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Overview of the F~eport 

This report offers a comprehensive picture of the work 
of state appellate and trial courts in 1987. It is the eleventh 
in a series of annual reports on state court case loads. 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 natu re 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. Part I is a 
commentary on 1987 appellate and trial court caseloads 
across the country, which highlights findings of general 
interest and discusses factors pertinent to any examination 
of state caseload data. Part I also presents trends since 
1981 in filings of selected categories of cases, including 
torts and felonies. 

Part II 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 
case load numbers contained in the tables explain particu­
larfeatures that affect the comparability of certain case load 
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 
case load number is comparable when it meets the defini­
tion for the case load-reporting category recommended by 
the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary. 

Part III 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 case load 
information reported by the courts. The nine figures in Part 

IV note, for example, the time period used for court statis­
tical repolrting, whether calendar year, fiscal year, or court 
calendar year; define the method by which cases are 
counted in appellate courts and in criminal, civil, and 
juvenile tr'ial court proceedings; identify trial courts with the 
authority to hear appeals; and detail how trial courts resolve 
the specillic issues raised when counting support/custody 
cases. Tile figures define what constitutes a case in each 
court, making it possible to determine which appellate and 
trial court:s 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 inforrhation provided by the states into a standard 
format. 

Uses 01~ Court Statistics 

Case load statistics are simply counts of the number of 
cases filed and disposed of by a court and, if available, 
inventoriels of the number of cases pending at the begin­
ning and at the end ofthe reporting period. That information 
provides building blocks that can be combined to construct 
answers to questions about the state courts. 

The broad outline of state court activity emerges from 
case load statistics, because they directly address such 
basic descriptive questions as How many disputes are the 
courts asl<ed to resolve? and How many of those disputes 
are in fad decided? Furthermore, case load statistics can 
be combined with jurisdictional and other information in this 
report to describe the work and operations of the state 
courts. T'Dpics that can be addressed include the compo­
sition of c: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 
offer a basis for determining the similarities and differences 
among state court systems. To what extent are appellate 
and trial courts in various states processing similar types of 
cases in similar volumes? States can then be grouped into 
distinct ccltegories, and the impact of those distinctions on 
the ability of courts to keep upwith their incoming caseloads 
determined. Caseload statistics for several years can be 
combined to discern trends. Felony case filings can be 
traced over time and compared to changes during the 
same time period to case filings for other types of criminal 
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offenses. The national consistency or changes, up or 
down, in the level. of civil litigation 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 appellate courts; civil, criminal, and 
juvenile cases for trial courts. 

How ~o Use the Report 

This report accommodates all of the uses mentioned 
above. The commentary in Part I is fashioned from mate­
rial in Parts II, III, and IV. The user's purpose should 
determine the parts that are consulted and the oro:er 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 should be reviewed, 
however, before drawing specific conclusions. 

The best route for obtaining information on a specific 
state or a specific state court is to read Appendix A and then 
consult the relevant caseload tables in Part II. Detailed 
information on the status of the information in the court or 
state can be found in footnotes to the tables, as well as in 
Parts!II and IV. For example, the total caseload forthe trial 
courts of Virginia can be found in Table 8, Part II. A footnote 
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 chart forVirginia in Part III describes the 
subject matterof the cases that 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 
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statistics. Comparisons among states or courts, therefore, 
require considerable care. Parts III and IV are essential for 
determining when like is being compared to like. Appendix 
A explains 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 set up in 
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 administrative offices collect and publish 
case load information. 

The 1987 report, like previous reports in the series, is 
a jOint effort by the Conference of State Court Administra­
tors (CaSCA) and the National Centler for State Courts 
(NCSC). CaSCA, through its Court Stati$tlcs and Technol­
ogy Committee, oversees theJ?Jeparation of all project 
publications and provides Pol.icY~9uidancewhen establish­
ing or revising generic reporting ¢ategories and proce­
dures. NCSC provides project statt 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. Project staff can alsq. 
provide the full range of information delivered by the states:'" 
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 
case load information that is far more detailed than that 
presented in Part II 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 
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State Court Caseloads in 1987 

During 1987, more than 94 million new cases were 
filed in the state courts. Appeals and discretionary petitions 
to state appellate courts account for 209,000 of those 
cases. The rest were trial court 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's total. These increases 
parallel the experience of appellate courts, where filings 
grew by 3.9 percent. 

The 94 million new cases make the state courts a far 
more frequent forum for dispute resolution than the federal 
courts. During 1987, there were ~ 1,599 appeals and 
petitions filed in the federal appellate courts; 4,493 were 
directed to the U.S. Supreme Court. 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 1987.1 

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 
case load statistics reported in this volume offer the most 
comprehensive picture available of the number and types 
of cases reaching appellate 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 case loads 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 case load 
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 bankruptcy code filings, which are hp,ard by bankruptcy 
judges, or misdemeanor cases heard by magistrates. 

Part I meets those objectives through the following 
framework. Appellate courts are examined first in a section 
that begins by describing and establishing patterns in ( 
overall state appellate caseloads. The section th~n re­
views the variation among states in the rate at which the 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 case loads are examined with respect to the division 
of labor among types of trial courts and then with 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 both the sections on appellate and trial courts 
compare 1987 case loads 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 
tort and felony case filings. 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 I concludes with a 
section that reiterates the main findings and a statement of 
the conclusions that tie the tables, charts, graphs, and 
maps to the three objectives. 

The commentary in Part I is a synthesis of material 
from the 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, it is helpful to arm the reader with 
basic knowledge about factors that affect the comparability 
of the case load 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.2 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. 
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compromised when a court's case/oad 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 sho~I~.be 
included in a count are omitted. Forexample, the definition 
of criminal case found in the State Court Model Statistical 
Dictionary includes the offense of driving while intoxicated 
(DWflDUI). A general jurisdiction J~ial court that has ju~is­
diction over such cases but claSSifIes them, for reporting 
purposes, with traffic violations rather than with criminal 
cases would have its total criminal case load footnoted as 
incomplete. 

Conversely, if DWI/DUI cases are heard in a court of 
limited jurisdiction, but cannot be separated from the ''traffic 
and other violation" cases filed in the cou rt, 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 
appellate courts count the receipt of the "notice of appeal" 
as the step that initiates the appellate process. Other 
courts wait until the trial court record is prepared and 
transmitted to the appellate court before counting a filing, 
by which time rilany appeals have been withdrawn, settled, 
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 
in when the count is tal<en. 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 0, 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 cas~ 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 I uses charts, graphs, and maps to summarize 
case load and related information contained in the other 
parts of the report. The goal is comparabili~y, bu~ 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 filings in 1987: 
154,701 mandatory appeals and 54,261 discretionary 
petitions. Case filing data were available for all 94 courts 
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of last resort (COLRs) and intermediate appellate courts 
(lACs) in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.3 

Some of the reported filings, however, contain under­
counting or double counting: Table 1, Part II (p: 52) allo.ws 
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 court to hearthe 
case. The appellate court then decides whetherto exerc!se 
its discretionary power to consider the case on the ments. 

All states have establiShed a court of last resort (COLR) j 
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.4 Twenty-four 
states organized their lAC on a statewide basis and four­
teen on a regional basiS in 1987. 

According to an influential perspective5 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 
procedu re, and (2) the development of law fort~e benefi~ 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 lAC should assume the err?r­
correction function, and the COLR should, by the exercISe 
of its discretion to review all mannerof appeals, develop the 
law. 

The influence of this perspective on state court sys­
tems is evident by the extent which states have created 
lACs in response to growing appellate caseloads. Twenty­
five states established lACs in recent decades (since 
1958). Yet, despite the common contexts in which they 
were created, a careful examination 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 of 
appeals is established in North Dakota "to exercise appe"at~ and 
original jurisdiction as delegated by Ihe supreme court" (sectIons 27-
07.1-17 North Dakota Century Code). The court sits in three-judge 
panels. 'The two panels of the lAC called during 1987 heard six 
cases on assignment from the COLR. 

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



MAP 1: The Distribution of Appellate Courts, 1987 

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) COLR dis­
cretionary petitions, (3) lAC mandatory appeals, and (4) 
lAC discretionary petitions. 

If we combine the appeHate 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 lACs repre­
sented 62 percent of the total state appellate case load for 
the year, while 8 percent consisted of discretionary peti­
tions to lACs. 

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. 

6This perspective has clearly applied with great force to the federal 
system. The U.S. Circuit Courts of Appeals were established in 1891 
as an lAC 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 
lAC before 1891: Illinois, 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). 

Court Structures 

o COLRonly 
§l 1 COLR and 1 lAC 
• 1 COLR and 2 lACs 
• 2 COLRs and 1 lAC 

CHART 1: Appellate Case Filings, 1987 

lAC-Mandatory 62.4% 

Tolal=208,962 

COLR-Discretionary 
18.0% 

COLR-Mandatory 
11.6% 

lAC-Discretionary 
8.0% 

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 lAC. Texas and Oklahoma 
have separate COLRs for criminal and civil cases and one 
lAC. Four states have established multiple lACs. Alabama 
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MAP 2: Appellate Court Caseload Jurisdiction, 1987 

Court Structure/Jurisdiction 

!1m! COLR only/M 

El COLR onlylD 
o COLR onlyl M & 0 

~ COLRID - IAC/M & 0 

m COLRIM & 0 - IAC/M 
• COLRIM & 0 - IAC/M & 0 

M=Mandatory 

D=Discretionary 

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 lACs 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 in New Hampshire, West Virginia, 
and Wisconsin exercise full discretionary jurisdiction over 
their dockets, while all COLR filings in Nevada, North 
Dakota, and Wyoming are appeals of right (totally manda­
tory jurisdiction). States with lACs obviously vary in the 
manner in which jurisdiction is allocated between court 
levels. 

The Composition of 
Appellate Court Case/oads 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 1 00 cases filed in a state COLR, 
61 were discretionary petitions. This contrasts with the lAC 
caseload, in which only 11 of every 100 filings were 
discretionary petitions. lACs are clearly the workhorses of 
state appellate systems. Nearly three quarters (72.2 per­
cent) of appellate filings in states with both a COLR and an 
lAC went to the lAC? 

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 case loads 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 lACs in two-tier systems apply to all states or 
are other patterns identifiable? Are states with multiple 
appellate courts at any level distinctive in the composition 
of their caseloads? Such questions are important, as the 
answers indicate the extent to which like is being compared 
with like when 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 II (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 lAC are listed first, followed by states with only a 
COLR, and finally states with more than one COLR or lAC. 
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. 

7 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 lAC and then as a petition for review by the COLR of an 
unfavorable lAC decision. One study concluded that between one­
fifth and one-half of lAC decisions are appealed to the COLR but that 
few of those petitions are granted. See Stephen Wasby, Thomas 
Marvel, and Alexander Aikman, Volume and De/ay in State Appellate 
Courts: Problems and Responses, Williamsburg, Va.: National 
Center for State Courts, 1979, pp. 54-55. 



GRAPH 1: Total Appellate Filings per 100,000 Population, 1987 
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Graph 1 displays case filings per 1 00,000 population in 
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 II (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.B 

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

150 200 250 300 

per 100,000 popu lation 

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

"Graph 1 overstates the presence of mandatory appeals relative to 
discretionary petitions in appellate court caseloads. The footnotes to 
Table 2, Part II indicate that the number of mandatory appeals is 
overinclusive, encompassing all discretionary petitions in the following 
courts: Arkansas Supreme Court, Illinois 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 result 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
fied in Graph 1. The bar representing their case filings has 
either one or two sections. Filing rates per 100,000 
population in those states tend to be lower than in states 
with a two-level appellate system. The difference is not 
absolute. Nevada and Vermont have filing rates above the 
median, as do West Virginia, which has entirely 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 appellate courts, 
and no discretionary petitions were filed in those courts 
during 1987. Filings in the appellate courts of the District of 
Columbia, Montana, South Dakota, and Vermont were 
overwhelmingly mandatory appeals. Rhode Island was the 
only state with one appellate court in which discretionary 
petitions and mandatory appeals were filed in roughly 
equal numbers. The COLRs in New Hampshire and West 
Virginia have solely discretionary jurisdiction, but most of 
the work of other COLRs in one-tier appellate systems is to 
decide mandatory appeals. 

Appellate filings in states with one COLR and one lAC 
tend to conform to the standard perspective on appellate 
structure and jurisdiction. Filings in the COLR represent a 
small proportion of the state total and are mainly discretion­
ary petitions. Filings in the lAC 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 form a 
largerthan typical share of lAC filings in these three states. 

Seven states offer a very different pattern, with most 
filings in the COLR rather than the lAC and filings at both 
levels primarily in the form of mandatory appeals: Arkan­
sas, Hawaii,ldaho,lowa, New Mexico, South CarOlina, and 
Utah (the Utah lAC went into operation on February 1, 
1987).9 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 more than three times as many mandatory appeals 
than discretionary petitions filed in the COLR (Table 2, Part 
I I, p. 54). That basic pattern applies to those states in which 
the lAC hears cases on assignment from the COLA. All lAC 
filings in Hawaii, Idaho, and Iowa are filed with the court 

91n Oklahoma, the state supreme court also assigns cases to the 
state's lAC, the court of appeals. 
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through assignment by the state COLR, while filings in the 
South Carolina lAC 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 
lAC, 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 lAC has mandatory jurisdic­
tion over criminal cases but no jurisdiction in civil cases. 

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

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

There is much diversity in the composition of state 
appellate case loads. That diversity reflects how states 
have variously responded to increases in the volume of 
case filings. The available statistical evidence suggests 
that state appellate case loads doubled in the 1960s and 
then again in the 1970s.10 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 lACs. 

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 
percent increase in total appellate filings between 1986 and 
1987 was not evenly experienced by COLRs and lACs, or 
evenly divided between mandatory appeals and discretion­
ary petitions. Overall, COLR filings increased by 3.0 
percent and lAC filings by 4.3 percent. The increase was 
strongest for discretionary petitions filed in lACs: the lACs 
with relevant data for both years reported 7.6 percent more 
discretionary petitions in 1987 than in 1986. Filings of 
mandatory appeals in lACs increased by 3.9 percent. 

10"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, 
in turn, mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions. For 
mandatory appeals, the focus is on filing rates per 100,000 
population and dispositions as a percentage of filings. For 
discretionary petitions, the topics 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 
together. 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 the final topic considered 
in this section of the commentary. 

Mandatory Appellate Case/oads 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 1987. Graph 2 summarizes mandatory 
filings in 47 states and the District of Columbia, based on 
the information presented in Table 3, Part II (p. 66). Filings 

are expressed as rates per 1 00,000 population, and filings 
in a COLA. are differentiated from those in an lAC. 

The resulting range is substantial, from 23 per 1 00,000 
population in North Carolina to 241 per 1 00,000 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 1 00,000 population) 
and Alabama (80 filings per 100,000 population). There is, 
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 lAC 
tend to be small, located in New England orthe 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) fall 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-

GRAPH 2: Mandatory Filings per 100,000 Population, 1987 
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ico) retain substantial mandatory jurisdiction at the COl.R 
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 
. to how.cases are counted. For example, 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 
smal1-299 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.11 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. 

CLEARANCE RATES FOR MANDATORY APPEALS 
IN 1987. Appellate courts that disposed of more cases 
during 1987 than were filed with the courts in that year 
reduced their pending case loads. The cases disposed of 
during 1987 could have been tiled 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 (( (p. 
66) to present a clearance rate for each state, each COLR, 
and each lAC. 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 forthe lAC 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 case load. The remaining states, to 
varying degrees, were accumulating larger pending 
case loads to carry into 1988. 

There is no pattern linking high clearance rates to 
particular appellate structures. However, COLRs are slightly 
more likely than lACs to report clearance rates of greater 
than 100 percent: 12 of the 30 COLRs with mandatory 
jurisdiction and 12 of the 31 lACs in Text Table 1 reduced 
the size of their pending case load. Because lACs tend to 
have larger mandatory case loads 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 lACs of 136 perce nt 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 num~er of 
mandatory filings during 1987 from the 1986 level. 

llLawrence Greenfield, Capital Punishment 1987, Washington, D.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% 

Kentucky 87.0% 103.8% 
Louisiana 88.0% 91.1% 

Mississippi 93.3% 93.3% 
North Dakota 93.5% 93.5% 

Ohio 93.9% 90.1% 
Illinois 94.0% 97.9% 

Wyoming 94.4% 94.4% 
Hawaii 96.1% 94.0% 

Arizona 96.9% 74.1% 
Indiana 97.2% 93.9% 
Florida 97.9% 94.3% 

Minnesota 97.9% 84.7% 
Vermont 98.0% 98.0% 

Arkansas 99.4% 90.6% 
Texas 99.7% 99.9% 
Idaho 99.8% 102.1"/0 

Wisconsin 101.0% NH 
Iowa 101.8% 107.6% 

New Jersey 102.3% 109.2% 
Alabama 102.4% 101.9% 
Maryland 102.7% 95.3% 

North Carolina 103.9% 106.1% 
Delaware 105.5% 105.5% 

District of Columbia 106.3% 106.3% 
Kansas 110.1% 155.6% 
Nevada 118.3% 118.3% 

Washington 119.1% 109.6% 
Rhode Island 124.5% 124.5% 

New York 134.4% 90.2% 
Oklahoma N/A 

Colorado N/A 
South Carolina N/A 

Connecticut N/A 
Georgia N/A 

Tennessee N/A 
Oregon N/A 

Missouri N/A 
California N/A 

N/A = Not Available 
NH = This casetype is not handled in this court 
- = A calculation is inappropriate 

91.5% 
85.6% 
87.9% 

94.1% 
93.7% 

106.0% 
97.7% 
98.4% 
98.1% 
99.6% 

103.6% 
99.6% 
96.1% 

101.0% 
93.5% 

102.0% 
102.5% 
103.7% 
103.6% 

104.4% 

119.5% 

136.0% 
78.2% 
83.0% 
83.6% 
94.1% 
94.7% 
98.1% 
98.3% 

106.7% 
106.9% 

Note: A blank space indicates that a state does not have an 
intermediate appellate court. 

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

Discretionary Appellate 
Case/oads 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 
COLA. 

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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GRAPH 3: Discretionary Filings per 100,000 Population, 1987 
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system."12 State COLRs often retain substantial manda­
tory jurisdiction, and lACs are often created with discretion­
ary jurisdiction. Thus, the division between the work of 
COLRs and lACs 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 
whichpetitionstoacceptforreview. 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 is used 
to review petitions. In the remaining COLRs with discre­
tionary jurisdiction, a minority-in several courts a single 
justice-of the members of the court orof a panel can grant 
a petition. 

The following section considers the number of peti­
tions filed per 1 00,000 state population, clearance rates for 
petitions, and the percentage of petitions that were granted. 

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

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

- Siale does nol have discretionary Jurisdiction. 

