLR 5 (C) 7 1 0
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 8,186C  7,502C 92 18 455 89
MINNESDTA--STATE TOTAL ..... 2,165 2,120 98 20 108 51
Supreme Court ..... Peeees COLR 241 204 85 1 34 6
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1,924 1,916 100 13 148 45
MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL ...... 3,148 3,392% 39 8 62
Supreme Court ........ ceas COLR 93 133C 7 13 2
Court of Appeals ....:..... IAC 3,055 3,259 107 32 95 60
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TABLE 3: Se]écted'case1oad and processing measures for mandatory cases in
state appellate courts, 1987. (continued)

Mandatory cases

Disposed
as 4 : Filed
; : parcent Number- -~ Filed per
. Court of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed Judges Judge population
NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL .... : 6,626  6,781% 102 a5 189 86
Supreme Court ............ COLR 349 381 109 1 50 5
Appeliate Division of :
Superior Court ......... IAC 6,277¢  6,400C 102 28 224 82
NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .... 1,682 12 140 112
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,078 N/A 5 216 72
Court of Appeals ..... e IAC 604 853C 7 86 40
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 1,446%  1,502% 104 19 76 23
Supreme Court ............ COLR 181 192 106 7 26 : 3
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1,265C 1,310 104 12 105 20
OHIO--STATE TOTAL .......... 10,405 9,773 94 65 160 95
Supreme Court ............ COLR 422 380 90 7 60 4
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 9,983 9,393 94 58 172 93
OREGON--STATE TOTAL ........ 4,481 4,545% 17 264 165
Supreme Court ............ COLR 176 313¢ 7 25 6
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 4,305 4,232 98 10 431 158
SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TQTAL. 951 964" 1 86 28
Supreme Court ............ COLR 511 596C 5 102 15
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 440 368 84 6 73 13
UTAH--STATE TOTAL .......... 1,034 12 86 62
Supreme Court ............ COLR 474 521¢C 5 95 23
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 5601 N/A 7 80 33
VIRGINIA--Supreme Court .... COLR N/A N/A
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 422 N/A 10 42 7
WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL .... 3,3713*  4,018* 119 25 135 74
Supreme Court ......... e COLR 135P 148P 110 9 15 3
Court of Appeals ...... s IAC 3,238 3,870 120 16 202 n
WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL...... 2,185 2,206 101 13 168 45
Supreme Court ............ COLR NH NH - - -
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 2,185 2,206 101 13 168 45
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
DELAWARE--Supreme Court .... COLR 397C 419C 106 5 79 62
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 1,500 1,595 106 9 167 241

(continued on next page)
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TABLE -3: Selected caseload and processing measures for mandatory cases in
state appellate courts, 1987.  (continued)

Mandatory cases

Disposed
as a Filed
percent Number Filed per
‘ . Court of of - per 100,000
State/Court name: 1ype Filed Disposed filed Jjudges Jjudge population
MAINE--Supreme Judicial Court
- Sitting as Law Court .... COLR 631P 4951 7 90 53
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court. COLR 891 831 93 ; 9 99 34
MONTANA——Supreme Court .... COLR 546 {C) 1 18 67
NEBRASKA--Supreme Court ... COLR 1,196 964C 81 7 m 75
NEVADA--Supreme Court ..... - COLR 856 1,013 118 5 in 85
NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme Court COLR NH NH - - -
" NORTH. DAKOTA--Supreme Court COLR 382 357 93 5 716 51
RHODE 'ISLAND--Supreme Court COLR 323 402 124 5 65 a3
SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court COLR 4220 () 5 84 60
VERMONT--Supreme Court .... COLR 538 5217 98 5 108 98
WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court COLR NH NH _— - -
WYOMING--Supreme Court .... COLR 320 302 94 5 64 65
STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL
ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,277 3,354 102 17 193 80
Supreme Court ............ COLR 398 1,017 102 9 11 24
Court of Cjvil Appeals ... IAC 584 518 89 3 195 14
Court of Criminal Appeals. IAC 1,695 1,819 107 5 339 42
NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL ...... 11.822* 15,894* 134 69 m 66
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 409 369 0 7 58 2
Appeliate Division of
Supreme Court IAC 9,205C 13,392C 146 47 196 52
Appellate Court of Supreme
Supreme Court IAC 2,208C  2,133C 97 15 147 12
OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ...... 3.016* 2.167* 24 126 92
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,105 813¢ 9 123 34
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR 9ggC 626 3 3217 30
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 931 728 78 12 18 28

(continued on next page)
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TABLE :3: Selected case]oad and process1ng'measures for mandatory cases in
"~ .state appellate courts, 1987. (continued)

. Mandatory cases

Disposed ) ]
as a Filed
percent Number Filed per.
Court of of per 100,000
state/Court name: type Filed . Disposed flled Judges Judge population
PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL .. 9,247' 31 298 78
Supreme Court ............ COLR 80 N/A 1 M 1
Superior Court ........... 18C 6,137¢  ,253C 102 15 409 8
Commonwealth Court ....... IAC 3,030 4,083C 9 337 25
TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ..... 1,984' 26 76 4
Supreme Court ............ COLR 170 (C) 5 34 ) 4
Court of Criminal Appeals. IAC st 147¢C 92 9 90 17
Court of Appeals ..... P IAC 1,003 1,033 103 12 84 21
TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 10,310 10,275 100 98 105 61
Supreme Court ........ vers COLR 3 3 100 ) 0 0
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR 2,450 2,448 100 9 212 15
Courts of Appeals ........ IAC 7,857 7,824 100 80 98 47

JURISDICTION CODES: C: The following courts’ data are over-

inclusive:

COLR = Court of tast Resort Delaware--Supreme Court--Data include

IAC = Intermediate Appellate Court some discretionary petitions and

NH = This casetype is not handled in this discretionary petitions that were

court granted.

~-- = Inapplicable Georgia--Supreme Court--Mandatory

Jurisdiction filed data include
NOTE: N/A indicates that the data are unavall- discretionary cases that were granted
able. Blank spaces iIndicate that a calcu- and reflled as appeals.
latioh ¥s inappropriate. --Court of Appeals--Mandatory jurisdic-
tion data inciude discretionary

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: petitions that were granted and

refiled as appeals.

The absence of a qualifying footnote Srdigcates that Hawa)i--Supreme Court--Data include

data are complete. discretionary petitions that were

granted, and reflled as appeals.

*See the qualifying footnete written for =a<h court Idaho--Supreme Court--Data Include dis-
in the state. Each footnote has an impact on the cretionary petitions reviewed on the
state total. merits.

IMinots--Appellate Court--Data include

(C): Disposed mandatory jurisdiszticn discretionary petitions.

cases cannot be separately identiflied
and are reported with discretlonzry (continued on next page)

cases disposed.
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f' TA8L£ 3:  Selected caseload and processing measures for mandatory cases in

state appellate courts, 1987. (continued)

Indlana--Court of ‘Appeals--Data include
discretionary interlocutory decision
cases.

Towa--Supreme COurt-~F11ed data include
discretionary original proceedings.
Disposed data include some discretionary
cases that were dismissed.

Kansas--Court of Appeals--Data include a
few discretionary cases that were granted.

Maryland--Court of Appeals--Data include

- discretionary petitions that were granted,
and refiled as appeals.

Massachusetts--Appeals Court--Data Include
a small pumber of discretionary
Interlocutory deciston petitions.

Michigan--Court of Appeals--Data include
discretionary petitions.

Missouri--Supreme Court--Disposed data
include discretionary petitions that were
granted, and refiled as appeals.

Nebraska--Supreme Court--Data include a
few discretionary petitions, and dis-
posed discretionary petitions granted.

New Jersey--Appellate Dlvision of
Superior Court--Data include discre-
tionary interlocutory petitions that were
granted.

New Mexico--Court of Appeals--Data include
discretionary petitions.

New York--Appellate Divisions of Supreme
Court--Data include discretionary
petitions--Appellate terms of Supreme
Court--Data include discretionary
petitions.

North €Caroltna--Court of Appeals--Data
Include discretionary petitions that were
granted, and refiled as appeals.

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Disposed data
include granted discretionary petitions
that were disposed
~-Court of Criminal Appeals--Filed
data Ynclude all discretionary jurisdic-
tion cases.

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

Pennsylvanta--Superior Court--Bata include
all discretionary petitions that were
granted.

--Commonwealth Court--Disposed. data include
discretionary petitions.

South Carolina--Supreme Court--Disposed data
include all discretionary petitions that

-were disposed.

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Data include
all discretionary jurisdiction cases.

Tennessee--Court of Criminal Apgea]s—-

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

clude discretiopary petitions.

3: The following courts' data are at least 75%
complete:

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

California--Supreme Court--filed data do not
Include judge disciplinary cases.

Maine--Supreme Judiclal Court Sitting as Law
Court--Disposed data do not include
disciplinary or advisory opinion cases.

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

Utah--Court of Appeals--Filed data represent
an eleven-month reporting perilod.

P:  The following courts’ data are both incompiete
and overinclusive:

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

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

Washington--Supreme Court--Data include some
discretionary petitions, but do not
include certified questions from the
federal courts.

V: Data are less than 75% complete:

California--Supreme Court--Disposed data do
not include discipliinary cases.
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions
in State Appellate Courts, 1987 '

Discretionary petitions

~-Disposed filed Filed
as a (dis- (dtsposed)
percent - Number posed) per
Court of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed Filed Judges Jjudge population

STATES WITH ONE COURY OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ........ 273 285 104 8 34 . 52
Supreme Court ......<....n COLR 219 231 105 5 44 42
Court of Appeals ....... IAC 54 54 100 3 18 10

ARTZONA--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,086* . 1,099" 105 23 45 ]|
supreme Court ............ COLR 995C  1,054C 106 5 199 29
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 51 45 88 18 3 2

ARKANSAS~-

Supreme Court .,.....c.... COLR N/A N/A
Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .... 11,290 10,780 95 84 134 4
Supreme Court ...... ieea COLR 4,558 4,004 89 7 651 16
Courts of Appeal ......... IAC 6,732 6,776 107 17 a7 24

COLORADO--STATE TOTAL ...... 156 1,036*% 7 108 23
Supreme Court ........... . COLR 756 1,036c 7 108 23
Court of Appeal ......... . IAC NH NH

CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL ... 195¢ 4 16 b
Supreme Court ........... . COLR 1521 293P 7 22 5
Appeliate Court .......... IAC 43 N/A 5 9 1

FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,552 3,110 88 53 67 30
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,270 1,223 96 7 181 n
District Courts of Appeal. 1AC 2,282 1,887 83 46 50 19

GEORGIA~-STATE TOTAL ....... 1,739 2.225* 16 109 28
Supreme Court ......... COLR 1,006 1,5240 7 144 16
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 733 101 96 9 81 12

HAWAII-~STATE TOTAL ........ 57 58 102 5 N 5
Supreme Court ............ COLR 57 58 102 5 1 5
Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH - - --

IDAHO~-STATE TOTAL ......... 82 76 93 5 16 8
Supreme Court ...ovovivees COLR 82 76 93 5 16 8
Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH - -- -

ILLINOES~~
Supreme Court .,........ . COLR 1,673 1,633 98 1 239 14
Appellate Court ..... s 1AC N/A N/A

INGIANA--

Supreme Court ............ COLR A04 437 108 ] 81 7
Court of Appedls ........: IAC N/A N/A

IOWA--STATE TOTAL .......... 3271* 317* 97 9 36 12
supreme Court ............ COLR 3273 37 97 g 36 12
Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH - -- --

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 4: Selected caseioad and processing measures for d1scret1onary petitions in
state appellate courts, 1987 (continued)

Discretionary petitions

Disposed Filed ~ Filed
as. a (dis- - {disposed)
: percent Number posed) per
: Court ‘ of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed Filed Judges Judge population .
KANSAS- - ‘ ‘
Supreme Court .........u0n N/A N/A
" Court of Appeals ......... N/A N/A
KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL ..... . 7183* 171* 99 21 37 21
Supreme Court .........h.. COLR - 693! 7061 102 7 9 19
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 90 n 79 14 [ 2
LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 6,214 6,220 98 55 113 139
Supreme Court ......... COLR 2,673 2,660 99 7 382 60
Courts of Appeal ......... IAC 3,541 3,460 98 48 14 . 79
MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ...... . 949 856 90 20 LY 21
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 655 562 86 1 94 14
Court of Special Appeals . IAC 294 294 100 13 23 6
MASSACHUSETTS--
Supreme Judicial Court ... COLR 336 N/A 1 48 6
Appeais Court:........ IAC N/A N/A
MICHIGAN-- ’
Supreme Court ............ COLR 2,082 2,168C 7 297 23
Court of Appeals ......... IAC N/A N/A
MINNESOTA-~STATE TOTAL ..... 974* 895* 92 20 49 23
Supreme Court ............ COLR 626 555 89 17 89 15
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 348} 3401 98 13 27 B
MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL ...... 1,033 ag7* 7 148 20
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,033 9971 7 148 20
Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH -— - -
NEW JERSEY--
Supreme Court ............ SOLR 1,382 1,am? 102 7 197 18
Appellate Diviston of
Supreme Court ........... 1AC N/A N/A
NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .... 358 12 30 24
Supreme Court ............ COLR 3N N/A 5 60 20
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 57 N/A 17 8 4
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. ) 1,159 1,120 97 19 61 18
Supreme Court ..... e COLR 676 637 94 7 97 1
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 483 483 100 12 40 8
OHID-~STATE TOTAL .......... 1,846 1,598 a1 17 264 117
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,846 1,598 87 7 264 17
Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH - - -
OREGON--STATE TOTAL ........ 1,086 1,042 96 7 155 40
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,086 1,042 96 17 155 40
Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH -~ - -

(continued on next page)
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'TABLE 4: Selected caseload and process1ng measures for discretionary petitions in
-state appellate courts, 1987. " (continued)

Discretionary pet1t1ohs

Disposed Filed - Filed

as a (dis- (disposed)

‘ percent Number posed) per
. Court of of per 100,000

State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed Judges Judge population
SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL 32* 5 6 ’ 1
Supreme Court ..... i COLR 32! N/A 5 6 1
Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH i —— - =
UTAH--STATE TOTAL .........s 40 12 3 2
Supreme Court ............ COLR © 30 N/A 5 6 2
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC 10! N/A 7 1 1
VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ...... 2,642 2,912*% 17 158 45
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,44 1,169 81 7 206 24
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1,201 1,743C 10 120 20
WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL .... 1,497* 1, TN 99 25 60 33
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,151P 1, 093P 95 9 128 25
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 346 388 112 16 22 8
WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ..... 1,090 913 B4 20 55 23
Supreme Court ............ COLR 869 725 83 1 124 18
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 221 188 85 13 17 5

STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

DELAWARE--Supreme Court ... COLR 4 al 100 5 1. 1

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--

Court of Appeals ......... COLR 96 81 91 9 1 15
MAINE--Supreme Judicial Court COLR N/A 40 7 (6) (3)
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court . COLR 2 2 100 9 2 1
MONTANA--Supreme Court ..... COLR 25 N/A 7 4 3
NEBRASKA--Supreme Court .... COLR N/A N/A
N_E—\II\DAwSupreme Court ...... COLR NH NH i-- - -
;J;N’HAMPSHIRE-—Supreme Court COLR 5161 4511 87 5 103 49
NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court .COLR NH NH - -- -
RHODE ISLAND--Supreme Court COLR 219 241 110 5 44 22
SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court COLR 271 N/A 5 5 4
VERMONT--Supreme Court ..... COLR 31 26 84 5 6 6

WEST VIRGINIA--
Supreme Court of Appeals . COLR 2,037 1,909 94 5 407 107

WYOMING--Supreme Court ..... COLR NH NH - - _—

(continued on next page)
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" TABLE 4: Selected caseload and processing measures‘for discfet1onary petitions In
state appellate courts, 1987. {(continued)

Discretionary petitions

Disposed Filed ! Filed
as. a - (dis-~ (disposed)
- percent Number posed) per
Court of of per .- 100,000
‘State/Court name: o "~ type Filed Disposed filed Judges Judge population

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ....... 13 654 92 9 19 17

Supreme Court ..... I COLR n3 654 92 9 19 117
Court of Civil Appeals ... IAC NH NH - - -
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC NH NH ‘ - - -
NEW YORK~-
Court of Appeals ......... COLR N/A 3,478 7 (497) (20)
Appellate Divisions of )
Supreme Court IAC N/A N/A
Appelate Terms.of Suprenme
Court IAC N/A N/A
OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ...... 520* 12 (43) (16)
Supreme Court ............ COLR 293 2371 9 33 9
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR N/A 283 3 (24) (9)
Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH - - -
PENNSYLVANIA--~ .
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,9367 N/A 1 211 16
Commonwealth Court ....... IAC 115 N/A 9 13 1
Superior Court ........... IAC N/A N/7A
TENNESSEE -~
Supreme Court............. COLR 758 1,087C 5 152 16
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 77 i1 100 12 6 2
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC N/A N/A
TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 2,515 2,933 117 18 140 . 15
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,176 1,261 107 9 131 7
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 1,339 1,672 125 9 149 8
Court of Appeal .......... IAC NH NH - - -
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~state appellate courts, 1987. (continued)

k TABLE 4 Se]ected case]oad and processing measures for discretionary pet1t1ons in

 JURISDICTION CODES:
COLR = Court of Last Resort

IAC Intermediate Appellate Court
= This casetype is not handled in this court
= Inapplicable

NOTE: N/A indicates that the data are unavail-
able. Blank spaces indicate that a calcu-
ation is inappropriate.

QUALIFYING FOOTNOVES:

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

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

C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:
Artzona--Supreme Court--Nata include mandatory
Judge discipidnary cases.
Colorado--Supreme Court--Disposed data
include all mandatory jurisdiction cases.
Michigan--Supreme Court--Disposed data
include a few mandatory Jurisdiction cases.
Tennessee--Supreme Court--Disposed data
include all mandatory jurisdiction cases.
Virginia--Court of Appeals--Disposed data
inciude al) mandatory jurisdiction cases.

D:  The following court's data are overinclustive
: and represent some double counting:
Georgia--Supreme Court--Disposed data in-
clude all mandatory appeals and dis-
cretionary petitions granted, that are
refiled as a mandatory case.
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The following courts' data are at Teast 75%
complete: ‘

Connecticut-—Supreme Court--Filed data do
not “include disciplinary cases.

Delaware--séyreme Court--NData do not in-
clude some discretionary interlocutory
petitions and some discretionary advisory
opinions.

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

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

Minnesota--Court of Appeals--Data do not in-
clude petitions of final judgmeats that
were denled.

Missouri--Supreme Court--Disposition data
do not include a few original proceedings.

New Hampshire--Supreme Court--Data do not
include discrettonary judge disciplinary
cases.

New Jersey--Supreme Court--Data do not in-
clude discretionary interlocutory
petitions which could not be separated
from a "motions" category.

Oklahoma~--Supreme Court--Disposed data do
not include discretionary petitions
granted and disposed. =

South Carolina--Supreme Court--Filed data
do not include discretionary petitions
that were denled or otherwise dismissed/
withdrawn, or settled.

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Data do not in-
clude advisory opinions which are
reported with mandatory jurisdiction
cases.

Utah--Court of Appeals--flled data represent
an-eleven-month reporting pertod.

The following courts' data are both incomplete
and overinclusive:

Connecticut--Supreme Court--Disposed data
include mandatory cases, but do not
include some unclassified appeals and
Judge d¥sciplinary cases.

Pennsylvania--Supreme Court--.Total discre-
tionary jurisdiction filed data include
non-case motions that could not be
separated, but do not iYnclude original
proceeding petitions.

Washington--Supreme Court-.pata include
mandatory certified questions from the
federal courts, but do pot Include some
discretionary petitions.

Vo



' TABLE 5 Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted
: ‘in State Appellate Courts, 1987 .

Discretionary petitions granted

Disposed Filed Filed
as a (dis- (disposed)
percent Number posed) per
Court of of . per 100,000
State/Court _name: type Filed - Disposed filed Judges Judge population

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

ALASKA--~
Supreme Court ........... COLR 36 N/A 5 7
Court of Appeals ......... IAC N/A 14 3 (5) (3)
ARIZONA--
Supreme Court ............ COLR N/A 101C 5 (20) (3)
Court of Appeals ......... IAC N/A N/A
ARKANSAS--
Supreme Court ............ COLR N/A N/A
Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH - - _—
CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .... 778* 84 9 3
Supreme Court ............ COLR 2241 N/A 7 32 1
Courts of Appeal ......... IAC 554 N/A 71 7 2
COLORADO--
Supreme Court ............ COLR N/A N/A
Court of Appeals ......... TAC NH NH - - -
CONNECTICUT--
Supreme Court ............ COLR N/A N/ZA
Appellate Court ......... IAC N/A N/A
FLORIDA--
Supreme Court ........... COLR N/A N/A
District Courts of Appeals IAC N/A N/A
GEORGIA--
Supreme Court ...... COLR 1191 N/A 7 17 2
Court of Appeals ........ IAC N/A N/A
HAWALI--STATE TOTAL ....... 10 5 2 1
Supreme Court ........... COLR 10 N/A 5 2 1
Court of Appeals ........ IAC NH NH - - -
10AHO~-
Supreme Court .....iceiasve COLR N/A N/A
Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH - - ==
CILLINOIS~-
Supreme Court ....... Ceves COLR 152 138 9] 1 22 1
Appellate Court .......... IAC N/A N/A
INDIANA--
Supreme Court ....... veeas COLR N/A 56 5 (1) (1)
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC N/A N/A

(continued on next page)

Part Il: 1987 State Court Caseload Tables « 77



TABLE 5: Selected caseload and processing measures for discretionary petitions granted in state appellate
courts, 1987. (continued)

Discretionary petitions granted

Disposed “Filed ‘ Filed
as a (dis- (disposed)
) percent Number posed) - per
. Court . of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed Judges judge papulation
IOWA--STATE TOTAL ......... 58* 9 (6) (2)
Supreme Court ............ COLR N/A 581 9 (6) (2)
Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH - - —
KANSAS--
Supreme Court ............ COLR 141 N/A 7 20 )
Court of Appeals ......... IAC N/A N/A
KENTUCKY--
Supreme Court ............ COLR N/A N/A
Court of Appeals ......... IAC N/A N/A
LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 1,655 1,628 98 55 30 37
Supreme Court ............ COLR 553 553 100 1 19 12
Courts of Appeal ......... IAC 1,102 1,075 98 48 23 25
MARYLAND-~-STATE TOTAL ...... 124 20 6 3
Court of Appeals ..... v COLR 104 N/A 1 15 2
Court of Special Appeals . IAC 20 N/A 13 2 0
MASSACHUSETTS--
Supreme Judicial Court ... COLR 208 283C . 30 4
Appeals Court ............ IAC N/A N/A
MICHIGAN-- R
Supreme Court ...... eesas COLR 60 N/A 7 9 1
Court of Appeals ......... IAC N/A N/A
MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ..... 213* 220 103 20 1 5
Supreme Court .......ic00.s COLR 104 115 11 7 15 2
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 091 1051 96 13 8 3
MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL ...... 79 1 n 2
Supreme Court ............ COLR 79 N/A 7 1 2
Court of Appeals ....ovvus IAC NH NH - . -
NEW JERSEY--
" Supreme Court ......... COLR 1191 N/A 7 17 2
Appellate Division of
Superior Court ....... iee IAC N/A N/A
NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .... 61 12 5 4
Supreme Court ......... vee COLR 45 N/A 5 9 3
Court of Appeals v.vvverns 1AC 16 N/A 7 2 1
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 131 19 ) 2
Supreme Court ......... vae COLR 60 61 102 7 9 1
Court of Appeals ...... ‘oo IAC n N/A 12 6 1
OHIO--STATE TOTAL .......... 194 181 93 ) 28 2
Supreme Court ......... P COLR 194 181 93 7 28 2

Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH ' -- -- -~

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 52 Se]ecté‘d caseload and processing measures for discretionary petitions granted in state appellate
: courts, 1987. ‘(continued)

Discretionary petitions gqranted

Filed

Part II: 1987 State Court Caseload Tables « 79

Disposed Filed
as a (dis- (disposed)
percent Number posed) ' per
: Court of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Flled Disposed filed Judges Judge population
OREGON--STATE TOTAL ...... ;. 137 7 20 5
Supreme Court ...... versia COLR 137 NZA 7 20 5
Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH - - -
SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL 32 5 6 1
Supreme Court ............ COLR 32 N/A 5 6 1
Court of Appeals ........: IAC NH NH - — ——
UTAH--
Supreme Court ...... et COLR N/A N/A
Court of Appeals ......... IAC N/A N/A
VIRGENIA--STATE TOTAL ...... 16" 17 24 1
Supreme Court ............ . COLR 156 N/A 7 22 3
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 2601 N/A 10 26 4
WASHINGTON--
Supreme Court .......... .. COLR N/A 68 9 (8) (2)
Court of Appeals ...... ces IAC N/A N/A
WISCONSIN--
Supreme Court ............ COLR 206 219 106 7 29 4
Court of Appeals ......... IAC N/A N/A
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
DELAWARE~-Supreme Court .... COLR N/A N/A
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 4 1 25 9 .4 .6
MAINE--Supreme Judicilal
Court Sitting as Law
Court ..ionevniinnannnin, COLR N/A N/A
MONTANA--Supreme Court ..... COLR N/A N/A
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court , COLR N/A 2 9 (.2) (.1)
NEBRASKA--Supreme Court .... COLR N/A N/A
NEVADA--Supreme Court ...... COLR NH NH -~ - -
NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme
Court ..u...... Ceseann e COLR N/A N/A
NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court CGLR NH NH — _— -
RHODE ISLAND--Supreme Court COLR N/A N/A
SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court COLR N/A N/A

(continued on next page)




TABLE 5: $e1ected caseload and brobess1ng measures for discretionary petitions granted in state appellate
ke courts, 1987. (continued)

~_Discretionary petitions granted

Disposed Filed Filed
as a {dis~ (disposed)
percent Number posed) per
) Court of of per ) 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed Judges judge population
< VERMONT--Supteme Court ..... . COLR N/A N/A
WEST: VIRGINIA-~~Supreme Court . .
of Appeals ....ecoeiienann COLR 185 115 99 5 157 41

WYOMING--Supreme Court ..... COLR NH NH — - -

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL

ALABAMA--
Supreme Court ............ COLR N/A N/A
Court of Civil Appeals ... IAC NH NH - : - —=
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC NH NH - —— -
. NEW YORK--
Court of Appeals ......... COLR N/A 221 7 (32) (n
Appellate Divisions of
Supreme Court ........... IAC N/A N/A
Appellate Terms of Supreme
Court ... vivenvennnnans IAC N/A N/A
OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ...... 117 12 10 4
Supreme Court ............ COLR 56 N/A 9 . 6 2
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR 61 N/A 3 20 2
Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH - - --
PENNSYLVANIA--
Supreme Court ............ COLR 2371 N/A 1 34 2
Superior Court ........... COLR N/A N/A
Commonwealth Court ....... IAC N/A N/A
TENNESSEE--
Supreme Court ............ COLR 64 N/A 5 13 1
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 22 N/A 12 2 1}
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC N/A N/A
TEXAS~-STATE TOTAL ......... 545 407 75 18 30 3
Supreme Court ....,....... COLR 178 170 96 9 20 1
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR 367 237 65 9 4] 2
Court of Appeals ......... IAC NH NH - - -
JURISDICTION CODES: 1: The following courts' data are at least 75%
- " R t . complete:
§RER= Iggg:meg:atgszppgﬁ?gte Court California--Supreme Court--Data do not
NH = This casetype 1s not .handled in this court include original proceedings initially
-~ = Inapplicable heard in the Supremez Court that were

granted.

Georgla--Supreme Court--Filed data do not
include discretionary interlocutory
petitions granted.

NOTE: N/A indicates that the data are unavali-
able. Blank spaces indicate that a
calculation is inappropriate.

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: Iowa--Supreme Court--Disposed data do not
include some original proceedings.
The absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that Minnesota--Court of Appeals--Data do not
data are complete. include some petitions.
*see the qualifying Footnote for each court in the New Jersey--Supreme Court--F[}ed data do not
state. -Each footnote has an impact on the state's include discretionary interiocutory
total. petitions granted.

Pepnsylvania-~Supreme Court--Data do not
include original proceedings petitions that
were granted.

Virginia--Court of Appeals--Data do not
include original proceedings petitions
granted.

C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:
Arizona--Supreme Court--Data include
mandatory judge disciplinary cases.
Massachusetts--Supreme Judicial Court--
Disposed data inc¢lude all mandatory
Jurisdiction cases.
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TA"BLE 6: Opihi@ns Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1987 .

Does the opinion

‘Optinton count include? Number of
count is by: - Per Total authorized  Number of
. written Majority curiam ‘Memos/ dispositions Justices/ lawyer support
State/Court name: case document opinion  opinion orders _by opinion Judges personnel
STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
ALASKA--Supreme Court ...... X 0 X 0 0 135 5 1"
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 0 82 3 8
ARIZONA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 0 121 5 16
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 356 18 48
ARKANSAS--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X X 358 1 15
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X 0 649 6 16
CALIFORNIA--Supreme Court .. X 0 X X some 85 1 50
Courts of Appeal .......... X 0 X X some 8,871 71 206
COLORADD--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X 0 238 7 14
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 some N/A 10 26
CONNECTICUT~-Supreme Court . X 0 X X some 233 6 14
Appellate Court ....... X 0 X X some 404 6 14
FLORIDA-~Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 0 512 17 15
District Courts of Appeal X 0 X X 0 4,534 46 102
GEORGIA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 0 374 7 11
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 0 1,667 9 28
HAWAII--Supreme Court ...... X 0 X X some 314 5 14
Intermediate Court of
Appeals ... .iviiviiinnan X 0 X X X 13§ 3 6
IDAHO--Supreme Court ...... . 0 X X X X 108 5 n
Court of Appeals ......... 0 X X X 0 154 3 6
ILLINDIS--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X 0 N/A 7 24
Appellate Court .......... X 0 X X some 2,024 34 88
INDIANA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 1} 363 5 13
Court of Appeals ......... X X X X X 1,114 12 10
I0WA--Supreme Court ...... . 0 X X 0 0 244 9 16
Court of Appeals ......... X ] X 0 0 418 6 6
KANSAS--Supreme . Court ...... X 0 X X some 244 1 7
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 781 10 18
{continued on next page)
Part II: 1987 State Court Caseload Tables + 81




TABLE 6: Opinions reported by state appellate courts, 1987. ({continued)

Does the opinion

Opinion . count include? Number of
count 1s by: , Per Total authorized Number of
written Majority curiam Memos/ dispositions Justices/ Jlawyer support
State/Court name: case document opinion opinlon orders by opinion Judges personnel
KENTUCKY--Supreme Court .... % 0 K %X some 219 1 1
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 1,432 14 22
LOUISIANA--Supreme Court ... 0 X X X some 145 1 26
Courts of Appeal ......... 0 X X X X 3,040 ) 48 103
MARYLAND--Court of Appeals . X 0 X 0 0 126 7 14
Court of Special Appeals . X 0 * (1] o 233 13 29
MASSACHUSETTS--Supreme
Judiclal Court ........... 0 X X 0 0 247 1 20
Appeals Court ............ 0 X X X X 160 10 27
MICHIGAN--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X 0 108 17 15
Court of Appeals ......... X Q X X some 4,179 18 84
MINNESOTA--Supreme Court ... X 0 X 0 0 156 1 10
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 0 1,279 13 36
MISSOURI--Supreme Court .... X 0 A X some 14 1 15
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 1,720 32 135
NEW JERSEY-~Supreme Court .. 0 X X 0 0 87 7 26
Appellate Division of
Superior Court ......... X 0 X X X 3,640 28 60
NEW MEXICO--Supreme Court .. X 0 X 0 some 192 5 16
Court of Appeals ......... 0 X X 0 0 175 1 20
NORTH. CAROLINA--Supreme ‘
Court ........ PPN X 0 X 0 some 160 7 14
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 X 1,209 12 28
OHI0--Supreme Court ........ X 0 X 0 X N/A 1 20
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 X 4,731 58 varies
OREGON-~Supreme Court ...... X ] X X 0 114 7 10
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 0 597 10 18
SOUTH CAROLINA--Supreme
Court ... i Ve 3 ¢ X X 0 169 5 19
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X 0 336 6 11

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 6:. Opinions reported by .state appeliate courts, 1987. (continued)

Does the op1n1bn

Opinion ~_count include? Number of
count is by: ‘ Per Total authortized  Number of
written Majority curiam Memos/ dispositions Justices/ Tawyer support
© . State/Court name: ) case document - opinion_ opinion orders _by opinion Judges personnel
UTAH--Supreme Court ........ X 0 X X 0 182 5 12
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X 0 151 1 9
VIRGINIA--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X 0 149 7 23
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X 0 187 10 22
WASHINGTON--Supreme Court .. X 0 X X some 124 9 23
Court of Appeals ......... X 1} X X some 1,645 16 32
WISCONSIN--Supreme Court ... X 0 X X 0 116 17 10
. Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 0 1,165 13 25
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
DELAWARE--Supreme Court .... X 0 X 0 0 61 5 5
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X 0 296 9 25
MAINE--Supreme Judicial
Court Sitting as Law
Court ....... s 0 X X 0 0 220 7 8.5
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court . X 0 X 0 X 507 9 38
MONTANA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X 0 0 359 1 14
NEBRASKA--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X X 365 1 14
NEVADA--~Supreme Court ...... 0 X X X 0 142 5 20
NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme
Court ..vvvvevrnrnnneneias X 0 X X 0 155 5 20
NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court. X 0 X X 0 249 5 10
RHODE ISLAND--Supreme Court. X 0 X 0 0 11 5 17
SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court, X 0 X X 0 186 5 8
VERMONT~-Supreme Court ..... X 2 X 0 0 117 5 8

{continued on next page)
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. 'TABLE &: - Opinions reported by state appellate courts, 1987. (continued)

Does the opinion

Op1n10n count _include? Number of
count Is by: - Per - - : Total authorized  Number of
s : written Majority curiam = Memos/ dispositions Justices/ lawyer support
State/Court name: case document opinion_ opinicn orders by opinion Judges personnel
WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court ’
of Appeals . ..i...iieiaanns X 0 X X . some 244 5 20
 WYOMING--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X some 196 5" 12

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL

ALABAMA--Supreme Court . ..... X 0 X X some 688 9 18
Court of Civil Appeals ... X 0 X X X 339 3 6
Court of Criminal Appeals. X 0 X v} some 448 5 10

NEW YORK--Court of Appeals . 0 X X 0 0 109 7 28 .
Appellate Terms of the :

Supreme Court ........... 0 X X X some N/A 15 25
Appellate Divisions of the
Supreme Court ........... 0 X X X some N/A 47 171

OKLAHOMA-~Supreme Court .... X 0 X X 0 143 9 16
Court of Criminal Appeals. X 0 X X 0 N/A 3 6
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X X 721 12 12

PENNSYLVANIA--Supreme Court. X 0 X 0 0 N/A 7 N/A
Superior Court ........... X 0 X X X N/A 15 N/A
Commonwealth Court ...... . 0 X X X X N/A 9 39

TENNESSEE--Supreme Court ... X 0 X X sonie 184 5 9
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 887 12 12
Court of Criminal Appeals. X 0 X X some 690 9 9

TEXAS~-~Supreme Court ....... 0 A X 0 0 93 ] 44
Court of Criminal Appeals. X 0 X 0 0 214 9 42
Courts of Appeals ........ X 0 X 0 0 ‘4,83 80 217

CODES:

X = Court follows this method when counting

opinions
Court does not follow this method when
counting opinions

0
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 TABLE7: Reported.National Civil and Criminal Caseload for State Trial Courts,y 1987

Reported Caseload ‘ - F1led Disposed

Civil cases:

I. General jurisdiction courts:

A. Number of ‘reported complete Cases .v...vvieirenervonnannss e iemeseaaeea - 3,623,539 2,822,876
Number of courts reporting complete civil data ........ .o v ivnniivnn, - 29 27
Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting complete ;

- L LA PO 24 22
Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction .
courts reporting complete civil data .....coiiiiiiniiinineeneennensnns ) 43% 40%

B. Number of reported complete civil cases that include other casetypes .... 2,515,495 - 1,790,930

Number of courts reporting complete civil data that include -other

Lot B R 1T O A A OGP A 16 12
Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting compiete

civil data that include otber casetypes ........... B P 16 12
Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction

courts reporting complete civil data that include other casetypes ..... 32% 26%

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

include noncivil casetypes .o iieiieinrtinnisraetencneaasnias 1,907,007 2,746,720
Number of courts reporting cases that are Incomplete or incompliete and

Include nonciviTl casetypes ..t viiiriinierinineriannreriotnniscssannnns 10 15
Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting cases that

are incomplete or incomplete and include noncivil casetypes ........... 10 15

Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction courts
reporting cases that are incomplete or incomplete and include noncivil
casetypes ........... et et reana e et e e i e nsaratese e neteeaa s 24% 3%

II.  Limited jJurisdictton courts:

A. Number of reported complete €ases ... v iiiirnenerineeiiirinernnnanens 6,727,220 5,275,290
Number of courts reporting complete civil data ......... ... vveuiiiadnn 55 417
Number of states with Timited jurisdiction courts reporting complete data 29 26
Percent of the total population of states with Timited jurisdiction courts ‘

reporting complete civil data ....cciiiiiniineiiiiiieeninninesnanannns 58% 43%

B. Number of reported complete civi) cases that include other casetypes .... 356,260 367,199
Number of courts reporting complete civil data that include other casetypes 3 3
Number of states with 1imited jurisdiction courts reporting complete civi)

data that include other casetypes ... iiiininenrnrrennannsas 3 - 3
Percent of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction courts
reporting complete civil data that include other casetypes ............ 6% 6%

{continued on next page)
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TABLE 7: Reported nat1oﬁé1 civil and criminal caseload for state trial courts, 1987. (contﬁnued)

Reported Caseload Filed Disposed

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

IncTude NONCIVIT CaSEEYPES tivurvri e roaionnennssronnesosndnssresnnsnnn 897,618 845,448
Number of courts reporting cases that are incomplete or incomplete and '
S oo Anclude nonciviT casetypes ...ttt i i e i et e it ' 14 15
Number of states with limited Jurisdiction courts reporting cases that
are incomplete or incomplete and include noncivil casetypes ........... 9 n

Percent of the total population of states with }imited jurisdiction courts
reporting cases that are incomplete or 1ncomp1ete and include noncivil
(o EY -1 7] 111 S AU PPN S Cebesceneracianenen 17% 28%
Criminal cases:

I. General Jjurisdiction courts:

A. Number of reported complete Cases ..iiiuvueerierronnesioneosvonnonnoasosnen 1,237,605 830,696
Number of courts reporting complete data ........i.icveiiiiiiiiinivmeninnnan 117 16
Number of states with general jurisdiction courts report1ng complete data 17 16
Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction courts

reporting complete criminal data ......covviriiinerinniseriornonnennaness 48% 45%

B. Number of reported complete criminal cases that include other casetypes ... 632,304 598,890

Number of courts reporting complete criminal data that include other

CASEEYPeS ittt ittt i e T N 16 16
Number of states w1th general Jur1sd1ct10n courts reporting complete

criminal data that include other casetypes .......ccierieiirivernrivninea 16 16
Percent of the total population of states with general Jurisdiction courts

reporting complete criminal data that include other casetypes ........... ) 18% 18%

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

incTude noncriminal casetypPes . vuieveeviiireneironeancnceosnnencsnaosonsns 1,272,729 1,196,835
Number of courts reporting either 1ncomp]ete data or incomplete data that

Include noncriminal caselypes ..vuveer i iiirneinreeocsocnrsonsnsanansnios 18 20

Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting etther

incomplete criminal data or incomplete data that include noncriminal

(oF T3 A 1 18 20
Percent of the total) population of states with general Jur1sd1ct1on courts

reporting either incomplete criminal data or ¥ncomplete data that

include noncriminal casetypes ........... U P 33% 34%

II. Limited jurisdiction courts:

A. Number of reported compiete cases .......... e et iessesseranrrenassenss 1,867,487 1,112,295
Number of courts reporting complete data ........oviiiiiriininenrienaranass 10 8
Number of states with 1imited jurisdiction courts reporting complete data 8 6
Percent of the total population of states with Timited jurisdiction courts _

reporting complete criminal data ............ et aerresrertieseeraasannas 10% 8%

B. Number of reported complete criminal cases that include other casetypes ... 1,341,788 1,248,745
Number of courts reporting complete criminal data that include other

Lo -3 A 111 TP i0 10
Number of states with 1imited Jur1sd1ct1on courts report1ng complete

criminal data that include other casetypes ........ceiiieevsinnnnnrinenss 9 9
Percent of the total population of states with Timited Jur1sd1ction courts

reporting complete criminal data that include other casetypes ........... 16% 16%

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 7: Reported naf1ona1 ¢ivil and criminal caseload for state trial courts, "1987.  (continued)

Reported Caseload Filed Disposed

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

Include NoNcriminal CaselyPBS v irivennrneitoiensoassocsonnnonnenssnas 4,919,855 4,622,203
Number of courts reporting either incomplete data or incomplete data that :
incTude noncriminal CasetypPes coiv.iriiiirrnerreneiervenasensrrasonnsonss 38 34

Number of states with Timited jurisdiction courts reporting either

incomplete criminal data or incomplete data that include noncriminail

o8 Y 3 T 1T 21 26
Percent of the total population of states with 1imited jurisdiction courts

reporting either incomplete criminal data or incomplete data that

include noncriminal casetypes ...ovvviviineiieininnn, febereveiesresaenras 52% 53%

Summary sectton for all trial courts:

Reported filings

General Limited Total
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction (incomplete)
Civil Criminal Civil Criminal Civil Criminal

1. Total number of reported

complete cases .......vcvveuee 3,623,539 1,237,605 6,727,220 1,867,487 10,350,759 3,105,092
2. Total number of reported

complete cases that include

other casetypes ............. 2,515,495 632,304 356,260 1,341,788 2,871,755 1,974,092
3. Total number of reported cases

that are elther incomplete, or

Incomplete and include other

casetypes ....... N 1,907,007 1,272,729 897,618 4,919,855 2,804,625 6,192,584

Total (incomplete) ............ 8,046,041 3,142,638 7,981,098 8,129,130 16,027,139 11,271,768
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1987

Grand total

Grand total

Disposi- Filings.