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 lAC, 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 at the 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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between 10 and 20 p~~itions per 100,000 population (6); 
those with filing rates between 20 and 32 petitions 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 population). 

lACs receive more discretionary petitions than the 
COLR in California, Florida, and Louisiana. A substantial 
prvportion of all discretionary petitions were filed in the 
lACs 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, Part II, 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 reported two 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 lACs than for COLRs. 
Eight of 29 COLRs reported clearance rates above 100 per­
cent; only two of 13 lACs 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. 13 State COLRs 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 petitions filed and the number and the 
percentage granted for the COLRs 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 lAC. The court 
received 2,087 filings (five appeals and 2,082 petitions). 1t 
granted 60 of those petitions. The mandatory jurisdiction ',:;.1 
the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court is more broadly 

13Doris 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 Court of Intermediate 
Total Last Resort Appellate Court 

Wisconsin 83.8% 83.4% 
Vermont 83.9% 83.9% 

Ohio 86.6% 86.6% 
New Hampshire 87.4% 87.4% 

Florida 87.6% 96.3% 
Maryland 90.2% 85.8% 

District of Columbia 90.6% 90.6% 
Alabama 91.7% 91.7% 

Minnesota 91.9% 88.7% 
Idaho 92.7% 92.7% 

West Virginia 93.7% 93.7% 
California 95.5% 87.9% 

Oregon 96.0% 96.0% 
North Carolina 96.6% 94.2% 

Iowa 96.9% 96.9% 
Louisiana 98.5% 99.5% 

Washington 98.9% 95.0% 
Kentucky 99.2% 101.9% 
Delaware 100.0% 100.0% 

Mississippi 100.0% 100.0% 
Hawaii 101.8% 101.8% 
Alaska 104.0% 105.5% 

Arizona 105.1% 105.9% 
Rhode Island 110.1% 110.1% 

Texas 116.6% 116.6% 
Virginia 81.1% 
Illinois 97.6% 

New Jersey 102.1% 
Indiana 108.2% 

Georgia N/A 
Tennesee N/A 

N/A = Not Available 
NH = This casetype is not handled in this court 

A calculation is inappropriate 
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Note: A blank space indicates that a state does not have 
an intermediate appellate court. 

Source: Tables 2 and 4, Part 1/ 
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 lAC has been established, the preCise bounda­
ries of its jurisdiction become important in understanding 
the flow of cases to the COLR and, probably, the percent­
age of petitions that are granted. For example, it appears 
that types of cases that would go to the lAC in Michigan 
would, if in Massachusetts, go to the COLR. 



TEXT TABLE 3: Discretionary 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% 
Illinois 1,673 152 9.1% 

Louisiana 2,673 553 20.7% 
Mar/land 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 60 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 II 
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 on civil matters) 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 
lAC has exclusively mandatory jurisdiction, which resulted 
in 7,857 filings. These caseload statistics are taken from 
Table 2, Part II (p. 54) and the jurisdictional information 
from the court structure charts in Part III. 

lACs 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 lACs: 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 lAC grants a higher percentage 
of discretionary petitions filed than does the state COLR. 

Discretionary jurisdiction clearly enables courts to 
control their dockets. Generaily, courts are selective in the 

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

Appellate Structure/State 

States with one COLR and one lAC 

North Carolina 
South Carolina 

California 
Maryland 

Minnesota 
Kansas 

Missouri 
Hawaii 

New Jersey 
Ohio 

New Mexico 
Louisiana 

Oregon 

States with no lAC 

West Virginia 
North Dakota 

Delaware 
Wyoming 

Nevada 
District of Columbia 

States with multiple COLRs 

Texas 
Oklahoma 

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

24.6 
28.7 
40.1 
45.7 
56.0 
59.9 
63.2 
70.2 
87.3 
98.3 

116.2 
126.3 
169.5 

41.1 
56.8 
61.6 
65.3 
85.0 

241.8 

64.7 
95.8 

petitions that are granted. The use of discretion, however, 
is exercised very differently among the states. lACs also 
exercise discretionary power differently than COLRs, re­
flecting their respective roles in state appellate systems 
and, perhaps, the capacity of lACs 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 pool of cases that the courts will decide 
on the merits. 

The number of relevant cases can be calculated from 
all of the appellate courts in 20 states and the District of 
Columbia using information in Table 5, Part II (p. 77). Text 
Table 4 displays that number as filings per 100,000 popu-
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GRAPH 4: Mandatory Filings and Petitions Gralited/100,OOO Pop. In COLRs,1987 
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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 
24.6 in North Carolina to 169.5 in Oregon for states with one 
COLR and one lAC. Most of the filings in Louisiana and 
Oregon were in the lAC. However, New Mexico, with the 
third- highest filing rate, received the majority of filings in the 
COLR (64 percent of the total). The 1987 filing rates 
parallel those found for 1986 (Table 1.4, p. 11, State Court 
Case/oad Statistics: 1986 Annua/ Report). In 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 appeUate courts, however, 
move ahead of Ohio and New Mexico when both granted 
petitions and mandatory appeals are used to 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 lAC. Filings that will be decided on the merits range 
from less than one per 1 00,000 population in Michigan to 75 
per 100,000 in New Mexico. Granted petitions constitute 

14 • State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annua/ Report 1987 

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 in this 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, presented in Tables 2-5, Part II, 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 

called the single most time-consuming task in the appellate 
process."14 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 II (p. 81) presents the numberof opinions 
published by state appellate courts during 1987. The table 

14American 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.lnforma­
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 lACs, 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 Iowa Supreme Court, the 
Mississippi Supreme Court, the Texas Supreme Court, and 
the Washington Supreme Court). lACs range in size from 
three judges (in Alabama, Alaska, Hawaii, and Idaho) to the 
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 numberof written opinions to several 
hundred in a year {the U.S. Supreme Court typically de­
cides about 150 cases a year by opinion).15 Generally, 
courts can determine how they decide cases, whether by 
full explanatory opinion or by order, and thus control their 
workload. 

lACs 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 lACs 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 
lACs 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 lACs, and 8 percent discretionary 
petitions to lACs. 

Most two-tier appellate systems conformed to the 
pattern in which the COLR controls its docket through 
discretionary jurisdiction and most mandatory appeals are 
heard in an lAC. There are a numberof 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 
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of mandatory appeals. The lACs in these and other states 
have been allocated significant discretionary jurisdiction. 

The rate at which appeals are filed per 100,000 popu­
lation varies substantially among the states. When manda­
tory appeals and discretionary petitions are examined 
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, lACs grant a higher percentage of 
petitions than do COLRs, but information on the number of 
petitions grantee!. 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 Ceise 
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 a larger pending case load 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 ca.ses, 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, criminal filings 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 case loads because of their 
demands on court resources. 
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CHART 3: Trial Court Filings In General 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1987 
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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.S 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 
violation 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 case load data.16 

The completeness of civil and criminal case load data 
from the other 48 states, the District of Columbia, and 
Puerto Rico is outlined in Table 7, Part II (p. 85). Other 
tables in Part II 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 case loads, 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 1 00,000 population, 

16Kentucky trial court data tor 1987 consists of case filings and 
dispositions during a 10-month period, July 1, 1986-April 30, 1987. 
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CHART 4: Trial Court Filings in Limited 
Jurisdiction Courts, 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 lAC or 
COLA. Forty-four states in 1987 also had a lower trial court 
level consisting of courts of limited jurisdiction. Variously 
called municipal, district justice, justice of the peace, or 
magistrate courts, 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 courtsot 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 reported 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 cases represented the 
remaining 50.4 percent of all filings. 

Chart 4 divides the total limited jurisdiction court 
case load into the four main casstypes. 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 
actual role of the general jurisdiction court is obscured. The 



MAP 3: Trial Court Structures, 1987 

national data combine states that only have a general 
jurisdiction trial court with states that have a second trial 
court level. The national total also merges data from states 
that hear juvenile cases in their general jurisdiction 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 general jurisdiction court 
case loads 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.17 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.18 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 

17This 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 derived by combining unweighted 
case filings. 

Court Structure 

D Unified 
§ Mainly Consolidated 
• Mixed 
• Complex 

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 jurisdiction 
does not overlap between levels.19 

In six states and the District of Columbia, consolidation 
has resulted in a single trial court that has jurisdiction over 
all cases and proceedings. The other 44 states have a two­
tier trial court system but differ in the degree to which 
jurisdiction is allocated in a uniform and simple manner. 
Differences in court structure are often important in under­
standing the comparability and completeness of case load 
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, Iowa, Illinois, Massachusetts, 
Minnesota, and South Dakota) and the District of 
Columbia have unified all trial courts. 

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

19The "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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.~ MAP 4: COmparability of Civil Filing Data In General Jurisdiction Courts, 1987 
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Source= Table 9 
National Center for State Courts, 1989, 

(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 III 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 cases filed in 1987. A 

civil case is a request for the enforcement or protection of 
a right, orthe redress or prevention of a wrong. To meet the 
definition recommended by the State Court ModeJ Statisti­
cal Dictionary, the category includes all torts, contracts, 
real property rights, small claims, domestic relations, mental 

20States are assigned to categories based on information contained in 
David Roltman, Robert Roper, and Dixie Knoebel, State Court 
Organization 1987, Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State 
Courts, 1988. An earlier typology of state court systems based on the 
number of courts and the allocation of jurisdiction among the courts 
can be found in Henry R. Glick, "State Court Systems," pp. 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 th~ courts and appeals of decisions of 
limited jurisdiction trial courts in civil cases to general 
jurisdiction courts. A review ofthe footnotes to Table 9, Part 
II (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. The range is from 
3,432 filings per 1CO,OOO 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 a rate that is 29 percent lowerthan 
the median. At the 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 
other jurisdictions included in the graph. Delaware, with the 
third-highest filing rate, reported 1 0,236 filings per 1 00,000 . 
population-62 percent above the median. 

Reported civil case loads 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 in Graph 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, 
unless they involve issues that arise at a later pOint in time 
or as a postdecree action. Since the method of count varies 
between the general and limited jurisdiction courts in Vir­
ginia, the allocation of subject matter jurisdiction may also 
be relevant. 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 case load 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 court, which has 
exclusive jurisdiction over domestic relations cases. Fewer 
than one of every eight civil cases in Delaware is filed in one 
of the state's two general jurisdiction court systems. 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, is the exception; it has the fourth-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 for both rates. With the possible exception of Alaska, 
other states with high appellate rates are found at all points 
in the ranking of states based on civil trial court filings. 
However, Massachusetts has the second-Iowestappellate 
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 84.40/0 85.3% 82.6% 

Florida 89.1% 87.8% 90.7% 
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% 
North Dakota 94.4% 95.8% 93.1% 

Texas 95.1% 99.4% 91.0% 
North Carolina 95.3% 91.4% 96.3% 

Illinois 96.1% 96.1% 
Colorado 97.2% 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 95.1% N/A 
Alabama 95.9% N/A 

New Hampshire 96.4% N/A 
Pennsylvania 96.6% N/A 
Rhode Island 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 9, Part II 
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" (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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Full information is 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 case load than had been present at the 
start ofthe reporting year. Only six states (Idaho, Indiana, 
Minnesota, Nebraska, South Carolina, and West Virginia) 
and the District of Columbia reported clearance rates of 
greater than 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 case load 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 1 00 percent in both 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 general jurisdiction courts of 41 states. The courts of 29 
of those states ended 1987 with a larger pending case load 
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 
States reported 11 ,271,768 new criminal case filings in 

1987,28.9 percent in courts of general jurisdiction. Case 
filing data from Mississippi and Nevada are not available for 
1987, and the case load 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 a felony case; however, such courts can sentence 
convicted felons in only seven states (Alabama, Indiana, 



MAP 5: Comparability of Criminal Filing Data in General Jurisdiction Courts, 1987 
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Source= Table 10 
National Center for State Courts, 1989. 

Maine, Maryland, Nebraska, Rhode Island, and South 
Carolina).21 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.22 Thirty-six states, 
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico are included. 
Reference to Table 10, Part 1\ (p. 108) indicates why the 
remaining states were excluded and the extent to which the 
case load for 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 to 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 16, pp.221-239. 

22Filing rates in Table 10, Part II 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 Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Okla­
homa, and Puerto Rico. The second-lowest includes 
California, Hawaii, Illinois, 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 1\ (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 count of filings at an early stage in the process, typically 

Part I: State Court Caseloads in 1987 ·21 



GRAPH 6: Criminal Filings per 100,000 Population In State Trial 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 
a plea. The number of defendants per case and the number 
of charges per charging document will also greatly affect 
the number of cases reported as filed during a year.23 

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 count filings. 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 forthe effect 
of basing the count on charges rather than incidents. 

23A 1985 Directory Survey of General Jurisdiction Courts, carried oul 
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. 
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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 
court filings 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. 

There is stronger evidence suggesting that some states 
have consistently high or low filing rates for civil and 
criminal cases. Civil filings in the District of 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 II (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-



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% 

Iowa 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 
Illinois 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 95.0% 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 105.3% N/A 
Montana 119.3% N/A 

N/A= Not Available 
NH = This case type 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 II 
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 Illinois (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 civil cases in 1987. Yet the Utah District 
Court, a general 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, occur in the 
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 in a 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 1 00 percent. Data are available forthe limited jurisdic­
tion courts of 18 states; the clearance rate exceeded 100 
percent in only 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 not tell 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 courts 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 violatio~l 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. A juvenile petition is the 
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 Table 12, Part \I (p. 123). Statistics 
were not reported by Mississippi, Nevada, Oklahoma, and 
Tennessee.24 

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

24Juvenile case load data for 1987 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: Juvenile Filings per 100,000 Population 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.25 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 in the Hawaii caseload: 
16.8 percent of the nontraffic case load 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 1 00,000 state residents age 17 or under, reported 
in 1987. Forty-two states and the District of Columbia are 
included.26 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, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, South 
Dakota, Vermont, Virginia, and Washington. The percentage share of 
each type of case will be affected by footnotes indicating that statistics 
are incomplete or overinclusive in Tables 9, 10, and 12, Part II. 
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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 Iowa; 
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 
toward the lower levels. A narrow band of rates, from 1,000 
to 1,500, includes 14 states (in order of ascending rates: 
Michigan, Illinois, 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. 



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 
even intervals 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 case load categories do not differ significantly 
from state to state. The same types of cases would be 
found in their 1987 filings. There is no such broad agree­
ment on what constitutes a "juvenile" case, and what might 
be heard through regularcourt procedures in one state may 
be heard in a special juvenile court in another. 

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

The age at which a person is no longer eligible for 
original juvenile court handling can have a large impact on 
both a state's criminal and juvenile caseload. Research 
consistently shows that involvement in crime 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 populationP 
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, 
Illinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, 
South Carolina, and Texas define an adult for purposes of 
court jurisdiction as a 17 year old. Four states use 16 as the 
threshold age dividing juvenile and 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 case load. Graph 7 suggests that 
is indeed the case, as all four states have filing rates below 
the median. The use of a lower than typical age to terminate 
juvenile status may be a factor in the relatively low rates 
reported by Illinois and Michigan, but states that have 
adopted age 17 as the point of 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. Department 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 to which they 
divert juvenile law violators from further penetration into the 
juvenile justice system. Case-screening practices by juve­
nile court intake officers vary significantly and may result in 
a wide range of referral to petition ratios. Prosecutors have 
differing authority at the intake junctu re, which may have an 
impact on these ratios. The amount of judge time available 
and the size of probation officers' supervision case loads 
also may influence referral to petition ratios. Rural commu­
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 is known 
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 
increased in recent years. The frequency with which 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 
IN 1987. TextTable 7 presents clearance rates for juvenile 
petitions, based on caseload statistics from Table 12, Part 
II (p. 123). 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 percent in North Carolina. Six other states reported 
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 handling 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 reported by the District of 
Columbia, Utah, and Virginia were complemented by high 
criminal filing rates. Iowa 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 court filings increased in 1987. The increase 

was greatest for criminal cases, especially those filed in 
general jurisdiction courts (an increase of 5.8 percent). 
Civil case filings increased slightly, with a larger increase 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% 
Illinois 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 100.6% 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 109.3% 111.7% 98.3% 
North Carolina 109.8% NH 109.8% 

Louisiana N/A 92.5% 

N/A= Not Available 
NH = This case type 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 

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 for all 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 disturbing pattern in 1987 trial court 
case load 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 
for civil cases, and more serious for limited jurisdiction than 
for general jurisdiction courts. 

Finally, there is no clear relationship between the rate 
of trial court filings and the rate of appellate filings in 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 case load 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 section places 1987 trial court filings in the context 
of recent case load 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 andean 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 1981.28 The trends exam­
ined describe change in specific torts, general civil (a 
combination of tort, contract, and rea! property rights fil-
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ings), and criminal felonies. These case categories are 
indicators of important changes in the size and composition 
of court case loads. Torts, general civil, and felony cases 
tend to consume more court resources than other case 
categories and to speak directly to the concerns and 
questions 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 
not to do. The case load 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 and the rate of filings per 1 00,000 population per year 
are detailed in Appendix Table 1.1. Filing data for 1982 and 
1983 are not available, leaving a gap in the time series and 
requiring caution when interpreting the strength and direc­
tion of trends.29 

The focus here is on the four adjacent years: 1984-87. 
Chart 5 summarizes the change experienced by each court 
in each year. Courts are categorized as having a lower or 
higher filing 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 in filing rates. Filing rates in most states fluctuate from 
yearto year, often substantially. Large fluctuations tend to 
be associated with specific changes in statute law or court 
procedure that make it advantageous for litigants to file a 

28The caseload statistics series published by the National Center for 
State Courts begins in 1975. However, 1981 is the earliest year for 
which case load 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 1946 statistics. 

29Before 1986, civil case filings in New York's general jurisdiction 
courts, the supreme court and county court, were reported based on a 
count taken at the "trial note of issue," a document by which the 
parties indicate their readiness for trial. In 1986 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 II (p.1 00) 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 I 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. In most states, that maximum has increased 
substantially. Limited jurisdiction courts and small claims 
procedures are now viable alternatives to filing a tort case 
in the general jurisdiction courts of many states. This adds 
weight to the significance of the increases observed in tort 
filings, since case filings in general jurisdiction courts 
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 Superior 
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. Filing rates tended to increase 
in 1985 and again in 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 in which two 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 experiencing increases in 
their general jurisdiction court filings during the 1984-87 
period to 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 overthe 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 

DOWN: 
Decrease of 3 
percent or more 

NO CHANGE: 
Decrease or 
increase no 
greater than 2 
percent 

UP: 
Increase of 3 
percent or more 

1984-1985 

UTAH District.,........ -13% 
MARYLAND Circuit ...•... -8% 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County............... -6% 
NORTH DAKOTA District.. -6% 
MASSACHUSETTS Trial, ... -5% 

(5 Courts) 

MAINE Superior .' ........ -lr. 
NEW JERSEY Superior Or. 
KANSAS Oistrict . ........ 1% 
CONNECTICUT Superior .... 2% 

(4 Courts) 

HAWAII Ci rcult .......... 3% 
MISSOURI Circuit ........ 4% 
COLORADO District....... 6% 
TENNESSEE Circuit and 

Chancery ...........•.. 6% 
TEXAS District .......... 7% 
WASHINGTON Superior ..... 7% 
fLORIDA Circuit ,. .... ... 8% 
PUERTO RICO Superior •... 11% 
ARIZONA Superior ........ 12% 
CALIFORNIA Superior •.... 12% 
MONTANA District ........ 14% 
IDAHO District .,. ...•... 16r. 
OHIO Court of Common Pleas 16% 

(13 Courts) 

Total Number of Courts (22) 

Source: APPENDIX TABLE 1.1 

1985-1986 

NEW YORK Supreme and 
County..... ...•.. -10% 

(1 Court) 

MAINE Superior ...... -2% 
MONTANA District. ... -1% 
TEXAS DIstrict 0% 

(3 Courts) 

ARKANSAS Circuit .... 3% 
HAWAII Circuit...... 4% 
MASSACHUSETTS Tr i a 1 4% 
TENNESSEE Circuit and 

Chancery .......... 4% 
PUERTO RICO Superior 4Yo 
KANSAS District ..... 5% 
ARIZONA Superior .•.. 6% 
IDAHO District ... ". 7% 
CONNECTICUT SuperIor 7% 
NEW JERSEY Superior. 7% 
ALASKA Superior..... 9Yo 
NORTH CAROLINA Superior 9% 
MISSOURI Circuit.... lOr. 
OHIO Court of Common 

Pleas ............. 10Yo 
NORTH DAKOTA District 11% 
MICHIGAN Circuit 13% 
CALIFORNIA Superior. 14% 
FLORIDA Circuit ..... 16% 
MARYLAND Circu't .... 20r. 
COLORADO District .,. 34% 
WASHINGTON Superior. 98% 
UTAH District ....... 100% 

(22 Courts) 

Total Number of Courts (26) 

1986-1987 

WASIHNGTON Superior -60% 
UTAH DistrIct...... -48% 
COLORADO District .. -41% 
ALASKA Superior .... -28% 
IOAHO District..... -17Yo 
MAINE Superior ..... -14% 
MASSACHUSETTS Trial -6% 
fLORIDA C1rcult .... -3% 
MISSOURI ........... -3% 

(9 Courts) 

NORTH DAKOTA District -1% 
ARKANSAS Circuit. ... OYo 
HAWAII Circuit ...... 0% 
NORTH CAROLINA Superior 0% 
ARIZONA Superior .... 1% 
MONTANA District .... 1% 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County............ 1% 
KANSAS ~istrict ..••• 2% 
NEW JERSEY Superior. 2% 
TENNESSEE Circuit & 

Chancery.......... 2% 
(10 Courts) 

CALIFORNIA superior. 3% 
MARYLAND Circuit .... 3% 
OHIO Court of Common 

Pleas............. 3% 
PUERTO RICO Superior 5% 
TEXAS Oistrict . ..... 6% 
MICHIGAN Circuit .... 9% 
CONNECTICUT Superior 11% 

(7 Courts) 

Total Number of Courts (26) 

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 on the 1981-87 tort filing data. Each trend is a 
distinctive pattern in terms 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 although there was no change in the filing rate per 
100,000 population between 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 
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from year 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 (minor fluctuation, 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 Part II, State Court Case/Dad Statistics: 1986 Report). 
The three states, which recorded substantial decreases in 
their filing rates between 1986 and 1987, ara Colorado 
(where the trend seems to be downward), Utah (where 
there is no identjfiable 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 not included in Appendix Table 1.1. New York is the 
only state offering clear evidence of a strong downward 
trend; thattrend, however, was broken in 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 1984-8E> period. 