Criminal f114ngs and . dispositions ~ tions as a per 100,000
Juris- unit of Support/ qualifying and qualify- percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking _ count - custody footnotes  ing footnotes of filings population
ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL .
Circuit Court ...... G 2 G 6 143,213 C 132,894 ¢ 93 3,508
District Court ..... L 1 B 1 572,100 C 537,518 C 94 14,012
Probate Court ...... L 2 I 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Court .... L 1 M 1 N/A N/A
ALASKA--STATE TOTAL . 155,629 * 146,494 * 94 29,644
Superijor Court ..... G 1 B 6 19,605 0 18,505 O 94 3,734
District Court ..... L 3 B 5 136,024 127,989 94 25,909
ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL . 1,800,047 * 1,658,042 * 92 53,161
Superior Court ..... G 2 D 6 135,963 128,645 95 4,015
Justice of the Peace
Court wvevivnninnns L 1 Z 1 641,559 K 605,948 K 94 18,947
Municipal Court .... L 1 z 1 1,022,525 1% 923,449 1 90 30,199
ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL
Chancery and Probate
Court .......... cen G 2 I 3 53,426 51,515 97 2,231
Circuit Court ...... G 2 A 1 68,648 66,726 97 2,815
City Court ......... L 1 A 1 23,602 13 13,817 4 59 988
County Court ....... L 2 I 1 12,780 1 10,717 14 84 535
Court of Common Pleas L 2 I 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Court .... L 1 A 1 458,030 13 325,905 i n 19,180
Police Court ....... L 1 A 1 N/A N/A
CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL 18,782,143 * 15,156,647 * 81 67,896
Superior Court ..... G 2 B 6 873,158 699,932 80 3,156
Justice Court ...... L 3 B 1 612,993 C 504,554 ¢ 82 2,216
Municipal Court .... L 3 B 1 17,295,992 € 13,952,162 C 81 62,524
COLORADO--STATE TOTAL
District, Denver
Juvenile & Probate
Court ..... Ceesee G 2 D 3 136,550 C 132,292 C 97 4,143
Water Court ........ G 2 I 1 1,381 1,786 129 42
County Court ....... L 2 ] 1 366,749 1 351,081 13 96 11,127
Municipal Court .... L 1 I 1 N/A N/A
CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL 679,858 * 21,173
Superior Court ..... G 1 E 3 626,203 O 516,910 O 19,502
Probate Court ...... L 2 I 1 53,655 N/A 1,671
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» TABLE 8: ' Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1987. (continued)

Grand total Grand total Disposi- Filings
Criminal f11ings and dispositions tions as a per 100,000
Juris- unit of Support/ qualifying and qualify- percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking _ count ~ custody footnotes  ing footnotes of filings population
DELAWARE--STATE TOTAL 329,568 * 321,863 * 98 51,175
Court of Chancery .. G 2 I 1 3,352 2,734 82 521
Supertor Court ..... G 2 B 1 9,029 E 8,315 E 92 1,402
Alderman's Court . L 4 A 1 22,452 22,009 98 3,486
Court of Common Pleas L 2 A 1 26,331 25,652 1 97 4,089
Family Court ...... . L 2 8 3 34,925 1 32,892 1 94 5,423
Justice of the Peace
Court ,..ovvivvnnnns L 2 A 1 201,251 198,275 99 31,250
Municipal Court of
Wilmington ........ L 4 A 1 32,228 K 31,986 K 99 5,004
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Superior Court ..... G 3 B g* 219,138 221,395 101 35,231
FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL . 4,751,310 4,169,006 88 39,519
Circuit Court ...... G 2 £ 4 699,915 603,356 86 5,821
County Court ....... L 1 A 1 4,051,395 3,565,650 88 33,697
GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL .
Juvenile Court ..... G 2 I 1 28,072 V 18,153 V 65
Superior Court ..... G 2 G 3 214,658 C 212,084 C 99 3,450
Civil Court ........ L 2 M 1 N/A N/A .
County Recorder’s
Court ..... Ceeenena L 1 M 1 N/A N/A
Magistrate Court . L 2 8 1 288,785 1 240,360 1 83 4,61
Municipal Court ... L 2 M 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Court and
City of Atlanta ... L 1 M 1 N/A N/A
Probate Court ...... L 2 8 i 103,318 V 74,476 V
State Court ........ L 2 G 1 N/A N/A
HAWATI--STATE TOTAL .. 928,130 * 850,856 * 92 85,700
Circutt Court ..... . G 2 G 6 41,185 C 44,733 ¢€ 95 4,357
District Court ..... L 4 A 1 880,945 806,123 92 81,343
IDAHO--District Court G 3 D 6 344,973 0 344,083 O 100 34,566
ILLINOIS--Circuit Court G 4 G 6 7,069,209 € 5,219,129 C 74 61,036

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1987. (continued)

Grand total Grand total Disposi- Fi1ings
Criminal filings and dispositions +tions as a . per 100,000
Juris- unit of Support/ qualifying and qualify- percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking _-count custody _footnotes  1Ing footnotes of filings population
INDIANA--STATE TOTAL . . 1,248,539 * 1,221,189 * 98 22,573
Superior & Circuit ‘
Court ...ocivnennns G 3 B 4 522,944 M 494,567 M 95 9,455
County Court ....... L 4 B 1 251,856 241,767 98 4,554
Municipal Court of
Marion County ..... L 3 B 1 213,693 214,494 100 3,864
Prabate Court ...... L 2 I 1 3,360 2,844 85 61
City and Town Court L 3 B 1 194,066 199,677 103 3,509
Small Claims Court of :
Marion County ..... L 2 1 1 62,620 61,840 99 1,132
IOWA--District Court . G 3 B 6 922,729 E 899,097 0 32,559
KANSAS--STATE TOTAL ..
District Court ..... G 2 B 6 421,021 420,004 100 17,004
Mupicipal Court .... L 1 I N/A N/A

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL 672,503 * 641,297 * 95 18,044
Circuit Court ...... G 2 B 6 64,5271 0 63,324 0 98 1,13
District Court ..... L 3 B 1 607,976 O 517,973 0 95 16,313

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL
District Court ..... G 2 /A b 484,554 E N/A 10,862
Family & Juvenile
Court ..... Creeaeas G 2 I frkk 26,841 N/A 602
City and Parish Court L 1 B 1 639,436 522,820 82 14,334
Justice of the Peace
Court ...... [P L 1 I 1 N/A N/A
Mayor's Court ...... L 1 I 1 N/A N/7A

MAINE--STATE TOTAL ...
Superior Court ..... G 2 B [ 17,884 C 171,522 C 98 1,507
Administrative Court L 2 I 1 3N 309 91 29
District Court ..... L 4 8 5 293,896 C 217,520 C 94 24,760
Probate Court ...... L 2 I 1 N/A N/A

MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ) .
Circuit Court ...... G 2 8 4 193,555 C 161,086 C 83 4,268
District Court ..... L 2 B 1 1,686,155 N 984,065 V 37,181
Orphan's Court ..... L 2 1 1 N/A N/A

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1987. (continued)

Grand total Grand total Disposi- Filings
Criminal fi11ngs and dispositions tions as a per 100,000
Juris- unit of Support/ qualifying and qualify- percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking count. custody footnotes = ing footnotes of filings population
MASSACHUSETTS--STATE .
TOTAL ............ 2,147,351 * 1,611,177 * 36,676
Trial Court of the
Commonwealth:
Superior Court
Department ....... G ] D 4 28,303 33,119 119 483
Housing, District,
Probate/Family Court,
Boston Municipal
Court Departments G 1 D 4 2,119,048 1 1,577,458 V 36,192
MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL 3,481,399 * 3,423,930 * 37,841
Circuit Court ...... G 2 8 4 220,106 230,030 105 2,392
Court of Claims ... G 2 I 1 818 1,012 124 9
District Court ..... L 4 B 1 3,102,052 3,084,343 99 33,118
Municipal Court .... L g B 1 42,376 43,607 103 461
Probate Court ...... L 2 1 1 116,047 1 64,938 V 1,261
MINNESOTA--District
Court ...ovvvvnnnnns G 4 B 6 1,955,547 1,918,533 98 46,056
MISSOURI--Circuit Court G 3 7 6 835,039 O 794,848 0 95 16,364
MONTANA--STATE TOTAL . -
District Court ..... G 2 G 3 31,511 27,790 88 3,896
City Court ......... L 1 B 1 N/A N/A
Justice of the Peace
Court ............. L 1 B 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Court .... L 1 B 1 N/A N/A
NEBRASKA--STATE TOTAL 431,788 * 27,088
District Court ..... G 2 B 5 41,434 E 42,771 € 103 2,599
County Court ....... L 1 B 1 387,699 K 388,425 K 100 24,322
Separate Juvenile
Court .......v..... L 2 1 1 2,269 N/A 142
Workers' Compensation
Court .....cevuvens L 2 I 1 386 329 85 24
NEVADA--STATE TOTAL ..
District Court ..... G 2 z 2 N/A N/A
Justice Court ...... L 1 z 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Court .. L 1 z 1 N/A N/A

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1987. (continued)

Grand total Grand total Disposi- Filings
Criminal f11ings and dispositions ttons as a. per 100,000
Juris- unit of Support/ qualifying and qualify- percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking _ count custody _footnotes ing footnotes of filings population

NEW HAMPSHIRE--STATE )
TOTAL .. ..o...... S 416,641

* 39,417
Superior Court ..... G 2 A 5 27,152 4 26,076 2,569
District Court ..... L 4 A 1 365,419 K N/A 34,51
Municipal Court .... L 4 A 1 7,671 K N/A 726
Probate Court ...... L 2 1 1 16,399 N/A 1,551
NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL .
Superior Court ..... G 2 B 6** 798,492 791,412 99 10,408
Municipal Court .... L 4 B 1 5,785,076 5,128,305 89 15,405
Surrogates' Court .. L 2 1 1 N/A N/A
Tax Court .......... L 2 I 1 4,619 4,687 101 60
NEW MEXICO--STATE
TOTAL ..ovvivnnnnen.
District Court ..... G 2 E 3 68,656 65,518 g5 4,517
Magistrate Court ... L 3 £ 1 117,279 € 100,998 7,819
Probate Court ...... L 2 I 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Court .... L 1 1 1 N/A N/A
Metropolitan Court of
Bernalillo County . L 4 E 1 437,133 K 285,374 1 29,142
NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL
Supreme and County
Court .......... e G 2 £ 1 305,443 0 246,867 O 81 1,714
Court of Claims .... L 2 I 1 2,072 2,090 101 12
District and City
Court .......ccoun. L 4 £ 1 1,645,233 1,614,405 98 9,230
Family Court ....... L 2 I 4 439,130 430,797 98 2,464
Surrogates' Court . L 2 1 1 108,637 59,359 V 610
Town and Village
Court .......cevnns L ] E 1 N/A N/A
Civil Court of the
City of New York .. L 2 I 1 251,981 248,588 59 1,414
Criminal Court of the
City of New York .. L 4 E 1 380,853 1 360,172 9 95 2,137
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE
TOTAL ...viivuiinnn. 2,030,961 * 1,948,102 * 96 31,669
Superior Court ..... G 2 B 1 181,457 170,687 94 2,830
District Court ..... L 3 c 3 1,849,504 Kk 1,777,415 K 96 28,840
NORTH DAKOTA--STATE
TOTAL «veeneninnannn 163,502 *
District Court ..... G 4 B 3 25,831 ¢ 25,167 € 97 3,844
County Court ....... L 1 E ] 91,282 K 90,939 K 100 13,584
Municipal Court .... L 1 8 1 N/A 47,396 V

{continued on next page)
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1987. {continued)

Grand total Grand total Disposti- Filings
Criminal fi¥1ngs and dispositions tions as a per 100,000
Juris- unit of Suppert/ qualifying and qualify- percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking count  custody footnotes  ing footnotes of filings population
OHIO--STATE TOTAL .... '
Court of Common Pleas G 2 B 4 617,380 E 609,011 E 99 5,725
County Court ....... L 2 B 1 293,724 292,082 99 2,124
Court of Claims .... L 2 I 1 4,513 4,355 96 42
Mayors' Court ...... L 1 M 1 N/A N/A
Municipal) Court .... L 2 B 1 2,211,242 2,269,705 100 21,061
OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL
District Court ..... G 2 J 6 506,265 1 458,069 1 90 15,4173
Court of Tax Review L 2 I 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Criminal
Court of Record ... L 1 I 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Court Not
of Record ......... L 1 I 1 N/A N/A
OREGON--STATE TOTAL ..
Circuit Court ...... G 2 E 6 120,537 & 93,524 0 4,425
Tax Court .......... G 2 I 1 N/A N/A
County Court ....... L 2 I 1 N/A N/A
District Court ..... L 1 £ 1 465,170 K 481,405 K 103 17,017
Justice Court ...... L 3 £ 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Court .... L 3 A 1 N/A N/A
PENNSYLVANIA--STATE
TOTAL ..evivininiens 4,128,203 * 34,586
Court of Common Pleas G 2 B 4 418,507 13 404,520 1% 97 3,506
District Justice Court L 4 B 1 2,015,663 1,811,218 90 16,887
Philadeiphia Municipal
court ...t L 2 B 1 171,783 ¢C 171,886 C 100 1,439
Philadelphia Traffic
Court ............. L 1 I 1 1,117,420 342,134 3 9,362
Pittsburgh City
Magistrates ....... L 4 8 i 404,830 1 N/A 3,392
PUERTO RICO--TOTAL ...
Superior Court ..... G 2 A 6 102,051 O 100,282 0 98 3,117
District Court ..... L 2 A 1 164,601 C 162,024 ¢ 98 5,028
Municipal Court .... L 1 I 1 N/A N/A
RHODE ISLAND--STATE
TOTAL .oviviivnnnn
Superior Court ..... ¢] 2 I} 1 13,549 ¢ 13,410 € 99 1,374
District Court ..... L 2 A 1 68,862 1 63,211 1 92 6,984
Family Court ....... L 2 I 6 14,177 1§ 9,920 V 1,438
Municipal Court .... L 1 1 1 N/A N/A
Probate Court ...... L 2 I 1 N/A N/A

(continued on next page)
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TABLE B: Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1987. (continued)

Grand total Grand total ~Disposi- Filings
Criminal fi1ings and dispositions ttons as a per 100,000
Juris- unit of Support/ qualifying and qualify- percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking _ count  custody footnotes ing footnotes of Filings population

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE

TOTAL ........ ereas 1,262,666 * 1,270,989 * 101 36,866
Circuit Court ...... G 2 B 1 105,502 E 105,740 € 100 3,080
- Family Court ....... L 2 I [ 711,260 69,854 98 2,081
Magistrate Court ... L 4 B 1 690,000 K 701,451 K 102 20,146
Municipal Court ... L 4 B 1 376,049 K 374,643 K 100 10,980
Probate Court ..... . L 2 I 1 19,855 19,301 97 580
SOUTH DAKOTA--Circuit
Court ...cvvvnnnnn i G 3 B 4 219,969 210,084 1 31,025
TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL
Circuit, Crimipal,
and Chancery Court G 2 Z 6 158,863 0 140,675 0O 89 .3,2712
General Sessions
Court ............. L 1 M 6 3,145 v 2,524 Vv 80
Probate Court ...... L 2 I ] N/A N/A
Juvenile Court ..... L 2 I 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Court .... L 1 M 1 N/A N/A
TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ... 10,328,658 * 8,552,781 * 83 60,751
District Court ..... G 2 3 591,580 587,994 99 3,524
County-Level Court . L 2 B 4 664,945 668,182 100 3,961
Justice of the
Peace Court ....... L 4 A 1 2,325,122 1+ 1,943,614 13 84 13,849
Municipal Court .... L 4 A 1 6,747,011 1 5,352,991 1 79 40,187
UTAH--STATE TOTAL .... 796,268 * 706,119 * 89 47,397
District Court ..... G 2 J 3 33,863 ¢ 48,744 C 144 2,016
Circult Court ...... L 4 B 1 408,897 E 319,553 € 18 18,189
Justice of the
Peace Court ....... L 4 B 1 305,580 289,441 95 18,189
Juvenile Court ..... L 2 1 1 47,928 48,381 101 2,853
VERMONT--STATE TOTAL . 174,090 176,007 101 31,768
District Court ..... G 2 ] 4Rk 158,663 161,115 102 28,953
Superior Court ..... ] 2 I 5 10,302 10,29 100 1,880
Probate Court ...... L 2 I 1 5,125 4,601 90 935
VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL 2,967,202 2,944,460 99 50,257
Circuit Court ...... G 2 A 3 164,853 150,541 91 2,792
District Court ..... L 4 A 4 2,802,349 2,793,919 100 47,465

{continued on next page)
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1987. (continued)

Grand teotal Grand total = Disposi- Fi1ings
Criminal fiTings and  dispositions tions as a per 100,000
Juris- unit of Support/ gqualifying and qualify- percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking _ count custody  _footnotes 1ng footnotes of f}1ings ~ population
WASHINGTON--STATE
TOTAL .oeveiinnnnnn, 2,038,770 * 1,804,861 * 44,921
Superior Court ..... G 2 [¢] 6 174,862 E 150,038 E 86 3,853
District Court ..... L 4 C 1 786,474 K 114,849 K 99 17,331
Municipal Court .... L 4 C 1 1,077,434 879,974 i 23,742
WEST VIRGINIA--STATE
TOTAL ...t )
Circuit Court ...... G 2 J 5 51,186 E 55,433 & 108 2,698
Magistrate Court ... L 2 J 1 296,842 K 286,663 K 97 15,648
Municipal Court .... L 1 A 1 N/A N/A Q
WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL 1,326,838 *
Circuit Court ...... G 3 D 3 1,086,587 1 1,074,813 1 99 22,604
Municipal Court .... L 3 A 1 N/A 252,025 1
WYOMING--STATE TOTAL .
District Court ..... G 2 J 5 10,319 ¢ 10,619 E 103 2,106
County Court ....... L 1 J 4 109,981 1§ 109,471 1 100 22,445
Justice of the Peace
Court e.ovunennnnn. L 1 J 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Court .... L 1 A 1 59,681 1§ 60,173 1 101 12,180

NOTE: The trial courts of Mississippi are not
included in this table, as neither grand
total caseload nor court jurisdiction
information s available for 1987. A}l
other state trial courts with grand total
jurisdiction are listed in the table,
regardless of whether caseload data are
available. Blank spaces in the table
indicate that a particular calculation, such
as the total state caseload, is not
appropriate. State total "filings per
100,000 population” may not equal the sum of
the fi1ing rates for the individual courts
due to rounding.

N/A = Data are not available.
JURISDICTION CODES:

General Jurisdiction

G
L = Limited Jurisdiction

[}

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES:

1 = The court does not have jurisdiction over

support/custody cases

Support/custody caseload data are not available

Only contested support/custody cases and all

URESA cases (whére the court has Jurisdiction)

are counted separately from marriage dissolu-

tion cases

4 = Both contested and uncontested support/custody
cases and URESA cases (where the court has
Jurisdiction) are counted separately from
marriage dissolution cases

2
3

non

5 = Support/custody 1s counted as a proceeding of
the marriage dissoluttion and thus a marriage
dissolution that involves support/custody is
counted as one case

6 = Support/custody is counted as a proceeding of
the marriage dissolution but URESA cases are
counted separately

** - Nondissolution support/custody cases are also
counted separately
*** - Court has only URESA jurisdiction

PARKING CODES:

Parking data are unavailable

Court does not have parking jurisdiction
Only contested parking cases are included
Both contested and uncontested parking cases
are included

Parking cases are handled administratively
Uncontested parking cases are handled admin-
istratively; contested parking cases are
handled by the court

- W N -
o ouon

[=2 5, ]

CRIMINAL UNIT OF COUNT CODES:

Missing Data ‘

Data element 1s inapplicable

Single defendant--single charge

Single defendant--single incident (one/more
charges)

Single defendant--single incident/maximum
number charges (usually two)

Single defendant--one/more fincidents
Single defendant--content varies with
prosecutor

F = One/more defendants--single charge

ononon

M
I
A
B

c

]
E

nou

(continued on next page)
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’TABLE 8: 'REported grand total state trial court caseload, 1987. (cdnt1nued)
R = One/more defendants—-sing]e incident (one/more Colorado--District, Denver Juvenile,
.- charges}- Denver Probate Court--Grand total Filed
H = One/more defendants--single incident/maximum and disposed data. inc¢lude extraditions,

number charges (usually two)

One/more defendants--one/more incidents
One/more defendants--content varies with
prosecutor :

Inconsistent during reporting year

Both' the defendant and charge components vary
within the state

N R
in.n

nn

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

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

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

C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:
Alabama--Circuit Court--Grand .total filed -

and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, and preliminary
hearings.
--District Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include preliminary
hearings.

California--Justice Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include preliminary
hearing bindovers and transfers.
~-Municipal Court--Grand total
filed and disposed data include preliminary
hearing bindovers and transfers.
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revocations, parole, and release from
commitment hearings. :

Georgla--Superior Court--Grand total Ffiled:
and disposed data include probation
revocation hearings.

Hawati--Circuit Court--Grand total F11ed
and disposed data include criminal
postconviction. remedy proceedings.

117ino¥s-~Circuit Court--Grand total filed
and disposed-data include preliminary
hearing proceedings.

Maine--Superior Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include pestconviction
remedy and sentence review only proceed-
ings.

--District cOurt--Grand total filed and
disposed data include preliminary
hearings.

Maryland--Circuit Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include some post-
conviction remedy proceedings.

New Mexico--Magistrate Court--Grand total
f1led ‘data include preliminary hearings.

North Dakota--District Court--Grand total
fi1led and disposed data include sentence
review only and postconviction remedy
proceedings.

Pennsylvania--Philadelphia Munictipa)l
Court--Grand total filed and disposed -
data include preliminary hearing
proceedings.

Puerto Rico--District Court--Grand total
filed and disposed data include transfers
and reopened cases.

Utah--District Court--Grand total Filed
and disposed data .include postconviction
remedy and sentence review only proceed-
ings.

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 8¢ Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1987. (continued)

i:

€: The following courts’ data 1nc1ude'ﬁﬁstconv1c—
tion remedy proceedings:

Delaware--Superior Court
Towa--District Court (Ffiled data)
Louisiana--District Court (fited data)
Nebraska~~-District Court
Ohio--Court of Common Pleas
Oregon--Circuit Court (filed data)
Rhode Isltand--Superior Court
South Carolina--Circutt Court
Utah--Circuit Court
Washington--Superior Court

West Virginia--Circuit Court
Wyoming--District Court

The following courts' data are at least 75%
complete:

Arizona--Municipal Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data do not include partial
data from one municipality.

Arkansas--City Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include cases from
several courts which did not report.
~-County Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include real property
rights and miscellaneous civil cases and
data from several counties which did not
report. ,
--Municipal Court--Grand total filed an
disposed data do not include cases from

several municipalities which did not report.

Colorado--County Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include 1imited felony
cases and are missing civil data from
Denver County.

Delaware--Court of Common Pleas--Grand total
filed and disposed data do not include. some
1imited felony cases.

-~Family Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not iInclude status
petitions and child-victim petitions.

Georgla--Magistrate Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data do not include cases from
11 counties, and include only partial data
from 15 counties.

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the
Commonwealth (Housing, District,
Probate/Family, Boston Municipal Depart-
ments)--Grand total filed data do not
include parking cases from the District
Court Department.

Michigan--Probate Court--Grand total filed
data do not include status petitions.

New Hampshire--Superior Court--Grand total
filed data do not include some criminal
appeals cases.

New Mexico--Metropolitan Court of
Bernalillo County--Grand total disposed
data do not include 1imited felony and
some miscellaneous traffic cases.

New York--Criminal Court of the City of New
York--Grand total filed and disposed data
do not include moving traffic, miscel-
Yaneous traffic, and some ordinance
vialation cases.

Oklahoma--District Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data do not include any
Juvenile cases.

Pennsylvanla--Court of Common Pleas--Grand
total filed data .do not include some ¢ivil
cases and postconviction criminal appeals.
--Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court--Grand
total filed data do not include Timited
felony and DWI/DUI cases. '

Rhode Island--District Court--Grand total
filed and disposed data do not include
administrative agency appeals, mental
health, and 1imited feleny cases.

-~-family Court--Grand total filed data do
not include paternity/bastardy cases.

South Dakota--Circuit Court--Grand total
disposed data do not include adoption,
miscellaneous domestic relations, estate,
mental health, administrative agency
appeals, and juvenile data. :

Texas--Justice of the Peace Court--Grand
total filed and disposed data represent a
reporting rate of 79%.

--Municipal Court--Grand total filed

and disposed data do not include 1imited
felony cases and represent a reporting rate
of 79%.

Washington--Municipal Court--Grand total
disposed data do not include some
ordinance violation cases.

Wisconsin-~Circuit Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data do not include cases
from Milwaukee County.

--Municipal Court--Grand total
disposed data do not include cases from 41
courts which did not report.

Wyoming--County Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include appeals of
trial court cases, felony and criminal
appeals cases.

—-Municipal Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not inciude partiial data
from two municipalities.

(continued on next page)
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" TABLE 8:.

K

Reported grand total state trial:-court caseload, 1987. (continued)
The Following courts' data do not include’ IT1ino1s--Circult Court--Grand total filed
Timited felony cases: and disposed data include some
Arizona--Justice of the Peace Court prelimipary hearings, but do not include
Delaware--Municipal Court of Wilmington parking cases from anyuhere but Cook
Nebraska--County Court County.
- New Hampshire=-District Court--Municipal Court Towa--District Court--Grand total disposed
New Mexico--Metropoiitan Court of Bernalillo data include postconviction remedy
County (f1led data) proceedings, but do not include jJuveniie
North Carolina--District Court cases and a few domestic relations cases.
North -Dakota--County Court Kentucky--Circuilt Court--Grand total filed
Oregon--District Court . and disposed data include sentence review
South Carolina--Magistrate Court--Municipal only and postconviction remedy
Court proceedings, but represent only 10 months
Washington--District Court of data.
West Virginia--Magistrate Court =-District Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include sentence review
M:  The following court's data do not include only proceedings, but do not 1nc1ude
criminal appeals cases: Timited felony cases.
IndYana-<Superior and Circuit Court Missouri-=Circuit Court--Grand tota) filed
) and disposed data include postconviction
N: The Fallowing court's data do not include remedy proceedings, but do not include
ordinance violation cases: some ordinance violation and some parking
Maryland--District Court (filed data) cases.

. New York--Supreme and County Court--Grand
The following courts' data are incomplete and total filed and disposed data include
overinclusive: postconviction remedy proceedings, but do

Alaska--Superior Court--Grand total filed not include civil appeals and.criminal
and disposed data include postconviction appeals cases.
remedy proceedings, but do not include Oregon--Circuit Court--Grand total disposed
criminal appeals cases. data tnclude postconviction remedy

Connecticut--Superior Court--Grand total filed proceedings, but do not include adoption,
data include postconviction remedy proceed- mental health, and some juvenile cases.
ings, but do not include mental health Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Grand total
cases, and child-victim petitions. Grand filed and disposed data include transfers
total disposed data include postconviction and reopened cases, but do not include
remedy proceedings, but do not include URESA cases.
mental health, some miscellaneous domestic Tennessee--Circult, Criminal and Chancery
relations, most small claims cases, and all Court--Grand total filed data include
child-victim petitions. postconviction remedy proceedings, but do

Idaho--District Court--Grand total filed and not include traffic/other violation cases.

disposed data include postconviction remedy Grand total disposed data include
and sentence review only proceedings, but postconviction remedy proceedings, but do
do not include parking cases. not include DWI/DUI and traffic/other
violation cases.
V: The following courts' data are less than 75%
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complete:

Georgia--Juvenile Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data do not include data
from 58 counttes.
~~Probate Court--Grand total filed
data do not include most misdemeanor
cases and do not represent all countles.
Grand total disposed data do not include
any civil cases, most misdemeanor cases,
and do not represent all counties.

Maryland--District Court--Grand total
disposed data do not include civil and
ordinance violation cases.

(continued on next page)



S f TABLE. 8: Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1987. (continued)

Massachusetts-=Trial Court of the Common-
wealth (Housing, District, Probate/Family,
Boston Municipal Court Departments)--Grand
total disposed data do.not include civil
cases from the Housing Court Department,
miscellaneous civil . data from the
Probate/Family Court Department, criminal
cases from the Boston Municipal, Housing
and District Court Departments, moving
traffic cases from the Boston Municipal
Court Department, parking, ordinance

“vlolation and miscellaneous traffic cases,
and Juvenile data from the Juvenile Court
Department.

Michigan--Probate Court--Grand total disposed
data do not include paternity/bastardy,
miscellaneous domestic relations, mental
health, miscellaneous civil, traffic and

_Juvenile cases.

New York--Surrogates' Court--Grand total
disposed data do not include miscellaneous
estate cases.

North Dakota--Municipal Court--Grand total
disposed data do not include ordinance
violation and parking cases.

Rhode Istand--Family Court--Grand total
disposed data do not include most marriage
dissolution cases and all paternity/
bastardy cases,

Tennessee--General Sessions Court--Grand
total filed and disposed data are missing
a1l but domestic relations cases, and
represent only 16 of 94 courts.
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' TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1987

Dispo-
: Total civil Total civil sitions F11ings
Support/ - f11ings dispositions as a per-= per 100,000
. --custody: Juris- and qualifying and qualifying  centage total
State/Court name: code diction footnotes footnotes of filings population
ALABAR)--STATE TOTAL -..... ; :
Cyrcutt Court ..onvutne.. [l [¢] 84,329 .0 80,891 © 96 2,065
District Court ......... 1 L 159,638 149,613 94 3,910
Probate Court .......... 1 L N/A N/A
ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ...... 39,352 «* 33,024 * B84 7,496
Superior Court ........ p* G 15,168 E 14,644 E 97 2,889
District Court ......... 5 L 24,184 18,380 16 4,600
ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ..... 221,632 * 207,926 * 94 6,546
Superior Court ....... e 6 G 101,148 95,480 94 2,987
Justice of the Peace )
Court .....covtiiivnnn. 1 L 118,878 110,840 93 3,51
Municipal Court ........ 1 L 1,606 % 1,606 1 100 47
ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL .
Chancery and Probate
Court ...oviinunrunnnnn KL G 53,426 51,575 97 2,237
Circuit Court .......... 1 G 36,401 36,104 99 1,524
City Court ............. 1 L 64 1 48 1 15 3
County Court ........... 1 L 4,314 1 2,466 1 57 181
Court of Common Pleas . 1 L N/A N/A
Municipal Court ..... . 1 L 33,617 i 21,660 1 64 1,408
Police Court ........... 1 L N/A N/A
CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL . 1,789,532 1,346,724 15 6,469
Superior Court ......... 6 G 674,912 514,244 76 2,440
Justice Court ........ .. 1 L 40,407 29,804 74 146
Municipal Court ........ i L 1,074,213 802,676 75 3,883
COLORADO--STATE TOTAL ... 217,646 * 211,513 * 97 6,603
Bistrict, Denver
Juvenile and Probate
Court .. ... iviianinns 3 G 104,614 101,744 97 3,174
“Water Court ............ 1 G 1,381 1,786 129 42
County Court ..... eanen 1 L 111,651 14 107,983 1 97 3,381
CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL . 203,506 * 65,338
Superior Court ......... fEk G 149,851 0O 85,929 X 4,667
Probate Court .......... 1 L 53,655 N/A 1,671
DELAWARE --STATE TOTAL . 65,921 61,814 94 10,236
Court of Chancery ...... 1 G 3,352 2,734 82 521
Superior Court ......... 1 G 4,565 3,584 19 709
Alderman's Court .,..... 1 L 0 0
Court of Common Pleas .. 1 L 4,918 5,27 107 764
Family Court ,.......... 3%k L 24,362 22,896 94 3,783
Justice of the Peace Court 1 L 28,724 27,329 95 4,460
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Supertor Court ...... .. r* G 143,590 145,058 10 23,085
FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ..... 806,082 718,315 89 6,704
Circutt Court «...... . 4 G 444,952 390,616 a8 3,700
County Court ...... P 1 L 361,130 327,699 91 3,004
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 1987. (continued)

Dispo-
Total civil Total civil sitions F11ings
Support/ f1lings disposittons as a per- per 100,000
custody Juris- and qualifying and qualifying centage total
State/Court name: code diction footnotes footnotes of filings population
GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL .....
Superior Court ......... 3 G 144,081 C 144,390 ¢ 100 2,316
Civil Court ... ..uvun. 1 L N/A N/A
Magistrate Court ....... 1 L 249,161 4 216,861 13 87 4,005
Municipal Court ........ 1 L N/A N/A
Probate Court ..... eeee 1 L 23,029 1 N/A 370
State Court ...... A 1 L N/A N/A
HAWAII--STATE TOTAL ...... 48,707 * 45,233 * 93 4,497
Circuit Court .......... 6 [¢] 26,031 C 24,831 ¢ 95 2,404
District Court ......... 1 L 22,676 20,402 90 2,094
IDAHO--District Court .... G*¥ G 57,605 58,673 102 5,772
ILLINOIS--Circuit Court .. [l G 532,279 ¢ 511,653 C 96 4,596
INDIANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 407,970 408,869 100 7,376
Superior and Circuit
Court ....uvvvvnnnnnnns 5 G 249,380 253,988 102 4,509
City and Town Court .... 1 L 16,370 17,4817 107 296
County Court ........... 1 L 66,751 62,839 94 1,207
Municipal Court of
Marion County ......... 1 L 11,493 11,844 103 208
Probate Court .......... 1 L 2,203 1,725 78 40
Small Claims Court of
Marion County ....... 1 L 61,773 60,986 99 1,117
I0WA--District Court ..... 6 G 170,A11 £ 173,666 0 6,015
KANSAS--District Court ... o** G 140,586 139,574 99 5,678
KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL .... 187,195 * 173,311 * 93 5,023
Circuit Court .......... 6 G 52,752 0 51,813 0 98 1,415
District Court ......... 1 L 134,443 14 121,564 1 90 3,607
LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ...
District Court ......... 6 G 181,554 ¢ N/A 4,070
Family and Juvenile Court LA G N/A N/A
City and Parish Court .. 1 L 73,928 53,132 72 1,657
Justice of the Peace Court 1 L N/A N/A
MAINE-~STATE TOTAL .......
Superior Court ......... 6 G 5,981 6,047 101 504
Administrative Court ... 1 L 347 309 91 29
Bistrict Court ........ . 5 L 54,112 52,223 95 4,609
Probate Court .......... 1 L N/A N/A

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trial court c¢ivil caseload, 1987. (continued)

Dispo-~ ‘
Total cIvil Total civiil sitions Filings
Support/ filings dispositions as a per- per 100,000
custody Juris- and qualifying and qualifying centage total
State/Court name: code diction footnotes footnotes of £11ings  population
MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ....
Circuit Court .......... f** G 106,193 84,894 80 2,342
District Court ......... 1 L 619,451 N/A 13,659
Orphan's Court ......... 1 L N/A N/A
MASSACHUSETTS--Trial Court .
of the Commonwealth .... k% G 493,006 462,890 1 8,420
MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL .... 647,043 609,862 * 7,033
Circult Court .......... [k G 170,54 182,572 107 1,854
Court of Claims ........ 1 G 818 1,012 124 9
Bistrict Court ......... 1 L 383,268 380,986 99 4,166
Municipal Court ........ 1 L 992 1,271 128 1
Probate Court .......... ] L 91,424 43,021 Vv 994
MINNESOTA--District Court 6 G 231,244 232,681 101 5,446
MISSOURI--Circuit Court .. pr* G 248,190 E 239,881 O 4,864
MONTANA--STATE TOTAL .....
District Court ......... 3 G 26,816 9 22,672 i 85 3,315
City Court .......... ven 1 L N/A N/A
Justice of the Peace
Court ......vvivrennns 1 L N/A N/A
Municipal Court ........ 1 L N/A N/A
NEBRASKA--STATE TOTAL .... 91,053 * 91,521 * 101 5,112
District Court ...... e 5 G 36,536 3 37,598 1 103 2,292
County Court ........... 1 L 54,131 53,594 99 3,396
Workers' Compensation
Court ... . iivevinnnnas 1 L 386 329 85 33
NEVADA--STATE TOTAL ......
District Court ......... 2 G N/A N/A
Justice Court .......... 1 L N/A N/A
Municipal Court ........ 1 L N/A N/A
NEW HAMPSHIRE--STATE TOTAL 81,548 1,115
"~ Superitor Court ......... 5 G 19,201 18,507 96 1,817
District Court ......... 1 L 45,470 N/A 4,302
Municipal Court ........ 1 L 478 N/A 45
Probate Court .......... 1 L 16,399 N/A 1,551
NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL ..
Superior Court ......... 6X¥ G 638,975 1 636,795 1 100 8,329
Surrogates' Court ...... 1 L N/A N/A
Tax Court ..... resases ‘e 1 L 4,619 4,687 101 60

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: ’Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 1987. (continued)

Dispo-
Total civil Total civil sitions Filings
Support/ ‘ : f11ings dispositions as a per- per-.100,000
cystody Juris- —and qualifying and qualifying centage total
State/Court name: i code diction footnotes footnotes of filings ~ population
NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL ..
District Court ......... 6** G : 51,013 48,489 95 3,401
Metropolitan Court of
Bernalillo County .... 1 L 8,408 10,470 125 ; 561
Magistrate Court ....... 1 L 13,326 11,140 84 888
Probate Court .......... 1 L N/A, N/A
NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL ..... o
Supreme ‘and County Court 5 G 242,503 © 184,237 0 76 1,360
Civil Court of the City
of New York...... e 1 L 251,981 248,588 99 1,414
Court of Claims ........ 1 L 2,072 2,090 101 12
O¥strict and City Court 1 L 134,618 119,332 89 755
Family Court ........... 4 L 390,636 380,572 97 2,192
Surrogates' Court ...... 1 L 108,637 59,359 V 610
Town and Village Court . 1 L N/A N/A
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL 462,909 441,103 95 7,218
Superior Court ........ . 1 G 97,979 89,551 9] 1,528
District Court ......... 6** L 364,930 351,552 96 5,690
NORTH DAKOTA--STATE TOTAL 32,036 30,235 94 4,767
District Court ......... bx* G 15,382 14,733 96 2,289
County Court ........... 1 L 16,654 15,502 93 2,478
OHIO--STATE TOTAL ........ 728,543 * 709,809 * 97 6,756
Court of Common Pleas .. (4 G 337,637 E 331,990 E 98 3,131
County Court ........... 1 L 23,604 23,2117 98 219
Court of Claims ........ 1 L 4,513 4,355 96 42
Municipal Court ........ 1 L 362,789 350,247 97 3,364
OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ....
District Court ......... 6 G 222,754 201,691 91 6,808
Court of Tax Review .... 1 L N/A N/A
OREGON-~STATE TOTAL ......
Circuit Court .......... R G 76,636 C 70,845 0 2,813
Tax Court ....... verenee 1 G N/A N/A
County Court ........... 1 L N/A N/A
District Court ......... 1 L 73,666 69,384 94 2,704
Justice Court ....... e 1 L N/A N/A
PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL 517,182 * 551,414 * 96 4,836
Court of Common Pleas .. 4 G 262,333 3 253,406 1 97 2,198
District Justice Court . 1 L 203,752 194,843 96 1,707
Philadelphia Municipal
Court ... covverrivonnnse 1 L 105,251 C 103,165 C 98 882
Pittsburgh City .
Magistrates ...... Ceees 1 L 5,846 N/A 49

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: - Reported total state fr1a1 court civil caseload, 1987. (continued)

Dispo- .
Total civil Total civil sitions Filings
Support/ f11ings- dispositions as a per- per 100,000
custody Juris- and qualifying and qualifying centage total
State/Court name: code diction footnotes footnotes of filings  population
PUERTO RICO--TOTAL ....... 112,032 * 109,952 * 98 3,422
Superior Court ......... 6 G 65,146 0 63,935 0 98 1,990
District Court ......... 1 L 46,886 C 46,017 ¢ 98 1,432
RHODE ISLAND--STATE TOTAL
Supertor Court ......... 1 G 8,405 E 8,199 E 98 852
District Court ......... 1 L 33,954 - 1 31,455 1 93 3,444
Family Court ........... 6 L 7,418 1 3,422 vV 752
Probate Court .......... 1 L N/A N/A
SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL 257,606 * 260,278 * 10 7,521
Circuit Court .......... 1 G 54,917 C 55,460 C 101 1,603
Family Court ........... 6x* L 58,634 57,195 98 1,712
Magistrate Court ....... 1 L 124,200 128,322 103 3,626
Probate Court .......... 1 L 19,855 19,301 97 580
SOUTH DAKOTA--Circuit
Court v.ovvinvnnennnnns . 4 G 40,948 35,075 1 5,775
TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ...
Circuit, Criminal,
and Chancery Court .... 6¥* G 111,102 C 99,852 C 90 2,288
General Sesstons Court . B L 3,145 vV 2,524 80
Juvenile Court ......... 1 L N/A N/A
Probate Court .......... 1 L N/A N/7A
TEXAS-~STATE TOTAL ....... 918,818 * 873,533 * 95 5,473
District Court ,........ [ G 442,052 C 439,517 C 99 - 2,633
County-Level Court ..... (Fad L 197,414 C 217,723 C 110 1,176
Justice of the Peace ... 1 L 278,890 i 215,831 3 7 1,661
Municipal Court ...... . i L 462 1§ 462 1 100 3
UTAH--STATE TOTAL ........ 129,928 * 92,153 * 71 7,734
District Court ......... 3 G 29,543 E 50,412 E 137 1,759
Circuit Court .......... 1 L 97,053 48,423 50 5,111
Justice of the Peace
Court ....coveiuviinnnn 1 L 3,332 3,318 100 198
VERMONT--STATE TOTAL ..... 33,380 32,934 99 6,091
District Court ......... Gk G 18,038 18,073 100 3,292
Superior Court ......... 5 G 10,217 10,260 100 1,864
Probate Court .......... ’ 1 L 5,125 4,601 90 935
VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL .... 971,498 960,907 99 16,455
Circuit Court .......... 3 G 87,020 78,012 90 1,474
District Court ......... 4 L 884,478 882,895 100 14,981
WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL .. 231,638 * 195,451 * 84 5,104
Superior Court ......... 6 G 129,842 E 110,788 E 85 2,861
District Court ......... 1 L 101,196 83,51 83 2,230
Municipal Court ........ 1 L 600 576 96 13

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: kReported total state trial court civil caseload, 1987.

(continued)

Dispo-
Total civil Tota) c¢ivil sitions Filings
Sunport/ , filings dispositions as a per- per 100,000

. custody Juris- ~ and qualifying and qualifying centage total
state/Court name: code diction footnotes footnotes of filings population
WEST VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL 87,633 90,152 103 4,620

Circuit Court .......... 5 G 37,292 41,194 110 1,966

Magistrate Court ....... 1 L 50,341 48,958 97 2,654
WISCONSIN--Circuit Court . 6** G 347,766 0 347,087 0 100 7,235
WYOMING--STATE TOTAL .....

District Court ......... 5 G 7,587 C 9,194 ¢C 1,548

County Court ........... 4 L 15,864 1 16,186 1 102 3,238

Justice of the Peace

Court .. .iiiiiiinnnnnns 1 L N/A N/A
NOTE: The trial courts of M1ss1ss1ppi are not QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

included in this table as neither civil
caseload nor court jurisdiction information
is avallable for 1987. A1l other state
trial courts with civil jurisdiction are
Hsted in the table regardless of whether
caseload data are avalilable. Blank spaces
in the table indicate that a particular
calculation, such as the total state
caseload, 1s-not appropriate. State total
"f11ings per 100,000 population” may not
“equal the sum of the filing rates for the
individual courts due to rounding,

JURISDICTION CODES:

G
L

General Jurisdiction
Limited Jurisdiction

n u

Support/Custody: Codes:

1 = The court does not have jurisdiction over
support/custody cases

Support/custody caseload data are not available
Only contested support/custody cases and all
URESA cases (where the court has jurisdiction)
are counted separately from marriage
dissolution cases

Both contested and uncontested support/custody
cases and URESA cases (where the court has
Jurisdiction) are counted separately from
marriage dissolution cases

Support/custody is counted as a proceeding of
the marriage dissolution and thus a marriage
dissolution that involves support/custody is
counted as one case

Support/custody s counted as a proceeding of
the marriage dissolution but URESA cases are
counted separately

2
3

**Nondisolution support/custody are also counted
separately

*kx%Court has only URESA Jurisdiction

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

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

C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Georgla-~Superior Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data include probation
revocation hearings.

Hawali--Circuit Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data include criminal
postconviction remedy proceedings and
some criminal and traffic/other
violation cases.

I1inois--Circuit Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data include miscellaneous
criminal cases.

Oregon--Circuit Court--Total civil filed
data include criminal appeals cases and
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Pennsylvania--Philadeliphia Municipal
Court--Total civil filed and disposed
data include some ordinance violation
cases.

Puerto Rico--District Court--Total civi)
filed and disposed data include
transfers and reopened cases.

South Carolina--Circult Court--Total civil
filed and disposed data include criminal
appeals and postconviction remedy
proceedings.

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 1987. (continued)

Tennessee--Circult, Criminal and Chancery
- Court--Total civil filed and disposed data
Include postconviction remedy proceedings
and miscellaneous criminal cases.
Texas--District Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data include some juvenile
cases.
--County-Level Courts--Total c¢ivil
fijled and disposed data include
child-victim petition cases.
Wyoming--District Court--Total civil filed
data include criminal appeals cases and
postconviction remedy proceedings. Total
civi) disposed data inciude criminal
appeals, Juvenile, cases and postconviction
remedy proceedings.

The following courts’ data include
postconviction remedy proceedings:

Alaska--Superior Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data incTude postcoviction
remedy proceedings.

Towa--District Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data include miscellaneous
criminal cases.

Louisiana--District Court--Total civil
f1led data ¥nclude postconviction remedy
proceedings.

Missouri--Circuit Court--Total civil filed
data include postconviction remedy
proceedings.
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Ohio--Court of Common Pleas

Rhode Island--Superior Court

Utah--District Court

Washington--Supertor Court--Total civil
filed and disposed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings.

1: The following courts' data are at least 75%
complete: ‘

Arizona--Municipal Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data do not include partial
data from one municipality.

Arkansas--City Court--Total civil filed and
disposed data do not include cases from
several cities.

-~County Court--Total civi) filed

and disposed data do not include real
property rights and miscellaneous civil
cases and data from several counties.
--Municipal Court--Total civil Filed and
disposed data do not include data from 14
municipalittes, and partial data from 14
others.

Colorado--County Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data do not include cases
from Denver County.

Georgia--Magistrate Court--Total civil
filed and disposed data do not include
any cases from 11 counties, and partial
data from 15 counties.

--Probate Court--Total civil filed
data do not Ynclude cases from several
counties.
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TABLE 9:

Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 1987. (continued)

0:

Kentucky--District Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data do not include paternity/
bastardy cases.

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the
Commonwealth--Total civil disposed data do
not include real property rights and smalil
tlaims cases from the Housing Court
Department and miscellaneous civil cases
from the Probate/Family Court Department.

Montana--District Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data do not include some
appeals of trial court cases.

Nebraska--District Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data do not include civil
appeals.

New Jersey--Superior Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data do not include a few
domestic relations cases.

Pennsylvania--Court of Common Pleas--Total
civil data do not include some unclassified
¢ivil cases.

Rhode Island--District Court--Total civil
filed and disposed data do not include
administrative agency appeals and menta)
health cases.
~-Family Court--Total civil filed
data do not include paternity/bastardy and
adoption cases.

South Dakota--Circuit Court--Total civil
disposed data do not include adoption,
miscellaneous domestic relations, estate,
mental health, and administrative agency
appeals cases.

Texas--Justice of the Peace Court--Total
civil filed and disposed data represent a
reporting rate of 79%.
~--Municipal Court--Total civil filed and
disposed data represent a reporting rate of
19%.

Wyoming--County Court--Total civil filed and
disposed data do not include appeals of
trial court cases.

The following courts' data are incomplete and
overinclusive:

Alabama--Circuit Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, but do not include
URESA cases.

Connecticut--Supertor Court--Total civil
filed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings, but do not include mental
health cases.

Iowa--District Court--Total civil disposed
data include postconviction remedy
proceedings, but do not include a few
domestic relations cases.

Kentucky--Circuit Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data include some
postconviction remedy proceedings, but
represent only 10 months of CY 87.

Missouri--Circuit Court--Total civi}
disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, but do not iInclude
adoption and miscellaneous domestic
relations cases.

New York--Supreme and County Court--Total
civil fFiled and disposed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings, but do
not include civil appeals cases.

Oregon--Circult Court--Total civil disposed
data iInclude crimipal appeals and
postconviction remedy proceedings, but do
not include adoption and mental health
cases.

Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Total civil
filed and disposed data Include transfers
and reopened cases, but do not include
URESA cases.

Wisconsin--Circuit Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data include criminal
appeals cases, but do not include data
from Milwaukee County.

V: The following courts' data are less than 75%
complete:

Michigan--Probate Court--Total civil
disposed data do not include paternity/
bastardy, miscellaneous domestic
relations, mental health, and
miscellaneous civil cases.

New York--Surrogates' Court--Total civil
disposed data do not include
miscellaneous estate cases.

Rhode Istand--Family Court--Total civil
disposed data do not include most
marriage dissolution cases and all
adoption cases.

Tennessee—-General Sessions Court--Total
civil filed and disposed data include
only domestic relations cases for 16 of
94 courts.