Torts as a Percentage 
of Total Civil Filings 
The trends just identified can clearly only be character­

ized as such in the short term. The available data cover too 
brief a time span to draw firm conclusions about the extent 
and direction of·fundamental changes in tort filings. It would 
buttress the tentative conclusions considerably, however, 
if, even in the short term, tort filings were increasing more 
rapidly than other types of civil cases. This is the case for 
those states recording consistent year-to-year increases 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 essenti<;l.lIy 
unchanged over the three-year period; in 10 states the 
percentage increased, and in four states it declined.30 ' 

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 

30A 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: Tort 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 15.5 15.4 

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 7.1 8.0 8.0 
Hawaii Circuit 6.4 6.7 6.9 
Idaho District 3.3 3.5 3.1 

Kansas District 3.3 3.2 3.1 
Maine Superior 28.8 30.8 31.1 

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 6.5 6.7 
New Jersey Superior 7.1 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 3.6 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 12.1 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 I 
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 (8.3 to 9.2 percent). These percentages are cited as 
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 tort filings and 
total civil filings 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 year to the next, the result 
is a decreased filing rate. The use of population-adjusted 
filing data, therefore, imposes a more difficult standard for 
upward trends 'than for downward trends. Also, population 
change for individual states is often influenced by net 
migration, which can cause rapid change to the population 
size of states in some regions.31 

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. There was, 
however, a sharp upward swing in tort filings 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 recur in the 1986/87 changes for most 
states, there is more evidence in support of rising tort filings 
than in support of declining tort filings. 

Trends in General Civil Filings: 1981-87 
Torts are a small component of civil filings in most 

general jurisdiction trial courts. The range in 1987was from 
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 contract cases are increasing more rapidly 
than tort filings.32 

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 in filing rates between 1984/85, 19851 
86, and 1988/87 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 1988. 
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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
tion in 1987, a decrease of 13 percent. General civil filings 
in the 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 a broader range of cases. In the 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 
recorded increasedfilingsduringthe 1981-87period, several 
states recorded decreased filings, while most recorded no 
consistent upward or downward trend. These are sufficient 
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. Chart 7 summarizes the year-to-yearchanges 
each court experienced over the 1984-87 period. 

Filings per 100,000 population increased in one-half to 
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 a decrease of more than 9 pe rce nt, and most 
decreases were in the 3 to 5 percent range, many courts 
reported year-to-year increases of 10 to 20 percent. The 
cumulative increase in the rate offelonyfilings is, therefore, 
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CHART 6: General civil filing trends in general jurisdiction courts, 1984-1987 

General jurls­
dlctlon courts: 

DOWN: 
Decrease of 3 
percent or more 

NO CHANGE: 
Decrease or an 
Increase no 
greater than 2 
percent 

UP: 
Increase ln of 3 
percent or more 

1984-1985 

HAWAII Clrcult .......... -7'/. 
DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA 

Superlor .......•...... -4'/. 
(2 Courts) 

DELAWARE SuperIor ....... Or. 
NORTH DAKOTA Dlstrlct ... 1'/. 

(2 Courts) 

TENNESSEE Clrcuit, Crlmlna1 
and Chancery .......... 4'/. 

NORTH CAROLINA SuperIor. B'/. 
ALABAMA Clrcult ......... 9'/. 
KANSAS DIstrIct ......... 9'/. 
TEXAS Distrlct .... ...... 9r. 
COLORADO DistrIct ....... lOS 
MONTANA DIstrIct........ lOr. 
WASHINGTON SuperIor ..... 10'10 
ARKANSAS Chancery and 

Probate ............... 18'/. 
(9 Courts) 

Total Number of Courts (13) 

Source: APPENDIX TA8LE 1.3 

1985-1986 

ALASKA SuperIor ..•.•.. -40" 
TEXAS Dlstrlct .•...... -3'/. 

(2 Courts) 

DISTRICT Of COLUM8IA 
Superior ••...•...... -1% 

UTAH DIstrIct......... -1% 
HAWAII Cl rcuH ........ 0% 
NORTH CAROLINA SuperIor 1% 

(4 Courts) 

ALABAMA CIrcuIt ....... 4% 
TENNESSEE CIrcuIt, Crlmlnal 

and Chancery........ 4'/. 
MONTANA DIstrIct ....•• 5'/. 
NORTH DAKOTA DIstrIct. 5% 
ARKANSAS Clrcult .•.••. 6'/. 
CONNECTICUT SuperIor.. 6% 
ARIZONA Superior ..•... 10'/. 
KANSAS DIstrIct....... 11% 
DELAWARE SuperIor ..•.. 12" 
ARKANSAS Chancery and 

Probate. . • . . . . . . . • . . . 13'/. 
WASHINGTON SuperIor •.. 21'/. 
MICHIGAN CIrcuIt .••..• 22% 
COLORADO DIstrIct ....• 30% 

(13 Courts) 

Total Number of Courts (19) 

1986-1987 

UTAHc Dhtrlct .•...• -38" 
WASHINGTON SuperIor -25" 
MONTANA DIstrIct ... -10" 
DISTRICT Of COLUM8IA 

SuperIor......... -6" 
HAWAII Clrcult ..•.• -5" 
DELAWARE SuperIor.. -4" 

(6 courts) 

MICHIGAN CIrcuIt ••• -2" 
NORTH DAKOTA 

DIstrIct .....•.•• -2" 
ARKANSAS CIrcuIt .•. -1" 
NORTH CAROLINA 

SuperIor •••••..•• 0" 
KANSAS DIstrIct •..• 2% 

(5 Courts) 

TENNESSEE CIrcuIt and 
Chancery........ 3'/. 

TEXAS DIstrIct .•.. 3'/. 
COLORADO Dlstrlct • 5'/. 
ALA8AMA Clrcult .•. 8'/. 
ARIZONA Superlor •. 9" 
CONNECTICUT SuperIor 14'/. 
ALASKA SuperIor .•• 21'/. 

(7 Courts) 

Total Number of Courts (19) 

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). 

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 full time period. The states (and 
the percent increase recorded between 1981 and 1987) 
are Arizona (21 percent), Iowa (27 p~rcent), New Hamp­
shire (30 percent), North Dakota (16 percent), Oregon (16 
percent), South Dakota (16 percent), Texas (26 percent), 
and Washington (25 percent). 

There were, however, fluctuations for most courts 
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 at least one 
increase of 3 percent or more. 

Overthefull1981-87 period, felony filings per 1 00,000 
population increased 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 either for 1981 
or 1987. 

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

There was no evident direction in the changes experi­
enced by Colorado, Hawaii, Illinois, 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) 

appear to have experienced downward trends. Filing rates 
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CHART 7: Felony filing trends in general jurisdiction courts, 1984~1987 

DOWN: 
Decrease of 3 
percent or more 

NO CHANGE: 
Decrease or 
increase no 
greater than 2 
percent 

UP: 
Increase of 3 
percent or more 

1984-1985 

KANSAS District -8K 
NORTH CAROLINA Superior -5K 
HAWAII Clrcult ....... -3Yo 

(3 Courts) 

OHIO Court of Common 
Pleas .........•.... -2r. 

ILLINOIS Circult ..... -11-
VERMONT SUperior ..... Or. 
VIRGINIA Circuit .•..• OYo 
WEST VIRGINIA Circuit Or. 
NEW JERSEY Superior lr. 
WYOMING District ....• 1% 
NORTH DAKOTA District 2K 
OKLAHOMA District.... 2Yo 
VERMONT Di stri ct ..... 2Y. 

(10 Courts) 

NEW YORK Supreme and 
County .............. 3% 

OREGON Circuit ........ 3% 
GEORGIA Superior ...... 4% 
COLORADO District, Denver 

Superior, Juvenile and 
Probate............. 51-

IOWA Oistrict ......... 5% 
TEXAS DistrIct........ 5% 
ARIZONA Superior ...... 7Yo 
NEW HAMPSHIRE SuperIor 7% 
WlSCONSIN CircuIt ...•. 7% 
CALIFORNIA Superior... 8% 
MINNESOTA Dlstr\~t .•.• 8i1, 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Superior. ...•....... 9Yo 
INOIANA Superlor and 

Circuit............. 9Y. 
IDAHO DIstrIct. ....... lOr. 
RHODE ISLAND SuperIor. 12Y. 
MAINE Superior .•.•.... 13Y. 
WASHINGTON SuperIor ... 14Y. 
ARKANSAS C \ rc u It ...... 18Y. 
SOUTH DAKOTA CIrcuIt.. 181-

(19 Courts) 

Total Number of Courts (32) 

Source: APPENOIX TABLE 1.4 

1985-1986 

IOWA District ......•. 
MAINE Superior .•••••• 
NEW JERSEY Superior .. 
WEST VIRGINIA Circuit 

(4 Courts) 

HAWAI I CI rcult .....•. 
KENTUCKY Circuit ....• 
WISCONSIN Circuit ... . 
WYOMING District .... . 
COLORADO District, 

Denver Superior, 
Juvenile and Probate 

VERMONT Superior ..... 
GEORGIA Superior ..•.. 
MINNESOTA District '" 
MONTANA District ..... 
SOUTH DAKOTA CircuIt 
ARKANSAS Circuit ..... 
ILLINOIS Circuit 

(12 Courts) 

OKLAHOMA District ..•. 
KANSAS District ...••. 
VIRGINIA Circuit ..... 
OHIO Court of Common 

Pleas ......•...•... 
MISSOURI Circuit ..... 
NORTH DAKOTA District 
OREGON Ci rcult ...... . 
WASHINGTON Super10r •. 
NORTH CAROLINA 

Superior ..........• 
RHODE ISLAND SuperIor 
MASSACHUSETTS Trial 

Court of the 
Common\\'ea lth ...... . 

NEW YORK Supreme and 
County ............ . 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior .......... . 

CALIFORNIA Superior .. 
VERMONT District .... . 
ARIZONA Superior .... . 
CONNECTICUT Superior . 
TEXAS District ......• 
INDIANA Superior and 

Circuit •.••.....•.. 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Superior .....•.••.• 
(20 Courts) 

-3% 
-3% 
-3% 
-3% 

-2% 
-lY, 
-1% 
-1% 

0% 
0" 1% 
lYo 
1% 
1" 2% 
2% 

3% 
4% 
4% 

5% 
6% 
6% 
7% 
7% 

9% 
9% 

11% 

11% 

12Y. 
13% 
13% 
15% 
15" 
17% 

23% 

32" 

Total Number of Courts (36) 

1986-1987 

INDIANA Superior and 
C.i rcuit .............. . 

MONTANA DIstrict ....... . 
WISCONSIN Circuit •...... 
WYOMING District ....... . 
VERMONT District .......• 
RHODE ISLAND Superior 

(6 Courts) 

ILLINOIS Circuit .•...•.• 
COLORADO District, Denver 

Superior, Juvenile and 
Probate .•............• 

MAINE Superior ...•.....• 
ARIZONA Superior .....•.• 
OHIO Court of Common 

Pleas ............... .. 
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit 

(6 Courts) 

KANSAS District .....•..• 
HAWAII Circuit ........•• 
OKLAHOMA District ...... . 
WASHINGTON SuperIor ...•. 
NEW JERSEY SuperIor .••.. 
VlflGINIA Circuit ........ 
IOWA DIstrIct .....•..... 
TEXAS District ....•.•..• 
CALIFORNIA Superlor •••.• 
MISSOURI Clrcult ....... . 
NORTH DAKOTA District .. . 
OREGON Clrcult ......•.•. 
WEST VIRGINIA CircuIt .. , 
MINNESOTA DIstrIct .....• 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior .. 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County •.•............. 
ARKANSAS CIrcuIt ....... . 
NORTH CAROLINA Superior • 
CONNECTICUT Superior .... 
MASSACHUSETTS TrIal Court 

of the Commonwealth .. , 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

SuperIor ........•.•..• 
(21 Courts) 

Total Number of Courts (33) 

in those states tended to fall overthe 1981-87 period but not 
consistently. 

Case Filing Trends, 
1981-87: A Summary 

-9% 
-5% 
-5% 
-5% 
-4% 
-3% 

-2% 

0% 
0" 1" 
2" 2" 

3% 
4% 
4% 
5" 6% 
6% 
7% 
7" 8% 
8% 
8~ 
8% 
8% 

10% 
10" 

11% 
12% 
12% 
14% 

15" 

24% 

In sum, felony filings manifest a clear upward trend. 
The time span covered is still brief, and data are not 
available for some states. But states drawn from all regions 
report a consistent pattern of rising felony case filings. 

This section reveals some dynamics underlying the 
1987 trial court case/oad statistics. Change rather than 
continuity characterizes filing levels for tort, general civil, 
and felony criminal CE.se fi!:ngs. Specifically, civil filing rates 
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in general jurisdiction courts tend to fluctuate from year to 
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 1 00,000 po~;ulation 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 not to all states. Overall, however, the data 
suggestthat conclusions must be 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 tort 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 
strength 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 
that tort filing 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 systems include the 
filing rates for both mandatory appeals 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 lAC 
hears mandatory appeals. 

Among trial court systems, there was broad similarity 
in the rate of civil case filings per 1 00,000 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 also 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 appellate 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 a two-tier systemto keep pace with 
their incoming case loads. 

Court filings and court clearance rates do not form 
clear regional patterns. There is also no clear evidence 
linking court caseloads to ~he 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, 
and felonies. Overthe 1981-87 period, tort and general civil 
filings fluctuated. 

Tort filing rates fluctuate from year to year in most 
states. An underlying upward trend is identifiable for some 
states over the 1981-87 period. No state registered a clear 
and consistent downward trend. Tort filing rates 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 
identified forthe 1981-87 period. The result was 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 
fllings Fllings fllings Flli ngs fili ngs Fil i ngs 

and per and per and per 
qua lHyi ng 100.000 qualHying 100.000 qua 1 ifyi ng 100.000 

State/Court namp.: footnotes gogulation footnotes gogulation footnotes gogulation 

General lurisdiction courts: 

ALASKA Superior Court ••••.••••••• nc nc 2.096 402 
ARIZONA Superior Court ••••••••••• N/A 9.173 300 10.748 337 
ARKANSAS Circuit Court ••••••••••• N/A N/A 5.382 228 
CALIFORNIA Superior Court .••••••• 80,970 335 97.068 379 112.049 425 
COLORADO D1strict and 

Denver Superior Courts •.••...•. 5,089 172 4,199 132 4,537 140 
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ....... 11 ,411 366 12.391 393 12,742 401 
FLORIDA Circuit Court ••••....•.•. nc 26,815 244 29,864 263 
HAWAII Circuit Court ..••.•......• 1,468 150 1,611 155 1.676 159 
IDAHO District Court ....••...•..• 1,744 182 1,729 173 2,010 200 
KANSAS District Court .•.......... 4,517 190 4.033 165 4.061 166 
MAINE Superior Court .....•......• 1,914 169 2,083 180 2.072 178 
MARYLAND Circuit Court .•.•....... nc 10,826 249 10,120 230 
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the 

COlllTlonwea 1 th ....•...•....•....• N/A 15,151 i 261 14.405 247 
MICHIGAN Ci rcuit Court .•......... N/A 23.186 i 255 23,742 261 
MISSOURI Circuit Court ..••..•.... N/A 9,259 i 185 9,618 i 192 
MONTANA District Court .••........ nc 1,640 C 199 1,870 C 226 
NEW JERSEY Superior Court ........ 41,376 558 41 .722 i 555 42,141 i 557 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County Courts ...•....•..•..•... 39,234 223 37,847 213 35,549 200 
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court .... N/A N/A 8,062 C 129 
NORTH DAKOTA District Court ...... 516 78 550 80 512 75 
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ........ 21,906 203 22,149 206 25,518 2.38 
TENNESSEE Circuit and 

Chancery Courts ...................... 12,046 261 11,775 250 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 C 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 lurisdiction courts: 

ALASKA District Court ••..••..•... nc nc 860 165 
HAWAII District Court •..•••...... 1,037 106 693 67 652 62 
OHIO County Court •...•••.•••..•.• 705 7 519 5 464 4 
OHIO Municipal Court ....•........ 18,992 176 13,503 126 12,992 121 
PUERTO RICO District Court ....•.• 1,813 C 57 1,550 C 47 1.579 C 48 
TEXAS County-Level Courts ........... nc nc 8,242 50 
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ApPENDIX TABLE 1.1: Tort flllngs 1n.t!l!L state tr1aL.£Q.t!.r'..2t~sCL,_1~9!.>8~1.::.-.!.1,9,-,8!.!.7..!.. ________ ~ 

State/Court name: 

Genera.l.j.!!JJ.iQ.i£lli.n cou~ __ 

ALASKA Super10r Court ........... . 
ARIZONA SuperIor Court .......... . 
ARKANSAS CIrcuIt Court .......... . 
CALIFORNIA Super10r Court ....... . 
COLORADO DIstrIct and 

Denver SuperIor Court ......... . 
CONNECIICUr SuperIor Court ...... . 
FLORIDA CIrcuIt Court ........... . 
HAWAII CIrcuit Court ............ . 
IDAHO DIstrIct Court ............ . 
KANSAS DIstrIct Court ........... , 
MAINE SuperIor Court ... , ........ . 
MARYLAND CIrcuIt Court .......... . 
MASSACHUSEflS TrIal Court of the 

Cormlllinw('a 1 th .................. . 
MICHIGAN CIrcuIt Court .......... . 
MISSOURI CIrcuIt Court .......... . 
MONTANA DIstrIct Court .......... . 
N[W JERSEY Superlor Court ....... . 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County Courts ....•............. 
NORIH CAROLINA Super10r Court ... . 
NORIH DAKOlA DIstrIct Court ..... . 
OHIO Court of Co~non Pleas ...... . 
lENNESSE[ CIrcuIt and 

Chancery Courts ............... . 
TEXAS DIstrIct Cour t " .......... . 
UIAH DIstrIct Court ............ .. 
WASHINGION SuperIor Court ....... . 
PUERIO RICO Superlor Court ...... . 

11Qlltt'.d_jJJ[ Ls.~. 'f.tJ.QJL£.Qurt.i_: ___ ._ 

ALASKA Dlslrlrt Court ........... . 
HAWAII IJlstrlct Court ........... . 
OHIO County Court ............... . 
OHIO MunIcIpal Court ............ . 
PUERTO RICO DIstrIct Court ...... . 
TEXAS CountY·Level Courts ....... . 

Number of 
fIlings 

and 
qualIfyIng 
foo,tnot!li. 

2,344 
11 ,888 

5.541 
130.20& 

6.145 (ll) 
13.754 
35.535 

1 .749 
2. "8 
4.214 
2.044 

12.373 

15.040 
27.046 
10.746 I 

1.836 C 
45.541 I 

32.0" 
8.897 C 

561 
28.225 

13.167 
38.238 

2.527 C 
19.515 
4.:'58 C 

4.0&9 
738 
463 

13.999 
1 .779 C 
9.83:1 

1986 

f111ngs 
per 

100.000 
populatIon 

440 
358 
234 
483 

188 
431 
304 
165 
?II 
174 
I 74 
277 

258 
296 
212 
224 
598 

180 
140 

83 
262 

214 
229 
152 
431 
140 

Ib3 
69 

4 
130 
54 
59 

.~ ______ J.ll.?.L ____ _ 

NUmb",r of 
fl!lngs 

and 
qua 1 I f y I IIg 
!.Q.Q. t no i!li. 

1 • 664 
12.2&0 

5.606 
137.455 

3.666 (l}) 
15.385 
35.453 

1,78!.i 
1. 751 
4.380 
1.786 

12.938 

14.251 
29.756 
10,483 I 
1.792 C 

42,662 I 

34,249 
8.981 C 

551 
29.375 

13,591 
40,7&4 
1.335 C 
8,001 
4,811 C 

1.011 
931 
40b 

15.505 
1, 729 C 

11.314 

FIlings 
per 

100,000 
QID).u 1 at 1 on 

317 
362 
235 
497 

1 II 
479 
295 
Ib5 
17& 
171 
150 
285 

243 
323 
205 
222 
608 

181 
140 
82 

272 

280 
243 

79 
176 
147 

204 
87 

4 
144 
53 
61 

-------.--. --_ ... - .. _- --- -._.-_.--_._._, ,.--... ----. --.... -.... - ... -.----... - .. - .. ----'( c'(iii Hilli ed"oo"nextpage) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.1: Tort filings in the state trial courts, 1981-1987. (continued) 

state/Court name: 

General jurisdiction courts: 

ALASKA Superi or Court .•.......... 
ARIZONA Superior Court .......•... 
ARKANSAS Circuit Court .......... . 
CALIFORNIA Superior Court ....... . 
COLORADO District and 

Denver Superior Court .......... . 
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ......• 
FLORIDA Circuit Court ...•...•.•.. 
HAWAII Circuit Court .....•....... 
IDAHO District Court ............ . 
KANSAS Di stri ct Court ......•..... 
MAINE Superior Court .....•....... 
MARYLAND Circuit Court ...••....•. 
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the 

COl1¥llonwea lth •.........•.....•.. 
MICHIGAN Circuit Court •.......•.. 
MISSOURI Circuit Court ...•......• 
MONTANA District Court .••..••.•.• 
NEW JERSEY superior Court ..•....• 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County Courts ...•..........••.. 
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court ... . 
NORTH DAKOTA District Court ..... . 
OHIO Court of COl1¥llon Pleas ...... . 
TENNESSEE Circuit and 

Chancery Courts ....•......•.... 
TEXAS 01 stri ct Court ............ . 
UTAH District Court .............• 
WASHINGTON Superior Court ...•.... 
PUERTO RICO Superior Court ...... . 

Limited- jurisdiction courts: 

ALASKA District Court •.......•... 
HAWAII District Court ........... . 
OHIO County Court ..•.••.•..•..•.. 
OHIO Municipal Court ...••....••.. 
PUERTO RICO District Court •...... 
TEXAS County-Level Courts •...•... 

Percent 
change 1 n tort 
f1l1ngs per 

100,000 
population 
1981-1987 

48% 

-35% 
31% 

10% 
3% 

-7% 
-11% 

9% 

-19% 

5% 
34% 

7% 
49% 

-6% 
25% 

-18% 
-43% 
-18% 
-7% 
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Percent 
change in tort 
fll i ngs per 

100,000 
population 
1986-1987 

-28% 
1% 
0% 
3% 

-41% 
11% 
-3% 

0% 
-17% 

2% 
-14% 

3% 

-6% 
9% 

-3" 1" 2% 

,% 
0% 

-1% 
4% 

2% 
6% 

-48% 
-60% 

5% 

-73% 
2% 
0% 

10% 
-2% 
14% 



N/A = Data are unavaIlable. 
-- = Data element is not applIcable. 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

nc: The followIng courts' data are not comparable: 
Alaska--Superlor and DIstrict Courts--The 1981 

and 1984 data are not comparable to the 1985, 
1986, 1987 data because torts are separated 
from the unclasslfled cIvil fIgure In 
sIgnIfIcantly greater quantitIes durIng 1985, 
1986 and 1987 than In preVIous years. 

Florlda--Clrcult Court--There were 21,063 new 
fIlIngs In 1981, but they did not include 
reopened cases; therefore, the 1981 data are 
not comparable with the 1984, 1985, 1986, and 
1987 data. 

Maryland--Clrcuit Court--Tort filIngs for 1981 
could not be separated from other cIvil 
f111ngs. 

Montana--Dlstrict 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--Dlstrlct Court--Tort fIlings for 1981 
could not be separated from other civil 
fIlings. 

C: The followIng courts' data are overlncluslve: 
Montana--District Court--Tort filings include 

some civIl appeals cases for 1984, 1985, 1986 
and 1987. 

North Caro1ina--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. 

i: The followIng courts' data are at least 15% 
complete: 

Alaska--Dlstrlct Court--Data do not include 
fIlIngs In the low 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. 

Hawa11--Clrcuit Court--Data do not include a 
small number of DistrIct Court transfers 
reported with other civil cases. 

IdahQ--Dlstrlct Court--Data do not Include some 
filIngs reported With unclassIfIed civIl cases. 
The unclass1fied fIgures for 1985, 1986, and 
1987 respectively are: 20,644,21,281, and 
22,202. 

Maryland--C1rcuit Court--Data do not 1nclude 
some fIlIngs reported with unclass1fied cIvil 
cases. The unclass1f1.ed figures for 1985, 1986, 
and 1987 respect1vely are: 1,438, 976, and 
1,829. 

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the Commonwealth-­
Tort fil1ngs do not include some cases which are 
reported with unclassified civ11 data. 

M1chlgan--Circuit Court--Tort filIngs are 
unavailable 1n 1984 for Hillsdale County, 
Osceola County, Kalkaska County, and Delta 
County. 

M1ssouri--Circuit Court--Data do not 1nclude 
filings from St. Louis County and do not InclUde 
torts rIled in the associate d1vis10ns with 
civil jur1sdiction under $5,000. 1984 and 1985 
data also do not 1nclude filings from Boone 
County. 

New Jersey--Superior Court--Data do not include 
some torts reported with unclassif1ed civil 
cases. The unclass1f1ed figures for 1985, 1986, 
and 1987 respectively are: 40,026, 46,865, and 
44,850. 

(Q): Add1tional court information: 

Colorado--Distr1ct and Denver Super10r Court--The 
Denver Superior Court was abolIshed 11/14/86 
and the caseload absorbed by the Dlstr1ct 
Court. 

Appendix to Part I: Table 1.1 • 39 



TABLE 1.2: Total Civil and Tort Filings In State Trial Courts, 1985-1987 
.if;i?~-~/~-:: ~ -' .::::: ': t~.' 

Clvll 
Number of 
fll1ngs 

and qua l1fyl ng 
Stat~LCQytt name: footnotes 

General jurIsdIctIon courts: 

ALASKA Superl~r Court .....•.... 18,315 
ARIZONA SuperIor Court •........ 97,262 
ARKANSAS C1reu1t Court ".;.,',. 33,6l7/ 
CALIFORNIA SuperIor Court ...... 626,496 
COLORAOO D'strlct, Denver 

SuperIor and JuvenIle and 
Probate Courts • ,,, II •• II ...... 89,995 

CONNECTICUT SuperIor Court ..... 150,323 
FLORIDA CIrcuIt Court .......... 42'1,694 
HAWAII CIrcuit Court .....•..... 26,283 
IDAHO DIstrIct Court ••.•••..... 60,347 
KANSAS DIstrIct Court ....•..... 124,995 
MAINE SuperIor Court ••••• II I ••• 7,199 
MARYLANO CIrcuIt Court ......... 99.842 
MICHIGAN CIrcuIt Court ...•..... 149,316 
MINNESOTA DIstrIct Court ....... 205,241 
MISSOURI CIrcuIt Court I •• f II ••• 224,651 
MONTANA DIstrIct Court ...•..... 27,648 
NEW JERSEY SuperIor Court ..•... 597,399 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County Courts •••• II .......... , 126,176 
NORTH CAROLINA SuperIor Court .. 87,670 
NORTH DAKOTA DIstrIct Court .... 14,239 
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ..... 290,520 
TENNESSEE CIrcuIt, CrimInal 

and Chancery Courts II •••••••• 104,430 
TEXAS DIstrIct Court ........... 451,035 
UTAH D1strlct Court ...........• 30,009 
WASHINGTON Superior Court ...... 122,505 
PUERTO RICO SuperIor Court ....• 62,393 

LImIted JurIsdIctIon courts: 

ALASKA DIstrIct Court ...•.•.... 24,046 
FLORIDA County Court ...•......• 323,241 
HAWAII DIstrIct Court .......... 20,622 
OHIO County Court ......••...... 24,542 
OHIO MunIcIpal Court ....•...... nfl,127 
TEXAS County-Level Courts ....... 161,754 
PUERTO RICO DIstrIct Court •• II. 46,074 

NOTE: The footnotIng scheme has been 
consolIdated. Footnotes for 1985 and 1986 have 
been translated Into the footnote scheme for 1987. 

-- = Data element Is not applIcable. 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

C: The followIng courts' data are qverlncluslve: 
Hawal1--Clreult Court--C1vl1 fIlIngs Include 

crlm1nal postconvlctlon remedy proceedIngs 
and some erlmlna1 and traffIc/other vIolatIon 
cases. 

Minnesota--Dlstrlct Court--Clvll filings for 
1985 Inc1ude cases (rom the County Court and 
ConcIlIation and Probate DivisIon and County 
MunIcIpal Court whIch merged wIth the 
DIstrIct Court In 1985. 

Montana--Dlstrlct Court--Clvll fIlIngs Include 
appeals of trIal court cases. Tort fIlIngs 
include some cIvil appeals cases for 1985, 
1986, and 1987. 

E 
1 

E 

C 

C 
0 
C 
I 

0 

E 

C 
C 
C 
C 
0 

C 
C 
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~985 
Tort 

Number of 
Fl1l ngs fl1lngs Fnl ngs 

per 100,000 and qual HyIng per 100,000 
QOQulat10n footnotes 1!0Qulatlon 

3,515 2,096 402 
3,052 10,748 337 
l.417lill> 5,382 228 
2,376 112,049 425 

2,785 4,537 140 
4,736 12,742 401 
3,710 29,864 263 
2,494 1.676 159 
6,005 2,010 200 
5,102 4,06'1 166 

618 2,072 178 
2.273 10,120 230 
1.643 23,742 261 
4,895 
4,467 9,678 I 192 
3,347 1,870 C 226 
7,900 42,141 I 557 

713 35,549 200 
1,402 8,062 C 129 
2,079 512 75 
2,704 25,518 238 

2,193 12,565 264 
2,755 37,596 230 
1,824 1,245 C 76 
2,779 9,747 221 
1,910 4,388 C 134 

4,615 860 165 
2,844 
1,957 652 62 

228 464 4 
3,035 12,992 121 

988 8,242 50 
1,410 1,579 C 48 

North Caro1Ina--Superlor Court--Tort fIlings 
Include some mIscellaneous elvl1 cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Superior Court--Tort fi"ngs 
Include transfers and reopened cases. 
--DIstrIct Court--Civil and tort filings Include 
transfers and reopened cases. 

Tennesee--Clrcult Court, CrImInal and Chancery 
Court--Civil fIlIngs for 1987 include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedIngs and 
~lscellaneous cr'.'nal cases. 

Te~as--DIstrlct Court--Clvll fIlIngs for 1987 
1ne1ude some juvenile cases. 
--County-Level Courts--Civl1 filIngs 
include some juvenile cases. 

Vtah--Dlstrlct Court--Civll fIlIngs 1nc1ude 
some postconvictlon remedy proceedings. Tort 
fIlIngs Include de noVo appeals from the JustIce 
of the Peace Courts. 



APPENDIX TA6LE 1.2: Total clvll and tort fl11ngs 1n state tr1al courts, 1985-1967. 

state/Court name: 

General jur1sd1ct1on courts: 

ALASKA SUper10r Court ......... . 
ARIZONA Super10r Court ........ . 
ARKANSAS C1rcu1t Court ........ . 
CALIFORNIA Super10r Court ..... . 
COLORADO D1str1ct, Denver 

Super10r and Juven11e and 
Probate Courts .............. . 

CONNECTICUT Superlor Court .... . 
FLORIOA Clrcult Court ......... . 
HAWAII Clrcult Court .......... . 
IDAHO Dlstrlct Court ...•....... 
KANSAS Dlstrlct Court ......... . 
MAINE Super10r Court .......... . 
MARYLAND Clrcult Court ........ . 
MICHIGAN Clrcult Court ........ . 
MINNESOTA Dlstrlct Court ...... . 
MISSOURI Clrcult Court ........ . 
MONTANA Dlstrlct Court ........ . 
NEW JERSEY SuperIor Court ..... . 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County Courts ............... . 
NORTH CAROLINA SuperIor Court .. 
NORTH DAKOTA DIstrIct Court ... . 
OHIO Court of Common Pleas .... . 
TENNESSEE CIrcuIt, Cr1mlnal 

and Chancery Courts ......... . 
TEXAS DIstrIct Court ..........• 
UTAH Dlstrlct Court ...•........ 
WASHINGTON Superlor Court ..... . 
PUERTO RICO SuperIor Court .... . 

Llmlted jurlsdlctlon courts: 

ALASKA Dlstrlct Court ......... . 
FLORIDA County Court ..........• 
HAWAII Dlstrlct Court ......... . 
OHIO County Court ............. . 
OHIO Munlclpal Court .......... . 
TEXAS County-Level Courts ...... . 
PUERTO RICO Dlstrlct Court .... . 

1966 
Clvll 

Number of 
f1l1ngs 

and qualHylng 
footnotes 

16,506 E 
102,140 
35,784 

654,283 

105,688 
154,581 E 
442,809 

26,171 C 
60,121 

134,131 
6,622 

106,716 
154,327 
233,927 
237,782 0 
26,212 C 

624,826 I 

120,038 0 
92,031 
15,085 

324,779 E 

106,890 C 
419,434 C 
33,042 C 

135,933 C 
68,295 0 

26,328 
349,645 
21,263 
23,759 

342,714 
178,265 C 
46,911 C 

Flllngs 
per 100,000 
populatlon 

3,097 
3,077 
1,509 
2,425 

3,235 
4,847 
3,793 
2,462 
6,000 
5,452 

565 
2,391 
1,688 
5,551 
4,694 
3,445 
8,200 

675 
l,453 
2,222 
3,020 

2,225 
2,514 
1,985 
3,046 
2,086 

4,940 
2,995 
Z,OOO 

221 
3,187 
1,068 
1,433 

Tort 
flumber of 

fl11ngs Flllngs 
and qual1fylng per 100,000 

footnotes populatlon 

2,344 
11 ,888 
5,541 

130,206 

6,145 
13,754 
35,535 
1,749 
2,118 
4,274 
2,044 

12,373 
27,046 
10,356 
10,746 I 
1,836 C 

45,547 I 

32,011 
8,897 C 

561 
28,225 

13,167 
38,238 
2,527 C 

19,515 
4,558 C 

4,069 
42,229 

738 
463 

13,999 
9,833 
1,779 C 

440 
358 
234 
483 

188 
431 
304 
165 
211 
174 
174 
277 
296 
246 
212 
224 
598 

180 
140 
83 

262 

274 
229 
152 
437 
140 

763 
362 

69 
4 

130 
59 
54 
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.2~ Total cIvIl and tort fIlIngs In state trIal courts, 1985-1981. 

1987 
CIvil Tort 

State/Court name: 

General !urlsdlctlon courts; 

ALASKA SuperIor Court ......... . 
ARIZONA SuperIor Court ........ . 
ARKANSAS CIrcuIt Court ........ . 
CALIFORNIA SuperIor Court " ... . 
COLORADO DIstrIct, Denver 

SuperIor and JuvenIle and 
Probate Courts .............. . 

CONNECTICUT SuperIor Court .... . 
FLORIDA CIrcuIt Court ......... . 
HAWAII CI rcult Court .......... . 
IDAHO DIstrIct Court .......... . 
KANSAS DIstrIct Court ......... . 
MAINE SuperIor Court .......... . 
MARYLAND CIrcuIt Court ........ . 
MICHIGAN CIrcuIt Court ........ . 
MINNESOTA DIstrIct Court ...... . 
MISSOURI CIrcuIt Court ........ . 
MONTANA DIstrIct Court ....•.... 
NEW JERSEY SuperIor Court ..... . 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County Courts ., ............. . 
NORTH CAROLINA SuperIor Court .. 
NORTH DAKOTA DIstrIct Court ... . 
OHIO Court of Common Pleas .... . 
TENNESSEE CIrcuIt, CrImInal 

and Chancery Courts ......... . 
TEXAS DIstrIct Court .......... . 
UTAH DIstrIct Court ., ......... . 
WASHINGTON SuperIor Court ..... . 
PUERTO RICO SuperIor Court .... . 

LImIted 1urlsdlctlon courts: 

ALASKA DIstrIct Court ......•... 
FLORIDA County Court .......... . 
HAWAII DIstrIct Court .........• 
OHIO County Court ............. . 
OHIO MunIcIpal Court .......... . 
TEXAS County-Level Courts ...... . 
PUERTO RICO DIstrIct Court .... . 

Number of 
fll I ngs 

and qua 11fyl ng 
footnotes 

15,168 E 
101,148 
36,401 

674,912 

104,614 
147,3470 
444,952 
26,031 C 
57,605 

140,586 
6,079 

106,193 
170,541 
231,244 
248,190 E 
26,816 I 

638,975 I 

121,443 0 
97,979 
15,382 

337,637 E 

111,102 C 
442,052 C 
29,543 E 

129,842 E 
65,146 0 

24,184 
361,130 

22,676 
23,604 

362,789 
197,414 C 

46,886 C 

42 • State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1987 

Fll I ngs 
per 100,000 
populatIon 

2,889 
2,987 
1,524 
2,440 

3,174 
4,589 
3,701 
2,404 
5,772 
5,678 

512 
2,342 
1,854 
5,446 
4,864 
3,315 
8.329 

681 
1,547 
2,265 
3,131 

2,288 
2,633 
1,440 
2,853 
1,979 

4,606 
3,004 
2,094 

219 
3,364 
1,176 
1,424 

Number of 
fll Ings 

and qua 11 fyl ng 
footnotes 

1,664 
12,260 

5,606 
137,455 

3,666 
15,385 
35,453 
1,785 
1,757 
4,380 
1,884 

12,938 
29,756 
10,739 
10,483 I 
1,792 C 

46,671 I 

34,249 
8,981 C 

551 
29,375 

13,597 
40,764 
1,335 C 
8,(W7 
4,811 C 

1,071 
52,491 

937 
406 

15,505 
11,314 
1 ,729 C 

FIlings 
per 100,000 
populatIon 

317 
362 
235 
497 

111 
479 
295 
165 
176 
177 
159 
285 
323 
253 
205 
222 
608 

192 
140 
82 

272 

280 
243 

79 
176 
146 

204 
437 
87 

4 
144 

67 
53 

(contInued on next page) 



APPENDIX TABLE 1.2: Total clvtl and tort ftllngs In state trIal courts, 19B5-19B7. (contInued) 

E: The followIng courts' data Include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedIngs: 

Alaska--Superlor Court 
Connectlcut--Superlor Court 
Ohlo--Court of Common Pleas 
Mlssourl--Clrcult Court 
Washlngton--Superlor Court 
Utah--Dlstrlct Court 

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

A1aska--Dlstrlct Court--Tort f1l1ngs do not 
1nclude cases from low-volume Dlstr~ct 
Courts, whIch are reported wIth other 
clvtl cases. 