X: The following court's data are less than 75%
complete and overinclusive:
Connecticut--Superior Court--Total civil

disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, but do not include
mental health, some miscellaneous
domestic relations, and most small claims
cases.
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‘TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1987

Total Dispo- Filings
Total criminal sitions . per
criminal dispositions as a 100,000
Unit  Point - filings and and percen- adult
Juris- of of qualifying qualifying: tage of  popula-
State/Court name: diction count f1ling _footnotes footnotes filings tion
ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ...iuveivrnsianonnn. _
Clreult Court o oiiiriiiannnivivennn G G A 34,125 E - 32,262 E 95 1,151
District Court . .oiiinnrernnnininenn L B B 113,023 C 106,504 ¢ 94 3,811
Municipal Court <. .ivriiviiinvnnnnasn L M B N/A N/A : :
ALASKA-=STATE TOTAL .....vivvencans. veee 30,444 * 21,985 * 92 8,624
Superfor Court .......... .. .0000iin. G 8 A 2,661 M 2,389 M 90 154
District Court «..o.vviivaviinion..n, ; L B ] 27,7183 ¢ 25,596 € 92 7,8N
ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ... civivirevensens 298,742 * 253,736 * 85 12,110
Superior Court ......ciiviiiinivennes G D A 24,2317 22,245 92 982
Justice of the Peace Court ........... L z B 66,274 K 56,400 K 85 2,686
Municipal Court ....... .0 0 iiiirivennns L z B 208,231 1 175,091 1 84 8,441
ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL ...vviviriiivnnnans
Circuit Court ..........iv..s Ceeeseaee G A A 32,247 30,622 95 1,853
City Court ....... et tenateateerenaas L A B 5,989 0O 4,787 0 80 344
Municipal Court ....... Ctresareansanns L A B 132,315 O 99,404 O 15 7,604
Police Court ......... [P RN . L A B N/A N/A
CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL ......ivvuvvanns 1,040,247 * 871,199 * 84 5,109
Supertor Court .....civieenvnnennnnnnn G 8 A 108,329 102,160 94 532
Justice Court ...vniveiniinnnnnnnnnnns L B B 62,820 0 51,015 0O 81 309
Municipal Court ...... Chescessaisenine L 8 8 869,092 0 718,024 O 83 4,268
COLORADO--STATE TOTAL ....iviivenrvnnnnsn 57,370 * 57,327 * 100 2,368
District, Denver Juvenile and Probate
Court .......c.vs Ferereareeiaiansanns G 0 B 17,104 ¢C 17,418 C 102 106
County Court .........c.0vus hereseaaen L D 8 40,266 1 39,849 i 99 1,662
CONNECTICUT--Superior Court ............ G E A 159,617 0 151,864 0O 95 6,504
DELAWARE=~-STATE TOTAL ....ivivinrnnnenns 87,359 * 86,5271 * 99 18,124
Supertor Court ........iiiuiiniineninn G B A 4,464 £ 4,731 3 106 926
Alderman's Court ....... e riesenaaees L .Y B 3,611 F 3,547 F 98 749
Court of Common Pleas .......ociviunss i A B 21,413 1 20,381 i 95 4,443
Family Court ......ieniiiinnnincnnoes L 8 B 3,498 3,282 94 726
Justice of the Peace Court ........... L A B 40,688 1 40,367 i 29 8,441
Municipal Court of Wilmington ........ L A 8 13,585 0 14,219 0 104 2,839
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--Superior Court ... G B G 41,608 L 42,371 L 102 8,561
FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ......cccvucnrnauen 556,540 484,676 87 5,972
Clreudt Court ... i, G E A 160,786 149,030 93 1,725
County Court ...o.oiviininninnnns L A B 395,754 335,646 85 4,247
(continued on next
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TABLE 10: "~ Reported total state trial court criminal caseload, 1987. (continued)

Total Dispo- Filings
Total criminal sitions per
criminal dispositions as a 100,000
Unit - Point  f1lings and and percen- adult
, ) Juris- of of qualifying qualifying. tage of  popula-
State/Court name: diction count f£iling _footnotes footnotes f1lings tion
GEORGIA-=STATE TOTAL +.vvvievnsivnvannnns
Superior Court ....vciveveinnnsn eaens G G A 10,577 C 67,694 - C 96 1,573
CIVIT Colrt .vrneniiiiiinnnannn .. L M M N/A N/A
County Recorder's Court .......v.vue.n L M M N/A N/A
Magistrate Court ............iiveusinn. L B B N/A N/A
Munictpal Court .......... 0o vviee L M M N/A N/A
Municipal Court and City of Atlanta .. L M M N/A N/A
Probate Court ........... Ceerereasenes L B A 2,506 Vv 2,313 v 95
State Court ..... B P L G A N/A N/A
HAWATI«-STATE TOTAL ..ovvivuvunvnrnnoans 35,401 * 33,186 - * 94 4,442
Circult Court .. ioiviniinnivinnnnn. Ve G G B 3,845 1 2,923 - 1 76 482
District Court .. .vivriennninnnnennnn, L A C 31,556 1 30,263 1 96 3,959
IDAHO--District Court ........cvvvevn... G ] F 60,536 ¢ 59,663  C 99 8,748
ILLINOIS~~Circuit Court ........covv.... G G A 478,096 0 496,077 O 104 5,594
INDIANA--STATE TOTAL .....cvviveiinnnnes 228,540 * 208,197 * 5,628
Superior and Circuit Court ........... G B A 77,581 M 68,776 M 89 1,910
City and Town Court ..........ccvnnn. L B F 35,856 C 37,461 C 104 883
County Court ....ivunrnnnneinronenenns L B F 53,877 50,916 94 1,329
Municipal Court of Marion County ..... L B F 60,279 50,190 83 1,484
Small Claims Court of Marjon County .. L 1 I 8417 854 1M 21
TOWA--District Court ........c.vvvunns e G B A 45,115 3 47,321 1 96 2,146
KANSAS--District Court ............ cevi G B C 36,301 37,549 103 1,988
KENTUCKY-~STATE TOTAL .ovvvvnrvenrivanan 162,591 * 156,892 * 96 5,954
Circuit Court iouierivniiinnnnnnnes i G B8 A 11,7715 0 11,511 0 98 431
District Court ..oovvvvnvniiain, PN L B F 150,816 0 145,381 O 96 5,522
LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ...... Cerenerrena 204,862 *
District Court .......... eveevetrsas . G Z A 72,523 L N/A 2,305
City and Parish Court ............ ..., L B F 132,329 X 113,709 X 86
MAINE--STATE TOTAL .....cviiivecneannnns 42,680 * 38,111 * 89
Superior Court .........coiiiiiiniinnn G B A 8,978 € 8,553 ¢ 95 1,016
District Court «..iiiniiiniiiivennnes L B8 F 33,702 v 29,558 ¥ 88
MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ....o.ivvvirnvanns 240,980 * 187,883 * 7,067
Circutt Court ..vovieiivinnnrnnnensnnn G B A 54,980 C 44,698 C 81 1,612
District Court ...........0.. Ve L B A 186,000 143,185 L 5,455

(continued on next page)
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" TABLE 10: Reported total state trial court criminal caseload, 1987. (continued)

Total T Dispo-  Fi11ings

Total : criminal sitions per
criminal dispositions as a 100,000
Untt - Point ~ filings and - and percen- adult
) . Juris- of of qualifying qualifying  tage of  popula-
State/Court name: diction count filing -_footnotes footnotes filings tion
MASSACHUSETTS-—STATE TOTAL .aveeievuns ‘ . 334,230 9,219 * 7,396
Trial Court of the Commonwealth:
Superior Court Dept. ....... Cheses - G D A 6,790 6,069 89 150
Trial Court of the Commonwealth:
Housing, District, Boston Municipal : :
and Juvenile Court Dept. ............. G D B 327,440 ‘ 3,150 vV 71,246
‘MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL ........... e 294,160 * 280,899 * : 95 4,364
Circudt Court ..viiiiiiiiiiiiiininnes G B A 49 565 47,458 96 135
District Court ... . ieiiiiviiinnas, L B B 242,626 0 231,382 O 95 3,600
Municipal Court ........cccvinvneanns L B B 1,969 O 2,059 0 105 29
MINNESOTA--District Court .......... e G B B 167,616 0 159,111 O 95 5,347
MISSOURI--Circult Court ........... eaee G B A 113,543 103,469 91 2,993
MONTANA--STATE TOTAL ..vvvvenernvianeas
District Court ......... Ceseisaesranan G G A 3,282 ¢ 3,916 € 119 561
City Court ..ot rinrnresronens L B B < N/A N/A
Justice of the Peace Court ........... L B 8 N/A N/A
Municipal Court ... ...cviiieiininnnnn L B B N/A N/A
NEBRASKA—-SfATE TOTAL ivvieiivninnncnsn 66,999 * 65,791 * 98 5,726
District Court ..oivviniininiiennannns G B A 4,898 C 5,113 € 104 419
County Court .....ciiinerniiinennen, L B F 62,101 0 60,678 O 98 5,308
NEVADA--STATE TOTAL ..... e,
District Court ... oo viineaennvinn G z A N/A N/A
Justice Court ...oivievrevinninonnnnes L z B N/A N/A
Municipal Court ... oiiviniininaiann L z B N/A N/A
NEW HAMPSHIRE--STATE TOTAL ...... RN 52,935 * 6,644
Superior Court ......cceviiiiiinnnenn. G A A 7,951 1 7,569 1,005
District Court .. .o.vviveuiiiiin, ‘e L A B 43,718 K N/ZA 5,521
Municipal Court ....ooivniiiiiainnnn, L A B 1,266 K N/A 160
NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL voiiviennnnnns ‘e 394,675 369,080 94 6,757
Supertor Court ....... e e e s eteaes G B A 44,2172 41,724 94 758
Municipal Court ... .ovvviniiiniinns L B B 350,403 327,356 93 5,999
NEW MEXICO-~STATE TOTAL ....vvvvevnvannn 127,281 * 101,299 * 80 12,076
District Court ... .vivrerinivnnnnan, G E A 9,906 9,246 93 940
Magistrate Court ................ A L E B 50,657 € 43,822 C 87 4,806
Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo
County ........... B L £ B 66,718 0 48,231 0 72 6,330

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 10: Reported total state trial court criminal caseload, 1987. (continued)

Total Dispo- Filings
Total - crimina sitions per
criminal dispositions as a 100,000
Unit  Point filings and and percen- ~ adult
, Juris- of of qualifying qualifying .  tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count Ffiling _footnotes footnotes filings tion
NEW YORK-=STATE TOTAL ...vvuenrinrnnnnns
Supreme and County Court ............. G E A 62,940 M 62,630 M 100 468
~ Criminal Court of the €ity of New York L E D 278,670 260,256 93 2,070
District and City Court .............. L £ D 217,509 F 201,967 F 93 1,615
Town and Village Justice Court ....... L E B N/A N/A
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL ........... 570,027 * 556,253 * 98 11,910
Superior Court ........c.ciiiiininnsen 6 B8 A 83,478 81,136 97 1,744
D¥strict Court ... .c..iieivniiininnn L C G 486,549 0 475,117 0O 98 10,166
NORTH DAKOTA--STATE TOTAL ..............
District Court ... .. ciieiiniion .. G B A 1,554 C 1,413 ¢ 91 320
County Court .....coiviievinininnnnns L E F 15,652 K 16,483 K 105 3,227
Municipal Court ... ... .cocivinioiaian L B B N/A N/A
OHIO--STATE TOTAL ....oviriviinvminnvans
Court of Common Pleas .......ccvvveeens [¢] B C 39,376 38,994 - 99 495
County Court ... .... .. ciunievnnnnnns L B E 38,905 F 38,509 F 99 490
Mayor's Court ........oivviinennnnnnn L M M N/A N/A )
Municipal Court .......coiiiveivnnanan L ] E 369,386 F 381,655 F 103 4,648
OKLAHOMA--District Court ............... & J A 71,890 F 64,111 F 89 3,022
OREGON--STATE TOTAL ...ovvrvnrnrunrannns
Circult Court ..o viiniiiiiinninnens G E G 24,591 M 22,6719 M 92 1,207
District Court ....veveviviniiinines L 3 G 71,508 K 65,952 K 92 3,509
Justice Court ... ... cviiuiiiiininann. L E B N/A N/A
Municipa) Court .....civviiiinenenens L A B N/A N/A
PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL ...... hcaneea 597,623 * 6,578
Court of Common Pleas .........civeeves G B A 106,972 1 104,688 98 1,177
District Justice Court ............... L B B 439,011 F 370,603 F 84 4,832
Philadelphia Municipal Court ......... L B B 39,973 0© 42,052 0 105 440
Pittsburgh City Magistrates .......... L B 8 11,667 0 N/A 128
PUERTO RICO--TOTAL ...vivievrinninnrnnss 73,002 * 72,072 * 99
Superior Court .......iviiiniirinaianan G A B 30,352 C 29,946 C 99
District Court .....ivvevnenennnnennn L A B 42,650 0 42,126 0O 99
RHODE ISLAND--STATE TOTAL ......cvvvunsn 40,052 * 36,967 * 92 5,291
Superior Court .......... ereerinaaes G D A 5,144 5,211 101 680
District Court .o.oviiiiiiiiiinnennt, L D B 34,908 0 31,756 0 91 4,611
SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL ............ 244,835 * 9,856
Circult Court ............ Ceseeranes ‘. G B A 50,585 M 50,280 M 99 2,036
Magistrate Court ...... ..o, L B E 124,200 X 123,424 X 99
Municipal Court ......ovviiinrninnnses L B £ 70,050 K N/A 2,820

(continued on next page)
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112 o State Court Caseload Statistics:

TABLE. 10: Reported total state trial court criminal caseload,

1987. (continued)
Total Dispo- Filings
““Tota) criminal sitions per -
criminal dispositions as'a 100,000
Unit  Point f1lings and and percen- adult
o Juris- of of qualifying qualifying - tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count filing _footnotes foatnotes filings tion
SOUTH DAKOTA--Circuit Court ...... i G B B 36,403 18,833 Vv 7,096
TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ..iiiivneinnen
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery cQurt G z A 47,761 13 40,823 i 1,325
General Sessions Court +......vvveenen L M M N/A N/A
Muntcipal Court ....... . ciiiieinen L M M N/A N/A
TEXAS-~STATE TOTAL vurvvnrinnnrnninannss 1,655,686 * 1,246,184 . * 14,025
District Court .. ... i, G B A 137,355 134,885 98 1,164
County-Level Court ................... L B F 448,463 378,341 3 3,799
Justice of the Peace Court ........... L A 8 592,157 1 396,100 i 67 5,016
Municipal Court ...... .. civiivinnnnn. L A B 477,711 13 336,858 i 71 4,047
UTAH-=STATE TOTAL ...civvuivrnvininninns 106,996  * 107,420 * 100 10,180
District Court ....c.vvvvann.. Crereens G J A 4,320 C 8,332 C 193 411
Clreudt Court .ovevriiniiievinennes ‘e L B A 56,629 0 60,007 O 106 5,388
Justice of the Peace Court ..... e L B B 46,047 C 39,081 C 85 4,381
- VERMONT--STATE TOTAL .. .vviivnrninnennen 21,361 * 20,154 * 94 5,248
District Court ......oou.... eeees e G D C 21,276 F 20,123 F 95 5,228
Superfor Court .....cvoiiiniininnnnnns G I I 85 31 36 21
VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL .............. e 488,598 * 486,137 * 99 10,992
Cilrcudt Court .ovinviiinivnininnninnns G A A 77,833 F 72,529 F 93 1,751
D¥strict Court .......ccvniiiienninnn, L A £ 410,765 L 413,608 L 101 9,241
WASHINGTON-=STATE TOTAL .......covvienenn 219,712 * 187,415 * 85 6,523
Superior Court ......vivivivrinnnnnen G G A 22,348 19,398 87 663
D¥strict Court ..oovnirivniivreniennn, L C B 107,828 K 84,222 K 78 3,201
Municipal Court .......coiviiiiviiienn, L C B 89,596 83,795 94 2,659
WEST VIRGINIA-~STATE TOTAL ....vvvvnesn.
Circuit Court ... i iiiiiiiniiinninns G d A 7,497 E 1,710 E 104 533
Magistrate Court ........ et L J E 137,449 K 129,801 K 94 9,769
Municipal Court ... civvvniniiinnnnnns L A B N/A N/A
WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ...... e ea e
Circult Court .vvrirviiiinvencninennn G 0 C 68,777 1 64,536 ] 94 1,944
Municipal Court ........covvvunnns e L A B N/A N/A
WYOMING-~STATE TOTAL ..vcvvnivernnrnnese
District Court ...ivninvirirnrecnannns G J A 1,353 M 1,425 M 105 396
County Court ........ciiineiiiininnns L J B 8,281 1 N/A 2,421
“Justice of the Peace Court ........... L J ] N/A N/A
Municipal Court ......... eeerer e L A B 1,798 v N/A
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TABLE110: Reported total state trial court criminal caseload,

1987. (continued)

F: The F0110w1ng courts' data include ordinance
" violation cases:

Delaware-=Alderman's Court
New York<-District and City Court
Ohtlo--County Court--Municipal Court
Oklahoma--District Court
Pennsylvania=-District Justice Court
Vermont--District Court
Virginia--Circuit Court

X1 The following courts' data are at least 75%
complete:

Arizona--Municipal Court--Total cr1m1na1
f1led and disposed data are missing partial
data from one municipality.

Colorado-=County. Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data do not include Vimited
felony and DWI/DUI cases.

Delaware--Court of Common Pleas--Total
crimipnal filed and disposed data do not
include some 1imited felony cases.
~-Justice of the Peace Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data do not
include most DWI/DUI cases.

Hawait--Circuit Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data do not include reopened
prior cases.

--District Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include some criminal
cases that could not be separated from
ordinance violation cases.

Towa--District Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data do not include some
misdemeanor cases.

New Hampshire--Supertor Court--Total criminal
filed data do not include some criminal
appeals cases.

Pennsylvania--Court of Common Pleas--Total
criminal filed and disposed data do not
fnclude some criminal appeals cases.

Tennessee--Circuit, Criminal and Chancery
Court—-Total criminal filed data do not
include miscellaneous criminai cases.
Total criminal disposed data do not include
miscellaneous criminal and DWI/DUI cases.

Texas--County-Level Courts--Total criminal
disposed data do not in¢lude some criminal
appeals cases.

--Justice of the Peace Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data represent
a reporting rate of 79%.

~-Municipal) Court--Total criminal

f1led and disposed data do not include
1imited felony cases and represent a 79%
reporting rate.

Wisconsin--Circuit Court--Total criminal
f1led and disposed data do not include
DWI/DUI data from Myiwaukee County, or
any criminal appeals cases.

Wyoming--County Court--Total criminal filed
data do not include felony and criminal
appeals cases.

The Fo11ow1ng courts' data do not 1nc1ude
Timited felony cases:

Arizona--Justice of the Peace Court

New Hampibire--District Court (filed
data)- -Municipal Court (filed data)

North Dakota--County Court

Oregon--District Court

South Carolina----Municipa)l Court (f1]ed
data)

washington——D1str1ct Court

West Virginia--Magistrate Court

The following courts’ data do not include
DWI/DUI cases:

District of Columbia--Superior Court

Loutsiana--District Court--This fiqure 1is
estimated by the State Court Administra-
tor's Office on the basis that 75% of
criminal cases reported (290,092) are
traffic cases.

Maryland--District Court (disposed data)

Virginta--District Court

The following courts' data do not include
crimindl appeals cases:

Alaska--Superior Court

Indiana--Supertor Court and Circuit Court
New York--Supreme -and County Court
Oregon--Circuit Court

South Carolina--Circuit Court
Wyoming--District Court

The following courts' data are incomplete and
overinclusive:

Arkansas--C1ty Court--Total ¢riminal filed
and disposed data include ordinance
viclation cases, but do not include data
from all courts.

—-Municipal Court--Total criminal

filed and disposed data include ordinance
violation cases, btuy do not include cases
from several municipalities.

California--Justice Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data Include
preliminary hearing bindovers and
transfers, and ordinance violation cases,
but do not Include DWI/DUI cases.
~-Municipal Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include some
ordinance violation cases and preliminary
hearing bindovers and transfers, but do
not include DWI/OUI cases.

Connecticut--Superior Court--Total criminal
f1led and disposed data include ordinance
violatton cases, but do not Include
DWI/DUI cases.

Delaware--Municipal Court of Wiimington--
Total criminal filed and disposed data
inciude ordinance violation cases, but do
not include 1imited fe]ony and most
DWI/DUI cases.

(continued on next page)
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TABLE -10: Reported total state trial court criminal caseload, 1987. <(continued)

NOTE:  The trtal courts of Mississipp) are not in-
cluded in this table, as neither criminal
caseload nor court jurisdiction information
¥s available for 1987. Al1 other state
trial. courts with criminal Jjurisdiction are
Tisted 1n the table regardless of whether
caseload data are avallable. Blank spaces
in the table indicate that a particular :
calculation, such as the total state case-
YToad, 1s.not appropriate. State total
"f11ings per 100,000 population" may not
aqual the sum of the fi1ling rates for the
individual courts due to rounding.

N/A = Data are not avallable.
JURISDICTION CODES:

G = General Jurisdiction
L = Limited Jurisdiction

UNIT OF COUNT CODES:

Missing Data

Data element 1s inapplicable

-Single defendant--single charge

Single defendant--single incident (one/more

charges)

Single defendant--single incident/maximum
number charges (usually two)

Single defendant--one/more incideats

Single defendant--content varies with prosecutor

One/more defendants--single charge

One/more defendants--single incident (one/more
charges)

One/more defendants--single incident/max‘imum
number charges (usually two)

One/more defendants--one/more incidents

One/more defendants--content varies with
prosecutor

Inconsistent during reporting year

Both the defendant and charge components vary
within the state

wononow
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o
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POINT OF FILING CODES:

Missing Data

Data element s Inapplicable

At the f111ng of the information/indictment

At the filing of the complaint

When defendant enters plea/initial appearance

When docketed

At issuing of warrant

At filing of information/complaint

Varies (at filing of the compiaint,
Information, indictment)

oOMMmMEOEI>—XR
[ 12T LN N N A S| N 1)

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

The absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that
data are complete.
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*See the qualifying footnote for each court
within the state. Each footnote has an
impact on the state's total.

C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Alabama--District Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include
preliminary hearing proceedings.

Alaska--District Court--Total criminal
f1led and disposed data include some
moving traffic cases and all ordinance
violation cases.

Colorado--District, Denver Juvenile, and
Denver Probate Courts--Total criminal
filed and disposed data incliude
extraditions, revocations, parole, and
retease from commitment hearings.

Georgia--Superior Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include
traffic/other violation: cases.

Idaho--District Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include ordinance
violations, postconviction remedy and
sentence review only proceedings.

Indiana--City and Town Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data include
some ordinance violation cases.

Maryland--Circuit Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include some
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Montana--District Court--Total criminal
filed data include appeals of trial court
cases.

Nebraska--District Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data Include civil
appeals cases and postconviction remedy
proceedings.

New Mexico--Magistrate Court--Total criminal
filed data include preliminary hearing
proceedings.

North Dakota--District Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include sentence
review only and postconviction remedy
proceedings.

Puerto Rico--Superjor Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include transfers
and reopened cases.

Utah--District Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy and all sentence review only
proceedings.

--Justice of the Peace Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data include
some moving traffic violation cases.

E: The following courts' data include post-
conviction remedy proceedings:
Alabama--Circult Court
Delaware--Supertor Court
West Virginia--Circuit Court

(continued on next page)



TABLE 10:  Reported totaY state trial court criminal

caseload, 1987. (cont1nued)

I119nois~--Circuit Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include some preliminary
hearings and some ordinance violation
cases, but do not include DWI/DUI and
miscellaneous criminal cases.

Kentucky--Circuit Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include sentence review
only and some postconviction remedy
proceedings, and represent only 10 months
of data.

--District Court--Total criminal

filed and disposed data include ordinance
violation cases and sentence review only
proceedings, but do not include Timited
felony cases.

Maine--Superior Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include ordinance
violation cases, postconviction remedy and
sentence review only proceedings, but do
not include OWI/ZDUI some criminal appeals
cases.

Michigan--District Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include ordinance
violation cases, but do not include DWI/DUI
cases.
~--Municipal Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation
cases, but do not include DWI/DUI cases.

Minnesota--District Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include ordinance
violation cases, but do not include some
DWI/DUI cases.

Nebraska--County Court--Total criminal data
include ordinance violations, but do not
include 1imited felony cases.

New Mexico--Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo
County--Total criminal filed and disposed
data include ordinance viclation cases, but
do not include 1imited felony cases.

North Carolina--District Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data include
ordinance violations, but do not include
Timited felony cases.

Pennsylvania--PYttsburgh City Magistrates--
Total criminal filed data include ordinance
violation cases, but do not include VTimited
felony and Timited DWI/DUI cases.
--Philadelphia Municipal Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data include
preliminary hearing proceedings, but do not
include some misdemeanor cases.

Puerto Rico--District Court--Total criminal
fited and disposed data include ordinance
violation cases, but do not include DWI/DUI
cases.

Rhode Island--District Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data include
moving traffic viclation and ordinance
violation cases, but do not include
1imited felony cases.

Utah--Circuit Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, but do not include
some miscellaneous criminal cases.

V: The following courts' data are less than 75%
complete:

Georglia--Probate Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data do not Include
DWI/DUI and most misdemeanor cases, and
represent only 51 of 95 counties.

Maine--District Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data do not include DWI/DUI
and some misdemeanor cases.

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the
Commonwealth (Housing, District, Boston
Municipal, and Juvenile Court Departments)
--Total criminal disposed data do not
include felony, misdemeanor, DWI/DUI,
miscellaneous criminal, and some criminal
appeals cases.

South Dakota--Circuit Court--Total criminal
disposed data do not include some
misdemeanor cases.

Wyoming--Municipal Court--Total criminal
filed data do not iInclude misdemeanors
and are missing parttal data from two
municipalities.

X: The following courts' data are less than 75%
complete and overinclusive:

Louistana--City and Parish Court--Total
criminal fited and disposed data include
ordinance violation cases, but do not
include DWI/DUI cases.

South Carolina--Magistrate Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data include
miscellaneous juvenile cases, but do not
include felony and DWI/DUI cases. (Filed
data were estimated using percentages
provided by the AOC).
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violétion Caseload, 1987

Dispo-
; , sitions ,
Total traffic Total traffic as a Filings
f11ings and dispositions ~percen-  per 100,000
Juris~ - Park- qualifying - and qualifying tage of total
State/Court name: diction _ing footnotes footnotes filings population
ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ....c..ovviiivnnn.
District Court ... vviiiiinennnnne. L 1 266,652 250,622 94 6,531
Municipal Court ....ooviiiivieinrnnnn L 1 N/A N/A
ALASKA--District Court ... ..vivevinnennnn L 3 83,949 1 83,949 1 100 15,990
ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ...... Cereessaivane 1,269,095 * 1,185,460 * 93 37,481
Justice of the Peace Court ........... L 1 456,407 438,708 96 13,479
Municipal Court ......ivrieiinnnennnnn L 1 812,688 1 746,752 % 92 24,00
ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL .......cvvvennvnnen
City Court ...t iiiinnaness o L 1 17,549 1 8,982 i 51 135
Municipal Court ... ... .coiviiivieaie.. L 1 292,098 ) 204,841 1} 70 12,232
Police Court ... vivvvvrvininuvunaenes L 1 N/A N/A
CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL ...cvvnnrennnnn, 15,862,453 * 12,855,196 * 81 57,342
Justice Court .......... Ceerareserseen L 3 509,766 O 423,735 0 83 . 1,843
Municipal Court ......... ieaaes R L 3 15,352,687 0 12,431,461 0 N 55,499
COLORADO--STATE TOTAL ... iivrrevnnninan
County Court ....oviiiveiinivivenaad.s L 2 214,832 G 203,249 G 95 6,518
Municipal Court ..... BTN L 1 N/A N/A
CONNECTICUT--Superior Court ............ G 5 305,787 0 328,445 0 107 9,523
DELAWARE--STATE TOTAL ....vivrnvennnesnn 169,663 * 167,263 * 99 26,345
Alderman's Court .......iiivivenniann L 4 18,841 N 18,462 N 38 2,926
Family Court ... iiiviniiidininnnas L 2 440 455 103 68
Justice of the Peace Court ........... L 2 131,839 C 130,579 € 99 20,472
Municipal Court of Wilmington ........ L 5 18,543 0 17,767 0 96 2,879
DISTRICT OF COLUHBIA-—Superior Court ... G 6 21,594 6 21,624 G 100 3,472
FLORIDA--County Court ............. 0.0, L 5 3,294,51 2,902,305 88 217,402
GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL .....iviriiennnnnns
Juvenile Court ......vviiiinienneninns G 2 4,864 V 3,482 V 72
Superior Court ... ..o iiiiiiiiiinin, G 2 N/A N/A
County Recorder's Court ...... Cieaevan L 1 N/A N/A
Magistrate Court ....... .. vvuvriuenns L 2 39,624 1 23,499 1 59 6317
Municipal Court and City of Atlanta .. L 1 N/A N/A
Probate Court .....ccviininiiennnnnnns L 2 77,783 X 72,103 X 93
State Court ..... A . L 2 N/A N/A
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TABLE 17:  Reported total state trial court traffic/other violation case]oad, 1987. (continued)

Dispo-
sitions
Total traffic Total traffic as a Filings
f1lings and dispositions  percen- . per. 100,000
: Juris-  Park- qualifying and qualifying tage of total
State/Court name: diction _ing footnotes footnotes f1lings population
HAWATI--STATE TOTAL .......cuiervuvuninnn 827,051 * 755,700 * 91 76,367
Circuit Court ..o iiiininnvnn, G 2 348 % " 243 13 n 32
District Court ........ e L 4 826,713 ¢ 155,458 C n 76,335
IDAHO--District Court .... .o oiiunes G 3 220,280 v 219,292 v 100
ILLINOIS——C1rcu1t Court .....ccovviniinnn G 4 6,027,756 O 4,186,216 0 69 51,974
INDIANA--STATE TOTAL ......covvivinnensnn 582,066 * 574,231 * 99 10,524
Superior and Circuit Court ........... G 3 167,171 143,030 86 3,023
City and Town Court ........c.vunen.. L 3 141,840 1 144,729 1§ 102 2,564
County Court ... ... v ivnvnns L 4 131,128 134,012 102 2,371
Municipal Court of Marion County ..... L 3 141,921 152,460 107 2,566
TOWA—-District Court ... ..iiiivvinnn G 3 701,101 - C 682,110 C 97 24,739
KANSAS--STATE TOTAL .....oviviininnnenn.
D¥strict Court ... .. ....oiviiivna.. G 4 230,713 19 230,066 100 9,318
Municipal Court ........ ..ot L 1 N/A N/A
KENTUCKY--District Court ............... L 3 285,959 N 277,536 N 97 7,673
LOUTSIANA--STATE TOTAL ......cvivnneenn.
District Court ... i, G 1 217,569 G N/A 4,871
City and Parish Court ................ L 1 423,364 O 346,902 0 82 9,430
Justice of the Peace Court ........... L 1 N/A N/A
Mayor's Court .....o.oiiiiininnnnnenes L 1 N/A N/A
MAINE--STATE TOTAL .....covuieninnnenennn 204,183 * 185,282 * 96 17,202
Superior Court .......iiviiiiiinninnes G 2 2,925 0 2,922 0 100 246
District Court ....... et iraaaas L 4 201,258 C 192,360 C 96 16,955
MARYLAND--District Court ........ PRI L 1 876,757 N 837,370 © 19,333
MASSACHUSETTS--Trial Court of the N
Commonwealth ........cevivininvinninnn G 1 1,273,813 G 1,117,981 O 21,756
MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL ........civiuveasn
District Court ... cvivininnniiins L 4 2,476,158 0 2,471,975 0O 100 26,915
Municipal Court .. ... v, L 4 39,415 O 40,277 0 102 428
L 2 N/A N/A

Probate Court .......cvieiiiiiiiinnesn
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© % TABLE 11: Reported total state trial court traffic/other violation caseload, 1987. (continued)

Dispo-
‘ sitions
Total traffic Total traffic as a Filings
: f1¥ings and dispositions  percen- - per 100,000
: Juris- Park- qualifying and qualifying tage of total
State/Court name: diction _ing footnotes footnotes filings population
MINNESOTA--District Court ......... eies it} 4 1,498,905 0 - 1,489,564 O 98 35,302
HISSUURI——Cikcu1t Court ..ivnieniiivannn G 3 456,540 1 432,461 1 95 8,947
MONTANA--STATE TOTAL ..... R
City Court ..o iiiieinnannnn, L 1 N/A N/A
Justice of the Peace Court ........... L 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Court ........ trertaseirasses L 1 N/A N/A
NEBRASKA--County Court ............. ... L 1 267,781 N 270,514 N 101 16,799
NEVADA~-STATE TOTAL ............. benaa
Justice Court ................s RN L 1. N/A N/A
Municipal Court ......... ..., e L 1 N/A N/A
NEW HAMPSHIRE~-STATE TOTAL ...... PN 274,821 26,001
District Court ..covvviiiinivininnenns . L 4 268,900 N/A v 25,440
Minicipal Court ............. Ceeie e L 4 5,921 N/A 561
NEW JERSEY--Municipal Court ........... . L 4 5,434,673 4,800,949 . 88 70,838
NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .....icvvvevves
Magistrate Court ............ ... ut. L 3 53,296 46,036 86 3,553
Metropolitan Court of Berna111lo
County ... iiiiiiiennnennan L 4 362,007 N 226,673 1 24,134
Municipal Court .......cciviiiiiiiant. L 1 N/A N/A
NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL .......c.ocnvunens
Criminal Court of the City of New York L 4 102,183 V 99,916 V 98
District and City Court ... .o oiennn L 4 1,293,106 N 1,293,106 N 100 7,254
Town and Village Court ............... L 1 N/A N/A
NORTH CAROLINA--District Court ......... L 6 975,488 N 925,997 N 95 15,21
NORTH DAKOTA--STATE TOTAL ....... Ceerda
District Court .....cooiviiiinnennne. G 4 575 N/A 86
County Court ..... heeieetaseeeeinein L 1 58,976 58,954 100 8,776
Municipal Court ...vviiniviiininnnnans L 1 N/A 47,396 X

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 11: 'Reported total state trial court traffic/other violation caseload, 1987. (continued)

Dispo-
sitions
Total traffic Total traffic as a f1lings
f11¥ngs and dispositions  percen- - per 100,000
o Juris- Park- qualifying and qualifying tage of total
State/Court name: ] diction ing footnotes footnotes filings population
OHIO--STATE TOTAL ...iivviinnnnarisiennn )
Court of Common Pleas ........ovineuns G 2 124,963 123,081 ag 1,159
County Court ....iuivivnineerinnnonsan L 5 231,215 N . 230,35 N 100 2,144
Mayor's Court .....c.icivvniinnennenaes L 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Court ..... re e tae e, L 5 1,539,067 N 1,537,803 N 100 14,272
OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ......ccvvuvueeias
District Court ... .o niiieiinnnnnns G 2 211,621 N 192,267 N 9] 6,468
Municipal Court Not of Record ........ L 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Criminal Court of Record . L 1 N/A N/A
OREGON--STATE TOTAL ....iiiivnninnnnaens
District Court ........ciivuiiniinnnnn L 1 319,996 346,069 108 11,7147
Justice Court ..........iiiiiiinnann, L 3 N/A N/A
Municipal Court ...........iivviinne, L 3 N/A N/A
PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL ...... RN 2,904,196 * 24,33
District Justice Court ...... RN L 4 1,372,900 N 1,245,772 N 91 11,502
Philadelphia Municipal Court ......... L 2 26,559 0 26,669 0O 100 223
Philadelphia Traffic Court ........... L 1 1,117,420 342,134 31 9,362
Pittsburgh City Magistrates .......... L 4 387,317 N N/A 3,245
PUERTO RICO--TOTAL ........... Cieeeeanas
District Court ... ..o iiuiinianninnen L 2 715,065 O 73,881 0 98 2,280
Municipal Court ... .. iivnivninvnian L 1 N/A N/A
RHODE ISLAND--STATE TOTAL ........... v
District Court ... it iveivnnnnnns L 2 N/A N/A
Municipal Court ....... erieereaanaaas L 1 N/A N/A
SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL ........ e
Family Court ..o iriininnaonnnsass L 2 N/A N/A
Magistrate Court ................0v.s. L 4 441,600 C 449,705 € 102 12,893
Municipal Court ......cvvvuivinninnnnns L 4 305,999 374,643 € 8,934
SOUTH DAKOTA--Circuit Court ............ G 3 139,420 156,176 C 19,664
TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL .....cvivevnvnnns
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery Court G 2 N/A N/A
General Sessions Court ............... L 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Court ....oociinininivvnnnns L 1 N/A N/A
TEXAS--STATE TOTAL .....covvvus. Ceeraen 7,739,403 * 6,416,938 * 46,098
County=Level Court ......ovvvvvvininen L 2 16,490 69,584 C 98
Justice of the Peace Court ........... L 4 1,454,075 1 1,331,683 1 92 8,661
Municipal Court ........coiiiieiinnnn, L 4 6,268,838 1 5,015,671 1 80 37,339

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 11: Reported total state trial court traffic/other violation caseload, 1987. (continued)'

Dispo-
. sitions
Total traffic Total trafFfic as a Filings
filings and dispositions percen~ = per 100,000
Juris-  Park- - qualifying and qualifying tage of total
State/Court name: - diction _ing footnotes footnotes f1lings popuiation
UTAH--STATE TOTAL ...... T SN 520,199 466,893 * 90 30,964
Circuit Court ........ i et ees e L 4 255,215 211,123 ¢ 83 15,191
Justice of the Peace Court ........... L 4 256,201 1} 247,042 1 36 15,250
Juvenile Court ....... fiseseaasedieea L 2 8,783 8,728 99 523
VERMONT--District Court ................ [¢] 2 117,533 N 121,169 N 103 21,448
VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ........oivivinnnn
Circuit Court .. ... i iiiiaiiivienon G 2 N/A N/A
District Court ......c.iiivvivennannns L 4 1,422,578 G 1,417,890 G 100 24,095
WASHINGTON--State Total ................ 1,564,688 1,402,719 * 34,480
District Court .............. feeeeenes L 4 577,450 607,116 105 12,725
Municipal Court ............. rerreans L 4 987,238 795,603 1 21,755
WEST VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL .............
Magistrate Court ............ e L 2 109,052 107,904 99 5,749
Municipal Court ...... Ceveeas Ceeeeeiae L 1 N/A N/A
WISCONSIN-~-STATE TOTAL .......covuuvnns e 884,266 *
Circult Court ... .oiviviiienennenn . [¢] 3 638,981 1 632,241 14 99 13,293
Municipal Court .....covivinnninnn. ‘e L 3 N/A 252,025 ©
WYOMING--STATE TOTAL . iiiiiniannnnnns o
County Court ....oivveieiiiinninnnnnns L 1 85,836 93,284 ¢ 17,518
Justice of the Peace Court ........... L 1 N/A N/A
Municipal Court ... i iiiinnn,. L 1 57,883 0 60,173 © 104 11,813
NOTE: Parking violations are defined as part of N/A = Data are not available.
the traffic/other violation caseload.’
However, states, and courts within a state, JURISDICTION CODES:
differ in the extent to which parking
violations are precessed through the G = General Jurisdiction
courts. A code opposite the name of each L = Limited Jurisdiction
court indicates the manner in which parking
cases are reported by the court. Qualifying PARKING CODES:

footnotes In Table 11 do not repeat the
information provided by the code, and thus
refer only to the status of the statistics
on moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic,
and ordinance violations. The trial courts
of Mississippl are not included in this
table as neither traffic/other violation
caseload nor court jurisdiction information
is available for 1987. A1l other state
trial courts with traffic/other violatton
Jurtsdiction are Jisted in the table
regardless of whether caseload data are
available. Blank spaces in the table
indicate that a particular calculation, such
as the total state caseload, is not
appropriate. State total "filings per
100,000 population” may not equal the sum of
the Filing rates for the individual courts
due to rounding.
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parking data are unavailable

Court does not have parking jurisdiction

Only contested parking cases are included

Both contested and uncontested parking cases
are included

Parking cases are handled administratively

Uncontested parking cases are handled
administratively; contested parking cases
are handled by the Court

N —
nomowon

T,
nou

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

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

*See the qualifying footnote for each court
within the state. Etach footnote has an
impact on the state's total.
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TABLE 11: Reported total state trial court traffic/other violation caseload, 1987. “(continued)

C:+ The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Delaware--Justice of the Peace Court--

Total traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data include most of the DWI/DUI
cases. -

Hawaii--District Court--Total traffic/
othér violation filed and disposed data
include some misdemeanor cases. )

Towa~-~D¥strict Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include
some misdemeanor cases. ‘

Maine--District Court--Total traffic/other

~violation filed and disposed data include
some misdemeanor and all OWI/DUI cases.

South Carolina--Magistrate Court--Total

_traffic/other violation filed and disposed
data include DWI/DUI and juvenile cases.
(Filed data were estimated using
percentages provided by the AOC).
—--Municipal Court--Total traffic/other
violation disposed data include misdemeanor
and DWI/DUI cases.

South Dakota--Circuit Court--Total traffic/
other violation disposed data include some
misdemeanor cases.

Texas--County-Level Courts--Total
traffic/other violation disposed data
include some criminal appeals cases.

Utah--Circuit Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include
some miscellaneous criminal cases.

Wyoming--County Court--Total traffic/other
violation disposed data include misdemeanor
and DWI/DUI cases.

G:  The following courts’ data include DWI/DUI
cases: .

Colorado--County Court

District of Columbia--Superior Court

Loutsiana--District Court--This figure 1s

- estimated by the State Court Administra-
tor*s Office on the basis that 75% of
criminal cases reported (290,092) are
traffic cases.

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the
Commonwealith (filed data)

Virginia--District Court

j: The following courts' data are at least 75%
complete:

Alaska~-District Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include some moving traffic violation cases
and all ordinance violation cases.

Arizona--Municipal Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include partial data from one municipality,
which only reported for three months.

Arkansas--City Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include ordinance violation cases and are
missing all traffic data from several
courts.
~--Municipal Court-~Total traffic/
cther violation filed and disposed data do
not include ordinance violation cases, and
are missing all data from several
municipalities, and partial data from
several others.

N:

0:

Georgla--Magistrate Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
do not include any cases from 11
counties, and partial) data from 15
counties.

Hawali--Circuit Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include reopened prior cases reported
with the civi) data.

Indiana--City and Town Court--Total
traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data do not include some cases
reported with criminal data. )

Kansas--District Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
do not include juvenile traffic cases.

Missouri--Circuit Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
do not include ordinance violation and
parking cases heard by Municipal judges.

New Mexico——"etropo]1tan Court of
Bernalillo County--Total traffic/other
violatton disposed data do not include
ordinance violations and some miscel-
laneous traffic cases,.

Texas--Justice of the Peace Court--Total
traffic/other violation data do not
include some cases due to a reporting
rate of 79%.
~-Municipal Court--Total traffic/
other violation data do not include some
cases due to a reporting rate of 79%.

Utah--Justice of the Peace Court--Total
traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data do not 1nclude some moving
traffic cases.

Wisconsin--Circuit Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
do not include cases from DIistrict 1
{Milwaukee County).

The following courts' data do not include
ordinance violation cases:
Delaware--Alderman's Court
Kentucky--District Court
Maryland--District Court (filed data)
Nebraska--County Court
- New Mexico~-Metropolitan Court of
Bernalillo County (filed data)
New York--District and City Court
North Carolina--District Court
Ohlo--County Court--Municipal Court
Oklahoma--District Court
Pennsylvania--District Justice Court--
Pittsburgh City Magistrates
Vermont--01strict Court

The following courts' data are incomplete
and overinclusive:

Californta--Justice Court--Total
traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data include DWI/DUI cases, but
do not include some ordinance violation
cases.

--Municipal Court--Total traffic/

other violation filed and disposed data

include DWI/DUI cases, but do not

include some ordinance violation cases.
(continued on next page)
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TABLE 11t Reported total state trial court traffic/other violation caseload, 1987. = (continued)

Connecticut--Superior Court--Total traffic/
other violation Filed and disposed data
include DWI/OUI cases, but do not inciude
ordinance violation cases. ‘

Delaware--Municipal Court of Wilmington--
Total traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data include most DWI/DUI cases,
but do not include ordinance violation
cases.

ITM¥inois--Circuit Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data

" Include DWI/DUI cases, but do not include
ordinance violation cases from Cook County
and parking cases from anywhere but Cook
County.

Louistana--City and Parish Court--Total
traffic/other violation filed and disposed
data include DWI/DUI cases, but do not
include ordinance violation cases.

Maine--Superior Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include
DWI/DUI and some criminal appeals cases,
but do not ¥nclude ordinance violation
czses.

Maryland--District Court--Total traffic/other
violation disposed data include DWI/DUI
cases, but do not include ordinance
violation cases.

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the
Commonwealth-~Total traffic/other violation
disposed data include some felony/
misdemeanor cases, but do not include
ordinance violation, some moving traffic,
and miscellaneous traffic cases.

Michigan--District Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include
DWI/DUI cases, but do not include ordinance
violation cases.

—-Municipal Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include
DWI/DUI cases, but do not include ordinance
violattion cases.
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Minnesota--District Court--Total traffic/
other violation Filed and disposed data
include some DWI/DUI cases, but do not
Include ordinance violation cases.

Pennsylivania--Philadelphta Municipal
Court--Total traffic/other violation
Filed and disposed data include some

“ misdemeanors but do not include some
ordinance violation cases.

Puerto Rico--District Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
include DWI/DUI cases, but do not
include ordinance violation cases.

Wisconsin-~-Municipal Court-=Total traffic/
other violation disposed data include
DWI/DUI cases, but represent only 155 of
the 196 municipal courts.

Wyoming--Municipal Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
include misdemeanors, but are missing
data for a six-month pertod from two
municipalities.

The following courts' data are less than 75%
complete:

Georgla--Juvenile Court--Total
traffic/other violation Filed and
disposed data represent 101 of 159
counties, a reporting rate of 64% which
accounts for 50% of the caseload.

Idaho-=District Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include ordinance violation and parking
cases. .

New York--Criminal Court of the City of New
York--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data do not include
moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic,
and some ordinance violation cases.

The following courts' data are less than 75%
complete and overinclusive:

Georgla--Probate Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
include DWI/DUI cases but represent only
51 of 95 counties.

North Dakota--Municipal Court--Total
traffic/other violation disposed data
include DWI/DUI cases, but do not
include ordinance violation cases.



e 'TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1987

Total Tota) Dispo- . Filings
Juvenile Juvenile sitions - per
Point filings and  dispositions as a per- 100,000
Juris- of qualifying and qualify- . centage Juvenile
State/Court name: diction filing footnotes ing footnotes of filings population
ALABAMAZ <STATE TOTAL ©'ovoereenannrnnss 57,546 * 50,520 * 88 5,152
Circudt Court ... v iivniniieiliunan G A 24,759 ¢ 19,741 C 80 2,217
District Court ....c.oiveniininnninn.n. L A 32,7817 30,7719 94 2,935
ALASKA=-STATE TOTAL ©uorvrereeennnnns. 1,884 1,536 82 1,095
Superior Court .......... ... ..., G C 1,776 1,472 83 1,033
District Court ......... e eeeieanieas L I 108 64 59 63
ARIZONA--Superior Court .......c.vvinnnn G C 10,578 10,920 103 1,15]
ARKANSAS-~County Court ................. L B 8,466 1 8,251 i 97 1.306
CALIFORNIA--Superior Court ............. G ¢ 89,917 83,528 93 1,231
COLORADO--District, Denver Juvenile and
Probate Court ... iiinn, G A 14,832 13,070 88 1,699
CONNECTICUT--Superior Court ............ G F 10,948 1 10,672 1 97 1,446
DELAWARE--Family Court ................. L C 6,625 V 6,259 V 94
DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA--Superior Court ... G B 12,346 12,336 100 9,078
FLORIDA-~Circuit Court ................. G A 94,177 63,710 68 3,483
GEORGIA--Juvenile Court ................ G A 23,208 V 14,671 .V 63
HAWAII--Circuit Cdurt .................. G F 16,965 16,736 99 5,932
IDAHO--District Court ... ... . ..., G C 6,552 6,455 99 2,141
TLLINOIS--Circult Court .........c.ov.n. G C 31,678 25,183 81 1,024

{continued on next page)
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TABLE 12: Reported total state trial court juvenile caseload, 1987. (continued)

Total Total Dispo- Filings
Juvenile Juvenile sitions ‘per
: Point f11ings and dispositions as a per- 100,000
: N Juris- of qualifying and qualify- centage Juventile
State/Court name: : diction filing footnotes  ing footnotes of filings population
INDIANA--STATE TOTAL .......... fesveeins 29,963 29.892 100 2,038
Superior and Circult Court ........... G c 28,8086 28,773 100 1,960
Probate Court ......... Ceee eveenans L C 1,157 1,119 97 79
IOHA~—D1str1ct Court ©......ccovvnnns v G A 6,042 N/A 825
KANSAS--D¥strict Court ....... vereaie .o t] A 13,42V ¢ 12,815 ¢C 95 2,065
RENTUCKY--District Court ....c.cov...e L A 36,758 C 33,492 [ 91 3,691
LUU’ISIANA—-STATE TOTAL .. oiiiinvinnnn,. A3 54 * 3,769
District Court ... ... ivviinoent PR G C 12,908 N/A 982
Family and Juvenile Court ............ G c 26,841 ¢ N/A 2,041
City and Parish Court ......cocvmuvnn, L C 9,815 9,071 g2 7146
MAINE--District Court .................. L C 4,224 3,319 80 1,394
MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL .......civeernnnan 36,329 35,004 96 - 3,229
Cirewdt Court . oviiiiiiniiiiianns, G C 32,382 31,494 97 2,878
District Court . .oiiviiniiiinnninns L C 3,947 3,510 89 KEY)
MASSACHUSETTS--Trial Court of the
Commonwealth ............. ererieaes .. G c 46,302 21,087 X 3,466
MICHIGAN--Probate Court ............ e L (¥ 24,623 0O 20,917 O 85 1,001
MINNESOTA--District Court .........c...e G C 57,182 57,117 99 5,201
MISSOQURI--Circuit Court ................ G c 16,766 19,037 € 1,281
MONTANA--District Court ........ vereeeen G C 7,419 1,202 85 634
NEBRASKA--STATE TOTAL .......... N 5,955 1,404
County Court ........ivvvnuenn PP L [ 3,686 3,639 99 869
Separate Juvenile Court ...... eesnnas L C 2,269 N/A 535
NEVADA--DIstrict Court .......co.ve.... .. G c N/A N/A
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‘TABLE 12: Reported total state trial court juvenile caseload, 1987. (continued)

Total Total Dispo=- Filings
Juvenile Juventiile sitions per:
Point filings and dispositions as a per- 100,000
. Juris- - of qualifying  and qualify- - centage Juvenile
State/Court name: diction filing footnotes ing footnotes of filings population
NEW HAMPSHIRE--District Court .......... L € 7,331 N/A 2,756
NEW- JERSEY-~Superior Court ............. 6 C 115,245 C 112,893 ¢ 98 6,294
NEW MEXICO--District Court ......... ceie G c 7,131 7,783 10 1,735
NEW YORK--Family Court ............v.v.. L C 48,494 50,225 ’ 104 1,112
NORTH CAROLINA--District Court ......... L C 22,5317 24,749 110 1,385
NORTH DAKOTA--District Court ........:.. G c 8,320 9,021 ¢ 4,449
OHIO--Court of Common Pleas ..... Ceeenns G £ 115,404 114,946 100 4,069
OKLAHOMA--District Court .......c..0uuts G G N/A N/A
OREGON~~STATE TOTAL ......vvtiiinnnennns
Circuit Court ......coovvnte. Ceiecenas G C 19,310 N/A 2,815
County Court ..... e eeeeiereaaan SN L C N/A N/A
PENNSYLVANIA--Court of Common Pleas .... G F 49,202 46,4206 ' 94 1,726
PUERTO RICO--Superior Court ............ G C 6,563 ¢ 6,401 C 98
RHODE ISLAND--Family Court ............. L F 6,759 C 6,498 ¢ 96 2,952
SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL ............
Family Court ............ Ceeeses Chera L C 12,626 C 12,659 C 100 1,342
Magistrate Court ......... Ceeeiesenas . L I N/A N/A
SOUTH DAKOTA--Circuit Court ....... vevaes G i} 3,198 N/A 1,632
TENNESSEE--STATE JOTAL .....oivinnnnnnnn
General Sessions Court ............ e L B N/A N/A
Juvenile Court ......cciiiiiiinennnnns L 8 N/A N/A

(continued on next page)
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fABgE 12: :Reported total state trial court Juvenile caseload, 1987..  (continued)

Total Total Dispo- Fﬁ]ings

Juvenile Juvenile sttions per
: Point f11ings and dispositions as a per- 100,000
, , . Juris- of qualifying and gqualify- centage Juvenile
State/Court name: ] diction  Ffiling footnotes  ing footnotes of filings - population
kTEXAS——STATE TOTAL ..... feenee e easiass 14,751 * 16,126 * 109
District Court .. .iviviurivinnniianins G c 12,173 1 13,592 i 112 ¢ 244
‘County-Level Court ......... Creraeiien L ¢ 2,578 v 2,534 v 98
UTAH--Juvehi]e Court ..... ediawiane i L C 39,145 39,653 ) 101 6,223
VERMONT--D1strict Court ........ Cieraras G C 1,816 1,750 96 1,288
VIRGINIA—-D1str1ct Court .......ovivuuns L A 84,528 79,526 94 5,794
WASHINGTON-~Superior Court ............. G A 22,672 19,852 a8 1,939
WEST VIRGINIA--Circult Court ......... - G C 6,397 6,469 101 ‘ 1,306
WISCONSIN--Circutt Court .......cccvuves G C 3,063 1 30,949 4 100 2,448
WYOMING--District Court ..... PN Ceeas G C 1,379 N/A 932
NOTE: The trial courts of Mississippi are not in-= JURISDICTION CODES:
cluded in this table as neither juvenile
caseload nor court jurisdiction information G = General Jurisdiction
1s available for 1987. A1) other state L = Limited Jurisdiction
trial courts with jJuvenile jurisdiction are
Tisted in the table regardless of whether POINT OF FILING CODES:

caseload data are available. Blank spaces
in the table indicate that a particular
calculation, such as the total state case-
load, 1s not appropriate. State total
"f11ings per 100,000 population” may not
equal the sum of the filing rates for the
individual courts due to rounding.