Arlzona--Superlor Court--Clvll fIlIngs for 
1985 do not 'nclude mental health cases. 

Florlda--Clrcult Court--Tort flllngs for 
1985 do not lnclude professlonal tort 
cases, whlch are reported wIth the 
unclasslfled clvll data. 

Hawal1--Clrcult Court--Tort flllngs do not 
Include a small number of DIstrIct Court 
transfers reported wIth unclassIfIed 
clvl1 data. 

Idaho--Dlstrlct Court--Tort fl1lngs do not 
lnclude some cases that are reported wIth 
unclassIfIed clvl1 data. The 
unclasslfled fIgures for 1985, 1986, and 
1987 respectIvely are 20,544, 21 ,28T, and 
22,202. 

Maryland--Clrcult 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. 

Mlssourl--Clrcult Court--Tort 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. 1985 data 
also do not Include tort fIlings from 
Boone County. 

Montana--D1strlct Court--Clvll fIlIngs do not 
Include some appeals of trIal court cases. 

New Jersey--Superlor 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 40,026, 46,865, and 
44,850. CIvIl fIlIngs do not Include a few 
domestIc relatIons cases. 

0: The followIng courts' data are 75% complete and 
are overlncluslve: 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court--Clvll fIlIngs for 
1987 Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedIngs, but do not Include mental 
health cases. 

Mlssourl--Clrcult Court--Clv1l fll1ngs for' 
1985 and 1986 Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedIngs, but do not Include some 
domestIc relatIons cases. 

New York--Supreme and County Court--Clvll 
fIlIngs Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedIngs, but do not Include clvl' 
appeals cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Superlor Court--Clvll fll1ngs for 
1985 and 1986 Include transfers and reopened 
cases, but do not Include estate cases. 
CIvIl fIlIngs for 1987 Include transfers and 
reopened cases, but do not Include URE~A 
cases. 
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TABLE 1.3: General Civil Filings in the State Trial Courts, 1981-1987 

state/Court name: 

General lurlsdlctlon courts: 

ALABAMA C\rcu\t Court .....•.... 
ALASKA Superlor Court ......... . 
ARIZONA Superlor Court .•.•..... 
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate 

Courts •...........•......... 
Clrcult Court ..•............. 

COLORADO Dlstrlct, Denver 
SUperlor and Juvenlle and 
Probate Courts .............. . 

CONNECTICUT Superlor Court .... . 
DELAWARE Superlor Court ....... . 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superlor 

Court ....................•.. 
HAWAII Circult Court .......... . 
KANSAS Dlstrlct Court ......... . 
MICHIGAN Clrcult Court .. , ..... . 
MONTANA 01strlct Court ........ . 
NORTH CAROLINA Superlor Court .. 
NORTH DAKOTA Dlstrlct Court .... 
TENNESSEE Clrcult and 

Chancery Courts ............ . 
TEXAS Dlstrlct Court .......... . 
UTAH Dlstrlct Court ........... . 
WASHINGTON Superlor Court ..... . 

Llmlted jur1sdlct1on courts: 

ALABAMA Dlstrlct Court ........ . 
ARIZONA Justlce of the 

Peace Court ....•............ 
COLORADO County Court ......... . 
DELAWARE Court of Common Pleas 
HAWAII 0lstrlct Court ......... . 
INDIANA County Court .......... . 
KENTUCKY 01str1ct Court ....... . 
MAINE Dlstrlct Court .......... . 
MICHIGAN Dlstrlct Court ....... . 
MICHIGAN Munlclpal Court ...... . 
NEBRASKA County Court ......... . 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Dlstrlct Court .. . 
NEW MEXICO Maglstrate Court ... . 

MetropolItan Court 
of BernalIllo County ....... . 

NEW YORK Clv1l Court of the 
CHy of New York .......... .. 

Court of Clalms .•.....•..•.•• 
Dlstrlct and CHy Courts ..... 

NORTH CAROLINA Dlstrlct Court .. 
NORTH DAKOTA County Court ..... . 
OHIO Munlclpal Court .......... . 

County Court .....•........... 
OREGON Dlstrlct Court ......... . 
PENNSYLVANIA Dlstrlct 

Justl ce Court .............. . 
RHODE ISLAND 01strlct Court ... . 
TEXAS Justlce of the Peace 

Court ........•.....•........ 
UTAH Clrcult Court ...........•. 

NUmber of 
F1l1ngs and 
qlJalHylng 
footnotes 

28,4&0 C 
nc 
nc 

7,545 
nc 

3&,168 
nc 

2,522 C 

108,426 
3,830 

54,005 
nc 
nc 

13,756 C 
5,632 

23,442 
68,451 

nc 
34,922 

55,818 

nc 
45,423 
3,740 

13,549 
5,573 

57,627 
nc 

NfA 
NfA 

nc 
10,382 
14,117 

8,290 

151 ,159 
1,330 

nc 
'52,100 

nc 
260,068 
11 ,302 
33,862 

nc 
23,689 

nc 
nc 

1981 

F1l1ngs 
per 100,000 
QQPulatlon 

727 
nc 
nc 

329 
nc 

1,220 
nc 

422 

17,183 
390 

2,266 
nc 
nc 

231 
856 

508 
464 

nc 
828 

1,425 

nc 
1,532 

625 
1,381 

102 
1,574 

nc 
NfA 
N/A 

nc 
1,109 
1,063 

624 

859 
8 

nc 
875 

nc 
2,412 

105 
1,277 

nc 
2,486 

nc 
nC 
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Number of 
fll 1 ngs and 
qualHylng 
footnotes 

29,&50 C 
nc 

29,580 

5,151 
nc 

32,032 
nc 

2,520 C 

96,975 
3,992 

57.140 
nc 

6,651 
12,482 C 
5,674 

21 ,505 
85,873 

nc 
33,140 

51,805 

nc 
65,485 
3,755 

13,96B 
3,664 

56,359 
16,146 C 

NfA 
NfA 

nc 
9,815 

18,308 

9,744 

195,163 
1,678 

nc 
45,636 

nc 
221,523 

9,542 
24,518 

183,143 
18,759 

nc 
nc 

1984 

F1l1ngs 
per 100,000 
populatlon 

743 
nc 

5,916 

219 
nc 

1,008 
nC 

411 

15,566 
384 

2,344 
nc 

807 
202 
827 

456 
537 

nc 
762 

1,298 

nc 
2,061 

613 
1,344 

67 
1,514 
1,397 

NfA 
N/A 

nc 
1,005 
1,286 

684 

1,100 
9 

nc 
740 

nc 
2,060 

89 
917 

1,539 
1.950 

nc 
nc 

Number of 
fll1ngs and 
qua l1fyl ng 
footnotes 

32,447 C 
4,906 

33,143 

6,117 
30,475 

35,928 
47,286 

2,564 C 

93,871 
3,764 

62,501 
47,917 
7,347 

13,654 C 
5,713 

22,529 
95,659 
3,856 C 

36,904 

44,326 

53,650 
72,174 
3,498 

14,974 
4,407 

52,997 
15,901 C 

230,055 1 
869 1 

22,571 C 
9,566 

16,633 

8,465 

189,790 
1.953 

65,263 
42,864 

5,534 C 
225,593 1 

9,316 1 
26,299 

194,610 
21,396 

204,952 V 
39,838 

1985 

F111ngs 
per 100,000 
populat1on 

807 
942 

1,040 

259 
1,292 

1,112 
1,490 

412 

14,996 
357 

2,551 
527 
889 
218 
834 

473 
584 
234 
837 

1,102 

1,683 
2,234 

562 
1,421 

80 
1,422 
1,366 
2,531 

10 
1,405 

959 
1,147 

584 

1,067 
11 

367 
685 
808 

2,100 
87 

979 

1,642 
2,210 

1,252 
2,422 
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.3: General civil f1l1ngs 1n the state tr1al courts, 1981-1987 

state/Court name: 

General jur1sdiction courts: 

ALABAMA Circuit Court ......... . 
ALASKA Superior Court ......... . 
ARIZONA Superior Court '" ..... . 
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate 

Courts .........•............ 
Circu1t Court ............... . 

COLORADO District, Denver 
Superio~ and Juvenile and 
Probate Courts .............. . 

CONNECTICUT Superior Court .... . 
DELAWARE Superior Court ...•.... 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior 

Court ....................... . 
HAWAII Circult Court .......... . 
KANSAS District Court ......... . 
MICHIGAN Circuit Court ........ . 
MONTANA District Court ........ . 
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court .• 
NORTH DAKOTA District Court .... 
TENNESSEE Circuit and 

Chancery Courts ............. . 
TEXAS District Court .......... . 
UTAH District Court ........... . 
WASHINGTON Superior Court ..... . 

Limited jurisdiction courts: 

ALABAMA District Court ........ . 
ARIZONA Justice of the 

Peace Court ................. . 
COLORADO County Court ......... . 
DELAWARE Court of Common Pleas 
HAWAII District Court ......... . 
INDIANA County Court. ......... . 
KENTUCKY District Court ....... . 
MAINE District Court .......... . 
MICHIGAN District Court ....... . 
MICHIGAN MuniCipal Court ...... . 
NEBRASKA County Court ......... . 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Distrlct Court .. . 
NEW MEXICO Magistrate Court ... . 

Metropolitan Court of 
Bernalillo County .......... . 

NEW YORK Clvl1 Court of the 
City of New York ........... . 
Court of Claims ............. . 
District and City Courts .... . 

NORTH CAROLINA District Court .. 
NORTH DAKOTA County Court ....•. 
OHIO Municipal Court .......... . 

County Court ................ . 
OREGON Dlstrict Court ......... . 
PENNSYLVANIA District 

Justice Court .............. . 
RHODE ISLAND District Court. '" 
TEXAS Justlce of the Peace 

Court ...................... . 
UTAH Circuit Court ............. . 

1986 
Number of 
filings filings 

and qualifying per 100,000 
footnotes population 

33,984 C 
2,998 

38,224 

7,027 
32,495 

47,787 
50,474 
2,950 C 

91,918 
3,780 

70,449 
61,611 
7,633 

14,842 C 
5,974 

23,568 
94,258 
3,838 

47,289 

44,492 

64,036 
122,683 

5,190 
15,497 
4,991 

60,598 
15,771 

258,920 
900 

33,304 
10,804 
15,415 

9,237 

196,216 
2,290 

87,234 
44,295 
4,908 

237,516 
9,031 

31,268 

198,615 
21,116 

210,171 V 
49,452 

839 
562 

1,152 

296 
1,370 

1,463 
1,583 

466 

14,707 
356 

2,864 
674 
932 
234 
880 

491 
565 
231 

1,060 

1,198 

1,929 
3,755 

820 
1,458 

91 
1,625 
1,345 
2,831 

10 
2,085 
1,052 
1,042 

625 

1,104 
13 

491 
699 
723 

2,210 
84 

1,160 

1,671 
2,166 

1,249 
2,970 

1987 
Number of 
filings 

and quallfying 
footnotes 

37,050 C 
3,582 

38.537 

7,027 
32.761 

50,474 
57,883 
2,870 C 

86.006 
3,672 

72,547 
61,036 
6,803 

14,995 C 
5,792 

24,504 
98.036 
2,399 

36,078 

45,980 

68.082 
93,674 
4,605 

16,902 
4,901 

67,400 
17,086 

273,323 
671 

32,173 
12,491 
13,326 

8,408 

196,257 
2.072 

83.618 
45,387 
4.302 

176.113 
8,041 

31,805 

203,752 
19,899 

221,989 
55,546 

filings 
per 100,000 
population 

907 
682 

1,138 

294 
J .372 

1.531 
1.803 

446 

13,827 
339 

2,930 
663 
841 
234 
862 

505 
584 
143 
795 

1,126 

2,011 
2,842 

715 
1,561 

89 
1,808 
1.439 
2,971 

7 
2,018 
1,181 

888 

561 

1.101 
12 

469 
708 
640 

1,633 
75 

1 ,168 

1,707 
2,018 

1.322 
3,306 

Percentage 
change in 
fl1ings per 
100,000 

population 
1981-1987 

25% 

-11% 

25% 

5% 

-20r. 
-13" 

29% 

1% 
1% 

1% 
26% 

4% 

-21% 

86% 
14% 
13% 

-13% 
15% 

6% 
16% 

-10% 

22% 
50% 

-19% 

-31% 
-29% 

-9% 

-19% 

(continued on next page) 

Percentage 
change in 
filings per 
100.000 

population 
1986-1987 

5% 
14% 
-4% 

-6% 
-5% 

2% 
-2% 

-10% 
0% 

-2% 

3% 
3% 

-38% 
-25% 

-6% 

4% 
-24% 
-13% 

7% 
-2% 
11" 
7" 5" 

-30" 
-3" 
12" 
15% 

-11% 

or. 
-8% 
-4% 
1" -11" 

-26% 
-11% 

,% 

2% 
-7% 

6% 
,,% 
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.3: General elvll flllngs ln the state trlal courts. 1981-1987 (contlnued) 

NIA = Data are not avallable. 
-- = Data element ts not appllcable. 
nc = Data are not comparable wlth other years. 

QUALIfYING fOOTNOTES: 

c: The fo1lowlng courts' data are overlncluslve: 
Alabama--ClrcuH Court--Oata In.clude dvn 

appeals and postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs. 
Oelaware--Superlor Court--Data lnc1ude admlnlstra­

tive agency appeals. 
Malne--Dlstrlct Court--1981-1985 data lnclude some 

domestlc relatIons and juvenl1e cases. 
Nebraska--County Court--Data for 1985 lnclude 

cases from the Munlclpa1 Court from July 1, 
1985, to December 31, 1985. 

North Carollna--Superlor Court--1981-1985 data 
lnclude admlnlstratlve agency appeals. 1986 and 
1987 data lnclude mlscellaneous clvl1 cases. 

North Dakota--County Court--1985 data lnclude 
crImInal appeals cases. 

Utah--Distrlct Court--1985 data 1nelude de novo 
appeals. 
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1: The followlng courts' data are at least 75% 
complete: 

V: 

Colorado--County Court--1981-1985 data do not 
1nclude cases from Denver County Court. 

Hawal1--Clrcult Court--Data do not lnclude "un­
reported cases." 

Indlana--County Court--Oata do not lnclude 
"other" cases or "redocketed clvll· cases for 
1985 and 1986. 

Kansas--Dlstrlct Court--1981-1985 data do not 
lnelude all real property rlghts cases. 

M1chlgan--Dlstr1ct Court--Data for 1985 do not 
'nelude cases from the clty of Dearborn. 

Mlchlgan--Munlclpal Court--1985 data do not 
lnclude cases from the clty of Dearborn. 
Munlclpal Courts for Grosse Polnte Munlclpal 
and Grosse Polnte Shores dld not report 1985 
data. 

Ohlo--Munlclpa1 Court and County Court--Data do 
not include cases classlfled as m1scellaneous 
civiL 

1exas--Justlce of the Peace Court--Data for 1987 
represent a reportlng rate of 79% 

The followlng court's data are less than 75% 
complete: 

Texas--Justlce of the Peace Court--Oata for 1985 
and 1986 represent a reportIng rate of 73% and 
74% respectlvely. 
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TABLE 1.4: Felony Filings in State Trial Courts, 1981-1987 

1981 1984 1985 
Number of F1l1ngs Number of Flllllgs NUlliber of nllrlgs 
flllngs per 100,000 filIngs per 100,000 filIngs per 100,000 

and quallfylng adult and qualifyIng adult and qualifyIng adult 
state/Court name: footnotes Ilollulatlon footnotes P.Q.lHllatlon footnotes Ilollulatlon 

General jurIsdIctIon courts: 

ARIZONA SuperIor Court ....... 14,357 I 720 15,360 700 1 7,295 I 748 
ARKANSAS CIrcuIt Court ....... 14,565 G 891 17 ,993 G 1,060 21,425 G 1,251 
CALIFQRNIA SuperIor Court .... 64,993 G 366 74,412 G 392 82,372 G 422 
COLORADO DIstrIct Denver 

SuperIor Court JuvenIle and 
Probate Courts ............. 13,868 644 14,183 637 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 B02 36,182 838 
HAWAII CIrcuIt Court ....•.... 2,291 326 2,655 1 353 2,609 341 
ILLINOIS CIrcuit Court ....... 41,795 505 46,107 C 548 45,925 544 
INDIANA SuperIor and 

CIrcuIt Court .............. 13,619 G 342 14,894 ( Q) 373 
IOWA DIstrIct Court .......... 8,166 C 309 7,&58 C 360 7,970 C 378 
KANSAS DIstrIct Court ........ 12, i 21 691 11,397 638 10,470 587 
KENTUCKr CIrcuIt Court ....... 13,007 C 500 N/A 13,439 C 497 
MAINE SuperIor Court ......... 3,281 401 3,189 375 3,656 425 
MASSACHUSETTS TrIal Court of 

the CorrVllonwea lth ........... nc N/A 5,279 118 
MINNESOTA DIstrIct Court ..... N/A 17 ,643 5Bl 19,119 626 
MISSOURI Clrcult Court ....... N/A N/A 41,935 C 1,133 
MONTANA DIstrIct Court ....... N/A N/A 2,574 0 435 
NEW HAMPSHIRE SuperIor Court . 3,652 537 3,8'13 526 4,198 563 
NEW JERSEY SuperIor Court .... 29,101 533 37,135 656 37,784 663 
NEW YORK Supreme & County Court 41,587 G 319 49,191 G 369 51,034 G 380 
NORTH CAROLINA SuperIor Court 42,792 995 42,160 924 40,915 877 
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 24,178 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 5'15 4,780 643 
SOUTH DAKOTA CIrcuIt Court ... 2,654 548 2,606 521 3,088 615 
TEXAS DIstrIct Court ......... 82,872 800 87,249 774 93,968 812 
VERMONT DIstrIct Court ....... 3,021 810 1,837 471 1,897 480 

SuperIor Court ............. 34 9 8 2 6 2 
VIRGINIA CIrcuit Court ....... 40,444 1,017 42,642 1,013 43,096 1,011 
WASHING10N 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 13,607 390 14,549 417 
WYOMING DIstrIct Court ....... 1,772 C 521 1,462 417 1,468 421 
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.4: Felony fIlIngs In state trIal courts, 19~1-1987. 

1986 1987 
Percent 

change In 
fll Ings per 

100,000 
adult 

popu1a tI on 
1986-1987 

Percent 
change In 

fIlings per 
100,000 
adult 

populatIon 
1981-1987 State/Court name:. ____ _ 

General lurlsdlctlon courts: 

ARIZONA SuperIor Court ., ... ~. 
ARKANSAS CIrcuit Court ...... . 
CALIFORNIA Superior Court ... . 
COLORADO DistrIct Court, 

Denver Superior Court 
JuvenLle and Probate Court . 

CONNECTICUT SuperIor Court ... 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Superior Court ............ . 
tEORGIA SuperIor Court ...... . 
H~WAII Circuit Court ........ . 
Il.LINOIS Circuit Court ...... . 
INDIANA Superior and 

CIrcuit Court ............ .. 
IOWA DI strIct Court ......... . 
KANSAS District Court ....... . 
KENTUCKY CIrcuIt Court ...... . 
MAINE SuperIor Court " .....•. 
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of 

the Commonwealth .......... . 
MINNESOTA DistrIct Court .... . 
MISSOURI CIrcuit Court .....•. 
MONTANA District Court ., ..... 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior Court 
NEW JERSEY SuperIor Court .... 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County Court .............. . 
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court 
NORTH DAKOTA DistrIct Court .. 
OHIO Court of Coornon Pleas .. . 
OKLAHOMA DIstrict Court ..... . 
OREGON CIrcuIt Court ........ . 
RHODE ISLAND SuperIor Court .. 
SOUTH DAKOTA CIrcuIt Court .. . 
TEXAS DIstrIct Court ........ . 
VERMONT DIstrict Court ...... . 

SuperIor Court .......... , .. 
VIRGINIA Circuit Court ..... .. 
WASHINGTON SuperIor Court ... . 
WEST VIRGINIA CIrcuIt Court .. 
WISCONSIN CIrcuit Court ..... . 
WYOMING DIstrIct Court ...... . 

Number of 
f111 ngs 

and qualifyIng 
footnotes 

20,653 I 
21,944 G 
94,779 G 

16,087 
8,436 0 

16,207 
37,146 

2,598 I 
47,075 C 

18,436 G 
7,692 C 

11 ,106 
13,380 C 

3,583 

5,893 
19,707 
44,989 C 
2,591 0 
4,057 

38,443 

56,356 Q 
44,980 
1,390 

38,374 
25,782 C 
22,533 
4,350 
3,1 B2 

111,331 
2,177 

1 
45,646 
19,693 
4,546 

14,470 
1,466 

Fill ngs 
per 100,000 

adult 
populatIon 

858 
1,271 

477 

670 
344 

3,321 
846 
334 
554 

458 
366 
612 
492 
411 

131 
635 

1 ,197 
441 
633 
644 

421 
955 
284 
486 

1,072 
1,120 

583 
624 
947 
543 

o 
1,050 

595 
3Cl 
412 
415 

Number of 
'·111 ngs 

and qualifyIng 
footnotes 

21,444 1 
24,(305 G 

104,906 G 

16,223 
9,628 0 

19,986 
N/A 
2,766 0 

46,342 C 

16,905 G 
8,230 C 

11 ,500 
nc 

3,612 

6,790 
21,834 
49,017 C 
2,443 0 
5,527 

41,198 

62,940 G 
51,210 
1,487 C 

39,376 
26,438 C 
24,591 
4,278 
3,275 

119,395 
2,111 

85 
49,481 
21,071 

4,885 
13,802 
1,353 

FilIngs 
per 100,000 

adult 
p..Q1!!!}at I QJl_ 

869 
1,426 

515 

670 
397. 

4,112 

347 
542 

416 
392 
630 

409 

150 
696 

1,292 
418 
699 
105 

467 
1,070 

307 
495 

1,111 
1.207 

5£15 
638 

1,011 
519 

21 
1,113 

625 
347 
390 
396 

1 
12 
8 

o 
14 

24 

4 
-2 

-9 
7 
3 

o 

15 
10 
8 

-5 
10 

6 

11 
12 
8 
2 
4 
8 

-3 
2 
7 

-4 

6 
5 
8 

-5 
-5 

21 
60 
41 

4 
43 

138 

6 
7 

27 
-10 

2 

30 
32 

46 
8 

16 
-7 

16 
-12 

16 
26 

-36 
133 

9 
25 

-9 
-24 
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.4: Felony f11lngs In state trIal courts, 1981-1987. (contInued) 

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

N/A = Data are not available 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES 

C: The followIng courts' data are overlncluslve: 
Illlnols--ClrcUlt Court--Felony data Include 

prelImInary hearIngs for courts "downstate." 
Iowa--Dlstrlct Court--Felony data Include thIrd 

offense OWI/OUI ca5es. 
Kentucky--Clrcult Court--felony data Include 

mIsdemeanor cases, sentence reVIew only, and 
some postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Mlssourl-..:tlrcult Court--Felony data Include sOllie 
OWl/~UI tases 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 Oakota--Olstrlct Court--Felony data Include 
sentence revIew only and postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedIngs. 

Oklahoma--Dlstrlct Court--Felony data Include some 
mIscellaneous crImInal cases. 

Wyomlng--Olstrlct Court--Felony data Include 
crImInal appeals. 

Indlana--Felony data InClude class 0 felonIes, 
OWI/OUI cases, and ordInance vIolatIon cases. 

G: The followIng courts' data Include OWI/OUI 
cases: 

Arkansas--Clrcult Court 
Callfornla--Superlor Court 
Indlana--Superlor Court and CIrcuIt Court 
New York--Supreme and County Court 

I: The follOWIng courts' data are at least 75% 
complete: 

Arlzona--Superlor Court--Felony data do not 
Include some cases reported wIth unclassIfIed 
crImInal data. 

Hawal'··C'rcult Court--Felony data do not 
Include reopened prIor cases. 

IllInoIs CIrcuIt Court--felony data do not 
Include lImIted felony cases. 

0: The followIng courts' data are Incolllplete 
and overlncluslve: 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court--felony data Include~ 
prelImInary hearIng proceedIngs that were In­
cluded In the maIn caseload tables In caseload 
reports before 1981. Table 10, Part II of the 
1987 report excludes those prelImInary hearIng 
proceedings. Felony data do not Include sOllie 
cases reported wIth mIsdemeanor data. 

Hawall--Clrcult Court--Felony data Include 
mIsdemeanor cases, but do not Include re­
opened prIor cases. 

Montana--Ulstrlct Court--Felony data Include 
appeals of trIal court cases, but do not 
Include 
some cases reported wIth unclassIfIed crImInal 
data. 

(Q): AddItIonal InformatIon: 
Olstrlct of Columbla--Superlor Court-­

ReactIvated and reInstated cases were added to 
new fIlings. 

Indlana--Superlor and CIrcuIt Court--
Data are not comparable wIth prevIous years' 
fIgures, due to changes In classifIcation of 
County Court functIon. 

Kansas--Olstrlct Court--Case fIlIngs Include both 
orIgInal actIons and retrlals/relnstated 
(reopened) cases. 

Malne--Superlor Court--Oata Include cases that 
were reflled. 

MInnesota DIstrIct Court--Oata Include 
reactIvated cases. 

New York--Supreme and County Court--Thls court 
experIenced a sIgnIfIcant Increase In the 
nUlllber 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 

Courts of last resort: 

r. Mandatory jurisdictlon cases: 

A. Number of reported complete cases •••.....•.•....•.•.•..•..••.•....•......• 
Number of courts report1ng complete data ...•........•......•.•....•....... 
Number of states wlth courts of last resort reportlng 

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

represented by complete data ....•................•.•..•.............•..• 

B. Number of reported complete cases that lnclude some dlscretionary petitions 
Number of courts reporting complete data with 

some dlscretlonary petltions ........................................... . 
Number of states wlth courts of last resort reporting complete mandatory 

jurlsdictlon data that include some discretionary petltlons .....•....... 
Percent of the total populatlon of states with mandatory jurisdlction 

represented by complete data that lnclude some dlscretlonary petltlons 

C. Number of reported cases that are elther lncomplete, or lncomplete and 
lnclude some dlscretlonary petitlons ..................... : ............. . 

Number of courts reportIng Incomplete data, or 'ncomplete and lnclude 
some discretIonary petitions ........................................... . 

Number of states with courts of last resort reporting either incomplete 
mandatory jurIsdiction data or data that are both lncomplete and lnclude 
some dIscretionary petitions .......................................... . 

Percent of the total popUlation of states with mandatory jurisdictlon 
represented by Incomplete data, or incomplete and Include some 
dIscretionary petltlons .....................................•........... 

II. Dlscretlonary jurIsdIctIon petltlons: 

A. Number of reported complete petHions .......•............................. 
Number of courts reporting complete petltlons ............................ . 
Number of states wlth courts of last resort reportlng complete 

dIscretionary jurlsdlctlon petitions ...............................•.... 
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction 

represented by complete data .......•.............................•...... 

B. Number of reported complete petltlons that inclUde some mandatory cases .,. 
Number of courts reporting complete petitions with some mandatory cases .,. 
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting complete petltions 

that lnclude some mandatory cases ............................ .. r ••••••• 

Percent of the total populatlon of states with discretlonary jurlsdictlon 
represented by complete data that include some mandatory cases ......... . 

C. Number of reported petitions that are either incomplete, or incomplete and 
include some mandatory cases ..........•................................. 

Number of courts reporting incomplete petltlons, or incomple-ce and lnclude 
some mandatory cases ................................................... . 

Number of states with courts of last resort reporting either lncomplete 
petitions or lncomplete and include some mandatory cases ............... . 

Percent of the total population of states with d\scretionary jurisdiction 
represented by 1ncomplete data, or lncomplete and include some mandatory 
cases ........................•.......................................... 
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Flled Dlsposed 

16,981 13,153 
35 23 

33 21 

72% 49% 

5,650 5,799 

9 11 

9 11 

9% 12% 

1,656 1,218 

5 5 

5 5 

17% 17% 

30,368 26,263 
33 26 

31 24 

70Y. 62% 

995 5,345 
1 4 

4 

9% 

6,220 7,033 

10 10 

10 10 

17% 16% 
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TABLE 1: Reported national caseload for state appellate courts, 1987. (continued) 

Reported Cas~Joad 

Intermedlate appellate courts: 

I. Mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases: 

A. Number of reported complete cases .....•..........................•........ 
Number of courts reportlng complete data ..............................•... 

-Number of states with lntermedlate appellate courts reportlng complete 
mandatory jurlsdlctlon data ........................•..•................. 

Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurlsdlctlon 
represented by complete data .......•..••........•..••.•.....•....••..•.. 

B. Number of reported complete cases that lnclude some discretionary cases ... 
Number of courts reporting complete data with some dlscretlonary petitions 
Number of states with lntermedlate appellate courts reportlng complete 

data that lnclude some discretionary petitlons .................•.....•.• 
Percent of the total population of states wlth mandatory jurisdictlon 

represented by complete data that include some dlscretlonary petltlons 

C. Number of reported cases that are elther lncomplete, or lncomplete and 
lnclude some dlscretlonary petltlons ..•.........•......•.•.....•..••.•.• 

Number of courts reportlng data that are either lncomplete, or 
Incomplete and Include some discretionary petltlons ...........•..••.••.. 

Number of states with 'ntermedlate appellate courts reportlng data 
that are elther Incomplete, or lncomplete and Include some dlscretlonary 
petltlons .........•.......•..•.................................•........ 

Percent of the total populatlon of states wlth mandatory jurlsdlctlon 
represented by data that are either lncomplete, or lncomplete and 
lnclude some dlscretlonary petitlons ..................•.•......•........ 

II. Dlscretlonary jurlsdlctlon petltlons: 

A. Number of reported complete petltlons .........................•........... 
Number of courts reporting complete petitlons ..........................•.. 
Number of states wlth intermedlate appellate courts reportlng complete 

discretlonary jurlsdlction petltions ...............................•.... 
Percent of the total populatlon of states wlth dlscretlonary jurlsdlctlon 

represented by complete data ............•...................•.....•.•... 

B. Number of reported complete petltlons that lnclude some mandatory cases .•. 
Number of courts reportlng complete petltions that include some mandatory 

cases ........................................................•.........• 
Number of states wlth intermediate appellate courts reportlng complete 

petitions that Include some mandatory cases ............................ . 
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurlsdlctlon 

represented by complete data that include some mandatory cases •..•...... 

C. Number of reported petltlons that are elther lncomplete, or incomplete and 
lnclude some mandatory cases ....................................•.... ··· 

Number of courts reportlng lncomplete data, or Incomplete and lnclude 
some mandatory cases ...............................•...•........••...•.• 

Number of states with lntermedlate appellate courts reportlng elther 
lncomplete petltlons or lncomplete and lnclude some mandatory cases ..... 

Percent of the total populatlon of states wlth dlscretlonary jurlsdlctlon 
represented by 'ncomplete data, or lncomplete and lnclude some mandatory 
cases .. If' ••• , • , • f • I I f I , •• f • f • f • I , •• , , •••• f •• I • , I • , •••• , ••• I • f , ••••••••• 

Flled 

82,030 
28 

25 

60% 

47,824 
12 

11 

39% 

560 

1" 

Dlsposed 

77 ,060 
25 

23 

57% 

54,328 
13 

11 

37" 

o 

o 

o 

0" 

16,320 14,424 
16 12 

14 11 

52% 46" 

o 1,743 

o 

o 

0% 

358 

2 

2 

4% 

3" 

340 

3% 

Su~nary section for all appellate courts: 
Re~orted flllngs 

A. Number of reported complete cases/petltlons .....•... 
B. Number of reported complete cases/petltlons that lnclude other case 

types .•.•.............•............................................ 
C. Number of reported cases/petltlons that are elther lncomplete, or 

Incomplete and lnclude other casetypes .....................•...... 

Tota 1 ................................................................. . 

-!;.Ql!L 

47.349 

6,645 

7,876 

61,870 

lAC Total 

98,350 145,699 

47,824 54,469 

918 8,794 

147,092 208,962 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total C~seload for All State Appellate Courts, 1987 

Total cases flled 
Totals 

Sum of mandatory 
Sum of mandatory cases and 

cases and d\scretlonary 
d\scret\onary pet1t\ons 

Total lletH\ons granted 
Total Total d1scret1onary Flled Flled 

mandatory d1scret1onary pet1t1ons per per 
StatelCourt name: cases llet1t\ons granted Number ~ Number .1.!!.!1ruL 

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

AlASKA--STATE TOTAL ..•.••... 837 273 1,110 139 
Supreme Court ...•....•.... 368 219 36 587 117 404 81 
Court of Appeals ...•.....• 469 54 N/A 523 174 

ARIZONA--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 .........••.. 459P ( P) N/A 459 66 
Court of Appeals ..•.•••... 949 NH NH 949 158 

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL ..... 10,300* 11 ,290 778* 21 ,590 257 11 ,078 132 
Supreme Court ..•....•....• 315

' 
4,558 224\ 4,813 696 539 17 

Courts of Appeal .......... 9,985 6,732 554 16,117 217 10,539 131 

COlORAOO--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,144 756 2,900 171 
Supreme Court ...•......... 214 756 N/A 970 139 
Court of Appeals .....••.•. 1,930 NH NH 1,930 193 

CONNECTICUT --STATE TOTlIL •... 1,003 195* 1,198 100 
Supreme Court ......••..... 58 152\ N/A 210 30 
Appellate Court ....•.•...• 945 43 N/~ 988 198 

FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ..•..... 14,442 3,552 17 ,994 340 
Supreme Court .....••.•.... 581 1,270 N/A 1,851 264 
D\str\ct Courts of 

Appeal ............... t._ 13,861 2,282 N/A 16,143 351 

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ...•.... 2,711 * 1,739 4,450 278 
Supreme Court .....•..•.... 640C 1,006 119\ 1,646 235 759 108 
Court of APpeals ..•.•..•.. 2,071 C 733 N/A 2,804 312 

HAWAII--STATE TOTAL ...•..•.• 750* 57 10 807 101 760 95 
Supreme Court ....•........ 616C 57 10 673 135 626 125 
Court of Appeals .......... 134 NH NH 134 45 134 45 

IDAHO--STATE TOTAL ......... , 470* 82 552 69 
Supreme Court ............. 289C 82 N/A 371 74 
Court of Appeals .......... 181 NH NH 181 60 
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Total cases dis~osed 
Totals 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory Point at 

Total mandatory cases and whlch 
Total Total discretionary cases and dlscretlonary cases 

mandatory dlscretlonary pet1tions discretlonary pet1tlons Court are 
State/Court name: cases l1et1tlons granted l1et1tlons granted iY1llL 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/A 522 COLR 
Court of Appeals .. 429 54 14 483 443 lAC 

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL 3,458* 1,099* 4,557 
Supreme Court ..... 861 1,054C 101 C 1,140 187 COLR 6 
Court of Appeals .. 3,372 45 N/A 3,417 lAC 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 lAC 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 lAC 2 

COLORADO--STATE TOTAL 1,036* 2,638 
Supreme Court ..... (C) 1,036C N/A 1,036 COLR 
Court of Appeals 1,602 NH NH 1,602 lAC 

CONNECTICUT --
Supreme Court ( P) 293P N/A 293 COLR 
Appellate Court ... 893 N/A N/A lAC 

FLORIOA--STATE TOTAL 14,139 3,110 17,249 
Supreme Court ..... 548 1,223 N/A 1 ,771 COLR 
Distrlct Courts of 

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

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL 2,225* 
Supreme Court ..... N/A 1,524D N/A COLR 2 
Court of Appeals .. 1,961 C 701 N/A 2,662 lAC 2 

HAWAII--STATE TOTAL. 721* 58 779 
Supreme Court ..... 579C 58 N/A 637 COLR 2 
Court of Appeals 142 NH NH 142 lAC 2 

IDAHO--STATE TOTAL .. 469* 76 545 
Supreme Court ..•.• 295C 76 N/A 371 COLR 1 
Court of Appeals .. 174 NH NH 174 lAC 4 

(contlnued on next page) 

Part II: 1987 State Court Caseload Tables • 55 



TABLE 2: Reported total caseload for all state appellate courts, 1987. (cont1nued) 

Total cases flled 
Totals 

Sum of mandatory 
Sum of mandatory cases and 

cases and d1scret1onary 
d1scret1onary pet1t1ons 

Total l1et1t1ons granted 
Total Total d1scret1onary F1led F11ed 

mandatory d1scret1onary pet1t1ons per per 
State/Court name: cases l1et1t1ons granted Number ~ Number ~ 

IllINOIS--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 

INOIANA--STATE TOTAL .......• 1,558* 1,962 392 
Supreme Court .••.....•.... 409 404 N/A 813 163 
Court of Appeals .......... 1,149C (C) N/A 1,149 96 

IOWA--STATE TOTAL .•...••.... 1,495* 327'" 1,822 121 
Supreme Court •....••.•...• 877 C 327 1 N/A 1,204 134 
Court of Appeals ............ 618 NH NH 618 103 

KANSAS--STATE TOTAL •.•..•... 1,341 * 1,482 87 
Supreme Court ....•..•.••.. 214 N/A 141 355 51 
Court of Appeals ............. 1,127C N/A ( C) 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 2,781 199 

lOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ...... 3,981 6,214 1,655 10,195 185 5,636 103 
Supreme Court ..•.........• 135 2,673 553 2,808 401 688 98 
Courts of Appeal .............. 3,846 3,541 1,102 7,387 154 4,948 103 

MARYLANO--STATE TOTAL ..•.... 1,947* 949 124 2,896 145 2,071 104 
Court of Appeals ............ 233C 655 104 888 127 337 48 
Court of Spec1al 

Appeals .................... 1 ,714 294 20 2,008 154 1,734 133 

MASSACHUSETTS--STATE TOTAL .. 1 ,506 * 1 ,842 108 
Supreme Jud1c1al Court •... 72 336 208 408 58 280 40 
APpeals Court ...•......... l,434C ( C) N/A 1,434 143 

MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL ....... 8,191 * 10,273 411 
Supreme Court ..•...•••.••. 5 2,082 60 2,087 298 65 9 
Court of Appeals ........... 8,186C (C) N/A 8,186 455 

MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL .•.... 2,165 974* 213* 3,139 157 2,378 119 
Supreme Court ........••... 241 626 104 867 124 345 49 
Court of Appeals .......•.• 1,924 3481 1091 2,272 175 2,033 156 

MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL .•....• 3,148'" 1 ,033 79 4 ,181 1 07 3,227 83 
Supreme Court ..••.•••..••. 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 d1s~osed 
Totals 

Sum of 
Su;n of mandatory Po1nt at 

Total mandatory cases and wh1ch 
Total Total d1scret1onary cases and d1scret\onary cases 

mandatory d1scret1onary peta10ns d\ scret\onary pet\t1ons Court are 
State/Court name: cases ~et\tlons granted ~etalons granted !.Y.ruL counted 

ILLINOJS--STATE TOTAL 8,007* 9,640 
Supreme Court ..... 556 1,633 138 2,189 694 COLR 
Appellate Court ... 7,451 C ( C) N/A 7,451 JAC 

INDIANA--STATE TOTAL 1,514"" 1 , 951* 
Supreme Court ..... 384 437 56 821 440 COLR .6 
Court of Appeals 1,130C ( C) N/A 1,130 lAC 6 

IOWA--STATE TOTAL ... 1 ,522 * 317* 58* 1,839 1,580 
Supreme Court ..... 944C 317 1 581 1,261 1,002 COLR 1 
Court of Appeals .. 578 NH NH 578 578 lAC 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 lAC 5 

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL 2,575 777* 3,352 
Supreme Court ..... 271 706 1 N/A 977 COLR 6 
Court of Appeals .. 2,304 71 N/A 2,375 lAC 3 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL 3,503 6,220 1,627 9,723 5,130 
Supreme Court .•... 123 2,660 552 2,783 675 COLR 2 
Courts of Appeal .. 3,380 3,460 1,075 6,840 4,455 lAC 2 

MARYLANO--STATE TOTAL 1,999* 856 2,855 
Court of Appeals .. 222C 562 N/A 784 COLR 2 
Court of Spec\al 

Appeals ..•...... 1,777 294 N/A 2,071 lAC 2 

MASSACHUSETTS--
Supreme Court (C) N/A 283C COLR 2 
Court of Appeals ., N/A N/A N/A lAC 2 

MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL 9,670 
Supreme Court ..... (C) 2,168C N/A 2,168 COLR 
Court of Appeals .. 7,502C ( C) N/A 7,502 lAC 

MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL 2,120 895* 220 3,015 2,340 
Supreme Court ..•.. 204 555 115 759 319 COLR 
Court of Appeals .. 1,916 3401 1051 2,256 2,021 JAC 

MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL 3,392* 997* 4,522 
Supreme Court •.... 133C 997 1 N/A 1,130 COLR 
Court of Appeals .. 3,259 NH NH 3,259 lAC 
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TABLE 2: Reported total caseload for all state appellate courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

Total cases flled 
Totals 

Sum of mandatory 
Sum of mandatory cases and 

cases and dlscretlonary 
dlscretlonary pet1tlons 

Total l!et1tlons granted 
Total Total d1scret10nary f11ed f11ed 

mandatory dlscretlonary pet1t10ns per per 
state/Court name: cases !,2et1tlons granted Number ~ Number ~ 

NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL .•.•• 6,626* 6,695 191 
. Supreme Court ..........••. 349 1 ,382

' 
1191 1,731 247 468 67 

'Appellate D1vls10n of 
Super10r Court .•...•.•.. 6,277 C N/A ( C) 6,227 178 

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL ...•• 1,682 358 61 2,040 170 1,743 145 
Supreme Court ......•...... 1,078 301 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 1,517 83 
Supreme Court ...•..•.••..• 181 676 60 857 122 241 34 
Court of Appeals .......... l,265C 483 71 C 1,748 146 1,336 111 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL .•.....•••. 10,405 1,846 194 12,251 189 10,599 163 
Supreme Court ..•..••.....• 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 4,618 272 
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 .•.....••..........•. 951 32* 32 983 89 983 89 
Supreme Court ...•......... 511 321 32 543 109 543 109 
Court of Appeals .......... 440 NH NH 440 73 440 73 

UTAH--STATE TOTAL •..••...... 1,034* 40* 1,074 90 
Supreme Court ...•.......•. 474 30 N/A 504 101 
Court of Appeals •..•....•. 5601 101 N/A 570 81 

VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL .....•. 2,642 416* 
Supreme Court ............. N/A 1,441 156 
Court of Appeals •••....... 422 1,201 2601 1,623 162 682 68 

WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL .•... 3,373* 1,497* 4,870 195 
Supreme Court ..••....••.•. 135P 1 ,151 P N/A 1,286 143 
Court of Appeals .......... 3,238 346 N/A 3,584 224 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL .....• 2,185 1,090 3,275 164 
Supreme Court ....••...•.•. 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 397C 41 {C) 401 80 397 79 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Court of Appeals .. , ....... 1,500 96 4 1,596 177 1,504 167 
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Total cases dis(!osed 
Totals 

Sum of 
Total Sum of mandatory Polnt at 

discretlonary mandatory cases and whlch 
Total Total petitlons cases and dl scretlonary cases 

mandatory d1scretionary petit10ns d1scretlonary pet1t1ons Court are. 
state/Court name: cases (!et1t10ns granted l!et1t10ns granted llI!.!L counted 

NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL 6,7B1* 
Supreme Court ..•.• 3B1 1,411

' 
MIA 1,792 COLR 

Appellate Dlv1s10n 
6,400C of Superlor Court N/A (C) 6,400 lAC 

NEWHEXICO--
Supr1!me Court N/A N/A N/A COLR 5 
Court of Appeals .. B53C (C) N/A B53 lAC 5 

NORTH CAROLINA~-STATE 
TOTAL ..•.••••..... 1,502* 1,120 2,622 
Supreme Court ••••• 192 637 61 B29 253 COLR 2 
Court of Appeals 1,310C 4B3 N/A 1,793 lAC 2 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL •.. 9,773 1,59B 1 B1 11,371 9,574 
Supreme Court ...•. 3BO 1,59B 1 B1 1,97B 561 COLR 
Coutt of Appeals •. 9,393 NH NH 9,393 9,393 lAC 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL . 4,545* 1,042 5,5B7 4,545 
Supreme Court .•... 313C 1,042 (C) 1,355 313 COLR 
Court of Appeals .. 4,232 NH NH 4,232 4,232 lAC 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE 
TOTAL ......•...... 964* 964 
Supreme Court ••..• 596C (C) N/A 596 COLR 2 
Court of Appeals 36B NH NH 36B lAC 4 

UTAH--
Supreme Court 521C ( C) N/A 521 COLR 
Court of Appeals .• N/A N/A N/A lAC 

VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL 2,912* 
Supreme Court ..... N/A 1,169 N/A COLR 
Court of Appeals .. (C) 1,743C N/A 1,743 lAC 

WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL 4,01B* 1 ,4B1 * 5,499 
Supreme Court •.••. 14BP 1,093P 6B 1,241 216 COLR 
Court of Appeals •• 3,B70 3BB N/A 4,25B lAC 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL 2,20&* 913 3,119 
Supreme Court •..•• NH 725 219 125 COLR 5 
Court of Appeals .. 2,20& 188 N/A 2,394 lAC 1 

STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

DELAWARE--Supreme Court 419C 41 N/A 423 COLR 

DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA--
CQurt of Appeals .. 1,595 87 1,682 1,596 COLR 
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TABLE 2: Reported total caseload for all .state appellate courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

state/Court name: 

MAINE--Supreme Judlclal 
Court Slttlng as Law 

Court ••..•.•••.......... 

MISSISSIPPI--Supreme 
Court ...•••..••.•....•...• 

MONTANA--Supreme Court ..... . 

NEBRASKA--Supreme Court 

NEVADA--Supreme Court ...•... 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme Court 

NORTH OAKOTA--SUpreme 
Court ...•..•..•..•......•• 

RHODE ISLAND--Supreme 
Court .•.......••••......•. 

SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme 
Court ••.•...•.••.•....•... 

VERMONT--Supreme Court 

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme 
Court of Appeals ..•....... 

WYOMING--Supreme Court ..... . 

Total Total 
mandatory dlscretlonary 

cases petltlons 

( P) 

891 2 

546 25 

l,196C (C) 

856 NH 

NH 

382 NH 

323 219 

538 31 

NH 2,037 

320 NH 

rota 1 cases fJ!-'l""e-".d ____ -::--:--:: ______ _ 
Totals 

Total 
dlscretlonary 

pet1tlons 
granted 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

NH 

N/A 

NH 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

785 

NH 

.,'\: 

. Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

dlscret10nary 
pet1tlons 

Flled 
per 

Number ~ 

631 90 

893 99 

571 82 

1,196 171 

856 171 

516 103 

382 76 

542 108 

449 90 

569 114 

2,037 407 

320 64 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

dlscretlonary 
pet1tlons 
granted 

Flled 
per 

Number ~ 

856 171 

382 76 

785 157 

320 64 

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL 

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ....... . 
Supreme Court ••••••....... 
Court of C1 vll 

Appea 1 S t t ••• , •••••• , ••• t 

Court of Crlmlnal 
Appeal s ....•.•••....•..• 

3,277 
998 

584 

1,695 

713 
713 

NH 

NH 
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N/A 

NH 

NH 

3,990 
1.711 

584 

1,695 

235 
190 

195 

339 



Total cases dls~osed 
Totals 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory Polnt at 

Total mandatory cases and wh1ch 
Total Total d1scretlonary cases and dlscret10nary cases 

mandatory dlscretlonary petHlons discretionary petHlons Court are 
State/Court name: cases ~etHlons granted l!et Hi ons granted iY..I!.L counted 

HAINE--Supreme Judlclal 
Court Slttlng as Law 
Court ••..•.••••.• 495 1 40 N/A 535 COLR 

HISSISSIPPI--Supreme 
Court ........•..•. 831 2 2 833 833 COLR 2 

HONTANA--Supreme Court 619C ( C) N/A 619 COLR 

NEBRASKA--Supreme Court 964C (C) (C) 964 964 COLR 

NEVADA~-Supreme Court 1,013 NH NH 1,013 1,013 COLR 2 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme 
451' Court ............. NH N/A 451 COLR 

NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme 
Court .....•..•...• 357 NH NH 357 357 COLR 

RHODE ISLAND--Supreme 
Court ..•.......•.. 402 241 N/A 643 COLR 2 

SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme 
381 C Court .•..•..•..••. ( C) N/A 381 COLR 

VERHONT--Supreme Court 527 26 N/A 553 COLR 
--~.' 

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme 
Court of Appeals .. NH 1,909 775 1,909 775 COLR 

WYOMING--Supreme Court 302 NH NH 302 302 COLR 

STATES WITH HULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL 

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL 3,354 654 4,008 
Supreme Court ..... 1,017 654 N/A 1,671 COLR 
Court of ClYn 
Appeals •• t •• t •••• 518 NH NH 518 lAC 

Court of Criminal 
Appea ls .••.•...•• 1,819 NH NH 1,819 lAC 
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TABLE 2: Reported total caseload for all state appellate courts, 1987. (contfnued) 

Total cases fl1ed 
Totals 

Sum of mandatory 
Sum of mandatory cases and 

cases and d1scretlonary 
d1scretlonary petHlons 

Total l!etHlons granted 
Total Total d1Scretlonary flled fl1ed 

mandatory dlscret10nary 
StatelCourt name: cases [!etH1ons 

NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL 11 ,B22* 
Court of Appeals .....•.... 409 N/A 
Appellate O\vlsions of 

9,205C Supreme Court ........... ( C) 
Appellate Terms of Supreme 

2,20BC Court ..•.••••...... , .... (C) 

OKlAHOHA--STATE TOTAL .....•. 3,016* 
Supreme Court ........•.... 1,105 293 
Court of Cr1mlnal 

Appeals .... , ............ -. 9BOC ( C) 
Court of Appeals .•.•.•...• 931 NH 

PENNSYlVANIA--STATE TOTAL ... 9,247* 
Supreme Court ............. BO 1,936P 
Super10r Court ............ 6.137C N/A 
Commonwealth Court ........ 3,0301 115 

TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ...... 1 , 9B4 '" 
Supreme Court ...•..•....•• 170 758 
Court of Appeals .......... 1 ,OO~ 77 
Court of Cr1m1nal 

Appeals .•...••..•....... Bll C ( C) 
------

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL .......•.• 10,310 2,515 
Supreme Court .•••.•..••••• 3 1,116 
Court of Cr1m1nal 

Appeals ......•.••......• 2.450 1.339 
Courts of Appeals ... , ..... 7,857 NH 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

COlR = Court of last resort 
lAC. IntermedIate appellate court 
NH • ThIs casetype Is not handled in this court. 
-- = InapplIcable 

POINTS AT WHICH CASES ARE COUNTED: 

1 = At the not1ce of appeal 
2. At the flllng of tr1al record 
3 c At the f111ng of trIal record, and complete 

brIefs 
4 " At transfer 
5 " Other 
6 " VarIes 
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petnlons per per 
granted Number ~ Number ~ 

N/A 

N/A 9,205 196 

N/A 2,208 147 

117 3,309 276 3,133 131 
56 1.399 155 1 ,161 129 

61 980 327 1,041 347 
NH 931 78 931 78 

237\ 2,016 2BB 317 45 
(C) 6,137 409 
N/A 3,145 349 

2,B19 lOB 
64 92B 186 234 41 
22 1.080 90 1,025 85 

N/A 811 90 

545 12,825 131 10.855 111 
118 1,179 131 1Bl 20 

367 3,789 421 2,B17 313 
NH 7.B51 98 7,857 98 

NOTE: N/A Indicates that the data are unavaIlable. 
Blank spaces IndIcate that a calculat10n Is 
1nappropr1ate. 

, 
( ) • Mandatory and dIscretIonary jurIsdIctIon 
cases cannot be separately 1dent1f1ed. Data 
are reported wlth1n the jur1sdlct1on where the 
court has the maJor1ty of 1ts caseload. 

QUALIfYING fOOTNOTES: 

An absence of a qualifyIng footnote 1nd\cates that 
the data are complete. 

*See the quallfylng footnote for each court wIthIn 
the state. Each footnote wIll have Impact on the 
state's total. 



Total cases dlsl!osed 
Totals 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory Polnt at 

Total mandatory cases and whleh 
Total Total dlseretlonary cases and d1seret1onary cases 

mandatory d1seret10nary petltlons d1seret10nary pet1t10ns Court are 
State/Court name: cases l!et ltl ons granted l!etlt10ns granted im!L counted 

NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL 15,894* 19,372 
Court of Appeals .. 369 3,478 227 3,847 596 COLR 
Appellate Dlvlslons 
of Supreme Court . 13,392C (C) N/A 13,392 lAC 2 

Appellate Terms of 
2,133C Supreme Court ....• (C) N/A 2,133 lAC 2 

OKlAHOMA--STATE TOTAL 2,167* 520* 2,687 
Supreme Court ..... 813C 237 1 N/A 1,050 COLR 
Court of Cr1mlnal 
Appeals .......... 626 283 N/A 909 COLR 2 

Court of Appeals 728 NH NH 728 lAC 4 

PEN:-lSYlVANIA--
Supreme Court N/A N/A N/A COLR 6 
Super10r Court .•.• 6,253C N/A (C) 6,253 lAC 1 
Commonwealth Court 4,053C ( C) N/A 4,053 lAC 1 

---
TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL 

1,087C 
2,944 

Supreme Court ..•.. (C) N/A 1,087 COLR 
Court of Appeals .. 1 ,033 77 N/A 1,110 lAC 
Court of Cr1m1nal 

Appea 1 s .......... 747C (C) N/A 747 lAC 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL .• 10,275 2,933 407 13,208 10,682 
Supreme Court •.... 3 1 ,261 110 1,264 173 COlR 
Court of Crlm1nal 
Appeals ..•....... 2,448 1,672 231 4,120 2,685 COlR 5 

Courts of Appeals . 7,824 NH NH 1,824 7,824 lAC 1 

C: The follow1ng courts' data are over1nclus1ve: 
Ar1zona--Supreme Court--Data 1nelude 

mandatory judge dhe1pl1nary cases. 
Colorado--Supreme Court--Dlsposed data 

1nclude mandatory jur1sd1ct1on cases. 
Delaware--Supreme Court--Data 1nclude some 

d1scret1onary pet1t1ons and f1led data 
1nclude d1scret1onary pet1tlons that were 
granted. 
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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 ref11ed as appeals. 
--Court of Appeals--Total mandatory data 
Include all dIscretIonary petItIons that 
were granted and reflled as appeals. 

Hawall--Supreme Court--Data Include a few 
dIscretIonary petItions granted. 

Idaho--Supreme Court--Data Include 
dIscretIonary petItIons that were granted. 

Illinols--Appellate Court--Data Include all 
dIscretIonary petItIons. 

Indlana--Court of Appeals--Data Include all 
dIscretIonary petItIons. 

Iowa--Supreme Court--Data Include some dIs­
cretIonary petItions that were dIsmIssed by 
the Court. 

Kansas--Court of Appeals--Flled data Include a 
few discretionary petitIons that were 
granted. DIsposed data Include all 
dIscretIonary petitions. 

Haryland--Court of Appeals--Data Include dIs­
cretIonary petItIons that were granted, and 
reflled as appeals. 

Hassachusetts----Supreme Court--Dlsposed data 
Include all mandatory appeals. 
--Appeals Court--Data Include all 
dIscretIonary petitIons. 

Hlchlgan-~Supreme Court--Dlsposed data Include 
a few mandatory jurIsdIctIon cases. 
--Court of Appeals--Total mandatory data 
Include dIscretIonary petItions. 

Hlssourl--Supreme Court--Mandatory dIsposed 
data Include dIscretIonary petItIons that 
were granted, and reflled as appeals. 

Hontana--Supreme Court--Handatory 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--Data Include all dIscretIonary 
petItIons that were granted. 

New Hexlco--Court of Appeals--Dlsposed data 
Include all discretIonary petItIons. 

New York--Appellate DIvIsIons of Supreme 
Court--Data Include all dIscretIonary 
petitIons. Appellate terms of Supreme 
Court--Data Include all dIscretIonary 
petitIons. 

North Carol\na--Court of Appeals--Mandatory 
fIled data Include a feW dIscretIonary 
petitIons that were granted and reflled as 
appeals. Data Include some cases where 
relIef, not reView, was granted. 

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Data Include granted 
dIscretIonary petItIons that were dIsposed. 
--Court of CrImInal Appeals--Handatory 
fIled data Include all dIscretIonary 
petitIons. 

Oregon--Supreme Court--Dlsposed data 
Include all dIscretIonary petitions that 
were granted. 

Pennsylvanla--Superlor Court--Data Include all 
discretionary petitions that were granted. 
--Commonwealth Court--Dlsposed data Include 
all dIscretIonary petItions. 

South Carollna--Supreme Court--Dlsposed data 
Include all discretIonary petitIons that 
were dIsposed. 

South Dakota--Flled data Include discretIonary 
adVisory opInions. Mandatory jurisdIction 
disposItIons Include all dIscretIonary 
petitIons. 
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Tennessee--Supreme Court--Dlsposed data 
Include all mandatory jurisdIctIon 
cases.--Court of CrimInal Appea1s--Data 
Include all dIscretIonary petitIons. 

Utah--Supreme Court--Dlsposed data Include 
all dIscretIonary petItIons. 

Vlrglnla--Court of Appeals--Dlscretlonary 
petitIons dIsposed Include all mandatory 
jurISdIctIon cases. 

D: Data for the followIng court are overlncluslve 
and represent some double countIng (dIscre­
tIonary petItions that are granted revIew are 
counted once as a petition and then are 
reflled as mandatory cases and cannot be 
separated from mandatory cases): 

Georgla--Supreme Court--Dlsposed data 
Include all mandatory appeals and dIs­
cretIonary petjtlons granted. 

I: The followIng courts' data are at least 75% 
complete: 

Arlzona--Supreme Court--Data do not Include 
mandatory judge discIplInary cases. 