Missing Data

Data element is inapplicable
Filing of complaint

At initial hearing (intake)
Fi1ing of petition

Issuance of warrant

At referral

Varies

MM OE>>=R
nmow o ouwonou N

N/A = Data are not available.

(continued on next page)

126 = State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1987




TABLE 12+ Reported total state trial court juvenile caseload,

5

1987.- (continued)

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

- The -absence ‘of ‘a qualifying footnote indicates that
- data are compiete.

*See the qua11fy1ng footnote for each court within
the state. Each footnote has an impact on the
state's tota]

"C: The following courts' data are overinc1u51ve

Alabama--Circuit Court--Total juven11e filed

- and disposed data include URESA cases.

Kansas--District Court--Tota) juvendie Filed
and disposed data include-some traffic/
other vielation data.

Kentucky--District Court--Total juventle
filed and disposed data include paternity/
bastardy cases.

~Loutsiana--Family and Juvenile Court--Total
Juvenile Filed data include domestic
relations .and mental health cases.

Missouri--Circuit Court--Total juvenile
disposed data ‘include adoption and.
termination of parental rights cases.

New Jersey--Superior Court--Total Juvenile
filed and disposed data include termination
of parental rights and some paternity/
bastardy cases.

North Dakota--District Court--Total juvenile
disposed data include traffic cases.

Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Total juvenile
filed and disposed data include transfers
and reopened cases.

Rhode Island--Family Court--Total juvenile
filed and disposed data include adoption
cases.

South Carolina--Family Court--Total juvenile
filed and disposed data include
traffic/other violation cases.

i: The following courts' data are at Teast 75%
complete:

Arkansas--County Court--Total juvenile
filed and disposed data do not incliude
cases from several counties. Effective
1/720/87 Juvenile jJurisdiction transferred
to the Circuit and Chancery Courts.

Connecticut--Supertor Court--Total
Juvenile filed and disposed data do not
include child-victim petitions.

Texas--District Court--Total juvenile
filed and disposed data do not include
ch1ld-victim petitions.

Wisconsin--Circuit Court--Total Juvenile
filed and disposed data do not inciude
cases from Miiwaukee County.

The following court's data are incomplete
and overinclusive:

Michigan--Probate Court--Total juvenile
f1led and disposed data include
traffic/other violation cases, but do
not include status petitions.

The following courts' data are less than 75%
complete:

Delaware--Family Court--Total juvenile
filed and disposed data do not include
status petitions and child-victim
petitions.

Georgia--Juvenile Court--Total juvenile
f{led and disposed data represent 101 of
159 counties, a reporting rate of 64%
which accounts for approximately 50% of
the caseload.

Texas--County-Level Courts--Total Juvenile
filed and disposed data do not include
child-victim petitions.

The following court's data are less than 75%
complete and overinclusive:
Massachusetts--Trial Court of the

Commonwealth--Total juvenile disposed
data include some traffic/other violation
cases, but do not include any cases from
the Juvenile Court Department and
appeals from the District Court
Department.
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1987 State Court Structure Charts

Court Structure Charts:
An Explanatory Note

The court structure charts summarize the key features
of each state’s court organization into a one-page diagram.
The format has two objectives: (1) to be comprehensive,
indicating all court systems in the state and their interrela-
tionships; and (2) to describe the jurisdiction of court
systems using a comparable set of terminology and sym-
bols. The court structure charts employ the common
terminology developed by the NCSC’s Court Statistics
Project (CSP) for reporting caseload statistics.

Thefirst chartis a prototype. It represents a state court
organization in which there is one of each of the four court
system levels recognized by the Court Statistics Project:
courts of last resort, intermediate appellate courts, general
jurisdiction trial courts, and limited jurisdiction trial courts.
Routes of appeal from one court to another are indicated by
lines, with an arrow showing which court receives the
appeal or petition.

The charts also provide basic descriptive information,
such as the number of authorized justices, judges, and
magistrates (orother judicial officers). Eachcourt system'’s
subject matter jurisdiction is indicated using the Court
Statistics Project casetypes. Information is also provided
onthe use of districts, circuits, or divisions in organizing the
courts within the system and the number of courts, where
this coincides with a basic government unit.

The casetypes, which define a court system’s subject
matter jurisdiction, require the most explanation. This is
done separatelv for appellate and trial court systems.

Appellate Courts

The rectangle representing each appellate court con-
tains information on the number of authorized justices; the
number of geographic divisions, if any, that are maintained;
whether court decisions are made en bange, in panels, or
both; and the Court Statistics Project casetypes that are
heard by the court. The casetypes are shown separately
for mandatory and discretionary cases. The casetypes
themselves are defined in other Count Statistics Project
publications, especially 1984 State Appellate Court Juris-
diction Guide for Statistical Reporting and State Court
Model Statistical Dictionary.

. An appellate court can have both mandatory and
discretionary jurisdiction over the same Count Statistics
Project casetype. This arises, in part, because the Court
Statistics Project casetypes are defined broadly in order to

be applicable to every state’s courts. There are, for ex- .
ample, only two appellate Count Statistics Project casetypes
for criminal appeals: capital and noncapital. A court may
have mandatory jurisdiction over felony cases but discre-
tionary jurisdiction over misdemeanors. The listing of
casetypes would include “criminal” for both mandatory and
discretionary jurisdiction. The duplication of a casetype
under both headings can also occur if appeals from one
lowercourt forthat casetype are mandatory, while appeals
from another iower 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 appeal is not filed within a specified
time limit. A more comprehensive description of each
appellate court’s subject matter jurisdiction canbefoundin
the 1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for
Statistical Reporting.

Trial Courts

The rectangle representing each trial court also lists
the applicable Court Statistics Project casetypes. These
include civil, criminal, traffic/other violation, and juvenile.
Where a casetype is simply listed, it means that the court
system shares jurisdiction over. it with other courts. The
presence of exclusive jurisdiction is always explicitly stated.
The absence of a casetype from a list means that the court
does not have that subject matter jurisdiction. The dollar
amount jurisdiction is shown where there is an upper or a
lower limit to the cases that can be filed in a court. A dollar
limit is not listed if a court does not have a minimum or
maximum dollar jurisdiction for general civil cases. In
criminal cases, jurisdiction is distinguished between “tri-
able felony,"where the court cantry afelony case to verdict
and sentencing, and “limited felony,” which applies tothose
limited jurisdiction courts that can conduct preliminary
hearings that bind a defendant over for trial in a higher
court.

Trial courts can have what is termed incidental appel-
late jurisdiction. The presence of such jurisdiction over the
decisions of other courts is noted in the list of casetypes as
either “civil appeals,” “criminal appeals,” or “administrative
agency” appeals. A trial court that hears appeals directly
from an administrative agency has an “A” inthe upper right
corner of the rectangle.

For each trial court, the chart states the authorized
number of judges and whether the court can empanel a
jury. The rectangle representing the court also indicates
the number of districts, divisions, or circuits into which the
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court system is divided. These subdivisions are stated
using the court system’s own terminology. The descrip-
" tions, therefore, are not standardized across states or court
- systems.
' Trial courts are differentiated into those that are totally
funded from local sources and those that receive some
- form of state funds. Locally funded court systems are
drawn with broken lines. A solid line indicates some or all
- of the funding is derived from state funds.

Symbols and Abbreviations

An “A” in the upper right corner of a rectangle, repre-
senting either an appellate or atrial court, indicates that the
court receives appeals directly from the decisions of an
administrative agency. Where “administrative agency”
appeals are listed as a casetype, it indicates that the court
hears appeals from decisions of another court on an
administrative agency’s actions. ltis possible for a court to
both have an “A” designation and to have “administrative
agency appeals” listed as a casetype. Such a court hears
appeals directly from an administrative agency (“A”) and
has appellate jurisdiction overthe decisions of alower court
that has already reviewed the decision of the administrative
agency (and is thus listed as a casetype).

The number of justices or judges is sometimes stated
as “FTE.” This represents “full time equivalent” authorized
judicial positions. “DWI/DUI” stands for “driving while .
intoxicated/driving under the influence.” The abbreviation
“SC” stands for “small claims.” The dollar amount jurisdic-
tion for civil cases is indicated in parenthesis with a dollar
sign. Where the small claims dollar amount jurisdiction is
different, it is also noted.

Conclusion

The court structure charts are convenient summaries.
They do not substitute for the detailed descriptive material
contained in State Court Organization 1987, another Court
Statistics Project publication. Moreover, they are based ori
the Court Statistics Project’s terminology and categories.
This means that a state may have established courts that
are not inciuded in these charts. Some states have courts
of spécial jurisdictionto receive complaints on matters that
are more typically directed to administrative boards and
agencies. Since these couris receive cases thatdo not fall
within the Court Statistics Project casetypes, they are not
inciuded 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, 1987

COURT OF LAST RESORT
Number of justices Court of
last resort
- (SP casetypes:

- Handatory jurisdigtion,
- Discretionary jurisdiction,

INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
(number of courts)

Number of Jjudges Intermediate
appellate
(8P casetypes: court

- Mandatory jurisdiction,
- Discretionary Jurisdiction.

!

COURT OF GENERAL JURISDICTION:
{number of courts)

Humber of judges
Court of
(SP casetypes: . general

= (ivil, Jurisdiction
= (riminal, o

- Traffi¢/other violation,
= Juvenile,

Jury trial/no jury trial,
3

COURT OF LIMITED JURISDICTION
(number of courts)

Humber of judges
Court of
(8P casetypes: . limited

= (ivil, Jurisdiction
- (riginal, .

- Traffig/other violation,
- Juvenile,

Jury trial/no Jury trial.

HOTE:- The text at the beﬁinning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart,
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 ALABAMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPRENE COURT
9 Justices sit in panels
(8P casetypes:

agency, . sclplingra, original proceeding case
- Discretionary juris iction in clvil, noncapita

proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

- Nandatora,durisdiction in ¢ivil, crimipal, administrative
i

cre [ ) , crimipal,
administrative agency, Juvenile, advisory opinion,.original

A

COURT OF CIVIL APPEALS
3 Judges sit en banc
(SP casetypes:

- Handatory gurisdiction in ciyil,
admipistrative agency, Juvenile,
original groceedlng cases,

- No discretionary Jurisdiction,

\ b 4

4 b

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
9 Judges sit en banc

CSP casetypess
- Handatory jurisdiction in
criminal, Juyenile, original
groqegdxng, interlocutory
ecision cases, . . .
- No discretionary jurisdiction,

4 A

124 judges

(5P casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real
Exclusive domestic re
Hurlsdlctxon.

= Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI,

- Juvenile,

Jury trials.

CIRCUIT COURT (39 circuits) A

f

eriminal appeals jurisdiction,

roperty rights (4 1,000/n0 max).
ations, civil appeals

Exclusive triable felony,

L

PROBATE COURT
(67 counties)

68 Jjudges

(8P casetypes:

- Exclusive mental
health, estate
Jurisdiction,

e e e — o o e ek

Ho Jury trials,

o

MUNICIPAL COURT
(283 courts)

224 judges

(8P casetypes:

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI,

=~ Noving traffic
farkxng, niscel-

aneous traffic,

Exclusive ordinance
yiolation jurisdie-
tion.

P
e e e e e e =

No Jjury trials,

95 Jjudges
(SP casetypes:

Exclusive smal
- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUT,

Hurisdlctxon.

- Juventle,

No Jury trials.

DISTRICT COURT (67 districts)

- Tort; contract, real propert
| claims

oving traffic, parking, miscellaneous traffic,

g.rights (¢ {,000/5,000) .
gurxs iction (§ {,000),
xclusive limited felon

NOTE:

The text at the beginning of this section contains important information

relevant to this chart.
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Interviadiate
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Court of
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Jurisdiction

Courts of
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durisdiction



ALASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

" SUPREME COURT
5 Jjustices sit en bane

(SP casetypes: . -

= Handatory Jjurisdiction in civil, adminis-
trative agency, Juvenile, disciplinary
£ases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction. in criminal

uvenile, or131nal proceeding, interlocutory

“decisions, and certified questions from

federal courts,

3

COURT OF APPEALS
3 Jjudges sit en banc
CSP casetypes:

a4

- Handatory Jurisdiction in criminal, Jjuyenile,
original proceeding, interlocutory decision
£ases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in criminal,
duugn;le, original proceeding, interlocutory

ecision cases.,

!

SUPERIOR COURT (14 courts in 4 districts) A
29 Jjudges

(SP casetypes: . .

- Tort, contract, domestic relations, estate,
Exclusive real property rights, mental
health, administrative agegey, civil
appeals, miscellaneous civil jurisdiction,

- Exelusive triable felony, criminal appeals

urisdiction,

- Juvenile,

Jury trials in most cases.

A

DISTRICT COURT (59 locations in 4 districts)
{7 Jjudges, 34 magistrates

(8P casetypes:

- Tort, contract (4 9/10,000-25,000), small
claims Jjurisdiction (% 9,000},

- Linited felony, misdemeanor, DHI/DUI

NOTE:

Eur:sd;ctlon. . . L

- Exclusive {raffic/other violation Jjuris-
diction, exceﬁt for uncontested parking
910}3}10ns {which are handled administrat-
ively),

-~ Emergency Juvenile,

Jury trials in most cases.

Gourt of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction

Court. of
. limited
Jurisdiction

The text at the he%inning of this section contains important information

relevant to this chart,
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ARIZONA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT
5 justices sit en bane
CSP casetypes:

—H - Handatgrg Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, Qigciflinarg, ) Court of
certified questions from federal courts, original proceeding last resort
¢ases., -

- Diseretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital ¢riminal
adninistrative agency, Jjuvenile, original proceeding, Inter-

locutory decision cases, -

]

COURT OF APPEALS (2 courts/divisions) A
18 Judges sit in panels
! ? Intermediate
(8P casetypes: . . . appellate
- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin- court
istrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interloc-
utory decision bases, . | . .
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in adwinistrative agency cases.
}
SUPERIOR COURT (15 counties) A .
101 judges
(8P casetypes: . ) )
- Tort, contract, real proiertg righis (5 500/n0 maximum); mis-
cellaneoys domestic relatioions. Exclusive estate, meptal Court of
health, domestic relations except for miscellaneoys, eivil . general
L—1  trial court appeals, miscellaneous civil fur;sdlct;on. durisdiction
- nlsdemeanop,,Mlscelianeous eriminal, Exclusive triable
felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction,
~ Exelusive juvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials.
A
JUSTICES OF THE PEACE (84 precincts) | | MUNICIBAL COURT (79 cities/touns) |
84 Judges {42 full-time and 36 part-tive judges
(5P casetypes: - - (8P casetypes: ) ) Courts of
- Tort, contract, real property - Hiscellaneous domestic relations. limited,
rxgh%s_(s /2 500), miscellaneous - Hisdemeanor . Jurisdiction

domestic relations, Exclusive
stall elaims jurisdiction (% 500,
= Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, miscellaneous
eriminal, | Exclusive' Timited felony
Hur;sdlctxon, L )
- gvxnf traffic. violations, parking,
niscellaneous traffie.

laneous traffic, Exclusive .
ordinance violation Jurisdiction,

!

|

|

]

i

|

D P !
- Hoving traffic, parking, miscel- 1
¥

I

1

!

|

l

!

|

o e e e o e e =

Jury trials, except in small claims, Jury trials; except in civil cases.

NOTE: The text at the beﬁinning of this section centains important information
relevant to this chart.
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ARKANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT
? Justices sit en bane

(SP casetypes: Court of
—M - nandatorY Jurisdiction in civil, ¢riminal, administrative last resort
agency, lawyer disciplinary, certified questlons from federal

gourts, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.
- Dlsoreixonarg Jurisdiction 1n civil, noncapital crxmxnal,
administrative agency cases,

COURT OF APPEALS f
6 Judges sit in panels and en banc

Intermediate
CSP casetypes: appellate
- Handatory jurisdietion in civil, noncapital criminal, admin- court
istrative agency, Juvenile, interlocutory decision cases,
- No discretionary jurisdiction.
CIRCUIT COURT (24 circuits) CHANCERY AND PROBATE COURT T
48 judges * (24 circuits)
CSP casetypes: 30 Jjudges
- Tort, contract real proper-
ty rxfhts ( 1b /no Maximum) , (SP casetypes:
miscellaneous civil, 4 - Tort, contract, real pro§ertg Courts of
Exclusive civil appeals Pl?h s. Exclusive domestic general
ﬁur15d1ctxon. relations (except for pater- Jurisdiction
tsdemeanor, DUI/DUL, miscel- nity/bastardy), estate, wen-
laneous criminal,  Exclusive tal health durlsdlctlon.
triable felony, criminal ap-
peals Jjurisdiction.
Jury trials, No jury trials.
I MUNICIPAL COURT (120 courts) | | COUNTY COURT (75 courts) LT
! | [} |
1 109 Jjudges ] 1 79 Jjudges and 6L juvenile ]
| ] 1 referees, '
1 CSP casetypes: ] i i
1 = Contract, real erdy ! 1 (5P casetypesy , [
] rlghts (¢ o/300 ). Exclu51vek——————-————-——{ - Real propertT rlghts, miscel-
1 sMall claims Jurisdiction t laneous clyi xclusive.
(8 I ] iaternxtq/bastardg Jurisdic-
i = Limited felony, misdemeanor, 1 ] fon, !
1. DHI/DUI, . . i 1. - Exclusive juvenile juris-
1 = Traffic/other yiolation. 1 i diction, % !
1 { ] |
L Mo dury trials, . ; { o dury trials, j
| POLICE COURT (5 courts) ] | CITY COURT (54 courts) ]
b | b I Courts of
t 4 judges | 1 79 Judges ! limited
] ] ] ! Jurisdiction
1 (8P caset%pe 1 1 CSP casetypes: !
1 = Contrac real fropertg p———F—1 = Conirac real Fropertg !
] rthts | 1 rights ( (¢ 07300, '
|- Hlsdemeanor, DNI/DUI. i 1 nxsdemeanor, DHI/DUI. |
1 = Iraffic/other violation, 1 1 = Traffic/other violation. |
1 1 1 I
L Ho dury trials, . ] Mo dury brials, !
I COUR OF CORMON FLERS (5 sourie)
] 1
1§ judges |
| 1
1 (SP casetypes: 1
| =" Contracies 508/1,000). |
|
! Jury trials, !

* Eight judges also serue the Chancery and Probate Court,
3 Efgectxue Jan, 20, duvenxle Jurisdiction was transferred to the Circuit
Court and the Chancerg and Probate’ Court.

NOTE: The text at the beglnnlng of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart.
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CALIFORNIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

| SUFRENE COURT ” , A
7 Justices sit en hanc

CSP casetypest - L Gourt of

- Handadory Jurisdiction in cpiminal, disciplinary cases. : last resort

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civii, noncapital ¢riminal
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, ortginal proceeding, infer-
locutory decision cases.

-

3

COURTS OF APPEAL (6 courts/districts) , fA
77 judges sit in panels

e P Intermediate
(5P casetypes: appellate

- Mandatory Jjurisdiction in civil, noncapital ecriminal, admin- court
1strative agengy, Juyenile ¢ases. | . .
- Discretionary jurisdiction in admipistrative agency, orig-

inal proceeding,. interlocutory decision cases,
4
SUPERIOR COURT (58 counties) A
724 judges, 106 comMissioners and referees
(8P tasetypest . ) Court of
- Tort, contract, real property rlghts ($ 25,000/n0 maximum), . general
miscellaneous civil, Exclusive domestic relations, estate, durisdiction

mental health, civil appeals jurisdiction, o
- gUXQDUI. Exclusive triable felony, eriminal appeals juris-
iction,
- Exclusive Jjuvenile Jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

MUNICIPAL COURT (87 courts) JUSTICE COURT (79 courts)
554 Judges, 123 referees and commis- 78 judges
sioners,
(8P casatypes: Courts of
(SP casetypes: = Tort, contract, real pro ert? . Climited
- Tord, contract, real pro ert? . rights (6 8/25,000, small claims Jurisdiction
rights (¢ 8/25,000), small claims ($71,500), miscellaneous civil,
$1,500), miscellaneous civi], - Limited felony, misdemeanor,
- Linited felony, misdemeanor, DH1/DUL, 1. o
- Traffic/other violation, - Traffic/other violation,
Jury trials, except in infraction cases Jury trials, except in infraction cases

NOTE: The fext at the beﬁinning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart,
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COLORADO COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

]

SUPREME COURT A N
¥ 7 justices sit en banc
CSP casetypes: . . | L L . Court of
—# - Handatory Jurisdiction ip civil, criminal, administrative last resort
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, advisory opinion, original
Broceed;ng; interlocutory decision cases, L
- Discretionary Jurisdietion in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, Juvenile, advisory opinion, original
proceeding cases.
COURT OF APPEALS al- ]
10 judges sit in panels
Intermediate
CSP casetypest ) . . appellate
- Handatory Jurisdiction in c¢ivil, noncapital criminal, admin- sourt
istrative agency, Juyenile cases.
- No discretionary jurisdiction,
| DISTRICT COURT (22 districtsIR| | DENVER PROBATE COURT DENVER JUUVENILE COURT o
110 judges 1 judge 3 Jjudges _
CSP casetypes: (5P casetypes: CSP casetypes:
- Tort, contract, real property} | - Exclusive estate, - Exelusive adogtton,
rights, estate, civil ap- mental health support/custody
Yeals, mental health, miscel- ﬁurlsdlctlon in Surxsdlctlon in
aneous civil, Exclusive enver. enver,
domestic relations juris- - Exclusive juvenile
- dictien, o ﬁurxsdlctxon in
- ¢riminal appeals, limited enver,
felonE, niscellaneous crimin- ~
al., Exelusive triable felony
gurlsd;ctan. o
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdic- {ourts of
tion, except in Denver, . general
) ) . . Jurisdietion
Jury trials, except in appeals.| | Jury trials, Jury trials,
WATER COURT (7 districts)
7 district judges serve
(8P casetypes; i,
- Real property rights. ‘ Hunicipal
) Court of
Jury trials, record
COUHTY COURT (63 counties) [ronosmmsomsoselecmonasasnnn- 1
) | MUNICIPAL COURT |
112 judges ( {215 courts) l
t t
(8P casetypes: 1 ~230 judges f
- Tort, contract, real Eroyertg i !
rights ($ ¢/ Lb@@).. xclusive 1 GSP ogset%pes:_ Lo
small claims jurisdiction . = Hgvln? raffic, parking, Courts of
(6 2, . . Hunicipal I misge 1aneous,%raff1c. I Climited
- (riminal appeals, limited felony, H4—Court not——  Exclusive ordinance 1 Jurisdiction
Exclusive misdemeanor, DHI/DUI ¢f record 1 vielation Jurisdiction.,
Hur;sdlctlon, ) ! |
- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous !
traffic. | |
| |
Jury trials, except in small [ ) ) !
clains and appeals. | No jury trials, |

The Denver Superior Court was abolished 11/14/86.

NOTE: The text at the beﬂinning of this section contains important infornation
relevant o this chart,
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CONNECTICUT COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT

?.%ustxces sit-en banc in conference, otherwise § justices
sit as the Court in a panel whose membership rotates daily

r—H €SP casetypes:

- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency gases,

- Diseretionary Jjurisdiotion in civil, noncapital criminal,
adwinistrative agency; Jjudge dxscxpilnarg ¢ases,

4

APPELLATE COURT A
9 Judges git in panels

CSP casetypes:
flandatory %urlsdxctlon in ciyil, noncapltal criminal,
adwinistrative agency, Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary,
original proceeding cases,

- Dlscretlonar? durlsdlctlon in adwinistrative agency
{zoning only) cases.,

SUPERIOR COURT (12 districts and 21 geogra{hxoal areas
fogtclu;l/cr1m1aal matters, and 14 districts for Juuenxle
matters

446 judges and the appellate justices/judges

¢Sp caset¥pes-
- Paternl y/bastardg, Mental health, Mlscellannous civil,
Exc usxue tort, contract, real proiertg rights, small
—t " glaits ( ,@@@) marriage dissolution, c¢ivil appeals
EUFISdlCtlon.
xclusivé criminal Jurisdiction,
~ Exclusive traffic/other yiolation ﬂurxsdlctxon, except
ior ?ngontested parking (which is handled administra-
ively
- Exclusive Juvenile gurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases,

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

' PROBATE COURT (132 courts)
I
132 judges

pental health, miscellansous civil, Exclusive adoptlon,

|
I
]
1= Paternl g/bastardg, miscellanequs domestic relations,
|
1 estate Jurisdiction.

f

|

]
I
t
]
|
¢SP casetgpes' !
1
|
|
|
j

| Ho Jury trials,

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

- {ourt of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
. general,
Jurisdiction

Court of
limited
Jurisdiction

HOTE: The text at the be 1nn1ng of this section contains important information

relevant to this chart
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DELAWARE COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT

5 Justices sit in panels and en banc
Court of
CSP casetypess . . . . . o : . last resort
- Handatory ﬂurlsdlct;on in ¢ivil, criminal, lawyer dlsclﬁllnarg, advisory opin-

ions for the executive and legislature, original proceeding cases. .
- Diseretionary jurisdiction in civil, nongapital criminal, certified questions

from federal courts, interlocutory decision cases.

4 4 4

COURT OF CHANCERY (3 counties) SUPERIOR COURT (3 countizs) A

i chancellor and 3 vige- 13 Judges

chancellors

CSP casetypes:

(SP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real property

- Tort, contract, real froper- r;ghis mental health, Courts of
ty rights, mental health, M;sgelianeous.' Exelusive _general
Exclusive estate Jjuris- civil appeals gurlsd;ct1on_ Jurisdiction
diction, - Hisdemeanor. Exclusive tri-

able felony, criminal ap-
peals, miscellaneous criminal

Jurisdiction,
Ho Jjury trials, Jury trials, except in appeals.
4
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS FAMILY COURT (3 counties)
(3 counties) .
5 Judges 13 judges
(8P casetypes: (8P casetypes: )
- Tort, contract, real property - Exclusive domestic relations
rights, miscellaneous civil Hurxsdxctlon.
($ a/15,000) . - flisdemeanor,
~ Nisdemeanor, ) - Hoving traffic, miscellaneous
- Preliminary hearings. traffic (juventle),
. i = Exclusive Jjuvenile Jjurisdic-
Jury trials in some cases, tion,
(No Jury trials in New Castle) ) .
No jury trials,

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT [rosssresaebe e semens 1
(19 courts) I ALDERMAN’S COURT (12 towns)

|
33 Justices of the peace and 1 1 12 aldermen

chief magistrate

|
1 CSP caset?pes: Courts of
(SP casetypes: - Small claims ($ 2,300), Timited
= Real Erosertg rxThts ) - Hisdemeanor, DNI/ﬁ )
Eg g/sbg)@)’ small claims = Traffic/other violation,

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI,
- floving traftic, miscellaneous

|
|
!
!
|
U, I Jurisdiction
|
:
|
traffic, :

D Ho Jjury trials,
Jury trials in some cases, Rt bbbt !

f MUNICIPAL COURT OF WILMINGTON (1 city)
|
13 judges (2 full-time, 1 part-time)

|
|
{
| 1
1 CSP casetypes: I
1 - Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, |
I = Traffic/other violation, '
t ~ Preliminary hearings, i
! t
{ i

L No Jury trials.

NOTE: The text at the heﬁinninq of this section contains important inforaation
relevant o this chart,
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~ DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

COURT OF APPEALS A
9 Judges sit in panels and en banc
(8P casetypes:

- Hlandatory %urisdzction in civil, eriminal, Court-of
administrative ageney, Juvenile, lawyer last-resort
distiplinary, prrglnai proceeding, ipter- - o
Jocutory declsion cases, | .

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in small ¢laims;
minor criminal, and original proceeding

cases, ; ]
|

SUPERIOR COURT al |

61 Judges

(8P casetypesy . .

- Exelusive civil gur1sdxctzon, small claims
Eurxsd;ctlon‘(§ eaey, Court of

= Exelusive crxm1na1 %urlsd;ctxon. N . general

- Exclusive traffic/other violation juris- Jurisdietion
diction, except for most parking cases
(which are handled administratively),

- Exclusive Jjuvenile Jurisdiction.

Jury trials in almost all cases.

NOTE: The text at the heginning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart,
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FLORIDA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

»r

"SUPREME COURT , f

?fJustices sit en bane

CSP casetypest - . o o .

- Handatory jurisdistion in civil, criminal, administrative
-agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, advisory opinion cases,

- D:sgrg%xonarg Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
adwinistrative agency, Juvenile, advisory opinion, orig-
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

4

Court of
last resort

DISTRICT COURTS OF APPEAL (5 courts) A
46 Jjudges sit in 3-judge panels

(SF casetypes: . L

~ Handatory %grlsdlctxon in civil, noncapital eriminal;
administrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases, | o o

- Diseretionary jurisdictien in civil, noncapital eriminal

Juvenile, original procesding, interlocutory decision

cases, ~

4

CIRCUIT COURT (28 circuits)
362 Jjudges

(8P casetypes: : .

- Tort, contract, real pquertE rights (% 5,000/n0 maxi-
mum), miscellaneous civil., Exclusjve domestic relations,
pental health, estate, civil appeals jurisdiction.

- Mlsdemganor,_bNI/DUI miscellansous eriminal, . . |

Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals Jurisdiction.

Jury trials, except in appeals.

Intersediate
appellate
court

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction

4

COUNTY COURT (67 counties)

223 Jjudges

(5P casetypes: ,

- Tort, contract, real property rights. ($ 2,500/5,000),
M1s§ellaneous civil, Exclusive small claims jurisdiction

- Misdémganﬁr, DUI/DUT, miscellaneous criminal,

- Exclusive traff;c/otﬁer violation Jurisdiction, except
parking (which is handled administratively),

Jury trials, except in miscellaneous traffic.

Court of
limited,
Jurisdiction

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains important information

relevant to this chart.
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GEORGIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT
7 Justices sit en hang b
Coupt:
(8P casetypes: . L . . L of
- Handatory Jurisdiction in ciyil, eriminal, administrative agency, juvenile, Hb last
o ‘ disciplinary, certified questions from federal courts, original proceeding resort
i | cases,
- : - Discretiqnarg,furisdiction in civil, noneapital criminal, adwinistrative
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interloculory decision cases.
COURT OF APPEALS ‘
§ Judges sit in panels and en banc
Inter-
—¥ (8P casetypess . - ) - L . Mediate
- Handatory Jurisdiction in ¢ivil, noncapital eriminal, adwinistrative agency, appeliate
guuenlle, original grocgedlng, Interlocutory decision cases, . . court
~ 1scret1qnarg.fur15 ietion in civil, nopearital g¢riminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlosutory decision cases.
I b ! _
t JUUENILE COURT ({39 counties; 59} SUPERIOR COURT (45 circuits among A
:‘seﬁarate courts, Judges in 109 | 159 counties)
t other counties also sit on other )
I oourts) i ] 135 judges
1 4L full-time apd 40 part-time
! gudges 2 of whom also serve as i (8P casetypes: . . Courts
1 9tate Sourt Judges, and 2 mag= = Tort, contract, miscellaneous civil, of
i istrates, Superior Court judges Exclusive real property rights, general
+serve in the 100 remalnln% I domestic relations, civil appeals uris-
1 counties without a separate { Hurxsdlct1on. , = iction
t Juvenile Court Jjudge, ! = fisdemeanor, DUI/DUL, Exclusive
l ( teiable felony, criminal appeals.
t (5P cgsetgpes:_ . { = Traffic/other violation, except
1 = Hoving traffic, miscellaneous 1 for parking,
i traff!°| }
1 - Juvenile, f
1 |
L No Jury trials, ! Jury trials,
b L
[rrosnommnenonses £ I Seivieiieiohieieiniieb 1 promomeemecemessioesecs 1 [rooeicmsneeenneoos 1
i CIVIL COURT 1 1 STATE COURT 11 MAGISTRATE COURT ' 1 PROBATE COURT 1
[ (Blbb.Countg 11 (62 courts) (159 counties) | 1 (439 Counties) 1t
1 and Righmond 1 1 33 faull-time [ ) . I { ) I
i County) i 1 and 48 part- 1 159 chief magistrates | 1 459 Judges {
I3 Judges v tive Judges, and + 1 and 273 magigtrates, | ! !
! 1 2 associates v 3 of whom also serve o 1 CSp casetgpes: |
~ €8P casetypes: 14 1 State, Probate, Juv- 1 i - Hental health, 1
it~ Tort, con- 1 1 CSP casetypes: 1 1 enile, Civil, or ! it estate, misgel- )
v track(6 B/ 1 1 = Tort contract, M Hunicipal Courts, f I laneous civil,
1 7500-25000), + +  gmall claims 1 o t = MHisdemeanor, 1
t smatl elaims 11 (8 UARIES), 1+ 1 CSP casetypes: t t DHIAUL,
t ($ 3000- t 1. wiscellaneous + 1+ ~ Tort, contract (% 0/1 1 = Hoving traffic, !
Co25000), 1 eivil, 1 25080, small claims 1 L misgellansous
v - Linited fel- 1+ 1 - Limited felony,n v (% 2 bay, 1 1 traffise, 1
Looony, t 1 misdemeanor 1 1 - Lisited felony, f f I Courts
Jury teials, 1o DHI/DUL, v 0 limited misdemeanor, ! [ . . t o of
B ey - ngvln? traffic 1+ - Ordinapce yiolation.: t No Jury trials. 1 limited
—|  miscellanesus 1 No jury trials, I R Ll 4 Juris-
l 1 traffic, U bemrecmmecee e 4 igtion
promemneselanaoc.- 1 + Jury trials. I vt seeessmsssmssssss) | [acssen-oessccesinasosass
t MUNICIPAL COURT | Lew--comcmmemcane-- i COUNT RECORDER’S COURT 1 | 1 MUNICIPAL COURTS t
1 {4 court in 1 1 (Chatham, De Kalb, F—— AND THE CITY COURT .
i Golumbus) t I Gwinnett, and Nuscogee | 1 OF ATLANTA !
1 judge [ t Colinties 1 t (7390 courts) I
1 | | ! I
i CSP casetypes: 1 17 Jjudges 11 CSP casetypest [
¢~ Tort, contract ¢ ' vt = Tort, contract (§ 0/
! ), ! CSP_cgsetg;es: oo 1508-7508), small
1 small claims t = Limited felony, ! v tlajmg (5 1,500
t ($ 1500-7500), 1 ! UI, t 1 7,900), f
t ~ Limited felony,! 1 - Traffic/other 1t = Limited felony, i
t migdemeanor, 1 I violatien. to0 DHIAYL. '
! ! ! 11 - Traffig, ordinance 1
1 Jury trials in I . . 1t yiolation, i
b ¢ivil cases. 1 ] No Jury 4rials, ) LHo Jury trials, t

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart,
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HAWAII COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT ) )

3 Justices sit-en banc
(SP casetypest - - , Court of
= Nandatory jurisdietion in .civil, criminal, adwministrative last resort

agency, Juvenile, Qisclflinarg, certified questions frof

federal courts, original prgceeqipf cases, o .
- Dlscretanarg'furts ietion in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision
ases,
\ : i i
|
1
I
i
! _
INTERMEDIATE COURT OF APPEALS f
3 Judges sit en banc .
Intermediate
(SP casetypes: appeliate

- Handatory %urisdlction in civil, erininal, court
administrative agency, juvenile, original
progeedxn%, Interlocutory decislon cases
assigned 0 it by the Supreme Court.

- No discretionary jurisdiction,

CIRCUIT COURT AND FAMILY COURT {4 eircuits) fl

24 Jud%es and § distriet famil? Judges, One First
Clrcui Judge hears contested [and matters and tax
appeals,

(5P casetypes: ) .

- Tort, contract, real property rights, miscellaneous fourt of
clugi ($ 1,000-5,000/n0 maximum), Exclusive dom- . general
estic relations, mental health, estate, administra- Jurisdiction
tive agency aBﬁeals Jurisdiction. .

- Hisdemeanor, DUI/DUI, miscellaneous criminal,
Exclusive tr;able.feiong Jurisdiction,

- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous traffic.

- Exclugive Juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials.

DISTRICT COURT (4 circuits)
22 Jjudges and 37 per diem judges
(SP casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property rights, miscellaneous civil ($ 0/, Court of
10, 6be) {concurrent from 5,600-10 Aob (civil nonjuryd]. Exclusive . linited
small claims Jurisdiction (% 3,50@2.' L Jurisdiction

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, Exclusive limited felony jurisdiction,

= Hovin traﬁflo, miscellaneous traffic, Exclusive parking, ordinance

violation jurisdiction.

No Jury trials,

---- Indicates assignment of cases,

% Some per diem Jjudges are assigned to serve as per diem District & Family Court judges
in the First Cireuit,

NOTEY The text at the beginning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart.
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IDAHO COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT f
5 Justices sit en hanc
| C8P casetypes:

- Handatory %urisdiction in civil, criminal, - Court of
administrative agencg, duvenile, diseiplin- last resory
10

-

ary, original proceeding cases. |

- Disgretionary Jjurisdigtion in civil, non-
capital eriminal, administrative agency,
Juvenile, certified questions from federal
gourts, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases.

T
|
i
|
t
1

!

COURT OF APPEALS
3 Judges sit en bant

Intermediate
(SP casetypes: . . appellate
- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital court
criminal, guvenile, original proceeding ,
gases assigned to,lt,bg_thg Supreme Court,
- No discretionary jurisdiction.

DISTRICT COURT (? districts) A

33 judges, 62 lawaer and 8 nonlawyer
magistrates, and 7 trial court administrators,

(8P casebypesy . . . )

~ Exclusive ¢ivil gurxsdlcthn (ingluding
civil appeals) (5 D/no maximum; Hagistrates Court of
division; 0/10,000), Small claims jurisdie- . general
tien (& 2,000), o ) Jurisdiction

- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including
criminal appeals). o

- Exclusive traffic/other violation
Jurisdietion. .

~ Exelusive Juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in small elaims and traffic

---= ipdicates assignment of cases,

NOTE: The text at the beﬁinning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart.
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ILLINOIS COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

| SUPRENE COURT
? Justices sit en banc
(SP casetypes:

- Handatory %urisdiction in civil, criminal,

admipistrative agency, Juvenile, lawyer

. disciplinary, quglna[ progeeding, inter-
lgoutory decision cases, =

- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in civil, non-
gapital crimipal, administrative agency,
Juvenile, certified questions from federal
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision .cases,

-

4

APPELLATE COURT (5 courts/districts) f

34 authorized judges sit in panels, plus 9
supplemental judges

(5P casetypes: = =~ ,

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital
criminal, administrative agency, juvenile,
original proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases,

- Discretionary jurisdietion in civil, inter-
locutory decision cases,

)

CIRCUIT COURT (22 circuits) A

780 authorized circuit and associate circuit
Judges

(SP casetypesy . | . .
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including |
administrative a eggg)appeals), smatl claims

NOTE:

gurisdiction.
her violation

gurisdiction_(%

- txelusive cr1M1na1

- Exclusive traffic/o
gurlsd;cthn. e,

- txelusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials in most cases.

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction

The text at the heﬁinninq of this section contains important information
t to this ¢ .

relevant to thi art,
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INDIANA COURT STRUCTUR‘E, 1987

SUPREME COURT
5 Justices sit en bang
CsP casetUPes.

0ases,

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, dlscxplxnarg, original proceeding

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, administrative agency,
Juvenile, original proceeding cases,

)

]

TAX COURT* =1 COURT .OF APPEALS (4 courts) A
1 Jjudge 12 judges
csp cgsgtgpes- (SP casetupes:
- fdministrative - Handatory gurlsd1ctlon in ciyil, noncapital criminal
agency appeals, administrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding,
interiocutory decision cases,
- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in interlocutery decision
cases,

A

)

SUPERIOR COURT (415 courts)
117 Judges

¢sp casetqpes'

- Tort; contract, real ?ro ert
tth%s( small claimg 00
domestic relations, nentai he
estafe, eivil appeals miscell
ciyi

= Iriable felony, misdemeanor,

UI, criminal appeals, miscel
neous criminal

- floving traffic, miscellaneous
traffic,

- Juvenile,

Jury trials,

A Cl

(s

)
aith,
aneous

DHI/ -
la-

9 Jjudges

Jury trials,

RCUIT- COURT (92 courts) A

P casetgpes.

ort, contract, real grogertg
rlgh%s, small claims 00)
dorestic relations, mental eaith,
estate, civi} appeals, stcel-
laneous civil,

Triable felony, misdemeapor, DRI/
DUT, criminal appeals; miscella~
neous criminal,

HOV}?g traffic, miscellaneous

i¢,

Juvenile,

|

COUNTY COURT (57 courts)
54 judges

(¢SP casetgpes.

- Tort contract, real proYertg
rlqh%s 00), small
claims ( 3 006 ), mental
health, stcellaneous civils
= Limited felony, misdemeanor,
DHI/DUI misce] laneous crim-

- Irafflc/other violation,

Jury trials,

PROBATE COURT
(1 court)

{ Judge
CSP casetypes:

- fdoption, estate,

miscellaneous
eivil,
- Juvenile,

Jury trials,

MUNICIPAL COURT OF MARION
COUNTY (15 courts)

15 judges

CSP casetgpes‘

= Tort, contrapt, real
Erogertg rights (¢ 9/

02), wmental health,
eivil trial court appeals,
miscellaneous civil,

- Linited felony, Misdemean-
or, DNI/DUI, #iscellaneous
criminal,

- Irafflc/other violation,

Jury trials,

______________ L

. | |
[roszes-vessnscendocusancnniioy S I Sl 7 r
1 CITY COURT (52 courts) 11 TOHN COURT | | SMALL CLAIMS COURT OF
! ) 11 (25 courts) 1 1 MARION COUNTY (8 courts)
1 52 Judges 11 29 Judges ] v
! 1o I 1 8 Judges
1 (5P casetype 11 (8P casetypes: | |
|- Tort contract (5 0/500-2,50000 1 - Hxsdemeanor, ! 1 (8P casetypes'
! ost are $ 500 maxivum), v 1 DHIAD ] i - Small elaims (§ 3,000),
1 Hxs emeanor; DN!/D Ul to - Irafflc/other | 1 - Hiscellaneous criminal.
1 - Traffic/other violation, 1 yiolation, i 1
! i ] ] |
L Jury trials, [ Jury trials, ! t Ho jury trials.

% The Tax Court was established in 19

86.

KOTE: The text af the beglnnlng of this section contains important information

relevant to this chart.
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'IOWA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURY
9 justices sit in panels and en bane

(8P casetypes: . - . o

- flandatory jurisdiction in ciyil, criminal,
adwinistrative agency, Jjuvenile, lawyer Gourt of
disciplinary, certified questions from fed- last resort
eral courts, original grocegdxng cases. |

- Discretionary jurisdiction in.ciyil, crimin-
al, administrative agency, Juvenile, orig-
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision

. cases,

-

I

!
COURT OF APPEALS

6 judges sit in panels and en banc

Intermediate
(SP casetypes: . appellate
- Handatory %urlsdxctlon in civil, criminal, court
administrative agency, .juvenile, original
progeedlng, interlocu or% de¢ision cases
assigned by the Sypreme Court,
- No discretionary jurisdiction,

DISTRICT COURT (8 districts in 99 counties) A

100 judges, 42 district associate Jjudges,
17 senior Jjudges, and 158 part-time magistrates

(5P casetypesy . . . . . )
= Exglusive ¢ivil jurisdiction (including
trial court afgeals). Small claims
jurisdiction (5 2,000), = . . Court of
- txelusive criminal durisdiction (including _general
eriminal agpeals). ) ) Jurisdietion
- Exclusive traffic/other violation )
gurnsd;cthn, excep} for uncontested parking,
= kxclusive juyenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in small claims, Juvenile,
equxt%_cases, city and county ordinance
violations, and mental health cases.

===~ Indicates assignment of cases.

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains important information
relevant to this cgart.
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KANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

 SUPREME COURT
7 justices sit en bane
(SP casetypes: . . . o L . Court of
- Handatora‘ourxsdlctxon in ¢ivil, criminal, administrative last resort
agency, diseiplinary, certified questions from federal
courts, original proceeding cases, L O
- D;scre%xonarg.Jurlgdlctlon in civil, erininal, administra-
tive agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision ¢ases,

]

COURT OF APPEALS A

10 Judges generally sit in panels .

Intermediate

(SP casetypess L - . appellate

- Handatory jJurisdiction in eivil, ¢riminal, administrative court
agengy, Juvenile, original proceeding, e¢riminal inter-
locutory decision cages, = . L

= Discretionary Jjurisdiction in civil interlocutory decision
cases,

DISTRICT COURT (31 districts) fi
146 judges and 70 magistrates

(SP casetypesy . . . . . o

- Exclusive eivil Jurisdiction (including civil appeals). Court of
Small elaims Jurisdiction ($ 4,0000, ~ . general

- Exclusive eriminal Jurisdiction (including criminal Jurisdiction
appeals), . = ,

= Hoving traffic, miscellaneous traffic,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials.

tourt of
limited

CSP casetypes: L Aimited.
% Jurisdiction

- Woving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, DNI/DUI, Exclusive

]

: ~314 Jjudges
!

E ordinance violation, parking Jurisdiction,
|

ROTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains important information
relgvant to this chart,
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KENTUCKY COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

L 3

SUPREME COURT
7-Justices sit en banc

(8P casetypest - ) -
- Handator?,gurlsdxctlon in capital and other eriminal
(deathy life, 20 yrt sentence), lawyer diseiplinary,
certified ‘questions from federal courts, original proceed-
10g cases. P . -
= Disgretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital ¢riminal,
administrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding,
interiocutory decision cases,

4

COURT OF APPEALS

14 judges ggnerallq sit in panels, but sit en banc in
a policymaking capacity,

CSP casetypest =~ ) . )

~ Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, orig-
inal proceeding cases, | . ..

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crimipal
administrative agency, original proceeding, interiocutory
decision cases,

The text at the beﬁinning of this section contains important information
relevant to this ¢ ‘

CIRCUIT COURT (56 judicial circuits) f
91 Judges

(SP casetypess .

- Tort, contract real‘progertg rights, estate (§ 2,500/
no maximum), éxclu51ve_ omestic relations, excep%_fqr
gatgrn;t%[bastardg, civil appeals, miscellapeous civil

Hur1sdxc ion. . ) .
- Hisdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals
Jurisdiction.

Jury trials, except in appeals.

]

DISTRICT COURT (57 judicial districts)
125 Jjudges

(5P casetypes: )

- Tort, contract, real property rights, estate (¢ 0/2,500).
Exclus;ve_paternxta/bastardg, mental health, small claims
Hurxsdlctxon (% 1,000, o

- Hisdemeanor, lxmx%ed felopy, DUI/DUI jurisdiction.

= Exclusive traffic/other violation Jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials in most cases.

art,

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction

Court of
limited,
Jurisdiction
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LOUISIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUFREME -COURT

7 Justices sit en bane
© | 8P casetypes: : Court of
N

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, eriminal, administrative last resort
3gency, . 1sclpllngr3_cases._ o ) L
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile, certified questions from
federal courts, interlocutory decision cases.
[
COURTS OF APPEAL (5 courts) fi
48 Jjudges sit in panels _ Intermediate
appellate
(8P casetypes: . . . . . court
- Hgndator%_durlsdlctlon in givil, noncarltal eriminal, ad-
ninistrative agency, Juyenile, original procesding cases.
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in original proceeding cases.
i
DISTRICT COURTS
192 judges
DISTRICT COURT (42 districts) A
(5P casetypest )
= Tort, contract, real proggrtg rights, adoption, Mental
— heal%hz marriage dissolution. Exclusive supgort/custody,
paternlty/bastardy, estate, civil trial court appeals,
niscellaneous ¢ivil jurisdiction, .
__’j - Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, Exelusive triable felony, criminal
appeals gurisdiction, Courts of
= Traffic/other violation, . general
- Juyenile, : Jurisdiction
Jury trials in most cases,
JUUENILE COURT (3 courts) EﬂMILg COURT (1 in East Baton
ouge
¢Sp casetgges:. 7
~ URESA, adoption, mental (sp casetgges:
health, ~ URESH, adoption, mental
- Juvenile, ?galth, Marriage dissolu-
ion,
. . - Juvenile,
Ho Jury trials. Ho jury trials,
[rree-- l """" 1 poesse- 1 """" 1 |
I JUSTICE OF THE 1  MAYOR’S COURT 1 | CIT¥ AND PARISH
t PEACE COURT v (7300 courts) t | COURTS (53 courts)
1 ("399 courts) 1 ) 1 )
[ oo ro1 300 dud?es ro1 74 judges
1 ™399 Justices of 1 1 (Hayors !
t the ‘peace 1o 1| CSP casetypes:
t t 1 (SP casetypest 1+ |- Tort, contract,
I CSP casetypest 1 1 - Traffic/other real progertg
t = Tort, contract + 1 violation, ¢ rxghts, $ o/ Courts of
i real prorertg r I 9009), small - limited
! rxghts 8/ 1 1 { ¢laims (% 2000), Jjurisdiction
t 12009, small v I | = Hisdemeanor,
(. claimg ($1200),1 1 f ne
i - Traffic/other 1 1 t | = Traffic/other
t violation. r [ violation,
! 1ot i | - Juvenile, except
I o I for status
] 1o I petitions,
i [ ;
! Ho jury trials, [ No Jury trials.J No Jjury trials,

NOTE: The text at ¢
0t

e beginning of this section contains important information
releuant t 1

he
his chart,
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' MAINE COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

7 Jjustices sit en hanc
C5P casetypes:

 SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT SITTING AS. LAM COURT fA

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
ageney, Juvenile, disgiplinary, advisory cpinion, original
Broceed;ng, interlocutory decision cases. o

- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in criminal extradition,
administrative agency, original proceeding cases,

Court of
last resort

i )
SUPERIOR COURT (16 counties) fA
16 justices
(SP casetypes: .
- Tort, contract, real propert% rights,
Mgrrla?e dlssoiut;on, supfor,/custodg,, Court of
miscellaneous civil, Exclusive Egternltu/ . general
bastardy, civil agﬁeals Jurisdiction. Jurisdiction
- lisdemeanor, DHI/DUI. Exclusive triable fel-
ony, criminal appeals, miscellaneous criminal
Jurisdiction,
Jury trials in most cases,
1 [}
DISTRICT COURT (13 districts) | PROBATE COURT (16 courts) !
i 1
24 Jjudges : 16 part-tine Jjudges t
f
(8P casetypes: t CSP casetypess . t
- Tort, contract, real property 1 = Exclusive adgption, miscella-
rlghis (¢ /3, 000), domestic re- 1 neous domestic relations, estater
lations (except for adoptions I Jurisdiction. t
and paternlt?/bastard%). Ex- | t
clusive small ¢laims (8 1,400), ! I
tental health durxsdxctlon. . i [
- lMisdemeanor, DRI/DUL. Exclusive i
limited felony jurisdietion, ! [ Courts of
- Hloying traffic, ordinance vie- ! I limited,
lation.  Exclusiye parking, mis- t | Jurisdiction
cellaneous traffic Jurisdiction. I I
- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. I !
| §
No Jjury trials, L No Jury trials, !

ADMINISTRATIVE COURT
2 Judges

(SP caset és:
~ fippeal g?

No Jury trials.

administrative agency cases.

HOTE:

relevan art,

The text at the beginning of this section contains important information
t fo this ¢
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'MARYLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

COURT OF APPEALS
7 Judges sit en hanc ‘
(5P casetypes: Gourt of

¥ - Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal; administratjve last resort
agencg, Juvenile, lawyer dlSClPilﬂ&FH; certified questions
from federal courts, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases, . ... . .. R
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital eriMinal, ad-
ministrative agency, juvenile, Interlocutory decision cases,
[}
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
13 Judges sit in panels and en bane ;
Intermediate
CSP casetypest . . . o R appellate
- Mandatory jurisdiction in ciyil, noncapital criminal, admin- , court
istrative agency, Juyenile, interlocutory decision cases,
~ Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
original proceeding cases.
4
CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits in 24 counties) fA
109 judges
CSP casetypes: . .
- Tort, contract, real property rxfhts, estate, miscellaneous
civil (& 2,500/n0 maximum), Exo,us;ue_domesilc relations, Court of
uental hegith, civil appeals jurisdietion. . . general
- Felony, misdemeanor, miscellaneous criminal, Exclusive Jurisdiction
eriminal appeals jurjsdiction,
- Juvenile, except 1n Hontgomery County,
Jury trials in most cases.
4
Juvenile in
Hontgomery County
- [roros=msessrasnsemnannua s J“"1 —
DISTRICT COURT (12 districts in 24 I ORPHAN'S COURT (22 counties) !
counties f ,
. I 66 Jjudges |
90 judges i |
I C8P casetypes: !
(8P casetypes: 1 - Estate, excegt where such cases |
- Tort, contract, real prgpertg t are handled 3 Circuit Court In
rights stcelianeous civil ($ @&/ 1 Hontgomery and Harford counties. 1
10,0 i. JExclusive small claims t I Courts of
ﬁurlsd1ctxon (¢ 1,000, ! ! limited,
- Felony (theft and worthless check), | [ jurisdiction
misdameanor, DHI/DUL, | ) f !
- Exclusive moying traffic, ordinance | 1
yiolation, miscellaneous traffic [ I
jurlsdlct;on. | I
- Juvenile in Hontgomery county, { !
| I
No Jury trials, t Ho Jury trials, !

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart,
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'MASSACHUSETTS COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT ' 5]
7 Justices sit on the Court, and 5 justices sit en hane
, o Court of
b CSP casetypess - N o last resort
~ Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, Jjudge disciplin-
ary, advisory qpinion, -original proceeding cases, . |
- Discretionary jurisdiction in ¢iyil, eriminal, administra-
tive agency, Jjuvenile, interlocutory decision cases,
f
APPEALS COURT
10 Justices sit in panels Intermediate
appellate
(SP casetypess . . . o o . court
- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile cases, | o
- Discrevionary Jjurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases.
)
-
TRIAL COURT OF THE COMMONWEALTH
281 justices
SUPERIOR COURT A | DISTRICT COURT DEPARTMENT BOSTON MUNICIPAL CQURT
DEPARTMENT (69 geographlcal divisions) DEPARTMENT (Bosten)
(23 locations in | 133 Justices L,
14 counties) 11 justices
o (8P casetypes:
64 justices - Tort, contract, real property | CSP casetypes:
rights ($ 0/ng_maximumk), - Tort, contract, real
(5P casetypes: small claims (8 1,500), sup- property erhts ($ 0/no max-
= Tort, contract, ort/custody Eaternltg(bgs- imumk)  small claims
real propert? ard?, mental health, ¢ivil (1,500, support{custng,
rights, ciyi trial court appeals, miscel- mental health, civil tria
appeals, miscel-[ laneous civil, | | court appeals, and miscel-
laneous civil, | - Triable felony, limited laneous civil, |
= Triable felony, felony, misdemeanor, DHI/DUI, | - Iriable felony, misdemeanor,
miscellaneous eriminal aﬁpeals. ) DRIZDUT, criminal agpeals.
eriminal, = Traffic/other violation, - Traffic/other violation,
- Juvenile, Courts ?f
. general
Jury trials. Jury trials in some cases. Jury trials in some cases. Jurisdiction
JUUENILE COURT | HOUSING COURT LAND COURT PROBATE AND FAMILY
DEPARTMENT DEPARTMENT (lorcester | DEPARTMENT COURT. DEPARTMENT
{Boston, Bris- | Gounty, Hampden (1 stateiide (20 logations in 44
tol County, County, and Boston) court) counties)
Hampden Coun- oo o O
£y, and Hor- 4 justices 3 Justices 37 Jjustices
cester County)
o (SP casetypesy (SP -casetypesy | CSP casetypess
12 Jjustices - Real property rights,| - Rea] property} - Support/custody,
small claims rights, paternity/bastardy
(5P casetypes: $1 ' ) miscellaneous ¢ivil,
- Juvenile. - Limited felony, mis- Exclusive marriage,
demeanor, dissolution, adoption,
niscellaneous domestic
relations, estate
Jurisdiction,
Jury trials, Jury trials, Jury trials. No Jjury trials,

¥ Limited dollar jurisdietion in tort and contract cases is $ 25,000,

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains important information
relevant to this cgart.
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'MICHIGAN COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREHE COURT
7 Justices §it en bane

[ (SP casetypess . o . o :

| ‘ v - Handatory Jurisdiction in judge disciplinary cases, .

‘ - Dlscretanarg,furlsdxetxon_1n;clqll, eriminal, administrative
ageney, Juvenile, lawyer dxsclglxnarg,_advlsorg opinion,
original proceeding, interlocu

4

tourt of
last resort

ory decision cases.

; COURT OF APPEALS
18 judges sit in panels ‘ )
[ ’ Intermediate
i (8P casetypess . .. . L o ) appellate
¥ - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative court
. agency, Juvenile pases, = ) .
1 . o - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, nongapital criminal,
i . administrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding,
‘ . interlocutory decision cases.
1
COURT OF. CLAINS fl CIRCUIT CQURT A RECORDER’S COURT
(1 court) (39 circuits) OF DETROIT (1)
o 167 Judges .
{ eireuit Jjudge serves 29 Jjudges
(8P casetypes:
(SP cgsgt%pes; - Tort, contract, real CSP casetypes:
- fdminjsirative agency €r0fert8 rights - DHIZDUT, misgel-
arpeals 1nvoluxnﬁ $ 10,000/n0 maximum), laneous eriminal.
claiMs against the paternity/bastardy, Exclusive triable
state, administrative agency felonY, ¢riminal Courts of
. ) appeals, miscellaneous . appeals juris- . general,
No jury trials, elvil, Exclusive mar- dietion, Jurisdiction
riage dissolution,
support/custody, civil
trial court appeals
ﬂurlsdlct19n.
- DHI/DUT, miscellaneous
eriminal, Exclusive.
triable ﬁelqnﬁ, criminal
appeals Jurisdiction.
Jury trials, Jury trials,
i
R A
DISTRICT- COURT 1 FROBATE COQURT I 1 MUNICIPAL COURT i
(104 districts) 1 (83 counties) vt (6 courts) f
. t [ |
247 Judges i 107 Judges 1§ Judges !
t . [ |
(5P tasetypes: I CSP case gpes: 11 (SP casetypes: 1
= Tort, contract, real| ~r - Paternity/bastardy t 1+ = Tort, contragt, reali
frosertg rlghts . 1 miscellaneous civil, 1 1 Fro ertg rights 1
$ 0/10,000), small | 1 Exclusive adoption, =+ + ($ 8/1,300), small Courts of
clains (& 1,500),_ I miscellaneous domestic 1 1 claims (§ 1,500), Clinited,
~ Linited felony, mis-| 1 pelations, mental t + = Linited felong { Jurisdiction
demeanor, DHI/ﬁUI. t health, estate. ' 1 misdemeanor, DAL/
- n9u1n? traffic, 1 - Hoving traffie, miscel-1 . . t
niscellaneous 1 laneous traffic, (1 - Hoving traffie, !
traffic, ordinance 1= Exclusive Jjuvenile 11 piscellaneous i
violation, 1 Jjurisdiction, v traffic, ordi- I
) ) f i1 nange violation, }
Jury trials in most 1 ) . 11 Jury trials in most
gases, ! Some Jury trials, L1 cases, , !
NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart.
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MINNESOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT , f

7 justices sit en banc
: Gourt of
(P casetypest 0 .. -, Y last resort
~ Nandatory jurisdiction in criminal, administrative agency,
disciplinary, certified questions from federal court
cases, » '
- stcretiqnarg_furisdictxon in eivil, criminal, adwinistrative
agensy, Jjuvenile, original proceeding ¢ases.

»

4

COURT OF APPEALS A

13 judges sit en banc and in panels ,

Intermediate

(5P casetypes: =~ .~ . L , appellate

- NHandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative , court
agency, Juvenile cases, . o

- Discretiopary jurisdiction in eivil, criminal, Juvenile,
original proceeding cases.

3

DISTRICT COURT (10 districts)*
224 judges

(SP casetypes: . . .

- Tort, contract, real property rights, domestic relations, Court of
small claims (éonglllatxon Division: $ 0/2,000), mental . general
Gealth estate, miscellaneous civil, ' Jurisdiction

- Juyenile,

- fll criminal, DHI/DUI,

- Traffic/other violations,

Jury trials,

¥ The District Court was consolidated in September, 1987,

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains important information
relevant to this cﬂart.
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MISSISSIPPI COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT

CSP cagetypes:

locutory decision cases,

era] court cases,

9 justices sit in panels and en bane

~ Handatory jurisdiction in civil, crxmxnal, adninistrative
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, infer-

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in certified questions from fed-

4

-

CIRCUIT COURT (20 districts)*A
40 judges

Jurlsdlctlon'

- Civil-actions,
Bagtardy,

- Felonjes, misdemeanors,
frpeals de nove or on
record,

Jury trials,

r
!
I
|
!
i
|
—-1 - Nisdemeanors, felony pre-
|
i
|
I

T s |

|

CHANCERY COURT (20 districts)x
39 Judges

Jurxsdlctxon.
- Equity, divorce allmong pro-
bate, quardxansﬁlp, menta
comml tients,

- Hears Jjuvenile if no County
Gourt,
fppeals de novo.

Jury trials.

23 Judges

Jurisdietion:
~ Civil actions ($ 6/25,000),

liminaries,
- Juvenile,
fippeals de novo.

FAMILY COURT ({ court)®
1 judge

Jurisdiction:

- Delinquency, neglect.

- Adult erimes against
Juveniles,

Jury trlal of adults,

MUNICIPAL COURT (168 courts)#
102 judges, 1635 mayors
Jurisdiction:

1
|
|
1
]
|
- Hunicipal ordinance viola~ 1
tions, [
|
|
1
4

Jury trials,

I S —

JUSTICE COURT (97 courts)#
191 judges

Jurisdiction:

- Civil actions ($ 0/2,000).

- Hisdemeanors, felong
preliminaries,

Jury trials,

# A trial court Jjurisdietion guide was never completed bg M1551551p¥1, and data

o

are unavailable for the trial courts; therefore,
reported in this court structure chart does not reflect CSP model reporting terms,

TE:
relevant to this chart.

the trial court terminglogy

The text at the beginning of this section contains important informatioen
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MISSOURI COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

_SUPREME COURT
? dustices .sit en banc

CSP casetypess | . .. . . o Court of

~ Mandatory jurisdiction in capital criminal last resort
-and original proceed ng_casgs. O

- stcret;onar? Jurisdiction in ¢ivil, noncap-
ital eriminal, administrative agency, Jjuven-
ile, dissiplinary, original proceeding cases,

)

-

COURT OF APPEALS (3 districts) al
32 Jjudges sit in panels
CSP casetypes: =~ ) Intermediate
- Handatory durisdiction in civil, noncapjtal appellate
criminal, administrative a?encu, Juvenile, court
original proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases.
- No discretionary jurisdiction,

[}

CIRCUIT COURT (44 circuits) f
133 circuit and 172 associate circuit Judges

CSP casetypesy .~ .. . :

- Exclusive ¢ivil gurlsdlcthn (including Court of
civil appeals) (% B/no maximum; Associates . general,
division:. § 0/13,000), Small claims juris- Jurisdiction
dictiop ( 0 j, o

- Exclusive criminal %ur1541ctxon. )

- Traffi¢/other violatiop Jurisdiction,

~ Exelusive Jjuvenile jurisdiction.

.

Jury trials in most casss,

HUNICIPAL COURT (445 courts)
348 municipal Judges

CSP casety

: YGS: ) o linited
- Nunicipal ordinance violations,

1

|

|

t Court of
|

I Jurisdiction
|

|

No Jjury trials.

...... e A | —

HOTE: The text at the heginning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart.
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MONTANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT

7 Justices sit en banc and in panels
(SP casetypes:
- flandatory Jurisdiction in ClUI], eriminal, Juvenile,
f -disciplinary cases,
- Discretionary %urlsdlctxon in administrative agency,
certified questions from federal courts, original proceedlng
cases,

4

4

Court of
last resort

HATER COURT
(4 Divisons) .

4 Jjudges

(SP casetypes:

- Real pro ertg
rights, linited
to adjudication
of exxstxng
water righis,

Ho Jury trials.

DISTRICT COURT (20 Jjudicial districts)A
36 judges

(Sp casetypes.
- Tor contragt, real property rights
5h/no Maxinum) . Exclusnue domestic
relatlons, mental health, estate,
civil pgeals, wiscellaneous civil
ﬁurlsdlc ion.
isdemeanor. EXCIUSIUE triable fel-
onq eriminal apfea 5.
Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials.

3
| JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT ) | MUNICIPAL COURT (1 court) 1
1 (36 counties) ! Lo |
I 1 11 judge !
+ 47 judges, EIUS 33 Judges whe ¢ | I
1 also serve City Courts i t (5P casetypes: !
! | 1 = Tort, contract, real Brop- I
| CSP casetgpes' ' ] ert? rights ( 1
I contract real proYertgl 1 small claims ¢ 50 ]
! rxghfs 3,500), smal ! i = Hisdemeanor, DuI/ﬁ I
i - claims (S 1 Sb ) ] b= M9u1n? traffic parkxng, )
t = Hisdemeanor, DNI/DUI, ot t  miscellaneous traffic, t
1 - Hoying traffic, parking; mis- ! I
: cellaneous traffic. ' ' i
| I I
1 Jury trials, except in smMall 1 1 Jury trials, except in small
1t elaims, I 1 ¢lalms, ]
lecrusccononnscansnmanncanvnomnnn J beccaswmacnencauusanauommneeea-, J
promnamreennnncsal i eecimeemeaanas ]
1 CITY COURT (85 cities) :
i
152 JUdH plus 33 judees who alsol
1 serve Justice of the Peace Courts 1
! !
1 (8P gcasetypes: I
I - Tort contract, real property
: rlg %3 ($ 0/306), sMall claims
1
i - Hxsdemeanor DHI/DU], !
1 - Hoving rafflc, parklng, miscel=-1
1 laneous traffic, Exclusive or-
1 dinange yiolation, parking '
1. Jurisdiction, :
)
L Jury trials in some cases, L
NOTE: The tex beglnnlnq of this section contains important information
relevant art.
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Jurisdiction




NEBRASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT
7 justices sit in panels and en banc

CSP casetypess . . L L L . Court of

- Mandatory jurisdiction oyer civil, crininal, administrative last resort
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases.

- stcreilonarg urisdiction ouer civil, admipistrative agency,|
certified questions from federal courts, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases.

|

4 4

DISTRICT COURT (21 districts) A
48 Jjudges
(SP casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real fropertg rights, Court of
civil appeals, miscellaneous givil, . general
Exclugive domestic relations (except Jurisdiction

adogtions), mental health furisdic ion.
- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, Exclusive tri-
able felony, criminal appeals, miscel-
laneous eriminal Jjurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in appeals,
4

SEPARATE JUVENILE COURT HORKERS® COMPENSATION COURT

(3 counties) (1 court)

4 judges 6 Jjudges

(SP casetypes! CSP.cgsetgges:

- Juyenile, - Limnited 10 workers’
compensation disputes,

Ho Jury trials. No jury trials.

Courts of
limited,
Jurisdiction

COUNTY COURT (93 courts in 24 districis)*
57 Jjudges

{SP casetypes! .

- Tort, contract, real prorertg,rlghts
(5 0/5,000-10,000), small claims
(% 1,5@0): Exclusive adoption, estate
ﬁgr;sdlctxon. .

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DHI/DUL.

- Traffi¢/other violation.

- Juvenile,

Jury trials, except in parking,

% In July 1985, the Hunicipal Courts were merged with the County Courts,

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chari,
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NEVADA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

"SUPREME COURT

§ Jjustices siten banc o Cougt
0
(8P casetypesy . . . . . . last
- Handatory jurisdiction in c¢ivil, criminal, administrative resort
Vinary, original proceeding,

ggenc?, Juvenile, lawger discip
interlocutory decision cases.
- No-discretionary jurisdiction.

/
DISTRICT COURT (9 districts) | A ]
39 Judges, plus 2 effective 1/1/88
(8P casetypes: . X . ourt
- Tort, contract, real Tropertg rights (§ 1,000/n0 maximum), of
Exclusive domestic relations, mental hgal%h, estate, civil general
appeals, miscellaneous civil jurisdietion, . urig-
- Misdemeanor, DHI/DUL. Exclusive triable felony, criminal ietion

appeals, miscellanequs criminal Jurisdiction,
- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdistion.

Jury trials in most cases,

limited felony Jurisdiction.
- Hoving traffic, parking, miscella-

,900) ,
- Misdemeanorf‘DNI/DUL
i
neous traffic.

- Hoving traffic, parking, miscel-
laneous traffic, Exclusive ordi-
, ‘ , nance violation Jurisdiction,
Jury trials, except in small claims
and parking cases,

—
[
[rossmssssnemmaedmnnnoonn maiebIELLEELLD 1 [rremsosmessssmolescsesacososssscenaseds 1
JUSTICE COURT (55 towns) r MUNICIPAL COURT (18 incorporated |
— I ¢cities/towns) i
62 justices of the peacex oo 1
I 29 Jjudges# t
(SP casetypes: ] ] Courts
- Tort, contract, real profertg' 1 CSP casetypes: ] of
rights (6 0/2,500), small claims t = Tort, contragt, real prorerty, I linited
674, . ) I rlghfs ($ 0/2,300), small claims 1 agrls-
- Hisdeseanor, DHI/DUI, Exclusive (s [ ietion
t 1
! 1
| |
| 1
i |
[ i

l No jury trials,

¥ Eight Justices of the Peace also serve as Hunicipal Court judges.

HOTE: The text at the beﬁinning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart.
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NEW HAMPSHIRE COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

opinions for the sta :
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,

SUPREME COURT
9 Justices sit en banc

(8P casetypes:

el : irisdiction, . -

- Disgretionary jurisdiction ip civil, nongapital eriminal,
administrative agenc%, Juvenile, dlsclpl;nari, advisory

e executive and legisla

0 mandatery jurisdigction,

fA

Court of
- last resort

ure, original

4

(

SUPERIOR COURT (10 counties)
29 authorized justices
GSP casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
s 5ho Brclusive natri

/n0 magimum), Exe

usive marriage dissolution, patern-
itysbastardy, support/custody jurisdiction, -~
- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

Court of
general

miscellaneous civil . general
Jurisdiction

PROBATE COURT (10 counties)
10 judges

(8P casetypes: , .

- Hisce]laneous domestic relations,
miscellaneous civil. Exclusive
adoption, mental health, estate
Jurisdietion,

No Jury trials,

DISTRICT COURT (41 districts)
82 authorized full-time and part-

time Judges

CSP casetypes:
- Tori, contract, real proTert
ts (8 9/16,000), sma

righ

(¢ 1,300), miscellansous domestic

relations,

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI,
= Traffic/other violation. =
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

No Jjury trials,

Gourts of
1imited

| c?aims

Jurisdietion
MUNICIPAL COURT
(5 municipalities)*

3 part-time Jjustices

(8P casetypes: | ,

- Real property rxghts
small claims (§ 1506),
niscellaneous civil,

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI,

- Traffic/other violation,

No Jury trials,

# The Hunicipal Court is being phased out (by statute) upon retirement and/or
resignation of sitting justices,

NOTE:

The text at the beﬁinninq of this section contains important information

relevant to this chart.
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NEW JERSEY COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT ' fl
7 Justices sit en bane

(5P casetypesy . . L L :

- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases,

- stgrg%lonarg Jurisdietion in civil, noncapita] eriminal,
-administrative agenc? gppeal, Juvenlle dlsclglxnarg,_certl-
fied questions from federal courts, inferlocutory decision
cases,

-

|

APPELLATE DIVISION OF SUPERIOR COURT A
28 Judges sit in 7 panels (parts)

(SP casetypes: = . . . . .

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital eriminal, juve-
nile, adnlnxstnat;ue'azgncg,cages. L

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases.

‘ #

SUPERIOR COURT: CIVIL, FAMILY, GENERAL EQUITY AND CRIMINAL
DIVISIONS (15 Vicinages in 21 counties)

gudges authorized )
urrogates also serve as deputy Superior Court Clerks

(SP casetypesy . . .

- Exclusive ciyil Jurisdiction (uncontested estate are =
handled by the surrogates) (% ©/no maximum; S?eclal (ivil
Part: § 0/3,000). Swall claims gurisdiction {$ 1,000),

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals, mis-
cellaneous criminal Jurisdietion,

~ Exclusive juvenile jurisdietion,

PE
vl

3t
2

Jury trials in most cases.

[rommsmcmesesmeooohevonnniae 1

1 MUNICIPAL COURT (534 courts of TAX COURT* f
t Which 14 were multi-wunicipal) 1 ) )

! . . ) I 12 authorized judges
1 362 Judges of which approximatelys

t 20 are full-time f (8P casetypes:

| o - State/local tax

I CSP casetypesy | Lo Matters

t - Exelusive limited £elqn3, Mis- |

1 demeanor, DHI/DUT jurisdiction, 1

1 - Exclusive traffic/other t

1 violation gurisdiction. I

| !

L No Jjury trials. ! No Jjury trials,

*

Judges and can be cross assigned.

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains important information

relevant to this chart,
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Tay Court is considered a limited jurisdiction court because of its spegialized

subject matter, Heyertheless, it receives appeals from aduinistrative hodies and
its cages are appealed to the intermediate appellate court. Tax Court Jud
have the sase general qualifications and terms of service as Superior Cour

Gourt of

‘t1ast resort

Intervediate
appellate
court

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction

fourts of
limited
Jurisdiction



NEW MEXICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1987
SUPREME COURT A
3 Justices sit in panels
(SP casetypess . L Court of
» - Handatorg,durlsdlctlon in civil, cripinal, administrative - | last resort
agency, disciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases. .~ ... . . . . L
- Diseretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital erimipal,
administrative agency, Juvenile, certified questions from
federal court cases.
4
COURT OF APPEALS ; f
7 Judges sit in panels
! i Intermediate
(P casetypest = ) - appellate
- Handatory %grlsdlctxon in ciyil, noncapital criminal, court
administrative agency, juvenile cases, o
- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases,
3
DISTRICT COURT (13 distriots) |
59 Jjudges
(8P casetypes: . . Court of
- Tort, contract, real property rx?hts, estate. Exclusive . general
domestic relations, mental health, civil appeals, miscel- Jurisdietion
laneous civil Eurlsdgctxon, L
- Nisdemeanor. Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals
gurlsdgothn. e
- txelusive Jjuvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials, ‘
| 1 [
MAGISTRATE COURT (33 Hagistrate BERNALILLO COUNTY METROPOLITAN
Districts) COURT
37 judges 11 judges
(5P casetypes: (8P casetypes:
- Tort, contract, real property - Tort, contract, real property
rights (5 0/2,000). rights (5 0/5,b00),
- %h?}ﬁﬁ? felony, misdemeanar, - %hﬁlted felony misdemeanor,
- Mqvin? traffic violation, - Traffic/other violation,
miscellaneous traffic,
Jury trials, dury trials, except in traffic, Courts of
limited,
Jjurisdiction
. ] 'é@ié}'ﬁ&i'é&ﬁﬁi'iéi Aunicipal- | I PROBATE COURT (33 counties) |
. tities ! ! '
[ f t 33 judges !
184 judges ! [ Jues |
| f 1 CSP casetypes: !
1 (8P casetypest [ 1= Estate. (Hears uncontested 1
1 = Traffic/other vielation, ! I cases, Contested cases go tor
i | i District Court.) [
1 i ! |
Mo dury trials, . ; LMo dury trials, N

BOTE: The text at the heginning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart,
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NEW YORK COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

COURT OF APPEALS
7 judges sit en banc
Court
(SP casetypes: . . : of last
- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative agency, Jjuvenile, resort
original proceeding cases, ., . . . L,
- stcret;onat?,Jurxsdxctxgn in civil, ecriminal, administrative agency, Juvenile,
Judge disciplinary, original proceeding cases.
APPELLATE DIVISIONS OF SUPREME [ APPELLATE TERMS OF SUPREME COURT
COURT (4 courts/divisions) (3 terms/2 departments)
47 Jjustices sit in panels in four {9 Justices sit in panels in three
departments terns .
(5P casetypes | (5P caset I e
casetypes: s casebypes: - o appellate
- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, - Nandatogg Jurisdiction in ¢ivil, T+ court
crininal, administrative agency, . ¢riminal, Juvenile, interlocutery
Juvenile, Tawyer 41sclflxnar9, orig= decision cases, - .
ina] proceeding, interlocutory - Discretionary Jjurisdiction in
decision cases, - .. .. . ¢riminal, Jjuvenile, interlocutery
-~ Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, A, decision cases.
erininal, Jjuvenile orxgxngl,pro- Civil,
ceeding, interlocutory decision feloniess
cases, 3rd and 4th
[ Depariment —
Honfelonies:
; and Departnent
SUPREME COURT (42 districts) A COUNTY COURT (57 counties outside NYC)
%484 FTE combined Supreme Court and %484 FIE combined Supreme Court and
County Court Judges, County Court Jjudges,
CSP casetypes: . (8P casetypes: ) Courts of
- Iort, contract, real property rights, - Tort, contract,,rgal-grdperta rights, general
miscellansous ¢ivil., Exclusive miscellaneous civil (5 /25,000, Juris-
marriage dissolution jurisdiction. Irial court appeals Jjurisdiction. diction
- Triable felony, DHI, miscellaneous - Iriable felony, DHI/DUI, miscellaneous
criminal, erininal, Exclusive criminal appeals.
Jury trials, Jury trials,
| —
] i -
COURT OF CLAIMS (i court) SURROGATES’ COURT
2 Judges, 15 act as Supreme (62 counties)
Court judges
76 surrogates
(8P casetypes: -
- Tort, contract, real CSP casetypes:
roperty rights invelving - fdoption, estate,
he state. grd a%g 4%h %st &12ndt
. o epartMents eparfuents
Ho Jjury trials. Jury trials in estate, P
FAMILY COURT (62 counties—- DISTRICT CQURT (2 counties) CITY COURT (79 courts in 61
includes NYC Family Court) 49 Judges in Nassau and Suffolk ¢ities)
156 Judges 169 Jjudges
(5P casetypes: Courts of
(8P casetypest - Tort, contract, real proTertq (8P casetypes: limited
- Domestic relations (except rlqhis (4 0/19,000), small - Tory, contract, real Bro§ertg uris-
narriage dissolution), = claims (% 1,505)._ rights (5.8/5,680-15 09), ietion
gqardxanshxi. Exolusiye - Linited felony, misdemeanor, small claims ($ 1,505).
mental health jurisdiction. A, - - Linited felony, misdemeanor,
- Exclusive juvenile - Hoving traffic, miscellaneous HIMUL, T
Jurisdietion, traffic, ordipance violation. - Hoving traffic, miscellaneous
. . | Jury trials, except in traffic. traffic, ordinance violation,
Ko jury trials, ? Jury trlais, except in traffic.
i { ] [ L iaaaann 1
CIVIL COURT OF THE CITY OF CRIMINAL COURT OF THE CITY OF i TONN AND UILLAGE JUSTICE COURT ¢
NER YORK (1 court) NEW YORK (1 court) 1 (2,327 courts) !
) , 14,985 justices !
120 Jjudges 107 judges ] !
1 (8P casetypes: !
(8P casetypes: CSP,cgsethes: . t = Tort, contract, real proYertu |
- Tort, contract, real prorertg - Limited felony, misdemeanor, 1 rxgh%s ($ 0/3 b@@), smMal ]
rights (5 0/25,000), small DHI/DUI, . 1 clains (5 1,508), A .
claims ($ {,508), miscellane- - Hiscellaneous traffic misde- 1 ~ Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, miscel- t
ous ¢ivil, neanors, ordinance violation. t_laneous ¢riminal, 1
L 1 =Traffi¢/other violation, !
Jury trials, Jury trials in crininal cases. ! Jury trials in most cases. !

% Includes Acting Supréme Court Justices assigned adwinistratively, WOTE: The fext at the beginning of this
of section contains important information relevant to this chart,

166  State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1987



NORTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT
7 Jjustices sit en bane

(5P casetypes: . . L .
- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, erimipal, admi

decision cases, . . . o

- Discretionary jurisdietion in civil, criminal,
istrative agency, Jjuvenile, advisory opinions f
executive and legislature, original proceeding,
Tocutory decision cases,

ageney, Juvenile, Judge disciplinary, interlocutory

)

COURT OF APPEALS
12 judges sit in panels

(5P casetypes: - . .

- Handatory %urlsdxctlon in ciyil, noncapital gri
administrative agency, Juvenile, lawyer discipl
original proceeding cases, . | .

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital
administrative agency, juvenile, original proce
interlocutory decision cases.

1

SUPERIOR COURT (34 districts)
72 judges and 109 clerks with estate jurisdiction
CSP cazelypes:

- Tort, contract, real property rights (¢ 10,000/
1MUM5, miscellaneous sivil cases, Exclusive ad

estate, mental health, administrative agency ap
ﬁurésdxctlon.

150eMeanor,

demeanor. Exclusive triable felony, crimina
durisdiction,

dumy trials,

DISTRICT COURT (34 districts)
131 judges and 637 magistrates of which approxima

100 magistrates are part-time

=~ Tort, contract, real €r0fertu rights ($ 0/10,00
clusiye small claims (& 1,590), non-adoption do
relations, civil trial court appeals, miscellan
eivil jurisdietion, =

- g;s%gmeanor. Exclusive linited felony, DNI/DUI

iction,
- Exclusive traffic/other violation Jurisdiction,
- Exelusive juvenile Jjurisdiction.

CSP casetypes:

Jury trials in civil cases only,

A
nistrative ~Court of
last resort
admin-
or the
inter-
f
) Intermediate
ninal, - appellate
inary court
eriminal,
eding,
A
no Max- Court of
option, . general
peals Jurisdiction
| appeals
tely
., Ex-
mestic tourt of
eous - . Himited,
o Jjurisdiction
Juris-

NOTE: The text at the beg
0 this ¢

relevant t art,

inning of %his section contains important information
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'NORTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT

5 Justices sit-en banc-
~ ' Court of

CSP casetypesr . - o . ‘ last resort
- Handatory jurisdietion in civil, eriminal, administrative '

agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, inter-

locutory decision cases, .|
- No discretionary Jjurisdiction.

4 ]

T
COURT OF APPEALS* (Temporary)

3~Judge panels

(5P casetypest - . . . Intermediate
- Hapdatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapjtal appellate
criminal, administrative agency, Juyenile, sourt

disciplinary, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases,
~ No discretionary jurisdiction,

DISTRICT COURT (7 judicial districts in 53 A
counties)

26 judges

- CSP casetypest .

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
guardianship, Exclusiye domestic relations, Court of
appeals of administrative agency cases, _general
niscellaneous civi] Jurisdiction, ) ; Jurisdiction

- Nisdemeanor, wiscellaneous eriminal, Exclusive
triable felony Jurisdiction, i

- Hoving traffic, miscellanenus traffic,

- Exelusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases.,

| COUNTY COURT (53 counties) i F’ﬁﬁ@iéiéﬁi’é&ﬁﬁf&éi'5563;{:35;%&"‘
1 cities
|
148 Jjudges

§
§
(5P casetupes:
il
|

27 Judges

I

|

1

1

I (SP casetypes:

i - Tort, contract, real property

i rights (5 0/{0,000), estate, Ex- i, ,
1 clusive small claims (% 2,000), - Houxniltrafhc£ parking,
] r

1

|

!

I

1

!

|

Courts of
Clinited:
Jurisdiction

mental health jurisdietion, H— - niscellaneous traffic,

- Limited felony, misdeneanor, DHI/ Exclusive ordinance vielation
UI; criminal appeals. . Jurisdietion,

- Hoving traffic, parking, miscel-

laneous traffic.

Jury trials, except in small claims Mo dury trial
s SO L e T e -

---- Indicates assignment of cases.

# Effective July 4, 1987 through January 1, 1999, a temporary Court of Appeals is
established tg exercise appe?late andgoriginal Jurisdfctiog as delegatgﬁ by the
Supreme Court,

HOTE:  The fext at the beginning of this section contains important information

relevant to this chart.
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7

OHIO COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT B ' f

7 justices sit en banc
Court of
(SP casetypest | . . . o o o : last resort
- Handatory jurisdiction in eivil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases.
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in-civil, noncapital criminal,
Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,
[
COURT OF APPEALS (12 courts) a
58 Jjudges sit in panels of 3 members each .
Internediate
M (P casetypesy . . | o . . 4 appellate
- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, adwinistrative court
aggncg, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision | .
cases, '
- No discretionary jurisdiction,
| COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (88 counties) Al
I 1
1 339 judges |
I I
t (8P casetypest ) i !
i - Tord, contract, real property rights (% 500/no maximum), t
1 appeal of administrative agency cases, miscellaneous ecivil, 1 Court of
t Exclusiye domestic relations, mental health, estate juris= . general
t estate Jjurisdigtion, ) . R Jurisdietion
1 = Exclusive triable felony, miscellaneous criminal Jjurisdiction.!
t - Exclusive juvenile %urlsdxctlon. e t
i = Traffic/other violation (juvenile cases only) jurisdiction. 1
| : |
! Jury trials in most cases, . !
| WUNICIPAL COURT (118 courts) | | CONTY COURT (5 courts) T
i i | ]
1 498 judges 1t 61 Jjudges !
| 1 | |
t (5P casetypes: 1+ (SP casetypes: !
t - Tort, contract, real prorertg i1 = Tort, contrast, real pro¥ertg, !
! rxghis 0/18,000), small 1 rights (6 0/3,600), small ¢laiMs
1 elaims (8 {,000), miscellane- + 1 ($°1,000), miscellaneous civil, [
1oous eivil, . T I lex%ed.fglong, misdemeanor, DHI/
I - Limited felony, misdemeanor, + 1 DUI, crimipal appeals. t
t DHIZDUT, criminal appeals, v 1 - Trafflc/other vielation, except for
t - Traffic/other violation. t 1 parking cases, I
! [ | t
( Jury trials in most cases, v 1 Jury trials in most cases. ! Courts of
Pt e T e SNRGEL RS ELEEEEEEELA LR LD 4 _ limited,
{ Jurisdiction
COURT OF CLAINS (1 court) [ HAYOR'S COURT (630 courts) |
f 1
1 judge §its on temporary 1 690 Jjudges (mayors) [
assignment ! i
1 C8P pasetypes: t
(SP casetypes: . 1= DRI/DUI, L |
- Hiscellaneous oivil actions 1 - Traffic/other vielation, 1
against the state, [ i
- Uictims -of crime cases | :
t
Jury trials, L No Jjury trials, !

HOTE: The text at the heginning of this section contains iMportant information
relevant to this chart,
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" OKLAHOMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

| SUPREME COURT » (2] COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS

1 Justices sit en bane : 3 judges sit en bang
1 8P casetypest .. . (8P casetypes: - =~ = ‘
- Nandatory jurisdiction in eiyil, - Handatory jurisdigtion in eriminal, Courts of
administrative agency, Juvenile, guwenllg; orjginal grocgedxng Cases. last resort
lawyer disciplinary, advisory - Discretionary jurisdiction in inter- ,

gpinion, original proceeding, locutory decision cases.
interlocutory decision ¢ases. - ‘
~ Disgretionary Jurisdistion ip civil,
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, in-
terlocutory decision cases.

4 ! 4 4

COURT OF APPEALS (4 courts)

12 Judges sit in four perm=
anent divisions of 3 members

each

(SP casetypes: =~ =~ Intermediate

- Handatora Jurisdiction in , appellate
civil, administrative court

agency, Juvenile, original
3rogegd1ng, interlocuiory
ecision cases that are

assxgned by the Supreme

Cour ) o
- No discretionary Jjurisdic-
tion. :
DISTRICT -COURT (26 districts) A
U district, 77 associate district, and
98 Judges

(8P casetypesy =~

- Exclusive civil jurisdiction, except
for concurrent jurisdiction In appeal Court of
of administrative agency cases, .- general
Small claims jurisdiction (% {,500), ~ |Jurisdiction

- Exclysive criminal Jurisdiction (including :
eriminal a Eeal ) )

= Hoving traftic, miscellaneous traffic,
ordinance vielation, . |

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

[rossesoneeniien mmesmnns 1 [roe e T L
COURT OF TAX REVIEW A | MUNICIPAL COURT NOT i MUNICIPAL CRIMINAL 1
(4 court) ‘ 1 OF RECORD (340 courts) 1 t. COURT OF RECORD !
. ! ) ! 1 {2 courts) (
3 District Court ! Ap5r0x1matelg 350 full 1 i ) 1
Judges serve 1 and part-time judges 1 t 8§ full-time and 18 Courts of
t I t part-tive judges ' ,limited
(5P casetypes: | i (8P casetypes: t ' [ durisdiction
= fppeal of admin- 1 = Traffic/other [ 1 (8P casetypes: '
istrative agency t . violation, ! 1 = Traffig/other [
sases., t I I violation. i
i | | ]
o Jury frials, L Jury trials, ! t Jury trials, !

---- Indicates assignment of cases.

Oklahoma has a Horkers’ (ompensation Court which hears complaints that are handled exelusively by
administrative agencies in other states,

NOTE: The text at the beﬂinning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart.
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OREGON COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

w

| - SUPREHE COURT

7 Justices sit en banc

(8P casetypess . . . . L o )

- ftandatory Jjurisdiction in capital criminal, administrative ageney,
disciplinary, original proceeding cases. - o )

- Discretionary jurisdiction in ciyil, noncapital eriminal, admin-
istrative -agency, Juyenjle, disciplinary, certified questions from|

- federal courts, original proceeding cases.

|

COURT OF APPEALS ; f
10 Judges sit in panels and en bhanc

(8P casetypes: . . . -
- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital ¢riminal, administra-
t1ve agency, Jjuvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision

£ases, ) o
- No discretionary Jurisdiction.

i

3

TAXCOURT A CIRCUIT COURT (20 judicial districts in 36
(4 court) counties)
1 judge 84 judges

(SP casetypes:

(SP casetypas:

- Civil appeals - Tort, contract, real property rights
from adminis- (% 16,800/no Maxidum), a ogtxon estate,
tratiye M civil appeals, mental health, txclu51ue
agencies. domestic relations (except adoption), miscel-

. ) laneous ciyil Jurisdietion, . |
No jury trials, = Exelusive triable felony, criminal appeals
Surxsqictxon.
=~ Juvenile,

Jury trials in most cases,

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Courts of
, general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
Climited,
Jurisdiction

e Lay  premmmmomeceaseaaanas [oisemoearandoanns
I COUNTY COURT 1 JUSTICE COURT t 1 MUNICIPAL COURT 1 DISTRICT COURT,
I (36 counties) 1 1 (39 courts) 11 (194 courts) (27 counties with a
[ 1o L 1o . ! District Court)
19 Jjudges t 138 justices of the + 1 126 Jjudges ' .
' 11 peace (I [ 58 Judges
t (SP casetypes: 1 I+ (8P easetypes: 1
- Qdo€tlon, 1t (8P casetypes: t = Hisdemeanor, 1 (SP casetypes:
tmental health,t - Tord, contract, 1 U1, ! - Tort, contract,
I estate, t 1 rea] progertg 1 = Traffie/other 4  rea] property
1= Juyenile. [ rlg ts (3 0/ t 1 vielatien, 1 rights (¢ &/
! , . o 2,900, small 0 [ 10,000), small
t Ho jury trials, 1 cia;ms (¢ 2,500),1 1 o clajms ($ 2,500),
Lowmmmmmosomanae 41« Limited felony, t 1 Jury trials in robate/wills/in-
tmisdemeanor, 1 soMe cases. ! gstate,
! UL, 1 beeeeeeeseceneaons 4 - Limited felony,
- Hoving traffic, Misdemeanor
[ farklng, Misgei= | Ul,
I laneous traffic, ! - Traffic/other
! L i violation,
1 Jury trials in somel B Jury trials in some
I cases, { €ases.,
becacnvessncaunnnnnes ]
NOTE: The text at the heginning of this section contains iMportant information
relevant to this chart,
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B PENNSYLVANIA'COURTSTRUCTURE, 1987

‘SUPREME COURT
7 Justices sit en banc

(8P casetypes: =~ . . . . o L Court of

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, eriminal, administrative agency, juvenile, last resort
disciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. .

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, administrative agency,
duvenile, original proceeding, ipterlocutory decision cases. ‘

] 4 i

COMMONHEALTH COURT ;] SUPERIOR COURT

9 autherized judges sit in panels 15 authorized judges sit in panels

and en banc and en bane

(5P casetypes: . . (5P casefypes . . . .

- Nandatery \jurisdiction in civil, - Handatory jurisdietion in civil, .
noncapital eriminal, administra- qoncarltal griminal, %uuenxle, or- . |Intermediate
tive agency, original proceeding, iginal proceeding, inferlocutory appellate
interlocutory decision cases decision cases, | L courts
invelving the Commonwealth, - D;sgretlonarg.%urlsdictlon in

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noencapital sriminal, Juy-
ciyil, administrative agency, or- enile, original picceeding, inter-
xgxnal proceeding, interlocutory locutory decision cases.
decision cases involving the
Commonwealth.

Q '

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (68 districts in 67 counties) A

338 Jjudges

(8P casetypest ) ) L Court of

- Tort, contract, real fropertg rlghts, misce]laneous ciyil, , general
Exelusive domestic relations, estate, mental healih, civil Jurisdiction
appeals jurisdiction. _ . o

- Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUL, Exclysive triable felony, criminal
appeals, miscellaneous criminal Jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases,

3 3 1

PHILADELFHIA MUNICIPAL COURT DISTRICT JUSTICE COURT

{ist District) (348 courts)

22 Jjudges o

343 district justices

(SP casetypesy |

-~ Real Tropertg rights (% 0/5,000), (8P casetypes:
miscellaneous domestic relations - Tort, contract, real property
niscellaneous ciyil, Exclusive r;ghis (% @/4,@002.

?ga%l claims jurisdiction - %ﬁmxted felony, misdemeanor,

- Linited felony, misdemeanor, DHI/ - Traffic/other violation,

- Ondinance violation, ‘ L

No jury trials, No Jury trials,

Courts of
Climited,
! l' l v Jurisdiction

I PITTSBURGH CITY MAGISTRATES 1

PHILADELPHIA TRAFFIC COURT J
istri (5th District)

(ist District)

7 Judges 5 magistrates
- Hoving traffic, parking, h
miscellaneous traffic, - Limited felony, misdemeanor,

- Traffic/other violation.

1 I
| t
! 1
t |
| |
(sp caset%pes: 1 (8P casetypes: !
I = Real pro;ertg rights. !
| !
1 1
I :
| |

No Jury trials, ! Ho Jury trials,

HOTE: The text

at the beginning of this section contains important information
relevant to thi

s chart,
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 PUERTO RICO COURT STRUCTURE 1987

SUPREME COURT
8 Justices

Jurisdietion:

- Reu1ews Judgments and decisions
stance,* and cases on appeal or
Gourt,

certain administrative agencies.

of the Court of First In~
review before the Superior

~ Reviews rulings of the Registrar of Property and rullnqs of

A

SUPERIOR COURT* (12 districts)
92 judges

(SP casetypes:

- Tort, contract; real sropert? ri
domestic relat 1ons .and misce
and civil appeals jurisdiction,

~ Hisdemeanor, Exclusive triable
gurxsdlctlon.

- kxelusive Juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials in eriminal cases,

ights (§ 19,000/n0 maximum),

lanésus civil, Exclusive estate

felony and criminal appeals

|

DISTRICT COURT* (39 tourts)
94 judges
CSP casetgpes.

laneous domestlc rela

- Traffic?other yiolation, except

No jury trials,

- Tort, contract, rea] {ropertg rights (5 8/10,000), miscel-
ions and miscellaneous ¢ivi
ﬂxsdemeanor. Exclusive limited felony and DHI/DUI juris-

parking,

JUSTICE OF THE PESCE (3 courts)
3 regular Jjudges and 10 special Judges

Jurisdiction:

- Justices of the Peace are empowersd
1o handle only preliminary matters
such,as arraignment, setting bail

and issuing search Warrants, They
do not reach decision or verdict,

No Jury trials,

MUNICIPAL COURT (52 courts)
56 Judges

(8P casetypes:
- Traffic/other violation,

No Jury trials.

¥ The
the District Court.

NOTE: The fext at the begxnnlng of this section contains iMportant information

relevant to this chart,

Court of First Instance consists of two divisions: the Superior Court and
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RHODE ISLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT " ‘ ‘ f
3 Justices sit en banc

CSP casetgpes' - Gourt of

- Handatory jurisdigtion in civil, noncapxtal ¢riminal- juvenile, - last resort
disciplinary, advisory opinion, original proceeding cases,

- Diseretionary aurlsdlctlon in administrative agency appeals,
interlocutory decision, original proceeding cases.

A A

SUPERIOR COURT (4 divisions) fl ‘
208 Justices
CSP casetypes: Gourt of
- Tort, contract real roperty rights (6 5,809/no general
paximum), eivi Eea s, miscellaneous civil, durisdi¢tion
- Hisdemeanor, DNI/ bxclusive triable felony,
criminal appeals jurisdiction,
Jury trials.

4 k

DISTRICT COURT (8 divisions) A FAMILY COURT (4 divisions)

13 Jjudges 11 Jjudges
CSP casetgpes' ‘ 8P casetypes:
contract real 8 ?er - Exclusive domestic relations
rxgh%s ($ 175, bae-10, appeals

EUF]SleulOﬂ.
of "administrative agenc? cases, xclusive Juvenile jurisdiction.
Exclusive small claims {$ {,500),
| wental health ﬂurlsdlctlon.
- ledemeaﬁor, DRI/ZDUI, ~Exclusive
limited felon? %urlsdlc 1on,
- Ordinange vigla 1on. Exclusive
moving traffic for those cases
not handled administratively,

No Jury trials, Ho gury trials, Courts of
- limited
Jurisdietion
" MRTCTRAL COURE 42 mamis) ) | PROBATE COURT (39 cities/towns) |
] I | t
1 7 Jjudges ] 1 39 judges ]
| ] | {
1 (3P casetypess. ) ( 1 (8P casetypes: t
t = Ordinance violation. Exclusive 1 1 = Exclusive estate jurisdiction. I
: parking Jurisdiction, | ! 1
I [ |
L No Jury trxals: ___________ ! L ﬂo Jury tria{s. ___________ [

NOTE: The text t the. he 1nn1ng of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart.
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" SOUTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

w

SUPREME COURT
5 -Justices sit en banc

(SP casetypess . . . . o D

= Handatory jurisdiction in eivil, criminal, juvenile L

; d1scxplxnarg, certified questions from federal courls, orig-
inal proceeding, interlocutory de¢ision cases, .

- Discretionary Jurisdietion in.civil, noncapital ¢riminal
administrative agency, Juvenile, original procesding, -inter-
locutory decision ¢ases,

T .
' 4

!

COURT OF APPEALS
6 Judges sit in panels and en banc

(8P casetypes: . = : . .

- Handatory Jjurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin-
istrative agencg, Juvenile, original proceeding cases assigned
by the Sugreme ourt, .

- No: discretionary Jurisdiction,

|

CIRCUIT COURT (16 circuits)

(8P casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real Tropertg
Exclusive civil a Eea

= Hisdemeanor, DHI/

dJury trials, except in appeals.

s jurisd

31 Jjudges and 20 masters-in-equity

¢

I, Exclusive triable feleny, criminal
appeals, miscellaneous criminal Jurisdiction.

rights, niscellaneous civil, —
ion.

=-«~ Indicates assignment of cases.

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains important information

relevant to this chart,

|

FANILY COURT (16 circuits) | WAGISTRATE COURT (315 courts)

|

46 judges I 315 magistrates

1

(8P casetypes: = ) 1 (8P casetypes:

- Hiscellaneous ¢ivil, Exclusive 1 = Tort, contract, real property
domestic relations jurisdigtion, ! rlghis_(s o/1,000), some
except for some Eatern;t%/hastardg I pa grnltg/bas ardy,

8339% heard in the Hagistrate ' - ﬁMlted elony, Misdemeanor,
oure, I 4 .
- Juyenile traffic. t = Traffi¢/other viclation.
- Juvenile, t - Juvenile,
|
No- jury trials, ! Jury trials,
| PROBATE COURT (46 courts) ] f’iﬁ&iéfﬁ&i'ééﬁﬁi'Eé«ii'&é&;iéi
|
v 46 judges ! I ~230 judges
| i 1
1 (8P casetypes: t ! CSP,cgsetg;es: )
I - Exclusive mental health, estate |———-—— - Linited felony, misdemeanor,
1 Jurisdiction, ( t DHI/DUI, L
f ‘ ! 1 - Traffic/other violation,
| | !
t Ne Jjury trials, ! t Jury trials,
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p

b

;]$

NOTE:

SOUTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT
9 Justices sit en banc

(SP casetypes: L
= Handatory %ur15d1ctxon in civil, eriminal,
admini strative agenpey, Jjuvenile,
disciplinary, origin i proceeding cases,
- Discretionary ﬂurlsd ct 1on in advisory
oplnlons for the state exegutive, inter-
locutory decision, original proceeding

¢ases,
i

CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits)

35 Judges Taw Magxstrates, i Eart-txme
lay Maglsirate ull-time clerk magis-
trates, and 49 part—tlme clerk magistrates,

(8P casetypes;
- Exclusxue civil Jjurisdiction (xncludln%
%IUI E;eals). Small claims Jurisdiction

- Exclu51ue cr1m1nal Jurisdiction (including
cr1n1nal agpea s}

~ Erslusive raffxc/other violation juris-
d:etion (excef for uncontested parking
which is handled administratively),

- Exclusive Jjuvenile Jurisdiction.

Jury trials, except in small claims,

The text at the heg
relevant to this chart.
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TENNESSEE COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT
3 Justices sit en banc
(SP casetypest - o L : Court of
- Handator? Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, workers’ compen- last resort
sation, lawyer disciplinary cases, X L
- Discretionary jurisdiction in ¢ivil, noncapital criminal
Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocuiory decision cases.
COURT OF APPEALS (3) fl COURT .OF CRIMINAL APPEALS (3)
12 gudges sit in panels and 9 judges sit in panels and
en hane en bane )
Intermediate
(SP casetypes: - - . . (5P casetypes. | appellate
- Handatory %qrxsdlctlon in eiyil, - Mandatory jurisdiction in non- courts
administrative agency, juyenile capital eriminal, Juvenile, or-
£ases, o iginal proceeding cases,
- Diseretionary gurgsdlctlon in ~ Discretionary gur;sdlctxon in
interlocutory decision cases, interlocutory decision cases,
1 JUDICIAL DISTRICTS (31 districts)
CIRCUIT COURT, . A| CHANCERY £ | CRIMINAL COURT
(99 counties in 34 districts) | COURT == (31 districts)
) (31 districts) .
69 Judges 26 Judges
33 chancellors
(SP casetypes: . ¢sp gaset?pes: . Court of
= Civil (6 98/no maximum), CSP.cgsetgpes: - Criminal, Criminal . general
excepd small elaims, Civil | - Civil (5 59/ appeals Jjurisdietion. Jurisdiction
appeals Jurisdiction, no Maximum
- (riminals except stial|
= Noving traffic, miscella- claims,
neous traffic. . )
Jury trials, Jury trials. Jury trials,
[roeeeoe---- l """"" t B kbt l ------ 1 preeenee-eo- l ----------- 1 —
1 JUUENILE COURT t 1t PROBATE COURT (2)1 1 MUNICIPAL COURT I
121 courts) Lo r 1 (™300 courts) I
1 ) ' 13 Judges; 5 gen- 1 ! \ I
1 16 Judges £ 1 epal session to1 ~19?7 judges |
i b1 judges also server !
1 (8P casetgpes: b I 1 (SP casetypes: !
1 - Paternity/bastardy,t 1+ CSP casetypes: 1+ - Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI.:
tmental heaith, 1~ Estate, it~ Traffic/other vio- 1
t = Juvenile, Lo 1 lation. !
! | | i | i
{ Mo dury trials, 1 Mo dury trials, oo No jury trials, |
e ittt 1
1 GENERAL SESSIONS COURT (92 counties, 2 additional ! Courts of
i counties have a trial Jjustice court) ! limited
! , . . | Jurisdiction
i 87 full-time and 44 part-time judges. (This includes ¢
t 2 justices of the peace) f
| {
1 (8P casetypes: , . f
= Tort, congracti ggal propertg/rag?ti $ a/%af1§5)ith :
( Marrlage dissolution, suppori/custody, mental health,
-—-—-—-—-——1 esti3e35%§es. Excluéivepgmall claims jurisdiction 1
) ' !
t - Nisdemeanor, DUI/DUI, 1
t = Traffic/other violation. i
- Juvenile. !
I f
LYoy Aals, e ;

HOTE: The tex

inning of this section contains important information
relevan

t at the beg
t to this chart,
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TEXAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT
9 Justices sit en bane
(P casetypes:

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil .cases,
- - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil,
administrative agency, juvenile, cer-
estions from federal courts,

tified

r]

u
orlqina? proceeding cases,

b

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
9 Jjudges sit in panels and en banc

CSP casetypes . .

- Handatory Jgurisdiction in crimin-
al, original pnocged;ng_casgs.

- Discretionary, jurisdiction in
noncapital criminal, original pro-
ceeding cases,

[

¥ (SP casetypes:

decision cases,

COURTS OF APPEALS (14 courts)
80 Jjustices sit in panels

- No discretionary Jurisdiction,

- Handatory jurisdiction in ciyil, noncapital eriminal, adminis-
trative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory

!

DISTRICT COURTS (375 courts)

Judges
(5P casetypes:
righ
niscellaneous civi

appeals 3urxsdlctlon.
= Triable

DNI/DUI, #isce
= Juyenile,

Jury trials.

g%gIBICT COURT (375 courts)

- Tort, contract, real,proyertg
%s,(s 200/n0 maximum),
domestic relatlonsi estate,

Exclusive administrative agency

elony, misdemeanor,
[Yaneous criminal.,

A

CRINM
(10 ¢

I

18 Jjudges

433 gasetgges:

- Iriable fel
DUI/DUI, misce
cases,

Jury trials,

NAL DISTRICT. COURT
ourts)

elony, misdemeangr,
[1aneous criminal

COUNTY LEVEL COURTS (432 courts)

CONSTITUTIONAL COUNTY COURT
234 vourts)

234 judges

(SP casetypess

- Tort, contract, real property
rights (5 208/2,508), small

S

claivs for counbies with pop.
above 400,000 (% 2,308), marr-
1afe dissolution, estate, men-
tal health, ¢ivil trial coyrt
appeals, miscellaneous civil,

=~ Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, eriminal
appeals, -~ |

- Noving traffic, miscellaneous
traffic,

= Juvenile,

Jury trials,

o e s e e e e e e e e

PROBATE COURT
(16 courts)

16 judges

CSP casetypes:
- Estate.gp

Jury trials,

COUNTY COURT AT LAKW (154 courts))
154 judges

|

1

!
(SP casetypes: t
- Tort, contract, real property
rxgh{s (6 200/varies), small
claims ($ 130-200), marriage
dissolution, estate, mental
health, eivil trial court ¢
appeals, miscellaneous eivil, 1

- Nisdemeanor, DHI/ZDUI, criminali
appeals, | 1

= Hoving traffic, miscellaneous !
traffic, !

= Juvenile, |
!

]

Jury trials,

| MUNICIPAL COURT* (840 courts)
}
i 4,109 judges
i
1
1

(SP caset

g5t
= Limited ;elong, Misdemeanor,

neous traffic, Exel
violation Jurisdiction,

Jury tpials,

Y
- Hoving traffic, Earking, nisgella-
xelusive ordinance

<> wWw—~Ce:

re
!
[
|
|
1
|
I
|
|
!
I
[

8

! Jury trials,

TICE OF THE PEACE COURT*
3 courts)
Judges

P Gasetypes:

Tort, contract, real prorertg,
rights (5 8/2,500), small claims
($°1,000), mental health
Lxm;%ed felony, misdemeanor,
Hoving traffic, parking, miscel-
laneous traffic,

# Some Hunicipal and Justice of the Peace Courts may appeal to the Distrist Court,

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains important information
- relevant to this chart,
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UTAH COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPRENE COURT - A
3 justices sit en hanc

(SP casetypes: - . o e . Court of
~ Handatory jurisdiction im ¢ivil, eriminal, administrative : last resort
agency, Juvenile, lawyer dxscxplxnarg, original proceeding
gases, | T L
--Discretionary Jjurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases.

4 }

COURT OF APPEALS* A
7 Justices sit in panels of 3
, Intermediate
(5P casetypes: © . | o o appellate
- Handatory Jusisdiction in civil, criminal, administra- court
tive aggncg, Juvenile, original iroceedlnq cases,
- Discrevionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision
cases,
4 [
DISTRICT COURT (7 districts in 29 counties) A
29 Judges
(SP casetypes: - )
- Tort, contract, real property rlihts. Court of
Exclusive domestic relations, estate _general .
mental health, civil arpeals, uiscellaneous Jurisdietion
¢ivil Jurisdiction. | ,
- Hisdemeanor, Exclusive triable félony,
criminal appeals Jurisdiction,
Jury trials in most casetypes,
CIRCUIT COURT (42 circuits in 29 | JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT !
counties) t (154 cities/counties) |
' |
37 Judges 1 158 Jjudges t
| |
(SP casetypes: 1 C8P casetypes: I
= Tort, contract, real proYert? ) t = Tort, contract (¢ 9/i,000), !
pights (5 0/1@,000), small claims t - small claims (6 1, o, I
($ 1,000, . r—{ - Limited felony, misdemeanor, - 1
- Linited felonf, tisdemeanor, t DHI/DUI, L !
DHI/DUT,  Exelusive miscellaneous t - Traffic/other violation, !
criminal %urxsd;ctlon. f
~ Traffic/other violation, t !
) ) . { 1 ourts of
Jury trials, except in small claims { L 1 . linited,
and parking cases, t Jury trials in some casetypes, ! Jurisdiction

B R L L L L L T L L T

JUVENILE COURT (6 juvenile court districts)
12 Jjudges

(14 caset%Pes:_ \ C
- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous traffic (juvenile),
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

No jury frials,

% The Court of Appeals became operational on Feb., 1, 1987,

HOTE: The text at the beﬁinninq of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart,
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VERMONT COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME. COURT f

3 Justices sit en hane

(5P casetypes: ~ . . | o o . Court of

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, eriminal, administrative last resort
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, xnierlocutorg decision

gases, R L
- Discretionary jurisdiction in -interlocutory decision cases.

i i i

SUPERIOR COURT (14 counties) A DISTRICT COURT* (13 circuits)

10 Judges 15 judges

CSP casetypes: . (SP casetypes:

- Tort, contract (§ 200/no waxi- - Tort, contract (% 0/5,000),
MU support/custodY, patern- supgort/gustodg, paternity/bas-
1tg/5a§tard?, piscellaneous tar %‘ miscellaneous domestic
domestic relations;, miscel- relations, mental health, | Courts of
laneous civil,  Exclusive real Exclusive small claims guris- . general
property rights, marrjage dis- diction (6 2,000, ) ) durisdiction
solution, e1vil appeals Juris- - Triable felony, Exelusive mis-
digtion, demeanor, DHI/DUI Jurisdiction.

- Triable felony, - Exclusive movi

n?_traffiq, Mis=
cellaneous traffic, ordinance
vioJation jurisdiction,

- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction,
Jury trials, Jury trials,

PROBATE COURT (19 districts)

19 Judges

ourt of
(SP casetﬂpes: ) . limited:
- Hental health, miscellansous domestic Jurisdietion

relations, miscellaneous ¢ivil, Exclu-
sive adopilon, estate Jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

# The District Court, althou?h created as a court of limited jurisdigtion, has steadily
inereased its scope 10 include almost all eriminal matters, .In 1983, the District
Court wag granted jurisdiction over all ¢riminal cases, and has become the court of
genergl J%rlsgxctxon for most criminal matters. @ swall nusber of appeals go to the

uperior Cour

NOTE: The text at the heﬁinning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart,

180 » (’State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1987




VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUFREME COURT ~ fi
7 Justices sit en bane and in. panels
(8P casetypes: |

= Handatory jurisdiction in capital eriminal, admin- Court of
1strative agency, lawyer-disciplinary cases, , ‘last resort

- Discretionary jurisdietion in civil, noncapital
crininal, administrative agency, Jjuvenile Judge dis-
eiplinary, original proceeding; interlocutory decision
£ases,

. 4

4

COURT OF APPEALS* ' A

10 Judges sit in panels o

Intermediate

(8P casetypes: . .. . . . appellate

- Handatory jurisdiction in some civil, some adwinistra- court
tive agency and some original proceedln? cases.

- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in noncapital criminal cases.

4

CIRCUIT COURT (31 circuits) A
122 judges

(5P casetypes: ,

- Tort, contract, real property rlghts ($ 0-1,000/n0 max-
1mum$ mental ﬁgalth, administrative agency appéals, fourt of
niscellaneous civil, Exclusive domestic relations . general
(except for support/custody), civil appeals fros irial Jurisdiction
courts, estate jurisdiction, ) )

- Hisdemeanor, criminal appeals. - Exclusive triable felony
ﬂur;sdlctlon. :

~ Urdinance violation,

Jury trials,

DISTRICT COURT (204 General District, Juvenile, and A
Domestic Relations Courts)x

104 F1E general district and 73 FIE Juvenile and domestic
relations Judges

(5P casetypes: .

- Tort, coniract, real ﬁroYertg rights ($ 9/7,000), sup~ : Gourt of
port/custody, mental health, administrative agency . limited
appeals, . o o Jurisdiction

- E;sgemeanor. Exclusive DHI/DUI, limited felony juris- ,

iction,

- Ordinance violation, Exclusive moving traffic, parking,
niscellanequs traffic jurisdiction.

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

No Jjury trials,

* The U rginia Court of oneals becane oEerationgl on January 4, 1983,

##% The District Court is referred o as the Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court
when 1ear1ng Juvenile and domestic relations cases, and as the General District
Court for the halance of the cases.

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart,
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WASHINGTON COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT ,
9 justices sit en banc and in panels

(8P casetypest . e o ) Court of

=~ Handatory jurisdiction in civil, eriminal, adwinigtrative last resort
agency, Juvenile, certified questions from federal court o ;
£ases, | N I ) .

- Discretionary jurisdietion in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,

\

-

COURT OF APPEALS (3 courts/divisions)

16 Judges sit in panels )

Internediate

(8P casefyzest | o : appellate

~ Handatory jurisdiction ip civil, noncapital ¢riminal, admin- sourt
1stratiye agenqg,_Juven;le,,orxgxnal roceeding cases, .

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in administrative agency, inter-
locutory decision cases,

1

SUPERIOR COURT (30 districts in 39 counties) A

133 judges

(8P casetypes: . . ) Court of

- Tort, contract. Exclusive real property rights, domestic , general
relations, estate, mental health, civil appeals, miscel- Jurisdiction

langous civil gur1sdlct10n. . L
- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction,
- Exelusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases.

e O T N o N —_—
I MUNICIPAL COURT (129 cities) | ] DISTRICT COURT (68 districts in. 1

! 1 i 62 counties) ¥ t

t 129 Judges [ ! I

! ' 1 199 Judges !

t (8P casetypes: | [ ! : [ Courts of

I = Domestic relations, i 1 (5P casetypes: t . linited

1 ~ Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, , | v - Tort, contract (% 0/10,000), | Jurisdiction
t - Noving trafflp, parking, miscel~ 1 I misgellaneous domestic nelgilons.l

i laneols traffic, and ordinance 1 1 Exclusive small claims juris-

1 violations, ! 1 dletion (6 1,000, t

f I 1 = hisdemeanor, DHI/DUL, , I

! f 1 - floving traftic, Farklng* miscel- 1

! ' t - laneous (non-traffic) violations,!

] I | |

! Jurfttrials, except in traffic and 1 ( Jury trials, except in traffic !

| parking. ! L and parking. !

#% %istgict Court provides services to municipalities which do not have a Hupicipal
ourt.

NOTE:  The text at the beginning of this section contains important information
relevant to this cgart.
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~,/ {1

* WEST VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPREME COURT OF APPEALS A

5 justices sit en bane '

, Court, of

{sp casetgges: N last resort

= No mandatory Jurisdiction. = | . L

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital ¢riminal, ad-
ministrative agency, Juvenile, dxscxpllnarg‘ certified ques-
tions from federal courts, orlginal proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases. ,

3

CIRCUIT COURT (31 circuits) A T

60 judges ‘ '

(8P zasetypes: ) .

- Tort, contract (% 300/no maxisum), Exclusive real property Court of
rights, domestic relations, mental health, estate, civil . general
appeals Jurisdiction. ; . o durisdietion

- Misdemeanor, DHI/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, criminal
appeals Jjurisdietion. = .

- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials,

A i
MAGISTRATE COURT (55 counties) | KUNICIPAL COURT (122 courts) |
1 |
136 magistrates 1 122 judges !
| f
(SP casetypes: I C§P pasetypes! l
- Tort, contract (¢ 8/3,000), | ¢ = DHIAUL, f Courts of
- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUL,  Exclusive| t - Hoving traffig, miscellapeous Climited
limited felony Jurisdiction. t traffic, Exclusive parking, i Jurisdiction
- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous t ordinance violation !
traffic,  gurisdietion. !
i !
1 I
Jury trials, L Jury trials, !

NOTE: The text at the beﬁinning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart.
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WISCONSIN COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPRENE. COURT ,
7 Justices sit en banc

, k Gourt of
last resort

(8P casetypes: - o

- No mandatory Jgurisdiction. . o )

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, e¢riminal, admin-
istrative agency, §1$°1Y1xnarg, geri1ixed guestions from
frederal courts, original proceeding, Juvenile cases,

A

COURT OF APPEALS (4 districts)
13 Jjudges sit in 3-judge districts (one 4-judve district) ; )
Intermediate
CSP casetypesy - . . . ) appellate
- Handatory jurisdiction in eivil, criminal, administrative : court
agency, Juvenile cases,, L
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision
£ases,
P
CIRCEIT COURT (69 circuits) A
197 Jjudges
(8P casetypesy . . . . .
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including civil appeals),
Small claims fur;sdlct;on (% 1,000), Court of
- DUI/DUL,  Exelusive friable felony, misdemeanor _qeneral
8urxsdlotxon. , : , , , Jurisdiction
- Lontesteds moving traffic, parklnﬁ, niscellaneocus traf-
fic, Ordinance vielations 1f no flunicipal Court.
~-Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction.
Jury trials in fost cases,
[ MINICIPAL COURT (203 mumicipalities) : |
|
1 205 Judges !
|
1 CSP casptypes: I Gourt of
t = DHI/DUI, ) ! limited
t = Traffic/other violation, : Jurisdiction
]
t No gury trials, !

NOTE:  The fext at the beginning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart.

184 » State Court Caselcad Statistics: Annual Report 1987




- WYOMING COURT STRUCTURE, 1987

SUPRENE COURT f
5 Justices sit en bane

(SP casetypest . . . . Court of

- Nandatory jurjsdietion in civil, criminal, administrative last resort
agencg, Juvenile, lawyer qxsoxpilnargt certified questions ‘ '
from federal courts, original proceeding cases, )

- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in extraordinary writs, writs of
certiorari on appeals from limited jurisdiction courts, —

)

DISTRICT COURT (9 districts) f
17 Judges

(8P casetypest .
- Tort, contract, real Eropertg rights (¢ 1,900-7,000/n0 max-

imum [depends on whether agyeal is from County Court or Court of
Justice of the Peace Court]). Exclusive domestic relations .|, general
(except for miscellaneous domestic relations), meptal health, Jurisdietion -

estate, civil afpeals, miscellanepus civil Jjurisdiction,
= Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals Jurisdiction.
- Exclusive juvenilte jurisdiction,

Jury trials.

r r i
t JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT [ | MUNICIPAL COURT (88 courts) i
t (14 courts in i1 counties) I ! ) I
‘ f o [ 1 74 judges [
‘ 1 44 justices of the peace f i '
1 ] I CSP gasetypes: !
1" GSP casetypes: ' ¢ = DUIAUL, _ . !
1 ~ Tort, contract, real proYertg. ! t - Hoying traffic, parking, mis-
| v righls (5 0/1,000), small claims | 1 cellaneous traff;c. Exclusive
! Lo (87730), ) | 1 ordinance vielation Juris- i
t = Limited felony, misdemeancr, [  diction. !
v IAUL , _ ! I
1 = Hoving traffic, parking, miscel- 1 f [
i laneous traffic/other violation, 1 | I
] 1 | t
1 dury trials, except in small ! f ) {
i ¢lains, | I Jury trials, ! Courts of
e LGRL L L EL LR PR L EEREEEELELLAR 4 D L LE A ! . linited
Jurisdiction

COUNTY COURT (9 districts)
e 19 Jjudges

N

(8P casetypes: )

- Tort, contract, real property rlghts
($ 0/7,000), small claims (§ 7983,
M;sgellaneous domestic relations.

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DRI/DUI.

- Hoving traffic, parking, miscellaneous
traffie violation,

Jury trials, except in small claims,

NOTE:  The text at the beﬁinning of this section contains important information
relevant to this chart,
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FIGURE A:

Reporting Periods for All State Courts, 1987

Reporting periods

January 1, 1987
to

July 1, 1986 September 1, 1986 October 1, 1986
to to to

State December 31, 1987 June 30, 1987 August 31, 1987 September 30, 1987
Alabama X
Alaska X
Arizona X
Arkansas X
California X
Colorado X
Connecticut X
Delaware X
District of Columbia X
Florida . X
Georgta X X X

Court of Appeals Magistrate Court Supreme Court

Juvenile Court (Aug. 1, 1986 -

Probate Court July 31, 1987)

Superior Court
Hawaii X
Idaho X
I11inols X
Indiana X
Towa X
Kansas X
Kentucky X
Loudsiana X
Maine X
Maryland X
Massachusetts X X

Trial Courts Supreme Judicial Court
Appeals Court

Michigan X X

Trial Courts Supreme Court

Court of Appeals
Minnesota X
Mississippl X

Supreme Court
Missouri X
Montana X X

Supreme Court Justice of the Peace

District Court City Court

Municipal Court

Nebraska X X X

District Court Workers' Supreme Court

County Court Compensation Court

Separate Juvenile
Nevada X
New Hampshire X X

Supreme Court

District Court
Municipal Court
Superior Court

Probate Court

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE A: Reporting perfods for all state courts, 1987. (continued)

Reporting periods

January 1, 1987 July 1, 1986 September 1, 1986 October 11,1986

to to to : to
State December 31, 1987 June 30, 1987 August 31, 1987 September 30, 1987
New Jersey X
New Mexico X
New York X
North Carolina X
North Dakota X
Ohto X
Oklahoma X
Oregon X
Pennsylvania X
Puerto Rico X
Rhode IsTand X X
Trial Courts Supreme Court
South Carolina X
South Dakota X
Tennessee X
Texas . X
Utah X X
Supreme Court Trial Courts
Vermont X
Virginia X
Washington X
West Virginia X
Wisconsin X
Wyoming X
Note: Unless otherwise indicated, an "X" means Source: Data were gathered from the 1987 State
that all of the trial and appellate courts Trial and Appellate Court Jurisdiction
in that state report data for the time Guide profiles and State Administrative
period indicated by the column. Offices of the Courts.
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» FYIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1987

Case counted at:

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of

Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely as new case
ALABAMA:
Supreme. Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Court of Civil
Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Court of Criminal
Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
ALASKA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
ARIZONA:
Supreme Court COLR X-CRIM 0 0 X* X 0 0 X 0
Court of Appeals IAC X-CRIM*  X* 0 X* X X 0 X 0
(except (only
indus-~ indus-
trial trial
cases & cases &
civil civil
petition petition
for for
special  special
action)  action)
ARKANSAS:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0
CALIFORNIA:
Supreme Court COLR X* X 0 0 X COLR X 0 0
(death (if petition
penalty for review
only) of IAC)
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
(1f motion
to open)
Appeillate Court IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
{1f mo-
tion to
open or
if remand
by COLR)
DELAWARE :
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1987. (continued)

Case counted at:

Poes the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of
new filings?

Filing Case filed with:
Notice of the Record
Court of trial ‘Other Trial Appellate
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 X 0
FLORIDA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X IAC
District Court of
Appeals IAC X 0 0 X (Adm.Agy.
and Workers
Comp.)
GEORGIA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 X 0
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 X 0
HAWALTL:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 X X
{original
proceeding)
Intermediate Court
of Appeals IAC 0 X (when 0 0
assigned
by COLR) 0 0
IDAHO:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X X
(appeal. (COLR if
from appeal
trial from
court) IAC)

Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 {when 0 0
assigned
by COLR)

ILLINOIS:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X
Appellate Court IAC X 0 0 X 0
INDIANA:

Supreme Court COLR 0 0 (any X COLR
first (only (if
filing, death petition
notice, penalty Ffor trans-
record, and/or fer from
brief sentence  IAC)

or over 10
motion)  years)

Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 {any X 0
first  (precipe)
f11ing)

Yes, or
frequently
No Rarely as_new case
IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
X 0 0
X 0 0
0 0 X
(1f new
appeal)
X 0 0
0 0 X
0 0 X
0 0 X
0 X 0
0 X 0
X 0 0
IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
0 0 X
0 0 X

192 - State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1987

(continued on next page)



’FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases in state appellate court, 1987. (continued)

Does the court count

reinstated/reopened
Case counted at: cases in 1ts count of
F11ing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice of the Record Yes, or
. Court of trial plus  Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No ~Rarely as new case
JOWA: i
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X X 0 0
(if (COLR s
appeal if
from appeal
trial from
court) IAC)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER X 0 X 0 0
(if
appeal
from
trial
court)
KANSAS:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 Xx X 0 0 -0 X
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 X* X 0 0 0 X
KENTUCKY:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 x* X X X 0 0
(COLR
if review
is sought
from IAC)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 0 0
LOUISIANA:
Supreme 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 (1f new
remanded) appeal)
MARYLAND:
Court of Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 X
(if (IAC
direct 1f appeal
appeal) from IAC)
Court of Spectal
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 1AC 0 X U} 0 X 0 0 (?f ]
originally
dismissed

as premature)

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE B: Methods 0F>count1ng cases in state appellate courts, 1987. (continued)

Case counted at:

Filing

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of

Case filed with: new filings?

Notice - of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus - Other Trial  Appellate . frequently
- State/Court name: . type . appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely as new case
MICHIGAN: ,
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X S 0 X
' : (if (1f new
remanded appeal)
w/juris-
diction
retained)
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 X
MINNESOTA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X X 0 0
MISSISSIPPI:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(file with both,
eff. 1/1/817)
MISSOURI:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
MONTANA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
(notice
plus any
other filing:
fee, record,
motion)
NEBRASKA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
NEVADA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X 0 X
. (1f re-
manded &
Jjurtsdic-
tion
retained)
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FIGURE 8; Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1987. (continued)

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of
new filings?

Case counted at:
Filing

Case flled with:

Notice of the Record ) Yes, or
Court of trial plus  Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No ~ Rarely -as new case
NEW JERSEY: :
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 o (COLR Af IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
: direct
appeal,
otherwise
with IAC)
Appellate Division
of Superior Court IAC X 0 U] 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
NEW MEXICO:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 0
: (within
30 days
of notice)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 X X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
{(within :
30 days
of notice)
NEW YORK:
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
Appellate Divisions
of Supreme Court IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
{(if re- (1f re-
mit for mand for
specific new trial)
issues)
Appellate Terms of
Supreme ‘Gourt IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
NORTH CAROLINA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X X 0
(1if (COLR (if
direct if petition
appeal) appeal to re-
from hear)
1AC)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 (‘é X 0
recon-
sidering
dismissal)
NORTH DAKOTA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
OHIO:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 1AC X 0 0
Court of Appeals 1AC X 0 0 0 X* 0 X (] 0

{continued on next page)
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FIGURE B: Methpds of 'counting cases in state appe!iate courts, 1987.  (continued)

Case coynted at:

Does the court couht
reinstated/reopened
cases In 1ts count of

Filing Case filed with: new. filings?
Notice of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus.  -Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type -~ appeal record briefs point  court court No  Rarely as new case
OKLAHOMA: : -
Supreme Court COLR X* 0 0 0 X 0 X* 0 X*
Court of Criminal
Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X* 0 X*
{notice
plus
tran-
) script)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER 0 COLR X* 0 X*
OREGODN:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
PENNSYLVANIA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X X* X* X X 0
(direct (discre- (1f re- (if new
appeal tionary fnstated appeal)
only) certiorart to en-
granted) force
order)
Superior Court IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Commonwealth Court IAC X ¢ 0 0 X X 0 0 X
{Admin.
Agency)
PUERTOQ RICO: )
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X-CR X-Cv IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
RHODE ISLAND:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER X 0 X 0 0
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
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FIGUREEB: Methods of counting‘cases'in statekappe]1ate courts, 1987. (continued)

Case counted at:

‘Notice

Does the court count .
reinstated/ritopened
cases in its count of

Case filed with: new filings?

Record Yes, or
Court of plus - Other ~ Trial - Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type - appeal record briefs point court court No - Rarely 'as new case
TENNESSEE: :
“ Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
. (Court of
Appeals)
Court of Criminal
Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X ; IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(Court of
Crimipal
Appeals)
TEXAS:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Criminal )
Appeals COLR 0 0 any first X X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
filing {Court of
i Crim. Appeals)
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(civil
only)
UTAH:
Supreme Court COLR R* 0 0 X X X 0 0
(court (Admin.
from Agency)
which
appealed)
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0
VERMONT:

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
(1f dis- (if after
missed final de-
& rein- cision or
stated) f statis-

tical
period has
ended)
VIRGINIA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
WASHINGTON:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0

(continued on next page)

Part IV: Figure B « 197



FIGURE B: Methods of couht1hg cases~fn,state appellate coufts, 1987. - (continued)

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened

Case counted at: cases in its count of

Case filed with:

. Filing new_Filings?
Notice of the Record o Yes, or -
, Court of trial plus- - Other Trial - Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point  court court No Rarely as new case
WEST VIRGINIA:
Suprene Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 1]
{Counted
as new
Filings
as of
8/86)
WISCONSIN:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 (When 0 X 0 0 X
accepted .
) by court)
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 ) X
WYOMING: .
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X ¢ 0 X

Kansas--Cases are counted at the docketing which

ADM. AGY. = Administrative agency cases only. occurs 21 days after a notice of appeal is

CR = Criminal cases only. filed in the trial court.

CV = Civil cases only.

DP - = Death penalty cases only. Kentucky--Cases are counted at elther the filing
COLR = Court of last resort. of the brief or request for intermediate

IAC = Intermediate appellate court. relief.

*FOOTNOTES: Ohio--Court of Appeals: The clerk of the tria)

) court s also the clerk of the Court of
Arizona--Supreme Court: Civil cases: A case is Appeals.
counted when the fee is paid within 30 days
after trial record is filed. Oklahoma--The notice of appeal refers to the
petition in error. The courts do not count

Civil cases:

Arizona--Court of Appeals:

California--Supreme Court:

Source:
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A case

is counted when the fee is paid within 30 days
after trial record s filed. For juvenile/
industrial/habeas corpus cases, a case s
counted at receipt of notice, or at receipt of
the trial record, ‘

Cases are counted at

the notice of appeal for discretionary review
cases from the IAC.

Administrative Offices of the Courts.

reinstated cases as new filings, but do count
any subsequent appeal of an earlier decided
casé as a new filing.

Pennsylvania--Supreme Court: Mandatory cases are
filed with the trial court, and discretionary
cases are filed with the appellate court.

Utah--Supreme Court: Mandatory appeals are no
longer in effect as of 1/1/86; an intermediate
court of appeals was established on 1/1/87.

State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, as updated and verified for 1987 by State



ey

and Small Claims Filings in State Trial Courts, 1987

FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Onginal Tort, Contract Real Propetty Rights,

Unlimtited dollar
~amount

Limited dollar
-~ amount

Small claims

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers
Jurts- real property real property dollar Jury  proce~ per-
State/Court name: . diction Minimum/maximum_ - _Minimum/maximum_ amount trials dures —mitted
ALABANA:
Circuit Court G $1,000/No maximum - - — -~ —
District Court L - $1,000/ $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Optional
ALASKA:
Superior Court G 0/Nc maximum - - — - -
District Court L - 0/$25,000 $5,000 No Yes No
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G $500/No max imum - — - - -
Justice of the Peace
Court L - 0/ %2,500 $500 No Yes No
ARKANSAS:
Circuit Court [¢] $100/No maximum - - - - -
Cotrt of Common Pleas L - $500/ $1,000 - - - _—
(contract only)
Munictpal Court L - 0/ %300 $300 No Yes No
(contract and
real property)
City Court, Police Court L - 0/ %300 - - - -
(contract and
real property)
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G $25,000/Mo maximum - - - - -
Municipal Court L _— 0/%$25,000 $1,500 No Yes No
Justice Court L - 0/%$25,000 $1,500 No Yes No
COLORADD:
District Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
Water Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
(on]y real property)
County Court L 0/ $5,000 $2,000 No Yes No
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum - $1,000 No Yes Yes
DELAWARE :
Court of Chancery G 0/No maximum - - - - --
Superior Court G 0/No maximum - -- - -- -
Court of Common Pleas L —_— 0/$15,000 - - - -
Justice of the Peace
Court L - 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes
Alderman’s Court L — 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G (0/No maximum - 42,000 Yes Yes Yes

{no minimum for real
property)

(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, 1987.

(continued)

Unlimited dollar
amount

Limited dollar
amount

Small clalims

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers
Juris- real property real property dollar Jury proce- per-
State/Court name: diction Minimum/maximum Minimum/maximum _ amount trials dures mitted
FLORIDA:
Circult Court G $5,000/No maximum - - . - -
County Court L - $2,500/ $5,000 $2,500 Yes Yes Yes
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum - No max Yes No Yes
State Court L 0/No maximum - No max ‘Yes  Yes Yes
(No real property)
Civil Court L - 0/ $7,500-  $3,000- No Yes Yes
25,000 $25,000
Magistrate Court L - 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes
(No real property)
Municipal Court L - 0/ $7,500 $7,500 No Yes Yes
HAWAIL:
Circult Court G $1,000/No- maximum - - - - .
District Court L - 0/$10,000 $2,500 No Yes Yes
{No maximum in  (Except in
summary posses- residential
sion or eject- security de-
ment) posit cases.
IDAHO:
District Court: G 0/No maximum - - - - —
(Magistrates Division) L - 0/%$10,000 $2,000 No Yes No
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum - $2,500 Yes Yes Yes
INDIANA:
Superior Court and
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum —— $3,000 No Yes Yes
County Court L - 0/$10,000 $3,000 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court of
Marion County L - 0/%20,000 - - - -~
Small Claims Court of
Marion County L - - $3,000 No Yes Yes
City Court L - . 0/  $500- - - — -
$2,500
(No real property)
I0WA:
District Court G 0/No maximum - $2,000 No Yes Yes
KANSAS:
District Court 6 0/No maximum - $1,000 No Yes No
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FIGURE C:

Dollar amount jurisdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights, and small claims

f1lings 1n state trial courts, 1987. (continued)
Unlimited dollar Limited dollar
amount amount Small claims
torts, contracts, torts, contracts ~ Maximum Summary Lawyers
Juris- real property real property dolar Jury  proce- per-
State/Court name: diction Minimum/maximum __Minimum/maximum_ . amount trials dures mitted
KENTUCKY: ,
Circuit Court G $2,500/No maximum - : - - - ——
District Court L -- 0/ $2,500 $1,000 No Yes Yes
LOUISIANA:
District Court G 0/No maximum -~ - - - -
City Court, Parish Court L - 0/ $5,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes
Justice of the Peace Court L - 0/ $1,200 $1,200 No Yes Yes
MAINE:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum - - - — -
District Court L - 0/$30,000 $1,400 No Yes Yes
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G $2,500/No maximum - - — - -
District Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
(No maximum real
property)
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the
Commonwealth:
Superior Court Dept. G 0/No maximum - - - - -
Housing Court Dept. G 0/No maximum - $1,500 No No Yes
District Court Dept. G 0/No maximum - $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
Boston Municipal Court
Dept. G 0/No maximum - $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
MICHIGAN:
Circuit Court G $10,000/No maximum -- - -- -- -=
District Court L - 0/%10,000 $1,500 No Yes No
Mupicipal Court L - 0/ 41,500 $1,500 No Yes No
MINNESOTA:
District Court G 0/No maximum - $2,000 No Yes Yes
MISSISSIPPI: (NO DATA AVAILABLE)
MISSOURI:
Circult Court G 0/No maximum - _— - _— _—
(Associates Division) L - 0/ $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
MONTANA:
District Court G $50/No maximum - - -- == --
Justice of the Peace Court
and Municipal Court L — 0/ $3,500 $1,500 No Yes No
City Court L - 0/ $300 $300 No Yes No

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE C:

Doltar amcunt jurisdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights.‘and small claims
filings in state trial courts, 1987.  (continued)

Unlimited

dollar

amount

Limited dollar
amount

Small claims

torts, contracts, torts, contracts = Maximum Summary Lawyers
s Juris- real property real property. dollar Jury  proce-~ . per-
State/Court name: diction Minimum/maximum Minimum/maximum_ _ amount trials dures mitted
NEBRASKA:
District Court G 0/No maxitzm - - —-— _—— .
County Court L - 0/%10,000 $1,500 No Yes No
{ $5,000 for .
real property)
NEVADA:
D¥strict Court G $1,000/No maximum —— . - _— -
Justice Court L - 0/ $2,500  $1,500 Na Yes Yes
Municipal Court L —-— 0/ $2,500 _— — _ —
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Superior Court G $500/No maximum - _— _— - —
District Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,500 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court L - 0/ $1,500 $1,500 No Yes Yes
(only landlord-tenant,
and small claims)
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court (lLaw Divi-
sion and Chancery
Division) G 0/No maximum - - - - —
(Law Division,
Special Civil Part) L - 0/ $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G 0/No maximum - - - - —
Magistrate Court L - 0/ $2,000 -- - - -
Metropolitan Court of
Bernaiillo County L - 0/ 5,000 —— — —-— -
NEW YDRK:
Supreme Court G 0/No maximum — - - - -
County Court G - 0/%25,000 - -- - -
Civil Court of the City
of New York L — 0/%25,000 $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
City Court L - 0/ $500- $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
$15,000
District Court L - 0/%15,000 $1,500 Yes  Yes Yes
Court of Claims L 0/No maximum - - - - -
Town Court and Village
Justice Court L - 0/ $3,000 $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Court G $10,000/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L -—— 0/$10,000 $1,500 No Yes Yes
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
County Court L -— 0/$10,000 $2,000 No Yes Varies
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FIGURE C: Dollar amount Jur1sd1ct10h for original tort, contraét, real property rights, and small claims

f41lings in state trial courts, 1987.

{continued)

Unlimited dollar
amount

Limited dollar
amount

Small claims _

) torts, contracts, torts, contracts  Maximum Summary Lawyers
Juris- real property real property dollar Jury proce- per-
State/Court name: diction Minimum/maximum Minimum/maximum . amount _ trials  dures mitted
OHIO:
Court of Common Pleas: G $500/No maximum - _— _— — _—
-County Court L - 0/ $3,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,000  No Yes Yes
OKEAHOMA : , ,
District Court G 0/No maximum —-— $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
OREGON:
Circuit Court G $10,000/No maximum —~— - - - -
District Court L - 0/$10,000 $2,500 No Yes No
Justice Court L — 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes No
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G 0/No maximum - — — - -
District Justice Court L - 0/ 44,000 - — — —
Philadelphia Municipal Court L - 0/ $5,000 $5,000 No Yes Yes
(only real property)
Pittsburgh City
Magistrates Court L _— 0/No maximum -~ _— - -
: {only real
property)
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G $10,000/No maximum - - -~ ~e -
District Court L - 0/%$10,000 - - - -
RHODE ISLAND:
Supertor Court G $5,000/No maximum — - —-— - -
District Court L -- $1,000/ $5,000- $1,500 No Yes Yes
: $10,000
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
Magistrate Court L - 0/ $1,000 - - - —
(no max. in landlord-tenant
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum - $2,000 No Yes Yes
TENNESSEE:
Circuit Court, Chancery Court G $50/No maximum - - - - -
General Sessions Court L 0/No maximum 0/$10,000
(Forcible entry, (A1l civil actions
detainer, and in in counties with $10,000 No Yes Yes

actions to recover
personal property

population under
700,000)
0/%15,000
(A11 civil actions in
counties with popula-
tion over 700,000)

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE C:

Dollar amount jurisdict1oh for original tert, contract,
f11ings -1n state triai courts, 1987. (continued)

real property rights, and small clatms

Unlimited dollar
amount

Limited dollar
amount

Small claims

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers
Juris- real property real property dollar Jury = proce-  per-
State/Court pame: diction Minimum/max imum Minimum/maximum_~ amount trials dures mitted
TEXAS: ‘
District Court . G $200/No. maximum - - - —— _—
County Court at Law, Consti-
tutional County Court L - $200/varies $200 - - -
Justice of the ‘Peace Court L - 0/ $2,500 41,000 Yes Yes Yes
{(No max.
in real
property)
UTAH: .
District Court ] 0/No maximum - -- - - -
Circuit Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
Justice of the Peace Court L - 0/ $1,000 $1,000 Yes - Yes Yes
VERMONT :
Superior Court G $200/No maximum - —-— - - -
District Court G - 0/ $5,000 $2,000 Yes  Yes Yes
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G $1,000/No maximum - - - - -
0/No maximum
(real property)
District Court L - 0/ $7,000 - —-— — -
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
(tort)
0/ 37,500
(Contract. No real property)
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G $300/No maximum - - - - -
Magistrate Court L - 0/ $3,000 - - - -
{No real property)
WISCONSIN:
Circult Court G 0/No maximum - $1,000 Yes No Yes
WYOMING:
District Court G $1,000/No maximum - - - - -
County Court L - 0/ $7,000 $750 No Yes Yes
Justice of the Peace Court L - 0/ $1,000 $750 No Yes Yes

JURISDICTION CODES:

G = General jurisdictton court.

L = Limited jurisdiction court.

-~ = Data element is ipapplicable.
Sources;

Administrative Offices of the Courts.
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by the State Trial Courts, 1987

Contents of charging document

Number of Single Single
defendants incident ~ incident One or
i , One (set # of (unlim- more
Juris- Point of counting . or Single charges 1ted # of inci-
State/Court name: diction a_criminal case One more charge per case) -charges) . dents
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G Information/Indictment X X
District Court L Complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X (No data reported)
ALASKA: . :
Superior Court G Indictment X X
District Court L Complaint X X
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X 4
Justice of the Peace
Court L Complaint Varies with prosecutor®
Municipal Court L Complaint varies with prosecutor*
ARKANSAS:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
City Court, Police Ct. L Complaint X X
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
Justice Court L Complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
COLORADO:
District Court G Complaint X X
County Court L Complaint/summons X X
CONNECTICUT: (varies among
Superior Court G Information X Tocal police
departments)
DELAWARE :
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
Family Court L Complaint/petition X X
Justice of the Peace Ct. L Complaint X X
Court of Common Pleas L Complaint X X
Municipal Court of
Wilmington L Complaint X X
Alderman's Court L Complaint X X
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G Complaint/information/ X X
indictment

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE D: -Crimina) case unit of count’ used by the state trial courts, 1987.  (continued)

Contents of charging document

Number of Single Single
defendants incident ~ incident: One or
. One (set # of = (un)lim- more
’ Juris- Point of counting , or charges  ited # of .~ inci-
State/Court name: diction a criminal case One more per case) charges)  dents
FLORIDA: .
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X {Prosecutor decides)
County Court L Complaint : X
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G Indictment/accusation X X
State Court L Accusation X X
Magistrate Court L Complaint X X
Probate Court L Accusation 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
HAWAILI: .
Circuit Court G Complaint/indictment X X (Most sertous
charge)
District Court L First appearance/infor- X
mation
1DAHO:
District Court G Information X X
(Magistrates Division) L Complaint X X
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court ¢} Information/indictment X X
INDIANA:
Superior Court and G Information/indictment X X (may not be
Circuit Court consistent)
County Court L Information/complaint X X (may not be
consistent)
Municipal Court of L Information/complaint X X (may not be
Marion County consistent)
City Court and Town L Information/complaint X X (may not be
Court consistent)
TOWA:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
KANSAS:
District Court G First appearance X X
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court [¢] Information/indictment X X
District Court L Complaint/citation X X
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FIGURE D: Criminal case unit‘of count used by the state trial courts, 1987. -(continued)

Number of

Contents of charging document

Single Single
defendants incident  incident One or
One ~{set # of - (unlim- more
‘ Juris- Point of counting or -Single . charges ited # of 1inci-
- State/Court name: diction a_criminal case One  more charge per case) charges) dents
LOUISIANA:
District Court G Information/indictment . Varies Varies
City Court and Parish- L Information/complaint X X
Court ) ‘
MAINE:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Information/complaint X X
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment - X X
District Court L Citation/information X X
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the
Commonwealth:
Superior Court Dept. G Information/indictment X X
Housing Court Dept. L Complaint X X
District Court Dept. L Complaint X X
Boston Municipal Ct. L Complaint X X
MICHIGAN:

Circuit Court G Information X X

District Court L Complaint X X

Municipal Court L Complaint X X

MINNESOTA:
District Court G Complaint X X
MISSISSIPPI: DATA ARE UNAVAILABLE
MISSOURY:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
(Associate Division) L Complaint X X
MONTANA:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
Justice of Peace Court :
and Municipal Court L Complaint X X
City Court L Complaint X X
NEBRASKA:

District Court G Information/indictment X X {not con-
sistently
observed
statewide)

County Court L Information/complaint X X

(continued on next page)
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1FIGURE D: . Criminal case unit of count used by the state trial courts, 1987. (continued)

Contents of charging document

Number of Single Single
defendants incident incident  One or
One (set # of  (unlim- more
: Juris-~ Point of counting or.  Single - charges ~ ited # of 1iaci-
State/Court name: diction a crimipnal case One more charge per case) charges) dents
NEVADA:
District Court G Information/indictment  Varies Varies, depending on prosecutor
Justice Court L Complaint Varies varies, depending on prosecutor
Municipal Court L Complaint Varies Varies, depending on prosecutor
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Complaint X X
Minicipal Court L Complaint X X
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court
(Law Division) G Accusation/indictment X X
HMunicipal Court L Complaint X X
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G Indictment/information X X (May
Magistrate Court L Complaint X X vary
Bernalillo County Wwith
Metropolitan Court L Complaint X X .prosecutor):
NEW YORK:
Supreme Court G Defendant/Indictment X vVaries depending on prosecutor
County Court L Defendant/Indictment X varies depending on prosecutor
Criminal Court of the
City of New York L Docket number X varies depending on prosecutor
District Court and
City Court L Docket number X varies depending on prosecutor
Town Court and Village
Justice Court L Complaint X Vartes depending on prosecutor
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Court G Indictment (filing of
appeal from District
Court on misdemeanor
conviction) X X
District Court L Warrant/summons {in- X X (2 max)
¢ludes citations, Mag-
istrates order, misde-
meanor statement of charges)
NORTH. DAKOTA:
District Court G Information/indictment X X (may vary)
County Court L Complaint/information X Varies
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
OHIO:
Court of Common Pleas G Arraignment X X
County Court L Warrant/summons X X
Municipal Court L Warrant/summons X X
Mayor's Court L No data reported
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" FIGURE D: Criminal casé'un1t,bf count used by the state trial courts, 1987. (continued)

Contents of

charging document

Number of Single Single
defendants tncident  incident . One or
One (set # of (unlim- more
Juris- Point of counting or.. Single charges ited # of 1inci-
State/Court name: diction’ a criminal case One  more charge per case) charges) dents
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
OREGON:
Circuit Court G Complaint/indictment X (Number of charges not
consistent statewide)
District Court L Complaint/indictment X (Number of charges not
consistent statewide)
Justice Court L Complaint X {Number of charges not
conststent statewide)
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G Information/docket
. transcript X X
District Justice Court L Complaint X X
Philadelphia Municipal
Court L Complaint X X
Pittsburgh City
“Magistrates Court L Complaint X X
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G Accusation X X
pistrict Court L Charge X X
RHODE ISLAND:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Complaint X X
SOUTH. CAROLINA:
Circuit Court G Indictment X X
Magistrate Court L Warrant/summons X X
Municipal Court L Warrant/summons X X
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G Complaint X X
TENNESSEE:
Circuit Court
and Criminal Court G Information/indictment Not consistent statewide
General Sessions Court L No data reported
Municipal Court L No data reported
TEXAS:
District Court and
Criminal District Court G Information/indictment X X
County-Level Courts L Complaint/information X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
Justice of the Peace Ct. L Compliaint X X

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE D:  Criminal case unit of count used by the state trial courts, 1987. (continued)

Contents of charging document

Number of Single Single
defendants: incident = incident One or
, One (set # of (uniim- more
Juris- Point of counting or _ Single charges ited # of 1inci-
State/Court name: diction a criminal case One more charge per case) charges) - dents
UTAH:
“District Court ] . Information X X
Circuit Court L Information/citation X X
Justice of the Peace
Court ‘ L Ccitation X X
VERMONT ;
District Court G Arraignment X X
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Warrant/summons X X
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G Information X X
District Court L Complaint/citation X X (2 max)
Municipal Court L Complaint/citation X X (2 max)
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
Magistrate Court L Warrant X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G Initial appearance X X
Municipal Court L Citation** X X
WYOMING:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
County Court L Complaint/information X X
Justice of the
Peace Court L Complaint/information X X
Municipal Court L Citation/complaint X X
G = General jurisdiction court.

L = Limited Jurisdiction court.

FOOTNOTES

*Arizona--Varies in Limited Jurisdiction courts.
Prosecutor can file elther long or short form.
Long form can involve one or more defendants and/
or charges; short form invoives one defendant and
a single charge.

¥*Wisconsin--Municipal Court--The court has
exclusively civil Jurisdiction, but its caseload
includes first offense DWI/DUI cases. The State
Court Model Statistical Dictiopary treats all
DWI/DUI cases as a subcategory of criminal cases.

Source:
Administrative Offices of the Courts.
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- FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used in State Trial Courts, 1987

Filings are counted . Age at which
At filing Disposition counted Juvenile
At in- of peti- At adjudi- At dispo- Jurisdiction
o Juris- take or tion or cation of sition of transfers to
-State/Court name: diction referral complaint petition Juvenile adult courts
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court . G X X 18
District Court L X X 18
“-ALASKA:
Superior Court G X X 18
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G X X 18
ARKANSAS:
Circuit Court G X X 18
Chancery and
Probate Court G X X 18
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G X X i 18
COLORADO:
District Court G X X 18
(includes Denver
Juvenile Court)
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G X X 16
DELAWARE:
Family Court L X X 18
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G X X 18
FLORIDA:
Circuit Court G X X 18
GEORGIA:
Superior Court and
Juvenile Court G X X 17
HAWAII:
Circuit Court G X X 18

(Jurisdiction may be
retained until full
term of the order ex-
pires, provided term
does not extend beyond
time juvenile reaches
age 20)

(continued on next page)

Part IV: Figure E + 211



7

 'FIGURE £: Juvenile unit 6f count used in state trial courts, ‘1987. (continued)

Filings are

Age at which

Disposition counted Juvenile
At in- At adjudi- At dispo- Jurisdiction
; Juris- take or cation of sition of transfers to
State/Court name: - diction referral petition Juvenile adult courts
IDAHO:
District Court G X 18
TLLINOIS:
Circuit Court G X 17
) (15 for first degree
murder, aggravated
criminal sexual
assault, and armec
robbery with a -~
firearm)
INDIANA:
Superior Court and
Circuit Court G X 18
Probate Court L X 18
TOWA: Disposition
District Court G data are not 18
collected
KANSAS:
District Court G X 18
14
(for traffic violation)
16
(for fish and game or
charged with felony with
two prior juvenile adjud-
jcations, which would be
considered a felony
KENTUCKY:
District Court L X 18
LOUISIANA:
District Court G X 17
Family Court and :
Juvenile Court G X 15
(for First and second
degree murder, man-
slaughter, and aggra-
vated rape)
City Court L X 16
(for armed robbery,
aggravated burglary,
and aggravated kid-
napping)
MAINE:
District Court L X 18
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.‘:FIGURE €: ‘Juvenile unit,of count - used in state trial courts, 1987.  (continued)

filings are counted Age at which
At filing Disposition counted Juvenile
At in- of peti- At adjudi- At dispo- Jurisdiction
. : ) dJuris- take or tion or cation of sition of transfers to
Shate/Court name: diction referral complaint petition juvenile adult courts
MARYLAND: ‘
Circuit Court G X X 18
District Court L X X 18
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the -
Commonwealth: ] : ,
District Court Dept. X X 17
Juvenile Court Dept. X X 17
~ MICHIGAN:
Probate Court L X A 11
- MINNESQTA: .
District Court G X X 18
MISSISSIPPI (Data are unavallable)
MISSQURI:
Circuit Court G X X 17+«
MONTANA:
District Court G X X 18
NEBRASKA:
Separate Juvenile Court L X X 18
County Court L X X 18
NEVADA:
District Court G Varies by District Varies by District 18
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
District Court L X X }2

{for traffic violation)
15 .
(for some felony charges)

NEW JERSEY:

Superior Court G X : X 18
NEW MEXICO:

District Court G X X 18
NEW YORK:

Family Court L X X 16

13
(for murder and kidnapping)

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE €: Juveniie unit of count used in state tri1al courts, 1987. “(continued)

Filings are counted

Age at which

At filing Disposition counted Juveniie
At in- of peti- At adjudi- At dispo- Jurisdiction
Juris- take or tion or cation of sition of transfers to
State/Court name: diction referral complaint petition Juvenile adult courts
NORTH CAROLINA:
District Court L X X 16
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G X X 18
OHI10:
Court of Common
Pleas G X X 18
(warrant)
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G X X 18
(case number)
OREGON:
Circuit Court G X {Dispositions are not 18
County Court L X counted) 18
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G X X 18
PUERTD RICO:
Superior Court ] X X 18
RHODE ISLAND:
Family Court L X X 18
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Family Court L X X 17
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G X X 18
TENNESSEE:
General Sessions Court L X X 18
Juvenile Court L X X 18
TEXAS:
District Court G X X 17
County Court at Law,
Constitutional County
Court, Probate Court L X X 17
UTAH:
Juvenile Court L X X 18
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FIGURE E: Juvenile

unit of count used in state tria) courts, 1987.

{continued)

Filings are counted

Age at which

At filing Disposition counted Juvenile
At in- of peti- At adjudi- At dispo- Jurisdiction
Juris- take or tion or cation of sition of transfers to
State/Court name: diction referral complaint petition Juvenile adult courts
VERMONT:
District Court G X X 16
VIRGINIA:
District Court L X X 18
WASHINGTON: .
Superior Court G X X X 18
(dependency) (delinquency)
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G X X 18
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G X X 18
WYOMING:
District Court G X X 19

JURISDICTION CODES:

Ll 3 audii 7]

Source:

General jurisdiction court.
Limited jurisdiction court.
= Effective January 20, 1987, juvenile Jurisdiction in Arkansas transferred to the Circuit Court
delinquency) and Chancery and Probate Court (dependency) from the County Court.

Administrative 0ffices of the Courts.

State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, updated and verified by State
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" FIGUREF: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1987

Admints=

trative
Juris- Agency Trial Court. Appeals Source of
State/Court name: “diction Appeals civil Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G X X X de novo District, Probate,
and Municipal Courts
ALASKA: .
-Superior Court G X 0 0 de novo
0 X X on the record District Court
ARTZONA: , .
Superior Court G 0 X X de novo Justice of the Peace,
Municipal Court
ARKANSAS:
Circuit Court G 0 X X de novo Court of Common
Pleas, County,
Municipal, City and
Police Courts
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G X X X de novo on Justice Court,
the record Municipal Court
COLORADO:
District Court G X X 0 on the record County and Municipal
Court of Record
0 0 X de novo County and Municipal
. Court of Record
County Court L 0 X X de novo Municipal Court
Not of Record
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G X X 0 on the record Probate Court
DELAWARE:
Superior Court G 0 X X de novo Municipal Court of

Wilmington, Alder-
man's, and Justice
of Peace Courts
X X X on the record Superior Court,
Court of Common Pleas

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court Lt} X 0 0 on the record Merit Protection
' Board, Administrative
TrafFfic Agency

FLORIDA:
Circult Court G 0 X 0 de novo on the County Court
record
0 0 X on the record County Court

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE F: State trial courts with 1ncidental appe]]dte Jurisdiction, 1987. (continued)

Adminis-
trative
Juris- Agency Trial Court Appeals Source of
State/Court name: diction - Appeals Civil Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal
GEORGIA: .
Superijor Court G X X 0 de novo or Probate Court,
on the record Magistrate Court
(varies by county)
0 0 X de novo or Probate Court
on the record Municipal Court
(Probate varies)
HAWAIT:
Circuit Court G X 0 0 de novo
IDAHO:
District Court G X X (small . X de novo Magistrates Diviston
claims only)
0 X 0 on the record Magistrates Division
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on the record
INDIANA:
Superior Court and
Circuit Court G X X X de novo City and Town Courts
Municipal Court of
Marion County L 0 X ] de novo Small Claims Court
of Marion County
I0WA:
District Court G X 0 0 de novo
0 X X on the record Magistrates Oivision
KANSAS:
District Court G X X X de novo Municipal Court
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G X X X on the record District Court
LOUISIANA: )
District Court G X X X de novo on city and Parish,
the record Justice of the Peace,
Mayor's Courts
MAINE: ‘
Superior Court G X X X on the record District Court,

Administrative Courts

(continued on next page)
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~ FIGURE .F: ~State trial courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1987, (continued)

Adminis-
trative
. Juris- Agency Trial Court Appeals Source of
State/Court name: diction . Appeals Civil Criminal Type of Appeal - Trial Court Appeal
MARYLAND: ) ;
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on the record
' 0 X X de novo District Court
MASSACHUSETTS:
Superior Court Department 6 B § X 0 on the record Other departments
District Court Department G 0 X ' X de novo Other departments
and Boston Municipal Court
MICHIGAN:
Circuit Court G X X X de novo Municipal Court
0 X 0 on the record District, Municipal
and Probate Courts
MINNESOTA:
District Court G 0 X X de novo County Court
MISSISSIPPI: (DATA ARE UNAVAILABLE)
MISSOURI ¢
Circult Court G X 0 0 on the record
X X 0 de .novo Municipal Court,
Associate Divisions
MONTANA:
District Court G X X 0 de novo Justice of Peace,
. and on the Municipal and City
record 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 de novo on Justice and Munici-
the record pal Courts
0 0 X de novo Municipal Court
on the record
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Superior Court G X 0 X de novo District and
Municipal and Probate
Courts

(continued on next page)
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“FIGURE F:- State trial courts w1£h incidental appellate Jurisdiction, 1987. (continued)

Adminis-
trative
L Juris- Agency Trial Court Appeals Source. of
- State/Court ‘name: diction - Appeals Civil Criminal Type cf Appeal Trial Court Appeal
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court G 0 0 X de novo on Municipal Court
the recoerd
NEW MEXICO:
T District Court G X X X de novo Magistrate, Probate,
: Municipal, and
Bernalillo County
Metropolitan Courts
NEW YORK:
County Court G 0 X X on the record City, Town and
Village Justice
Courts
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Court 6 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 nove 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 nove on the Municipal Court
record Not of Record
Court of Tax Review L X 0] 1] de novo on the
record
OREGON:
Circuit Court G X X X on the record County Court,
Municipal Court, (ip
L counties with no
District Court)
Justice Court, (in
counties with no
District Court)
Tax Court G X 0 0 on the record
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G X X 0 on the record Limited Jurisdiction
Courts
0 0 X de novo

(continued on next page)
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“FIGURE F: State trial courts with incidental appellate Juf1sd1ct10n. 1987 (continued)

Adminis-
trative
. Juris- Agency Trial Court Appeals - Source of
State/Court name: diction  Appeals Civii Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appedl
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G 1] X X - District Court
RHODE ISLAND:
Superior Court G X 0 0 on the record
0 X X de novo District, Munictipal,
and 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 and Municipal Courts
SOUTH DAKDTA:
Circuit Court G X ] 0 de novo and
on the record
0 X X de novo Magistrates Division
TENNESSEE:
Circuit, Chancery and
Criminal Courts G X X X de novo General Sessions,
Probate, Municipal
and Juvenile Courts
TEXAS:
District Court G X 0 0 de novo and
de novo on
the record
County-Level Courts L 0 X X de novo Municipal and Justice
of the Peace Courts
UTAH:
District Court G X X X on the record Limited Jurisdiction
Courts
0 X X de novo Justice of the Peace
Court
VERMONT :
Superior Court G X X 0 de novo on District Court,
the record Probate Court
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FIGURE F: State trial courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1987. (cont1hued)

Adminis-
s trative
v ) Juris- Agency Trial Court Appeals : : Source of
State/Court name: diction  Appeals Civil Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on the record
o X X de novo District Court
District Court L X 0 0 de novo
WASHINGTON: : . ,
Superior. Court G X X X de novo on District and
: : the record Municipal Courts
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circult Court G X 0 0 on the record
0 X X de novo Magistrate Court
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G X 0 X (first de novo Municipal Court
offense DWI/DUI
only)
0 X X (First on the record Municipal Court
offense DWI/DUI
only)
WYOMING:
District Court G X X X de novo on Limited Jurisdiction
the record Courts

JURISDICTION CODES:

G
L

nm o u

General jurisdiction court.
Limited jurisdiction court.
Information not available.

Definitions of types of appeal:

de novo:

de novo
on the record:

on the record:

Source:

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.

An appeal from one trial court to another trial court that 1s based on the record to reach

a new trial court judgment.

An appea) from one trial court to another tivial court in which procedural challenges to
the original trial proceedings are claimed, and an evaluation of those challenges are
made--there 1s not a new trial court judgment on the case.

Data were gathered from the 1987 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles and State

Administrative Offices of the Courts.

Part IV: Figure F « 221



FIGURE G: Number of Judg‘es/Justices in the State Courts, 1987

Court(s) Intermediate General Limited
. of last appellate Jurisdiction Jurisdiction
State: - “resort court(s) court(s) court(s)
Alabama 9 8 124 803 (¥ncludes 416 mayors)
Alaska - 5 3 29 71 (includes 54 magistrates)
Arizona 5 18 101 252 (includes 84 justices of the
; : peace, 56 part-time judges)
Arkansas 7 6 10 329 (includes 61 juvenile
referees) )
California 7 17 830 (includes 106 755 {(includes 123 commissioners
commissioners or referees)
or referees)
Colorado 7 ) 10 121 342
Connecticut 7 g 162 -{includes the 132
16 appellate
: Justices/Jjudges
Delaware 5 - 117 87 (includes 53 Justices of the
: ‘ peace, 1 chief magistrate,
12 aldermen, 1 part-time Judge)
DMstrict of 9 - 61 -
Columbia
Florida 7 46 362 223
Georgla 7 9 188 (includes 40 1,077 (includes 48 part-time judges,
part-time 159 chief magistrates, 273
judges) magistrates)
Hawaii- 5 3 32 (includes 8 59 (includes 37 per diem judges)
District Court
Judges)
Idaho 5 3 103 (includes 62 -=
Tawyer and 8
non-lawyer
magistrates)
I119nois 7 43 (Includes 9 780 -
supplemental
Judges) ]
Indlana 5 13 206 155
Towa 9 6 317 (includes 158 -
part-time mag-
istrates)
Kansas 7 10 216 (includes 70 314
district magis-
trate judges)
Kentucky 7 14 91 125
Louisiana 7 48 192 770 (includes 399 justices of the
peace, 300 mayors)
Maine 7 —-= 16 42 (includes 16 part-time judges)
Maryland 7 3 109 156
Massachusetts 7 i0 281 ) -
Michigan 7 18 197 360
Minnesota 7 13 224% -
Mississippl 9 - 19 482 (includes 165 mayors, 191 Jus-

tices of the peace)

(continued on next page)
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- FIGURE G:

‘Number of judges/justices in the state courts, 1987.

(continued)
Court(s) Intermediate General Limited
, of Jast appeliate Jurisdiction Jurisdiction

State: resort court(s) caurt(s) court(s)

Missouri 17 32 303 348

Montana 7 - 4 133 (includes 33 justices of the

: peace that also serve on the
city court)

Nebraska 7 -— 48 67

Nevada 5 - 35 79

New Hampshire 5 - 25 97

New lersey 7 28 342 374 (includes 342 part-time Judges)

New Mexico - 5 7 59 182

New York 1 62 484 2,630 (includes 76 surrogates, 1,985

Justices of the peace)

North Carolina 1 12 172 {(includes 100 788 (includes 637 magistrates of
clerks who which 100 are part-time)
hear uncon-

. tested probate)

North Dakota 5 26 175

Ohio 7 58 339 950 (includes 690 mayors)

Oklahoma 12 12 206 379 (includes unknown number of

part-time judges)

Oregon 1 10 85 316 (includes 38 justices of the

peace)

Pennsylvania 1 24 330 577 (includes 543 Justices of the

peace and 5 magistrates)

Puerto Rico 8 - 9?2 163 (includes 10 special judges)

Rhode Island 5 - 20 70

South Carolina 5 6 51 (includes 20 657 (includes 315 magistrates)
masters-in-
equity)

South Dakota 5 - 197 (includes 11 -

part-time lay
magistrates, 18
law magistrates,
84 full-time mag-
istrate/clerks, 49
part-time lay mag-
istrate/clerks)

Tennessee 5 21 128 (includes 33 347 (includes 44 part-time judges,
chancellors) and 2 justices of the peace

Texas 18 80 385 2,474 (includes 941 justices of the

peace)

Utah 5 1 29 207 (includes 158 justices of the

peace)

Vermont 5 - 25 19

Virginia 7 10 122 1717

{continued on next page)
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“FIGURE G: Number of judges/justicés in the state courts, 1987. {continued)

timited

Court(s) Intermediate General
of last appellate Jurisdiction Jurisdiction
State: __resort court(s). court(s) court(s)
Washington 9 16 133 328
West Virginia 5 -= 60 278 (includes 156 magistrates)
Wisconsin: 7 13 197 205 ‘
Wyoming 5 - 17 107 (includes 14 Justices of
the peace)
Total 355 778 8,859 18,721

~- = The state does not have a court at the
\nd\cated Jevel.

NOTE: This table identifies, in parentheses, all

individuals who hear cases but are not
titled judges/Justices.

peace, etc., In other states.

*Minnesota--General Jurisdiction and Limited

Some states may
have given the title "judge™ to officials
who are called magistrates, Justices of the

Jurisdiction Courts were consolidated in

1987.

Source: Data were gathered from the 1987 State Trial and Appellate Court statistical profiles.
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FIGURE H: Method of COunAtinyg Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1987

Are reopened
cases counted
as new filings,

Are enforcement/

collectlon proceed-
ings counted? If

Are temporary injunc-
tions counted? = If

or identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted
Juris-  separately as or separately from separately from new
State/Court name: diction reopened cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings?
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G ‘New filing Yes/No Yes/No
District Court L New filing No Yes/No
ALASKA:
Superiaor Court G Reopened No Yes
District Court L Reopened No No
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G Reopened wWhen trans- No Yes/No
) ferred in
Justice of the
Peace Court L Reopened Wher trans- No Yes/Ho
ferred in
ARKANSAS:
Circuit Court G Reopened No No
Chancery and Probate
Court G Reopened No No
CALIFORNIA:
Supertor Court G Reopened Retried cases No No
Municipal Court L Reopened Retried cases No N/A
Justice Court L Reopened Retried cases No N/A
COLORADO:
District Court G Reopened Post Activities No No
Water Court G Reopened Post Activities No No
County Court L Reopened Post Activitiles No No
Municipal Court L N/A N/A N/A
CONNECTICUT:
Supertor Court G New filing No No
DELAWARE:
Court of Chancery G Reopened No No
Superior Court 6 New filing If remanded No Yes/No
Reopened Case rehearing
Justice of the Peace
Court L Rarely occurs No Yes/No
Family Court L New filing If part of orig- No No
is heard inal proceeding
separately ’
Reopened - 1f
rehearing of
total case
Court of Common Pleas L N/A N/A N/A
Alderman's Court L N/A N/A N/A

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE ‘H: Method of counting civiY cases in state trial courts, 1987.  (continued)

Are reopened
cases counted
as new filings,

or identifted  Qualifications

Are enforcement/
collection proceed-

ings counted? If
yes, ‘are they counted

Are temporafy injunc-
tions counted? If
yes, are they counted

: Juris-- separately as or - separately from separately from new
State/Court name: diction reopened cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings?
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:

Superior Court G Reopened Yes/Yes Yes/Yes
FLORIDA:
Circuit Court G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No
County Court L Reopened Yes/No Yes/No
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G New f11ing No No
‘€Civil Court L N/C No No
State Court L New filing No No
Probate Court L New filing No No
Magistrate Court L New filing No No
Municipal Court L N/C No No
HAWAII:
Circuit Court and G Reopened Supplemental Yes/Yes Yes/Yes
Family Court proceedings Special proceedings Circuit Court:
Special Pro-
ceedings
District Court L Reopened Supplemental No Yes/No
proceedings (included as new
(case filing)
IDAHO:
District Court G Reopened © Yes/No No
TLLINOIS:
Circuit Court G Reopened No No
INDIANA:
Superior Court G Reopened Redocketed No No
Circuit Court G Reopened Redocketed No No
County Court L Reopened Redocketed No No
Municipal Court of Reopened Redocketed No No
Marion County L No No
City Court L N/A N/A N/A N/A
Small Claims Court of
Marion County L N/A N/A N/A N/A
TOWA:
District Court G New f1ling Yes/No No
KANSAS:
District Court G Reopened No Yes/No

226 « State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1987

(continued on next page)




S
o

¢ FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases in state trial courts, 1987. (continued)

Are reopened
cases counted

as new filings,

or Adentified

Are enforcement/

collection proceed-
) ings counted?
Qualifications yes, are they counted

If

Are temporary injunc-
tions counted? ' If
yes, are they counted

, Juris- . separately as or separately from separately from new
State/Court name: diction  reopened cases? Conditions new case filings? case f1lings?
KENTUCKY:

Circuit Court - G Reopened No Yes/Yes

District Court L Reopened No Yes/Yes
LOUISIANA:

District Court ] Reopened As action on open Yes/Yes Yes/No

) case

Juvenile Court G Reopened As action on open Yes/Yes No
case
Family Court G Reopened As action on open No No
case
City & Parish Courts L New filing As action on open Yes/No No
case
MAINE:
Superior Court G New filing No Yes/No
District Court L N/C No No
Probate Court L N/C No No
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G New filing No N/A
District Court L N/A ‘ N/A Yes/Mo
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the Commonwealth
Superior Court Dept. G N/C N/A Yes/Yes
District Court Dept. G N/C Yes/Yes N/A
Boston Municipal Court
Dept. G N/C Yes/Yes N/A
Housing Court Dept. G N/C Yes/Yes N/A
Land Court Dept. G N/C N/Applicable N/A
MICHIGAN:
Court of Claims G Reopened No No
Circuit Court G Reopened No No
District Court L N/7A N/A N/A
Municipal Court L N/7A N/A N/A
MINNESOTA:
District Court G Identified separately No No
MISSISSIPPI: Data are unavallable
MISSOURI:
Circuit Court G New filings Yes/No Yes/No
.~ MONTANA:
District Court G Reopened Yes/Yes Yes/No
Justice of the Peace
Court L N/A N/A N/A
Municipal Court L N/A N/A N/A
City Court L N/A N/A N/A

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases in state trial courts, 1987. (continued)

Are reopened
cases counted
as new filings,
or identified

Qualifications

Are enforcement/
collection proceed- Are temporary injunc-
ings counted?  If tions counted? If
yes, are they counted yes, are they counted

: Juris- . separately as or separately from separately from new
State/Court name: diction - reopened cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings?
NEBRASKA: '

District Court G Reopened No No

County Court L Reopened No No
NEVADA:

District Court G Reopened Yes/Yes No
NEW HAMPSHIRE:

Superior Court G Reopened No No

District Court L N/C No No

Municipal Court L N/C No No
NEW JERSEY:

Superior Court:

Civil, Family,
Genperal Equity, and G Reopened Yes/Yes Yes/No
Criminal Divisions (except . for
domestic
violence)
NEW MEXICO:

District Court G Reopened Yes/Yes No

Magistrate Court L Reopened No No

Metropolitan Court of

Berpalillo County L Reopened No No
NEW YORK:

Supreme Court G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No

County Court L N/C No No

Court of Claims L N/C No No

Family Court L Reopened Yes/No No

District Court L N/C No No

City Court L N/C No No

Civil Court of the

City of New York L N/C No No

Town & Village

Justice Court L N/C No No
NORTH CAROLINA:

Superjor Court G N/C No No

District Court L N/C Yes/No No
NORTH DAKGTA:

District Court G New filing Yes/Yes Yes/Yes

(only counted if a hearing
was held)
County Court L New filing N/A N/A
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FIGURE H: = Method of counting civil cases in state trial courts, 1987. - (continued)

Are reopened Are enforcement/ :
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary injunc-
as new filings, ings counted? If tions counted?  If
- or Ydentified Qualifications 'yes, -are they counted yes, are they counted
) Juris- - separately as or separately from separately from new
State/Court name: diction reopened cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings?
OHIO:
Court of Common Pleas G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No

(are counted separately tn
domestic relations cases)

Municipal Court L Reopened No No
County Court L Reopened No No
Court of Claims L N/A N/A N/A
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G Reopened No No
OREGON:
Circult Court G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No
Justice Court L N/A N/A N/A
Municipal Court L N/A N/A N/A
District Court L Reopened N/A N/A
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G Reopened No No
District Justice Court L New filing N/A N/A
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G New filing Yes/No N/A
District Court L New filing Yes/No N/A
RHODE ISLAND:
Superior Court G Reopened No Yes/No
District Court L Reopened No Yes/Yes
Family Court L Reopened No Yes/Yes
Probate Court L N/A N/A N/A
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Circuit Court G New filing No No (Permanent in-
Family Court L New filing No No Junctions are
Magistrate Court L New filing No No counted as a
Probate Court L New filing No No new filing)
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G N/C No Yes/No
TENNESSEE::
Circuit Court & Reopened (varies based on local practice) (Varies based on
local practice)
Chancery Court G Reopened (Varies based on local practice) (Varies based on
local practice)
General Sessions Court L Reopened (varies based on local practice) {Varies based on

local practice)

{continued on next page)
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. FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases In state trial courts, 1987. ' (continued)

Are reopened
cases counted
as new filings,
or identified

Are enforcement/

collection proceed-

ings counted?

Qualifications yes, are they counted

Are temporary injunc-
tions counted? If
yes, are they counted

Juris-  separately as or separately from separately from new
State/Court name: diction  reopened cases? Conditions new case fl1lings? case Filings?
TEXAS: ,
District Court G Reopened No No
Constitutional County
Court L Reopened No No
County Court at Law L Reopened No No
Justice of the Peace
Court { New filing No No
UTAH:
District Court G N/C (called - No Yes/Yes
Circuit Court L N/C abstract of No Yes/Yes
Justice of the Peace Judgment
Court L N/C filed) No Yes/Yes
VERMONT:
Superior Court G N/C No Yes/No
District Court G N/C No Yes/No
Probate Court L N/C No N/A
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G Reopened Reinstated Yes/Yes Yes/No
cases
District Court L New filing Yes/No No
WASHINGTON:
Stperior Court G New filing No Yes/No
Municipal Court L New f1ling N/A N/A
District Court L New filing Yes/Yes N/A
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G Reopened No No
Magistrate Court L New filing No No
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G New filing Identified with R No Yes/Yes
suffix, but included
in total count
WYOMING:
District Court G Reopened No No
Justice of the Peace
Court L Reopened N/A N/A
County Court L Reopened N/A N/A

G -
L -
N/A -
N/C -

N/Applicable

Source: State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, as updated and verified for 1987 by

General Jurisdiction Court
Limited Jurisdiction Court
Information 1s not available
Information s not collected/
counted

Civi1 casetypes heard by this
court are not applicable to this
figure.

State Administrative Offices of the Courts.
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| FIGURE I: Method of Counting Support/Custody Cases in State Trial Courts, 1987

Is. support/custody
a proceeding within
a marriage dissolu-

Do the support/custody

and marriage dissolution
case counts include uncon-
tested cases as well as

Are changes in decree
counted as new f1lings

State/Court name: Jurisdiction  tlon case? contested cases? or_ as_reopened cases?
ALABAMA:
© Circuit Court G Yes, except URESA and Yes New filings
nondissolution S/C
which are counted
separately
District Court L N/A Yes (S/C only) New f111ngs
ALASKA:
Superior Court G Yes, except URESA and Yes Reopened cases
. nondissolution S/C
which are counted
separately
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G Yes, except URESA cases Yes Reopened cases
which are counted
separately
ARKANSAS:
Chancery and Probate
Court G Yes, except URESA cases Yes Reopened cases
contested S/C and non-
dissolution S/C which
are counted separately
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G Yes Yes N/C
COLORADO:
District Court G Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases
cases and contested
S/C which are counted
separately
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G Yes, except nondissolution Yes Reopened cases
S/C which are counted
separately
DELAWARE:
Family Court L Yes, except contested Yes Reopened cases
S/C and nondissolution
S/C which are counted
separately
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases
cases and nondissolution
S/C which are counted
separately
FLORIDA:
Circuit Court G No Yes Reopened cases
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G Yes, except URESA Yes New £111ngs

and contested S/C
cases which are
counted separately

(continued on next page)
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©* FIGURE ‘I: Method of counting support/custody cases in state trial courts, 1987. - (continted)

Is support/custody
a proceeding within
a marriage dissolu-

Do the support/custody

and marriage dissolution
case counts include uncon-
tested cases as well as

Are changes in decree
counted as new Filings

State/Court name: Jurisdiction = tion case? contested cases? or_as reopened cases?
HAWALI: .
Circuit Court
{(Family Court
Divisieon) - G Yes, except URESA cases Yes N/C
which are counted
separately
IDAHO:
District Court G Yes, except URESA Yes New f111ng$
cases and S/C nondis-
solution, which are
counted separately
TLLINOIS:
Circuit Court G Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases
cases and nondis-
solution S/C, which are
counted separately
INDIANA:
Superior Court G Yes Yes Reopened cases
{redocketed)
Circuit Court G Yes Yes Reopened cases
{redocketed)
I0WA:
District Court G Yes, except URESA Yes New £11ings
cases, which are
counted separately
KANSAS:
District Court G Yes, except URESA Yes N/C
cases and nondis-
solution S/C, which are
counted separately
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases
cases, which are
counted separately
LOUISIANA:
District Court G Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases
cases, which are
counted separately
Juvenile Court G No (court has only Yes Reopened cases
support/custody
Jurisdiction)
Family Court G Yes, except nondis- Yes Reopened cases
solution S/C, which
are counted separately
MAINE:
Superior Court G Yes, except URESA Yes N/C
cases, which are
counted separately
District Court L Yes Yes N/C
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7-FIGURE I: Method of counting support/custody cases 1n state trial courts, 1987. {continued)

Is support/custody
a proceeding within
a 'marriage dissolu-

Do the support/custoedy

and marriage dissolution

case counts Include uncon-  Are changes in decree
tested cases as well as counted as new Filings

State/Court name:, Jurisdiction

cases and nondis-
solution S/C, which
are counted separately

tlon case? contested cases? or as reopeped cases?
MARYLAND: ‘ ‘
Circuit Court Yes, except URESA Yes New filings

MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of
the Commonwealth:
Probate and Family
Court Department

Yes, except nondis- No

Reopened cases

cases and nondis-
solution S/C, which
are counted separately

solution S/C cases, (Modifications)
which are counted
separately
MICHIGAN:
Circuit Court Yes, except URESA Yes N/C

MINNESOTA:
D1str1ct‘COurt

Yes, except URESA Yes
cases, which are
counted separately

Reopened cases

MISSISSIPPI:

Data are unavailable

MISSOURI:
Circuit Court

Yes, except URESA Yes
cases and nondis-
solution S/C, which are
counted separately

New filings

MONTANA:
District Court

Yes, except URESA Yes
cases and contested
S/C, which are counted

New filings

separately

NEBRASKA:

District Court Yes Yes Reopened cases
NEVADA:

District Court Yes Yes Reopened cases
NEW HAMPSHIRE:

Superior Court Yes Yes Reopened cases
NEW JERSEY:

Superior Court:

Civil, Family,

General Equity and

Criminal Divisions Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases

cases and nondis-
sotution S/C, which
are counted separately

{continued on next page)
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" FIGURE T:  Method of counting support/custody cases. in state trial courts, 1987. (continued)

Do the support/custody’

Is support/custody and marriage dissolution
a proceeding within case counts:include uncon-  Are changes 1n decree
. , a marriage dissolu- tested cases as well as counted as new £1lings
.- State/Court name: Jurisdiction tlon-case? contested cases? or_as reopened cases?
NEW MEXICO: .
District Court G Yes, except URESA  Yes Reopened cdses
cases and nondis-
soTution S/C, which
are counted separately
NEW YORK:
Supreme Court G Yes Yes ) Reopened cases
Fam11y Court L No (support/custody N/Appiicable Reopeped cases

Jurisdiction only) {heard in Supreme
Court only)

NORTH CAROLINA:
District Court L Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases
cases and nondis-
solution S/C, which
are counted separately

NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G Yes, except URESA Yes New f1lings
cases and nondis-
solution S/C, which
are counted separately

0HIO:
Court of Common Pleas G Yes, except URESA Yes New filings
cases and nondis-
solution S/C, which
are counted separately
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G Yes, except URESA Yes New f1lings
cases, which are
counted separately
OREGON: i
Circutt Court G Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases
cases and nondis-
sojution S/C, which are
counted separately
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G No Yes New F11ings

PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases
cases, which are
coupted separately

RHODE ISLAND:
Family Court L Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases
cases, which are
counted separately

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE 1:  Method of counting support/custody cases in state trial courts, 1987. (continued)

Is support/custody
a proceeding within
a marriage dissolu-

Do the support/custody

and marriage dissolution

case counts include uncon- Are changes in decree
tested cases as well as counted as new Filings

an out-of-state
issue

- State/Court name: Jurisdiction  tion case? contested cases? or_as reopened cases?
SOUTH CAROLINA:

Family Court L Yes, except URESA Yes New f11ings (not
cases and nondis- counted)
sotution S/C, which
are counted separately

SQUTH. DAKOTA:
Circutt Court G No Yes N/C
TENNESSEE:

Circuit Court G Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases
cases and nondis-
solution S/C, which
are counted separately

Chancery Court G Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases
cases and nondis-
solution S/C, which
are counted separately

General Sessions L Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases

Court cases and nondis-
sotution S/C, which
are counted separately

TEXAS:

District Court G Yes, except URESA Yes New: f11ings
cases and nondis-
solution S/C, which
are counted separately

County-Level Courts L Yes, except URESA Yes New filings
cases and nondis-
solution S/C, which
are counted separately

UTAH:

District Court G Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases
cases and contested
S/C, which are counted
separately

VERMONT:
Superior Court G Yes Yes N/C
District Court G No Yes N/C
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G Varies* Yes Reopened cases
(cases commenced)
District Court L No Yes Reopened cases
(reinstated cases)
WASHINGTON:

Superior Court G Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases
and paternity
cases, which are
counted separately

WEST VIRGINIA:
Circult Court G Yes, unless S/C is Yes Reopened cases

(continued on next page)
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- FIGURE I: Method of counf1ng support/custody cases in state trial cotirts, 1987. (continued)

Do the support/custody

and marriage dissolution
case counts include uncon-
tested cases as well as

Is support/custody
a proceeding within
a marriage dissolu-

--Are changes in decree
counted as new Fitings -

State/Court name: Jurisdiction tion case? contested cases? or_as reopened cases?
WISCONSIN: i
Circuit Court G Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases (new
cases and S/C filed action to modify
after the original Jurisdiction)
proceeding
WYOMING:
District Court G Yes Yes Reopened cases
County Court L No Yes Reopened cases
S/C -~ Support/Custody
N/A -~ Information 1s not avallable
N/C - Information is not collected/counted
N/Appitcable - Civil casetypes heard by this court

are not applicable to this figure.
URESA - Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of
Support Act

*FOOTNOTES:

Virginia--If a custody/support issue is considered
at the same time as the divorce action, it is
counted as one divorce case. Sometimes,
custody/support jssues arise after the final decree
in a divorce case 1s entered. When this happens,
the custody/support issue 1s counted as a
reinstatement of an "other equity" case. A
reinstatement 1s counted as a case commenced.
Custody/support issues are sometimes referred to
the Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court, where
they are counted as new cases.

Source: State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide, as updated and verified for 1987 by State Administrative
Offices of the Courts.
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Methodology‘

Court Statistics Project:
Goals and Organization

The Court Statistics Project compiles and reports
-comparable court caseload data from the 50 states, the
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico and encourages
greater uniformity in how individual state courts and state
administrative court offices collect and publish caseload
information. Progresstoward greater uniformity in caseload
data reporting should result in more meaningful and useful
caseload information at the disposal of judges, court man-
agers, and state court administrators.

The State Court Casgload Statistics series is a coop-
erative effort of the Conference of State Court Administra-
tors (COSCA) and the National Center for State Courts
(NCSC). Responsibility for project management and staff-
ing is assumed by the NCSC’s Court Statistics Project,
formerly called the National Court Statistics Project (1977-
83) and the Court Statistics and Information Management
Project (1983-87). COSCA, throughits Court Statistics and
Technology Committee (CSTC), provides policy guidance
and review for the project. The Court Statistics and
Technology Committee is composed of representatives
from COSCA, COSCA's staff, the National Conference of
Appellate Court Clerks, the National Association for Court
Management, and a representative from the academic
researchcommunity. The preparation ofthe 1987 caseload
reportwas funded by agrantfromthe State Justice Institute
(SJI 87 08F B 020) to NCSC.

In addition to preparing publications, the Court Statis-
tics Project responds to about 500 requests for information
and assistance each year. These requests fall into four
basic categories: requests for caseload data, requests for
court jurisdictional information, requests for information on
data collection and reporting procedures, and requests for
statistical analysis of the caseload data. The requests
comefrom a variety of sources, including state administra-
tive offices of the courts, local courts, individual justices and
judges, federal agencies, legisiators, the media, academic
researchers, and NCSC staff. The requests received by
the project are taken into consideration when topics are
selected for emphasis in the annual caseload statistics
report.

Evolution of the Court Statistics Project
During compilation of the State of the Artand the State

Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report, 1975, the Court
Statistics Project’s original data compilation efforts, classi-

fication 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-a minimum, be

inciuded in state court annual reports.?2 The State Court
Model Statistical Dictionary, published in 1980, and the
1984 Supplement provide common terminology, defini-
tions, and usage for reporting appellate and trial court:
caseload inventory. The dictionary and other project pub-

lications provide terms for use in reporting data on the -
method of case disposition.® The classification structure

and definitions serve as a model framework for developing

comparable and useful data. A consolidated and revised

edition of the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary,

which incorporates many new appellate count reporting

categories, will be published in 1989.

The Court Case Management Information Systems
Manual, which was produced jointly with the State Judicial
Information Systems Project, is another publication through
which the Court Statistics Project seeks to enhance the
usefulness of court statistics.* This- manual provides a
methodology for building court information systems that
provide the data needed for both daily court operations and
long-term case management, resource allocation, and
strategic planning. ,

Once a set of recommended terms was established,
the focus shifted to assessingthe comparability of caseload
data as reported by the couris to those terms. It became
particularly important to detail the subject matter jurisdic-
tion and methods of counting cases in each state court.
This effort was undertaken in two stages. The first stage
addressed problems related to the categorizing and count-

'National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts,
State Court Caseload Statistics: The State of the Art (Washlngton
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978).

2National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts,
State Court Model Annual Report (Williamsburg, Va.: National Center
for State Courts, 1980).

3National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts,
State Court Model Statistical Dictionary (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1980); Supplement (Williamsburg, Va.:
National Center for State Courts, 1984).

4Clifford and Jensen, Court Case Management Information Systems
Manual (Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State Courts, 1983).
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ing of cases inthe trial courts and resulted inthe 1984 State
Trial Count Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Reporting.®
Information from the jurisdiction guide was incorporated
into the caseload database for 1981 and is updated annu-
ally.

The second stage involved preparation of the 7984
State Appeilate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical
Reporting, which was used to compile the 1984 appellate
court database.® The introduction to the 1981 reponrt
contains a complete description of the impact of the Trial
Court Jurisdiction Guide on the Court Statistics Project
data collection, and the introduction of the 1984 report
provided a complete description of the impact of the Appel-
late Court Jurisdiction Guide.

Much of the court jurisdiction information contained in
the 1987 reportis the resultof research done for State Court
Organization, 1987, another project publication. State
Court Organization, 1987, is a source book which de-
scribes the organization and management of state appel-
late and trial courts.”

The first caseload report presented 1975 caseload
data for state appellate courts, trial courts of general
jurisdiction, and for selected categories (juvenile, domestic
relations, probate, and mental health) in limited jurisdiction
courts. The second report (1976) again presented avail-
able data forappellate courts and courts of generat jurisdic-
tionandalso included all available caseload data for limited
jurisdiction courts. The 1979 and 1980 reports eliminated
repetitiveness in the summary tables and reorganized the
data in the summary tables based on completeness and
comparability. The 1981 volume, incorporating the struc-
ture detailed in the 1984 Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide,
organized the caseload data by comparable jurisdictions.
In order to make the series current with the publication of
the 1984 volume, the Court Statistics Project did not publish
caseload data for 1982 and 1983.

Sources of Data

Information forthe nationalcaseload databases comes
from published and unpublished sources supplied by state
court administrators and appeilate court clerks. The pub-
lished data are usually found in official state annual reports.
State annual reports assume a variety of forms and vary
widely in detail. They represent the most reliable and valid
data available atthe state level. The data, however, arethe
product of statistical reports, often filed monthly or quar-
terly, from numerous local jurisdictions and, in most states,
several trial court systems. The caseload statistics are
usedby the states to manage theirown systems and are not
prepared specifically for inclusion in the NCSC caseload
statistics series.

sClifford and Roper, State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical
Reporting (Williamsburg, Va.. National Center for State Courts,
1985).

SRoper, 1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical
Reporting (Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State Courts,
1985).

7Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, State Court
Organization, 1987 (Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State
Courts, 1988).

Some states either do not publish an annual report or
publish only limited caseload statistics for either trial or
appellate courts. The Court Statistics Project receives
unpublished data from those states in a wide range of
forms, including internal management memos, computer-
generated output, and the project’s statistical and jurisdic-
tional profiles, which were sentto state court administrative
offices for updating.

Telephone contact and follow-up correspondence are
used to collect missing data, confirm the accuracy of
available data, and determine the legal jurisdiction of each
court. Information is collected concerning the number of
judges per court or court system (from annual reports,
offices of state court administrators, and appellate court
clerks); the state population (based on Bureau of the
Census revised estimates);® and special characteristics
regarding subject matter jurisdiction and court structure.
Appendix B lists the source of each state’s caseload
statistics for 1987,

Data Collection Procedures

The following outline summarizes the major 1asks
involved in collecting the 1987 caseload data reported in
this volume.

a. The 1987 state reports were evaluated to note
changes in the categories and terminology used to repont
the data, changes in the range of available data, and
changes in the state’s court organization or jurisdiction.
This process involved a direct comparison of the 1587
material with the contents of individual state 1986 annual
reports. Project staff used a copy of each state’s 1986 trial
and appellate court statistical profile(s), trial and appellate
court jurisdiction guide profile(s), and the state court or-
ganizationchart asworksheetsforgatheringthe 1987 data.
Use of the previous year’s profiles provided the data
collector with a reference point so that the logic behind the
1986 data collection could be identified and replicated. The
caseload data were then taken from the state caseload
report and entered onto the 1987 profiles. The caseload
terminology used on the profiles are defined in the statisti-
cal dictionary. Prototypes of the appellate and trial court
statistical profiles can be found in Appendix C.

b. Project staff screened the collected caseload
numbers for significant changes from the previous year. A
formalrecord documented, and, where possible, explained
such changes. This process served as another reliability
check by identifying statutory, organizational, or proce-
dural changes that potentially have an impact on court
caseload. Duringthe data collection process, a check was
conducted to ensure compatibility between the information
supplied onthe jurisdiction guide profiles andthe casetypes
identified on the statistical profiles.

c. The data were then transferred from the handwrit-
ten copy to computer databases (codebooks are available
upon request). The data entry programused(SPSS's Data
Entry) automatically checked for certain data entry errors.

8U.8. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-25,
No. 1024, State Population and Household Estimates, with Age, Sex,
and Components of Change; 1981-87. (Washington, D.C., U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1988).
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The software allows the programmer to establish a range
of acceptable values for each variable. If a value was
entered whichfelloutside the parameters, SPSS would not
incorporate the number within the database until several
attempts were made to enterthe value. Afterthe datawere
entered, a batch error-detection program checkedforother
user-specified logic violations, usually through mathemati-
cal checks on the consistency of subtotals and totals. The
reliability of data collection and data entry were verified
through anindependent review of all decisions made by the
original data collector.

d. After the data were entered and checked for
keypunching errors, computer printouts were run compar-
ing 1986 and 1987 reported data. The printouts were
checked for inconsistencies between the two years, and
outliers were identified.

e. Finaily, the caseload tables in the body of this report
were generated from the database.

Variables

There are four basic types of data elements collected
by the Court Statistics Project: (1) trial court caseload
statistics, (2} trial court jurisdictional/organizational infor-
mation, (3) appellate court caseload, and (4) appellate
court jurisdictional/organizational information. An individ-
ual court profile is prepared for each of these data ele-
ments. These data collection instruments are approved by
COSCA's Court Statistics and Technology Committee and
consist of data elements defined in the State Court Model
Statistical Dictionary.

There are four main trial court casetypes: civil, crimi-
nal, juvenile, andtraffic/otherviolation. Eachmajorcasetype
can be reduced to several specific caseload categories.
For example, the civil casetype consists of tort, contract,
real property rights, small claims, mental health, estate,
and domestic relations cases. In some circumstances,
these casetypes can be further refined; for example,
domestic relations cases can be divided into marriage
dissolution, URESA, support/custody, and adoptioncases.

Currently, only filing and disposition numbers are en-
tered into the database for each of these casetypes. Data
on pending cases were routinely collected by the project
until serious comparability problems were identified when
compilingthe 1984 caseload report. Some courts provided
data that included active cases only, while others included
active and inactive cases. COSCA's Court Statistics and
Technology Committee recommended that the collection
of pending caseload be deferred until a study determined
whether the data can be made comparable across states.

The trial court jurisdictional profile collects an assort-
ment of information relevant to the organization and
jurisdiction of each trial court system. The main purpose of
the profile is to translate the terminology used by the states
when reporting statistical information into generic terms
recommended by the State Court Model Statistical Diction-
ary. In addition, the profile collects information on the
numbers of courts, the number of judges, methods of
counting cases, the availability of jury trials, the dollar
amount jurisdiction of the court, and the method of case
disposition.

There are also statistical and jurisdiction guide profiles
for each state appellate court. Two major casetypes are

used in the statistical profile: mandatory cases (those
cases which the court must hear onthe merits—appeals of
right) and discretionary petitions (those cases which the
count has discretion onwhetherto accept andthen reach a
decision on the merits). The statistical profile also contains
the number of petitions granted, although many states do
not report this. Mandatory and discretionary cases are
further differentiated by whether the case is a review of a
final trial court judgment or some other matter, such as
interlocutory or postconviction relief. Where possible, the
statistics are classified according to subject matter, mainly
civil, criminal, juvenile, disciplinary, and administrative
agency appeal.

As with the trial court jurisdiction guide, the primary
task of the appellate court guide is to translate the terminol-
ogy and categories used by each state appellate court into
the generic ones recommended by the State Court Model
Statistical Dictionary. This guide aiso contains information
about each coun, including the number of court locations,
the number of justices/judges, the number of legal support
personnel, the point at which appeals are counted as a
case, the procedures used to review discretionary peti-
tions, and the use of panels.

Graphics as a Method

of Displaying Caseload

The 1985 and 1986 caseload reports used maps to
summarize the data presented in table form. The 1987
report also uses maps to display information; however,
their use is limited to summarizing court structure and
jurisdictional information rather than caseload data.

The 1987 report uses pie charts and bar graphs to
itlustrate and summarize the caseload data presented in
table form. The states are arranged by filing rate, from
lowest to highest, so that a midpoint can be easily deter-
mined. Each graph is limited to those states providing
relevant data in a comparable manner to the project. Itis
incorrectto conclude that a state omitted fromthe graph did
not report caseload slatistics to the project. The definitive
statement of data availability can be found in the detailed
caseload tables in Part Il

Footnotes

Footnotes indicate the degree to which a court’s statis-
tics conform to the Court Statistics Project's reporting
categories as defined in the State Court Model Statistical
Dictionary. Footnoted caseload numbers are either over-
inclusive in that they contain casetypes other than those
defined for the term in the dictionary, or are underinclusive
inthat some casetypes defined forthe termin the dictionary
are not included. It is possible for a caseload number to
contain inapplicable types, while omitting applicable ones,
making the subtotal or total simultaneously overinclusive
and underinclusive.

Reported case filings and dispositions are also af-
fected by the unit and method of count used by states,
differing subject matter and dollar amount jurisdictions, and
different court system structures. Most of these differences
are described in the figures found in Part IV of this volume
and summarized in the court structure chart for each state
in Part fll.
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Variations in Reporting Periods
‘As indicated in Figure A, 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.
The 1987 report reflects court organization and juris-
dictionin 1987. Since 1975, new courts have begh created
at both the appellate and trial level, new courts réport data
to the Court Statistics Project, courts may have méirged and
changed counting or reporting methods. The dollaramount
limits of civil jurisdiction in manytrial courts also vary. Great
care istherefore required when comparing the 1987 datato
previous years.

Final Note
Finally, comments, corrections, and suggestions by
readers are a vital part of the work of the Court Statis-
tics Project and should be sent to the Director, Court
Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, 300
Newport Avenue, Williamsburg, Virginia, 23187-8798.

244 » State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1987



Appendix B

Sources of 1987 State Court'
Caseload Statistics



Sources of 1987 state court caseload statistics

- ALABAMA:

-COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Suprems Court.
IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by
the Administrative Director of Courts.

ALASKA:
COLR,; IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of
the Courts, Alaska Court System, 1987 Annual
Report (Anchorage, Alaska: 1988).

ARIZONA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of
the Courts, The Arizona Courts, 1987 Judicial
Report (Phoenix, Arizona: 1988).

ARKANSAS:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary of the

" Judicial Department, Annual Report of the Judiciary

of Arkansas, FY 86-87 (L.ittle Rock, Arkansas:
1988).

CALIFORNIA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Council of Califor-
nia, 1988 Annual Report, Judicial Council of Califor-
nia (San Francisco, California: 1988).

COLORADO:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Annual Report of the Colorado JudIC/ary 1986-87
(Denver, Colorado: 1987).

CONNECTICUT:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Biennial Report of the

Connecticut Judicial Department, 1985-87 (Hartford,

Connecticut: 1988).

DELAWARE:
COLR, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the
Courts, 1987 Annual Report of the Delaware
Judiciary (Wilmington, Delaware: 1987). Additional
unpublished data were provided by the Administra-
tive Director of the Courts.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
COLR, GJC: Executive Officer of the Courts, 1987
Annual Report, District of Columbia Courts (Wash-
ington, D.C.: 1987). Additional unpublished data
were provided by the Executive Officer.

FLORIDA;
COLR: Unpublished data were provnded by the
State Courts Administrator and Clerk of the Su-
preme Court.
IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by
the State Court Administrator.

GEORGIA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.
IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk
of the Court of Appeals.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Administrative Director of the Courts.

HAWAIl: ;
COLR, IAC: Administrative Director of the Courts,
The Judiciary, State of Hawaii: Annual Report 1986-
87 and Statistical Supplement, July 1, 1986 to June
30, 1987 (Honolulu, Hawaii: 1987).
GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the Courts,
The Judiciary, State of Hawaii: Annual Report 1986-
87 (Honolulu, Hawaii: 1987). Additional unpub-
lished data were provided by the Administrative
Director of the Courts.

IDAHO:
COLR, IAC, GJC: Administrative Director of the
Courts, The Idaho Courts 1987 Annual Repont
Appendix (Boise, Idaho: 1988).

ILLINQIS:
COLR, IAC, GJC: Unpublished data were provided
by the Administrative Director of the Courts.

INDIANA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Director of the
Division of State Court Administration, 1987 Indiana
Judicial Report (Indianapolis, Indiana: 1988).

IOWA:
COLR: State Court Administrator, 1987 Annual
Statistical Report (Des Moines, lowa: 1988).
Additional unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.
IAC: State Court Administrator, 1987 Annual
Statistical Report (Des Moines, lowa: 1988).
Additional unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Court of Appeals.
GJC: State Court Administrator, 7987 Annual
Statistical Report (Des Moines, lowa: 1988).
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KANSAS :
- COLR, IAC, GJC LJC: Judicial Administrator,
Annual Report of the Courts of Kansas: 1986-1987
Fiscal Year (Topeka, Kansas: 1987).
KENTUCKY: ,
' COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
~Clerk of the Supreme Court.
~IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk
of the Court of Appeals.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
, Administrative Director of the Courts.
LOUISIANA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.
IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Administrator, 1987 Annual
Repon of the Judicial Council of the Supreme Court
of Louisiana (New Orleans, Louisiana: - 1988).
MAINE; ,
COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, State
of Maine Judicial Department 1987 Annual Report
(Portland, Maine: 1988).
MARYLAND:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary 1986-87
(Annapolis, Maryland: 1987).
MASSACHUSETTS:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Judicial Court.
IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk
of the Appeals Court.
GJC: Chief Administrative Justice, Annual Report of
the Massachusetts Trial Court, 1987 (Boston, Mas-
~sachusetts: 1988).
MICHIGAN:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
1987 Annual Report of the State Court Administrator
and Statistical Supplement (Lansing, Michigan:
1988).
MINNESOTA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Minnesota State Court Report 1986-1987 (St. Paul,
Minnesota: 1988).
MISSISSIPPI:
COLR: Staff Attorney, Mississippi Supreme Court
Annual Report 1987 (Jackson, Mississippi: 1988).
GJC, LJC: No data were available for cases
handled by these courts in 1987.
MISSOURI:
COLR, IAC, GJC: State Courts Administrator,
Missouri Judicial Report Fiscal Year 1987 (Jefferson
City, Missouri: 1987).
MONTANA: _
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Court Administrator of ihe Supreme Court.
GJC: Unpublished data were provided by the State
Court Administrator.
LJC: No data were available for cases handied by
these courts in fiscal year 1987.
NEBRASKA:
COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Nebraska Supreme Court 1987 Annual Report
(Lincoln, Nebraska: 1987).

NEVADA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.
GJC, LJC: No data were available for cases
handled by these courts in 1987.

NEW HAMPSHIRE:

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court. :
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Durector Administrative Office of the Courts.

NEW JERSEY:
COLR: Unpubllshed data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Coun.
IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk
of the Court.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Administrative Director, Administrative Office of the
Courts.

NEW MEXICO:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director,
Judicial Department, State of New Mexico, Annual
Report July 1, 1986-June 30, 1987 (Santa Fe, New
Mexico: 1987).

NEW YORK:
COLR, IAC: Clerk of the Court, 1987 Annual Repon‘
of the Clerk of the Court, Court of Appeals of the
State of New York (New York: 1988). Additional
unpublished data were provided by the Clerks of the
Appellate Division and Appellate Terms of the
Supreme Court.
GJC, LJC: Chief Administrator of the Courts, Ninth
Annua! Report 1988 (New York: 1988).

NORTH CAROLINA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director,
Administrative Office of the Courts, North Carolina
Courts, 1986-87 (Raleigh, North Carolina: 1987).

NORTH DAKOTA:
COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Annual Report of the North Dakota Judicial System,
1987 (Bismarck, North Dakota: 1988).

OHIO:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of
the Supreme Court, Ohio Courts Summary 1987
(Columbus, Ohio: 1988).

OKLAHOMA:
COLR: Administrative Director of the Courts, State
of Oklahoma, the Judiciary: Annual Report for
Fiscal Year 1987 (Oklahoma City, Oklahoma:
1988). Additional unpublished data were provided
by the Clerk of the Court of Criminal Appeals.
IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the
Courts, State of Oklahoma, the Judiciary: Annual
Report for Fiscal Year 1987 and Statistical Appendix
(Oklahoma City, Oklahoma: 1988).

OREGON:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were
provided by the State Court Administrator.

PENNSYLVANIA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were
provided by the Court Administrator.
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o PUERTO RICO:
‘ GJC, LJC: Unpubiished data were provided by the
~ Administrative Director of the Courts.
'RHODE ISLAND:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
‘Clerk of the Supreme Court.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
State Court Administrator.
SOUTH CAROLINA: _
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Director of the Judicial
Department, South Carolina Judicial Department,
- Annual Report, 1987 (Columbia, South Carolina:
- 1988).
Unpublished data were provided by the State Court
~ Administrator.
SOUTH DAKQTA:
~-COLR, GJC: State Court Administrator, Benchmark
1987: Annual Report of the South Dakota Unified
Judicial System (Pierre, South Dakota: 1988).
TENNESSEE:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executlve Secretary,
Supreme Court of Tennessee, 1987 Annual Report
(Nashville, Tennessee: 1988).
TEXAS: :
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of
the Counrts, Texas Judicial System Annual Report,
September 1, 1986 - August 31, 1987 (Austin,
Texas: 1987).
UTAH:
COLR, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided
by the Clerk of the Supreme Court.

VERMONT:

COLR, GJC, LJC: Court Administrator, Judicial
Statistics for Year Ending June 30, 1987 (Montpe-
lier, Vermont: 1987).
VIRGINIA: .
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary,
Supreme Court, Virginia State of the Judiciary
Report 1987 (Richmond, Virginia: 1988). -
WASHINGTON:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Annual Report of the Courts of Washington, 1987
(Olympia, Washington: 1988).
Caseloads of the Courts of Limited Jursidiction of
Washington State, 1987 (Olympia, Washington:
1987.)
WEST VIRGINIA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court of Appeals.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Administrative Director of the Courts.
WISCONSIN:
COLR, IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Director of State Courts.
WYOMING:
COLR, GJC: Unpublished data were provided by
the Court Coordinator.
LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Director of State Courts.
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Profile Used in 1987 Data Collection

STATE NAME, GOURT NAME
Court of last resort or intermediate appellate court
Number of divisions/departments, Number of authorized justices/judges
Time period covered

Beginning
pending Filed Disposed

End
pending

Cases:
Mandatory jurisdiction:
Appeals of final judgment:
k L O PP
Criminal:
Capital crimes (death/1ife) .......... . cc.ns
Other criminal .........covuhe. et
Total criminal ..vininvnniereianensninonronns
JUVERTTE vii ittt ie et et
Administrative agency .....ciiveeriiinnnnanaans
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) .....
Total appeals of final Judgment ................
Other mandatory cases:
Disciplinary matters:
ALLOrmeY o et i i i i it e et e
JUAGE v iie it rener s
Total disciplinary ....vvvenivinrinnonnnsocans
Original proceedings (e.qg., extraordinary writs,
postconviction remedy, sentence review only,
election €ases) c.viviiriiiariiiiiriniaonannn
Interlocutory decisions .....ciivivieiveniennns
Advisory opinions:
Intra-state (legislature, executive, courts).
Federal courts (1.e., certified question) ...
Total advisory opinions .....ovivineienenannn
Total other mandatory cases ......icieeivnnnnnns
Total mandatory jJurisdiction cases ..........cocv..

Discretionary jurisdiction:
Petitions of final judgment:
[0 R I PN
Criminal cuiiteieinernevarrensasnnasscnsessnasenns
JUVERTTE vt it it
“Administrative agency .......cviiiiiiiiiiiii.
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) .......
Total petitions of final judgment ................
Other discretionary petitions:
Disciplinary matters:
Attorpey ........ . i, freteasesereananans
JUIGE i er s een e tinctinase ey
Total disciplinary ...... .. i innieninnens
Original proceedings (e.g., extraordinary writs,
postconviction remedy, sentence review only,
€1ection CaSeS) ..veiiiiriiriiiiiinariaraaeaen (
Interlocutory decisions .....ooievviiinnnneninnn, (
Advisory opinions:
Intra-state (legislature, executive, courts)
Federal courts (e.g., certified gquestion) .....
Total advisory opinions .....cveeeevinennnnianann
Total other discretionary petitions .............
Total discretionary jurisdiction cases .............

o~~~
Nt e e
o~~~ o~
' e N St St

—r
-

—— o~~~
e et Nt N
o~~~ o~
N Nt e N e et

Grand tota] CaASES .uvuiiiiirirerenrorirsrnanaseinnsnas () ()

Other proceedings:
Rehearing/reconsideration requests ................
MOtIONS it eienoersniransesessarenannsnaines
Other matters (e.g., bar admissions) ..............
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q.

Prototype of state appellate court statistical profile

Manner_of Disposition

Predeciston ) Decision
disposition __ Opinigns. =~  without
{(dismissed/ Per opinion
withdrawn/ Signed curiam {memo/ Trans-

settied) opinion opinion - order) ferred Other

Mandatory Jurisdiction:
Appeals. of final judgment:

(55 RV N R R M et eserdere ey
Criminal ... . i e i,
Juvenile .........000 et e teeeera e aia
Administrative agency ....ivoievviervencnen..
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) ..

. Other mandatory cases:
Disciplinary matters ......ciiiiniiiiinanns
Original proceedings (e.g., election cases)
Interlocutory decislons ........ccccurninnnnn

Total mandatory jurisdiction cases ............

D¥scretionary Jurisdiction (cases granted only):
Pet¥tions of final judgments:
[0 R I P P
Criminal o i i i e e
Juvenile .. e ittt
Administrative agency ..........ccivininnn.
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) ..
Other discretionary petttions ................
Disciplinary matters ... ... ... i,
Original proceedings {(e.g., electlon cases)
Total discretionary jurisdiction cases ........

Grand total ...ttt

Type of decision in _mandatory cases/aranted petitions of final judgment

Adminis- Other
trative Mandatory
Civil Criminal Juvenile Agency cases Total

Opinions:
AfFarmed ....ooiniiii i i i e
Modifted ... .. . i ittt irenenann
Reversed ... i it it
Remanded ....coviiniinnieirninnnrnrasnnnnnnn
Mixed ... e i e e e
Dismissed ... i i i e
11T Ut

becisions without opinion:
Y T
Modified ... e it
Reversed ... iiiieirineratnenrenonaenncenns
Remanded ......ouirieivnrntnenaennnennsanannns
MIXed .ol i i e ettt e e
Dismissed ...ttt i e i et
(0 o = o P

Type of decision in other discretionary petitions

Petition Petition
granted denied Qther,

Other discretionary petitions ................
Disciplinary matters .......... ..o iiviln.
Original proceedings (e.g., election cases)

Total discretionary Jurisdiction cases ........
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state appellate court statistical profile

Prototype of

Notice of appeal
to ready for
hearing

R

N
L

Time 1interval data™ (months/days)

Notice of appéa]
to decision

Number
of cases Mean Hedian

Ready for hearing Under advisement
to under advisement {submitted or
(submitted or oral oral argument
arqument completed) completed) to decision

Number Number

of cases Mean Median of cases Mean Medlan

Number
of cases

Mean  Median

Mandatory jurisdiction:

Appeals of
Civil ..
Criminal
Juvenile

final judgment:

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

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

Administrative agency ......cieeiiiiiianaa..

Unclassified (e.g., const1tut10na1 issue) ..
Other mandatory cases:

Disciplinary matters .......eviniiaiiivnnn..

original

proceedings (e.g., election cases .

Interlocutory decisions ...... . i
Total mandatory jurisdiction cases ............

Discretionary jurisdiction:
Petitions of final judgment.

Civil ..
Criminal
Juvenile

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

Administrative agency ......e.oiiiiiiiennnn
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional jssue) ..
Other discretionary petitions ............... .
Disciplinary matters ....coiienivinaiaanns.

Original
casesj

proceedings (e.g., election

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

Interlocutory decisions .......coeeiuiennnnn ‘

Advisory

opinfons ... ..iiiiiiiiiiiiiiennns

Total discretionary jurisdiction cases ........

Grand total

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




- Prototype of state appellate court statistical profile : IR pa ,:gf

Age’of pending caseload (days) : i SRR [
Not ready for hearing > Under adviyement R
Awaiting court waiting Awaiting : -(submitted or oral . i R
reporter’s” trapscript appellant's brief respondent's brief Ready for hearing ___arqument completed- =~ TN
e A Average
Over Over Over Over a i Oier - age o
0-60  61-120 120 0-60  61-120 120 - 0-60 61-120 120 ~ 0-60 61-120 120  0-60  61-120 120 . pending . -
days days_ days__days days  -days days _days days days days days -days days days -caseload
Mandatery jurisdiction:
Appeals of final judgment:
Civil .o,
Criminal ...ccoenmenennnnnn
Juvenile ........ciiiiaa..,
Administrative agency .....

Unclassified (e.qg.,
constitutional issue) ...
Other mandatory cases:
Disciplinary matters ......
Original proceedings
e.?., election cases) ..
Interlocutory decisions ...
Total mandatory jurisdiction
cases

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

Discretionary jurisdiction:
PeE?tzgns of final judgment:
iv -

Criminal ....covveennnennne
Juvenile ....c.cciiiiaiannn.
Administrative agency .....
Unclassified (e.qg.,
constitutional 1ssue% ..
Other discretionary petitions
Disciplinary matters ......
Original proceedings
e.?., election cases) ..
Interlocutory decisions ...
Advisory opinions .........
Total discretionary
jurisdiction cases .........

Grand total ...................
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Prototype of state appellate court statistical profile

Bo1dface headings indicate_the classifications used by the Court Statistics Project.

N/A = The casetype is handled by the court, but the data are unavailable.

X = The data for this casetyge are known to be inciuded in the total but are unavailable by category.
= fData e1ement is not applicable.

I

{ ) NOTE: Begin pending data filed outside the Earentheses, disposed data outside the parentheses, and end
pending data reported as discretionary %urﬁsdﬁct on cases represent petitions/motions for review. Filed

fig ures inside the parentheses represent those newly filed petitions/motions that were granted during the
t1 period covered on this profile. For t ose interested, Filed figures inside the parentheses can then_be
added to_total mandatory %ur sdiction cases filed to arrive at the number of new cases that the court will
ultimately consider "on the merits."” Disposed f1gures 1ns1de the arentheses represent the_number of
d¥scretionary et1t1ons ?ranted that were dispose
1s usually included ther-the total discretiopary pettt1ons d\sposed or the mandat org urisd

cases.  The number of isposed petitions Inside the parentheses can added to total man ory Jurisdiction
cases disposed to arrive at the number of cases that the court disposed of "on the meri

the meri " This number is rare]y avai]able and

Quaiifying Footnotes:

A = The data element is complete with no footnotes.

B = The data element is complete and represents some double counting.

C = The data element is overinclusive.

D = The data element 1s overinclusive and represents some double counting.

1 (enter as lower case) = The data element 1s at least 75% complete.

J = The data element is at least 75% complete, and represents some double counting.

P = The data element is incomplete and overinclusive.

Q = The data element 1s incomplete, overinclusive and represents some double counting.
V = The data element 1s less than 75% ccmplete.

W = The data element is less than 75% complete, and represents some double counting.

X = The data element is less than 75% complete, and overinclusive.

Y = The data element 1s less than 75% complete, overinclusive, and represents some double counting.
I = The data are missing for this data element.

R = Judge information.

S = Figure was computed.

T = Additional information.

U = The data element is included ip the unclassified category.
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Profile Used in 1987 Data Collection

STATE NAME, COURT NAME
Court of general jurisdiction or court of 1imited jurisdiction
Number of circuits or districts, Number of judges
Time period covered

Beginning

tna
pending

pending Filed Disposed
Civil; '

ort:

Auto tort

Medical malpracltice .....c.veeeeeinnncnionaassans

Other professional malpractice .............couts

Product 1iability tort ... .. .. ot
Miscellaneous tort ... ... i,
Total tort ... i et i i i it iiianen
Contract .. i it i ie e it ‘
Real property rights ............... B
Small claims ...l iinieennnanns e aieeaeee e
Domestic relations:

Marriage dissolutlon ... ... ... ittt

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

LY 0 1
Paternity/bastardy .......c.oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaaas
Miscellaneous domestic relations ............. ...
Total domestic relations .......oiivneiinnnnnen

state:
Probate/wills/intestate ......vvirininrinncancnas
Guardianship/conservatorship/trusteeship ........
Miscellanecus estate ....... .. ... i,
cTota] estate ...ttt iiiiesiiniiaie
Mental health ..ottt .

Apgea]:
ppeal of administrative agency case ............
Agpea] of trial court case ... ...cciiviiiiinnnnn.
Total_civil ap?eals ..............................
Miscellaneous civil ............ceenntn. Ceienias

Total civil ....... Ceeeeeaaeaae Ceiecreaies heeesane
Criminal:
Felany .......
Misdemeanor ..
DWI/DUL ...

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

Total criminal ..... et et e e ie ettt e e

Traffic/other violation;
Moving traffic violation
Ordinance violation ..........cccevunnns
Parkln? violation ......iiiiiiiiiiiii it
Miscellaneous traffic ........

fotal traffic/other violation ...... ...t

Juvenile:
Criminal-type Juvenile petition ........... ..ot
Status offense .......coeeineiuiniinnanann ..
Child-victim petition ....... Wt eeetetianasasnnanes
Miscellaneous jJuvenile petition ..............coie.

Total Juvenile .......vviivniieinnnnns eveearseisaeen

Grand total CaSeS ...vviverretenrearearncionenssasannne

Other proceedings:
Postconviction remedy .....cvniiiiiiiiiiiiannaaenns
Preliminary hear1n?s ..............................
Sentence review only ....
Extraordinary writs ...cociiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiaiit,

Total other proceedings ......covvviemienniaininnns.
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Prototype oF state tr1a1 court statistical profile”

Auto tort I
Other proFe551
Product 11ab
Miscellaneou
~ Total tort .. .
Contract ... ... v veeuivonnnnn, heeein
Rea) property rights
Small clalms . ovoieinuronoinnnnnnns
Domestic re1at10ns
Harr1age dissotution ..............
Suggor‘/custody
Adoption ... i i,
Paterntty/bastardy
Miscellaneous domestic relations ..
Total domestic relations ....

state .
Probate/ui]ls/1ntestat . PPN
‘Guardiansh /conservatorsh?p/
trusteeship ... .cviiiinnneiienns
Hiscel]aneous estate ......... resea
Yotal estate

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

PN IS

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

eal: .
pRppea] of adm1n1strat1ve
AGENCY CASE . \vvveruessvoncnrsans
gpea1 of tr1a1 court case
al_civil
Hisce11aneous
Total civil ...

........

Civ11:

Auto tort ool e eiesdanaeees
Medical malpractice
Other rofessiona] ma]pract1ce .
Product Yiabyitty tort ............
Miscellaneous tort .............cn.
Total tort
tontract ... . ieiiiininnn..
‘Real property r1ghts
SMAaTTl €1aims ..o veuereveanarocannans
Domest1c re1at10ns
Marriage dissolution
SuEgor /custody

CAdOPEION L. i i
Patgrnity/bastard ................
Miscellaneous domestic relations ..

Erota1 domestic relations
st
Probate/wi}is/intestate ...........
Guar31ansh} /conservatorship/
trusteeship
Misce]]aneous estate .......... fees
Total estate ......cc00nn.s eiedre

Menta) health ..oouvervvrienioneasn.
ApRea1:
,ppeal oF adm1nistrat1ve

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

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

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

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

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

gpea1 of tria] court CASE v.eeoann

al civil apg Cieevereerinaases
Kiscellaneous ¢ fheeesraeeienenes
Total eIVl ooiririneciieanacsennnan

Manner of d1sposit10n

trials

Trial
Jury . Non-jury - Total

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

..........

Traff1c/other v101at1on
Moving traffic .....v..eivnnnnnsn
0rd1nance v1o1at1on
Park1nq violat
Misce)Taneous ra ...........
Total traffic/other v101at10n R

Juvenile:
Criminal- t¥pe Juvenile petition .
Status petition ........ ... ...,
Child-v ctim pet1t1
M1sce11aneous Juveni]e petition .
Total Juvenile L .......i.. ccounan

Grand total trtals .........ccovien.

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

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

...........

Manner of c¢civil dispositions

Uncontested/
Default

Dismissed Withdrawn Settled Transferred

Arbitration

Trial
Jury Non-Jury Total

Totai
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jf‘Prototype of state trial court stat1st1ca1 profile

Manner of criminal d1spos1t10ns and_type of decision

Felony Misdemeanor

Miscellaneous

DWI/DUX Appeal criminal

Jotal

Cdury 't
anv

D\sm1ssed/nol1e prosequ1 i
Ball forfeltur
Bound over
-Eransferred

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

. th
Total dispositions ..

...........

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

Manner of traffic/other violation dispositions and type of decision

Moving traffic
vioTation

Ordinance
violation

Miscellaneous traffic/
other violation

Total

Jury tr1a1
Conviction
Acguittal .............

Non-Jury trial:

Conviction
ACqu1tta1
utlty plea .....o.cius..
1sm\ssed/n011e prosequ1 .
Bail forfeiture
Parking fines .
gransferred v

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

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

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

jo=Te7)

----------

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

0-30- 31-60 61-90 91-180

days _days _days

Parking

Age of pending caseload (days)

181-360 361-720 Over 720

days days days days

Average age
of pending cases

Civil;
rt;

Yori:
AUt 2Ort ...t
Medical malpractice .........c0n..
-Other grofess1ona1 malpractice .
Product 1iability tort
Miscellaneous tort

Total tort

Contract

Rea) property rights

Small cla .

Domestic re]ations
Marriage d1sso1ut1on

/custody

...........

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

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

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

sdgptiit /bastar
atern astardy ......ccecvennn
H1sge11a%eous domgst1c relations .
Total domestic relations

----------

Estat
Probate/w1115/1ntestate N

Guard1ansh1q/conservatnrsh1p/
trusteeship ......ccovn... e
H1sce11aneous estate .........

Total estate .............. .
xenta% health ...cveriiiiiirannannns
eal:
pRppea’l of administrat1ve
AGENCY TASE .vvnvezriosvanaasnss
g peal of tr1a1 court case .......
Total appea) ... coveivevvonsans ‘e
M1sce11aneous CIVIT it
Total cIvIT Liiveinianiinnanny ceeren
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7~'Prototype of state trial court statistical profile
: Age of pending caseload (days)

0-30 31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 Over 720 Avera e age
days _days _days _days days days days _ of pending cases

Criminad:
Felon

sesaeccsebeaisenaeseas

? ea] ...............

Miscellapeous criminal .o
Total criminal ... . iviieinnnnn-

Traffic/other violation:
Moving trafflc .......c.eicivanns
Urdinance vio]ation feeeaiaiie .o
Parkin v101at10n ................
Miscellaneous traffic ............
Total traffic/other v101at1on .....

Juven
Criminal-t e Juvenile pztition ..
Status g ¥¥ guventle ? ..........
Child-victim pet1t1 ............
Misce]]aneous Juven11e petition .
Total juventle ................ v

cs Project (CSP).

headings 1nd1cate the classif1cgt1ons used bg the Court st
at .
are unavailable by category.

e a
his casetype is handled by th a are unaval

data for tnis casetype are known to be 1nc1uded in the total
t applicabie.

f count: )
11 unit of count

Crimina] unit o unt.

Traff1c/other vio]at1on unit of count.

Juvenile unit of count.

Trial definitions
efin t .
Noniury trial defin 1on .

_o-rl-
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bb"foualifying Footnotes:

The data element is complete with no footnotes.

The data element s complete and also includes more information than can be specifically identified in codes

E~H below

"The dafé element is .complete and also 1nc1udes'a11 postconviction remedy proceedings.

1he'data element s complete and also includes all ordinance violation cases.
The ‘data element 1s complete and also Includes all DWI/DUI cases.

The data element is complete and also includes al) criminal appeals cases.

i (enter as Jower case

>
1]

~NOC - "o
]

more - nformation
The data element
The data element
The data element
Thé data element

The data element

The data element
The data element

Additional court

Figure was comput

taan
does
does
does
does

= The

can
not
not
not
not

data element is at least 75% complete, and_1s m1ssing .

be specifically identified In codes K-N below
include any 1imited felony cases. '
include any DW1/DUI cases.

1nc1ude any criminal appeal cases.

include any ordinance violation cases.

is incomplete and overinclusive.

is less than 75% complete.
1s Jess than 75% complete and overinclusive.

information.
Judge information.

ed.

Additlonal information; reopened cases are added to the data element.
The data element is included in the unclassified category.
The data are missing for this data element (1.e., the primary data element was coded a "-5" to a "-1").

bpata not availia

ble

= Casetype does not fall within the jurisdiction of the court.

= Data are represented in the total, but could not be separated by data element.

= Data are reported in the unclass1f1edkcategory of the same general casetype.
= Data are collapsed with another casetype and could not be dentified by specific data element.
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Appendix D
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Resident Population, 1987

PubuTation (in thousands)

i . 1987 1987 19817
State or territory Juvenile Adult Total
Atabama ........0c0ciuvunn 1,117 2,966 4,083
Alaska ©.cvieiiiineiannnn. 172 353 525
Arizona ........... e 919 2,467 3,386
ArKansas ...c.eieciosiacns 648 1,740 2,388
California ............... 7,302 20,361 27,663
Colorado .........vveuvvns 873 2,423 3,296
Connecticut .......o....... 7517 2,454 3,2n
Delaware .........covuuvnn 162 482 644
District of Columbia ..... 136 486 622
Florida .....ccvvvvainnnns 2,704 9,319 12,023
Georgla ....coviveninnanin 1,736 4,486 6,222
Hawaltl .................. . 286 197 1,083
Idaho .......ccovnnns e 306 692 998
IMinols .o.oeivriennnaun. 3,035 8,547 11,582
Indiana ........c..c0iu... 1,470 4,061 5,531
Towa ...iviiiiiieiinnnnn.. 732 2,102 2,834
Kansas .iviicecvnsocnnnaas 650 1,826 2,476
Kentucky «...ovvvivennnnns 996 2,13 3,127
Loutsfana ................ 1,315 3,146 4,461
Malne ...ovvviniinininnans 303 884 1,187
Maryland .....ccovvevunnns 1,125 3,410 4,535
Massachusetts ............ 1,336 4,519 5,855
Michigan ....cocvviinnnnns 2,460 6,740 9,200
Minnesota .......... P 1,1 3,135 4,246
Mississippt ... ... i, 791 1,834 2,625
Missourt ...........0an 1,309 3,794 5,103
Montama .........ccciuinns 224 585 809
Nebraska ......covvvevvune 424 1,170 1,594
Nevada ....oovevecneianans 253 754 1,007
New Hampshire ............ 266 791 1,057
New Jersey .c...ovevinansne 1,831 5,841 7,672
New Mexico ......ocvuninne 446 1,054 1,500
New York .......cevnvwnien 4,361 13,464 17,825
North Carolina ........... 1,627 4,786 6,413
North Dakota ............. 187 485 672
Ohto ....... heneeraan caee 2,836 7,948 10,784
Oklahoma ....... everianes 893 2,379 3,272
Oregon ...... feeaesanaaaas 686 2,038 2,724
Pennsylvania ............. 2,851 9,085 11,936
Puerto Rico ......cccevnnn N/A N/A 3,292
Rhode Island ............. 229 ) 151 986
South Carolipa ..... eeenan 941 2,484 3,425
South Dakota ............. 196 513 709
Tennessee ......... PN 1,251 3,604 4,855
TeXAS. cevrnocananinsnins .. 4,984 11,805 16,789
Utah ,...c..oovee RN 629 1,051 1,680
Vermont ..........c0n P 141 407 548
Virginia ......... Ceirvaan 1,459 4,445 5,904
Washington ..............e 1,169 3,369 4,538
West Virginia ............ 490 1,407 1,897
Wisconsin ..... Ceereseaann 1,269 3,538 4,807
Wyoming ....cecevvevennans 148 342 490

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, series P-25,
No. 1024, May 1988.
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Total State Population for Trend Tables, 1981, 1984, 1985, 1986, and 1987

’Total state population for trend tables, 1981, 1984, 1985, 1986, and 1987

State or territory

Alabama ..........ccvnunns
Alaska ...ovincnrninsnina.

Arkansas .....cociceaeaosns
California ...............

€010rado .....vvieveunnnns
Connecticut ..............
Delaware ...........o0nu..
District of Columbia .....
Florida ...... .0 .ovviienn.

Georgta ............c.0uns
Hawali .. ..o,
Idaho ..... Cetrieesecannas
Nitnods ...y,
Indiana ......c.civivemennn.

7
Kansas . ..coieivevineninnn
Kentucky ..... e ieireea e
Louistana ................
Maine ......cccviivicnannn,

Maryland ............ ceran
Massachusetts ............
Michigan .......coiivin..
Minnesota ........uiuinnn
Mississipp) ...

Missoury ......civvvuennnn
Montana .........ccv0uneen
Nebraska .................
Nevada ...........c.c0ant.
New Hampshire ............

New Jersey ....evevivannss
New Mexico .........ovcvnns
New York ......cocvvinannn
North Carolipa ...........
North Dakota .............

{0111 1 T PN
Oklahoma .......coceonvennn
0regon ......ceviveincansns
Pennsylvania .............
Puerto Rico ......c.cuvenn.

Rhode Island .........cu..
South Carolina ...........
South Dakota ...... PP
Tennessee .....cecevavsans
TEXAS & vvcvenonnrnvasnsase

Virginta .....oiiint,
Washington ...............
West Virginia ............

Wisconsin ......c.ucuunuen.
Wyoming .....cociivineins

Population (in thousands)

1981 1984 1985 1986 1987
3,917 3,990 4,021 4,053 4,083
12 500 521 534 . 525
2,794 3,053 3,181 3,280 3,386
2,296 2,349 2,359 2,312 2,388
24,196 25,622 26,365 26,981 27,663
2,965 3,178 3,231 3,267 3,296
3,134 3,154 3,174 3,189 3,21
598 613 622 633 644
631 623 626 626 622
10,183 10,976 11,366 11,675 12,023
5,574 5,837 5,976 6,104 6,222
981 1,039 1,054 1,062 1,083
959 1,001 1,008 1,003 998
11,462 11,511 11,535 11,553 11,582
5,468 5,498 5,499 5,503 5,531
2,899 2,910 2,884 2,850 2,834
2,383 2,438 2,450 2,460 2,476
3,662 2,723 3,726 3,729 3,727
4,308 4,462 4,481 4,502 4,461
1,133 1,156 1,164 1,113 1,187
4,263 4,349 4,392 4,463 4,535
5,713 5,798 5,822 5,832 5,855
9,204 9,075 9,088 9,145 9,200
4,094 4,162 4,193 4,214 4,246
2,531 2,598 2,613 2,625 2,625
4,941 5,008 5,029 5,066 5,103
793 824 826 819 809
1,571 1,606 1,606 1,598 1,594
845 am 936 964 1,007
936 977 998 1,027 1,057
7,404 7,515 1,562 7,620 7,672
1,328 1,424 1,450 1,479 1,500
17,602 17,135 17,783 17,1712 17,825
5,953 6,165 6,255 6,334 6,413
658 686 685 679 672
10,781 10,752 10,744 10,753 10,784
3,100 3,298 3,300 3,305 3,272
2,651 2,674 2,687 2,698 2,724
11,87 11,901 11,853 11,889 11,936
3,197 3,267 3,267 3,274 3,292
953 962 968 975 986
3,167 3,300 3,347 3,376 3,425
686 706 108 108 709
4,612 4,117 4,762 4,803 4,855
14,766 15,989 16,370 16,685 16,789
1,518 1,652 1,645 1,665 1,680
516 530 535 541 548
5,430 5,636 5,706 5,187 5,904
4,211 4,349 4,409 4,463 4,538
1,952 1,952 1,936 1,919 1,897
4,742 4,766 4,715 4,785 4,807
492 5N 509 507 490

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, sertes P-25.
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Other Publications from
the Court Statistics Project

The following publications are available
from the National Center for State Courts,
300 Newport Avenue, Williamsburg, VA
23187-8798:

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports
1976-1979
Each of these four volumes (1976-1979) has avail-
able caseload information from all appellate and trial
courts: 1980-1984, paperback, $3.25 each volume,
plus shipping.

- State Court Caseload Statistics: 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 Statistics: Annual Report 1981
The 1981 Report is out of print. Photocopies are
available from the Court Statistics Project.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1984
Available caseload information from all appellate
and trial courts are presented in this report. 19886,
276 pages, 25 oz., paperback, $6.25, plus shipping.

State Court Caseload Statistics: 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 Statistics: 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.

- Court Case Management Information Systems

Manual
This manual reviews local and statewide case
management information requirements and presents
sets of model data elements, data collection forms
and case management output reports for each level
of court. 1983, 342 pages, 29 oz., paperback,
$15.00, plus shipping.

The Business of State Trial Courts
Defining courts business as cases filed, seriolis
cases, and contested cases, this monograph tests
six.myths about courts, their work and decisions.
1983, 158 pages, 14 oz., paperback, $10.00, plus
shipping.

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 state
court annual reports. Discusses topics to be consid-
ered for inclusion in court reports. 1980, 88 pages.
Single copies available free of charge.

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 available
free of charge.

The following publication will soon be
available from the National Center for State
Courts:

State Court Model Statistical Dictionary
Contains definitions of terms used to classify and
count court caseload. Gives the court statistical
usage for each term. Merges the 1980 edition and
1984 Supplement, defines new terms. Forthcoming,
1989.