Callfornla--Supreme Court--Total mandatory 
fIled data do not Include mandatory judge 
dIscIplInary cases. Total dIscretIonary 
petItions granted do not Include orIgInal 
proceedlngs that were granted and 
adminIstratIve agency cases. 

Connectlcut--Supreme Court--Data do not 
Include some unclasslfled appeals and 
judge dIscIplInary cases. 

Delaware--Supreme Court--Oata do not Include 
some dIscretIonary Interlocutory decIsIon 
cases, whIch are reported wlth mandatory 
jurlsdlctlon cases. 

Georgla--Supreme Court--Dlscretlonary 
petItions granted do not Include 
Interlocutory decls1ons. 

rowa--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. 

Halne--Supreme Judlclal Court SIttIng as Law 
Court--Dlsposed data do not Include 
mandatory dIscIplInary and advIsory 
opInIon cases. 

Hlnnesota--Court of Appeals--Total dIscre­
tionary petItIons do not Include 
discretIonary petItIons of fInal judg­
ments that were denIed. Total 
dIscretIonary petItIons granted do not 
Include "other" dlscretlonary petItIons 
granted. 

Hlssourl--Supreme Court--Dlsposed data do 
not Include a few dIscretIonary orIgInal 
proceedIngs. 

New Hampshlre--Supreme Court--Data do not 
Include dIscretIonary judge dIscIplInary 
cases. 

New Jersey--Supreme Court--Data do not 
Include dIscretionary Interlocutory 
decIsIons. 

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Dlsposed data do 
not Include dIsposed dIscretIonary 
petitIons granted. 



Pennsylvan,a--Supreme Court--Total 
d'scretlonary pet't'ons do not 'nclude 
original proceed'ng petitions that were 
granted. 
--Commonwealth Court--flled mandatory 
jurlsd'ctlon cases do not 'nclude 
transfers from the Super'or Court and the 
Court of Common Pleas. 

Southcaroflna--Supreme court--flled data 
do not 'nclude dlscret'onary petitions 
that were den'ed or otherw'se dlsmlssed/ 
withdrawn, or settled. 

Utah--Court of Appeals--Oata represent an 
eleven-month reporting perIod. 

Pennsylvanla--Supreme Court--Oiscretlonary 
petitions granted do not include 
original proceeding petitions that were 
granted. 

South Oakota--Supreme Court--Oata do not 
Include advisory opinions reported wIth 
mandatory jurIsdiction cases. 

Vlrglnla--Court of Appeals--flled data do 
not include orIginal proceeding petitIons 
granted. 

P: The followIng courts' data are both Incomplete 
and overlncluslve: 

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Oata Include a few 
discretionary petItions, but do not 'nclude 
mandatory attorney disciplinary cases and 
certified questions from the federal courts. 

Malne--Supreme Judicial Court SItttng as law 
Court--Total mandatory jurisdIction filed 
data Include discretionary petitions 
but do not Include mandatory disciplinary 
and advisory opinion cases. 

Pennsylvanla--Supreme Court--Total discre­
tionary jurisdiction fIled data Include 
non-case motions that could not be 
separated, but do not Include original 
proceeding petitions. 

Washlngton--Supreme Court--Mandatory 
jurisdiction data Include some discre­
tionary petitions, but do not Include 
mandatory certified questions from the 
federal courts. Total discretionary 
petitions Include mandatory certified 
questions from federal courts, but do not 
Include some discretionary petitions 
reported with mandatory jurisdiction 
caseload. 

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

Californla--Supreme Court--Olsposed data do 
not include disciplinary cases. 
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TABLE 3: Selected Case load and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
In State Appellate Courts, 1987 

Mandator~ cases 
01sposed 

as a 
percent Number 

Court of of 
StatelCourt name: llIl.L flled 01s~osed f11ed judges 

filed 
filed per 
per . 100,000 

ludge ~o~ulat1on 

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

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL .....••• 831 120 86 8 105 159 
Supreme Court ...••.••••.. COLR 368 291 19 5 14 70 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC 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 •.••.•... lAC 3.451 3,372 98 18 192 102 

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL •••..• 1,408* 1,399* 99 13 108 59 
Supreme Court ...•.•...••. COlR 459P 416P 91 7 66 19 
Court of Appeals ............ lAC 949 983 104 6 158 40 

CAlIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .... 10,300* 10,142* 84 123 37 
Supreme Court .•••.•...... COlR 315

' 
" - -·~73V 1 45 1 

Courts of Appeal .......... lAC 9,985 10,669 107 77 130 36 

COlORAOO--STATE TOTAL ...•.. 2,144 17 126 65 
Supreme Court •.•......... COLR 214 (I:) 7 31 6 
Court of Appeals ........... lAC 1,930 1,602 83 10 193 59 

CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL ... 1,003 12 84 31 
Supreme Court .....•...... COlR 58 N/A 7 8 2. 
Appellate Court .........• lAC 945 893 94 5 189 29 

FLORIOA--STATE TOTAL ......• 14,442 14,139 98 53 272 120 
Supreme Court .•.......... COLR 581 548 94 7 83 5 
01str1ct Courts of Appeal. lAC 13,861 13,591 98 46 301 115 

GEORGlA--STATE TOTAL •....•. 2,711 * 16 169 44 
Supreme Court ..•..•.....• COLR 640C (I:) 7 91 10 
Court of Appeals ............. lAC 2,071 C 1,961 C 95 9 230 33 

HAWAIl--STATE TOTAL ......•. 750* 121 * 96 8 94 69 
Supreme Court ••••.•..•••• COLR 616C 579C 94 5 123 57 
Intermed1ate Court of 

Appeals •..•...•........ lAC 134 142 106 3 45 12 

10AHO--STATE TOTAL ....•...• 470* 469* 100 8 59 47 
Supreme Court ............ COlR 289C 295C 102 5 58 29 
Court of Appeals .. t .......... lAC 181 174 ;6 3 60 18 

(cont1nued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected caseload and process1ng measures for mandatory cases 1n 
state appellate courts, 1981. (contlnued) 

Handator~ cases 
D1sposed 

as a flled 
percent Number F11ed per 

Court of of per 100,000 
~jte/court name: i'iPL F11ed Dls~osed f11ed Judges Judge IDlPulaHon 

lllINOIS--STATE TOTAL 8,522* 8,001* 94 41 208 14 
Supreme Court -............ COlR 568 556 9.8 7 81 5 
Appellate Court •...•.•... lAC 1,954C 1,451 C 94 34 234 69 

INDIANA--STATE TOTAL .•..... 1,558* 1,514* 91 17 92 28 
Supreme Court •..•.•.•.... COLR 409 384 94 5 82 7 
Court of Appeals ............ lAC 1 ,149C l,130C 9B 12 96 21 

10WA--STATE TOTAL .....•.•.. 1,495* 1 ,522 * 102 15 100 53 
Supreme Court '" .......•. COlR 817 C 944C 108 9 91 31 
Court of Appeals ............ lAC 618 518 94 6 103 22 

KANSAS--STATE TOTAL •.....•. 1 ,341 * 1,416* 110 11 19 54 
Supreme Court .••••......• COlR 214 333 156 1 31 9 
Court of Appeals ........... lAC 1 ,121C 1 ,143C 101 10 113 46 

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL .....• 2,952 2,575 87 21 141 19 
Supreme Court ..•......... COlR 261 211 104 7 31 1 
Court of Appeals ............... lAC 2,691 2,304 86 14 192 12 

lOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 3,981 3,503 88 55 72 89 
Supreme Court ....•....•.• COlR 135 123 91 7 19 3 
Courts of Appeal .......... lAC 3,846 3,380 92 48 80 86 

HARYlAND--STATE TOTAL .•...• 1,947* 1 ,999 * 103 20 91 43 
Court of Appeals ............... COlR 233C 222C 95 1 33 5 
Court of Specla1 Appeals lAC 1,114 1,771 104 13 132 38 

HASSACHUSETTS--STATE TOTAL . 1,506* 11 89 26 
Supreme Judlclal Court '" COlR 72 N/A 1 10 1 
~ppeals Court ............ lAC 1,434C N/A 10 143 24 

HICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL ....•. 8,191 * 25 328 89 
Supreme Court ...•...•.... COlR 5 (C) 7 1 0 
Court of Appeals .......... lAC 8,186C 7,502C 92 18 455 89 

HINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ....• 2,165 2,120 98 20 108 51 
Supreme Court ....•..•.... COLR 241 204 85 7 3.4 6 
Court of Appeals ....... 0 ..... lAC 1.924 1,916 100 13 148 45 

MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL ...•.• 3,148 3,392* 39 81 62 
Supreme Court •..••...•... COLR 93 133C 1 13 2 
Court of Appeals .............. lAC 3,055 3,259 101 32 95 60 

(contlnued on next page) 

Part II: 1987 State Court Caseload Tables· 67 



TABLE 3: Selected caseload and process1ng measures for mandatory cases In 
state appellate courts, 19B7. (contlnued) 

Mandator:r: cases 
01sposed 

as 11 flled 
parcent Number filed per 

Court of of per 100,000 
state/Court name: :t.YQL r11ed Ofs[!osed ffled ludges judge [!0[!ulat10n 

NEW. JERSEY--STATE TOTAL 6,626* 6,7Bl* 102 35 189 86 
Supreme Court •......•.... COLR 349 381 109 7 50 5 
Appellate Olvlslon of 

Superlor Court •.•...... lAC 6,277 C 6,400C 102 28 224 82 

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL •... l,G82 12 140 112 
Supreme Court •....••.•... COLR 1,078 N/A 5 216 72 
Court of Appeals .....••.. lAC 604 853C 7 86 40 

NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 1,446* 1,502* 104 19 76 23 
Supreme Court .•...•....•. COLR 1B1 192 106 7 26 3 
Court of Appeals ........... lAC l,265C l,310C 104 12 105 20 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL •.•.•..... 10,405 9,773 94 65 160 96 
Supreme Court .•.•...•.•.. COLR 422 3BO 90 7 60 4 
Court of Appeals .....•••• lAC 9,9B3 9,393 94 58 172 93 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL .....•.. 4,481 4,545* 17 264 165 
Supreme Court ............ COLR 176 313C 7 25 6 
Court of Appeals ...•..... lAC 4,305 4,232 98 10 431 15B 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 951 904* 11 86 28 
Supreme Court ..•....•.... COLR 511 596C 5 102 15 
Court of Appeals .......... lAC 440 36B 84 6 73 13 

UTAH--STATE TOTAL ......•.•. 1,034* 12 86 62 
Supreme Court ..••........ COLR 474 521 C 5 95 23 
Court of Appeals •...•.... lAC 5601 N/A 7 80 33 

VIRGINIA--Supreme Court .... COLR N/A MIA 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC 422 N/A 10 42 7 

WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL •... 3,373* 4,01B* 119 25 135 74 
Supreme Court ..........•• COLR 135P 148P 110 9 15 3 
Court of Appeals ....•.... lAC 3,238 3,870 120 16 202 71 

WrSCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ...••. 2,185 2,206 101 13 168 45 
Supreme Court ...••....... COLR NH NH 
Court of Appeals ......••• lAC 2,1 B5 2,206 101 13 168 45 

STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

DELAWARE--Supreme Court COLR 391C 419C 106 5 79 62 
-_ .. _-

DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA--
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 1,500 1,595 106 9 167 241 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected caseload and processIng measures fur mandatory cases 'n 
state appellate courts, 1987. (contInued) 

Mandator~ cases 
D'sposed 

as a r1led 
percent Number flled per 

Court of of per 100,000 
State/Court name: illL flled D'sposed f'led judges ludge populat'on 

MAINE--Supreme Jud'c'al Court 
S'tt'ng as Law Court .... COLR 631 P 495' 7 90 53 

MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court. COLR 891 831 93 9 99 34 

MONTANA--Supreme Court .... COLR 546 (C) 7 78 67 

NEBRASKA--Supreme Court COLR 1 ,196C 964C 81 7 171 75 

NEVADA--Supreme Court .•... COLR 856 1,013 118 5 171 85 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme Court COLR NH NH 

NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court COLR 382 357 93 5 76 57 

RHODE ISLAND--Supreme Court COLR 323 402 124 5 65 33 

SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court COLR 422C (C) 5 84 60 

VERMONT--Supreme Court COLR 538 527 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 998 1,017 102 9 111 24 
Court of C1v'1 Appeals ... lAC 584 518 89 3 195 14 
Court of Cr'm'nal Appeals. lAC 1,695 1,819 107 5 339 42 

NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL ...... 11,822" 15,894" 134 69 171 66 
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 409 369 90 7 58 2 
Appellate D'v's'on of 

9.205C 13,392C Supreme Court lAC 146 47 196 52 
Appellate Court of Supreme 

2,208C Supreme Court lAC 2,133C 97 15 147 12 

OKLAHOMA--STATE TO(Al 3,016* 2,167" 24 126 92 

Supreme Court ...•........ COLR 1,105 8l3C 9 123 34 
Court of Cr'm'na1 Appeals. COLR 980C 626 3 327 30 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC 931 728 78 12 78 28 

(cont'nued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected caseload and process1ng measures for mandatory cases In 
state appellate courts, 1987. (continued) 

Court 
State/Court name: !YQ.!L rlled Oisl!osed 

PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL 9,247* 
Supreme Court .•.......... COLR 80 N/A 
Superlor Court ..•........ lAC 6,131C 6,253C 
Commonwealth Court ..•.... lAC 3,0301 4,053C 

TENNESSEE--STATE TOl'AL ..... 1,984* 
Supreme Court .•.......... COLR 170 (C) 
Court of Criminal Appeals. lAC 8ll C 147C 
Court of Appeals ..... , .... lAC 1,003 1,033 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ••••• #_ •• 10,310 10,275 
Supreme Court ........ , ..• COLR 3 
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR 2,450 
Courts of Appeals ........ lAC 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

COLR = Court of Last Resort 
lAC = Intermediate Appellate Court 
NH = This casetype Is not handled In thIs 

court 
-- = Inapplicable 

7,857 

NOTE: N/A lndlcates that the data are unavaIl­
able. Blank spaces Indicate that a calcu­
latIon Is InapproprIate. 

QUALIfYING fOOTNOTES: 

The absence of a qualifyIng footnote IndJcates that 
data are complete. 

·See the qualifying footnate wrltten for .a~h court 
In the state. Each footnote has an Impact on the 
state total. 

(C): Disposed mandatory jur~sd~ct'an 
cases cannot be separately luentlf~ed 
and are reported with dlscretlor.~ry 
cases dIsposed. 

3 
2,448 
7,824 
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Mandator:t cases 
Disposed 

as a f\led 
percent Number rlled per 

of of per 100,000 
flled judges judge (!ol!ulatlon 

31 298 78 
7 11 1 

102 15 409 51 
9 337 25 

26 76 41 
5 34 4 

92 9 90 17 
103 12 84 21 

100 98 105 61 
100 9 0 0 
100 9 272 15 
100 80 98 47 

C: The followlng courts' data are over­
inclus\ve: 

Oelaware--Supreme Court--Oata 'nclude 
some discretionary petlt\ons and 
discretionary petitions that were 
granted. 

Georgla--Supreme Court--Mandatory 
jurlsdlctlon fIled data Include 
discretionary cases that were granted 
and reflled as appeals. 
--Court of Appeals--Mandatory jurisdic­
tion data Include discretionary 
petitions that were granted and 
r&~lled as appeals. 

Hawall--Supreme Court--Data Include 
dIscretIonary petItIons that were 
granted, and refl1ed as appeals. 

Idaho--Supreme Court--Data lnclude dIs­
cretIonary pet\t\ons revlewed on the 
merits. 

Illlnols--Appellate Court--Oata lnclude 
discretionary petitions. 

(continued on next page) 



TABLE 3: Selected caseload and process1ng measures for mandatory cases 1n 
state appellate courts, 1981. (continued) 

Ind'ana--Court of Appea1s--Data Include 
discretIonary Interlocutory decisIon 
cases. 

Iowa--Supreme Court--FIled data Include 
dIscretIonary orIgInal proceedIngs. 
Disposed data 1nclude some dhcretlonary 
cases that were dIsmissed. 

Kansas--Court of Appeals--Oata Include a 
few dIscretIonary cases that were granted. 

Maryland--Court of Appeals--Data Include 
dIscretIonary petItIons that were granted, 
and reflled as appeals. 

Massachusetts~-Appeals Court--Data Include 
a small number of dIscretIonary 
Interlocutory decIsIon petItIons. 

M1chlgan--Court of Appeals--Data Include 
dIscretIonary pet1tlons. 

Mlssourl--Supreme Court--Dlsposed data 
Include dIscretIonary petItIons that were 
granted, and reflled as appeals. 

Nebraska--Supreme Court--Oata Include a 
few dIscretIonary petItIons, and dIs­
posed dIscretIonary petItIons granted. 

New Jersey--Appellate DIvIsIon of 
SuperIor Court--Data Include dIscre­
tIonary Interlocutory petItIons that were 
granted. 

New Mexlco--Court of Appeals--Data Include 
dIscretIonary petItIons. 

New York--Appellate DIvIsIons of Supreme 
Court--Data Include dIscretIonary 
petltlons--Appellate terms of Supreme 
Court--Data Include dIscretIonary 
petItIons. 

North Carol1na-.. Court of Appeals--Data 
Include discretIonary petItIons that were 
granted, and reflled as appeals. 

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Dlsposed data 
Include granted dIscretIonary petItIons 
that were dIsposed 
--Court of CrImInal Appeals--Fl1ed 
data include all dIscretIonary JurIsdIc­
tIon cases. 

Oregon--Supreme Court--Dlsposed data In­
clude dIscretIonary petItIons that were 
granted. 

Pennsylvanla--Superlor Court--Data Include 
all dIscretIonary petItIons that were 
granted. 
--Commonwealth Court--Dlsposed data Include 
dIscretIonary petItIons. 

South Carollna--Supreme Court--Dlsposed data 
Include all dlscretlonary petItIons that 
were d \sposed. 

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Data Include 
all dIscretIonary JurIsdIctIon cases. 

Tennessee--Court of CrImInal Appeals-­
Data Include dIscretIonary petItIons. 

Utah--Supreme Court--Dlsposed data In­
clude dIscretIonary petItIons. 

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

Arlzona--Supreme Court--Oata do not Include 
judge dIscIplInary cases. 

Callfornla--Supreme Court--FIled data do not 
Include judge dlsclp1.1nary cases. 

Malne--Supreme JudIcial Court SIttIng as law 
Court--Dlsposed data do not Include 
dlsclpllnary or advisory opInIon cases. 

Pennsylvania--Commonwealth Court--flled 
mandatory JurIsdIctIon cases do not 
Include transfers fro~ the SuperIor Court 
and the Court of Common Pleas. 

Utah--Court of Appeals--FIled data represent 
an eJeven-month reportIng period. 

P: The following courts' data are both Incomp"lete 
and overlncluslve: 

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data Include a few 
dIscretIonary petItIons, but do not 
Include mandatory attorney dIscIplInary 
cases and certIfIed questIons from the 
federal courts. 

Malne--Supreme JudIcIal Court SIttIng as Law 
Court--rlled data Include dIscretIonary 
petItion cases, but do not Include 
mandatory dIscIplInary and advIsory 
opInIon cases. 

Washlngton--Supreme Court--Data Include some 
discretIonary petItIons, but do not 
Include certIfIed questIons from the 
federal courts. 

V: Data are less than 15% complete: 
Callfornla--Supreme Court--Olsposed data do 

not Include discIplInary cases. 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
in State Appellate Courts, 1987 

Dlscretlonar~ ~etltlons 
Disposed flled 

as a (dls-
percent Number posed) 

Court of of per 
State/Court name: i'mL flled Dls~osed flled judges judge 

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

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ........ 273 285 104 8 34 
Supreme Court ••••••••••.• COLR 219 231 105 5 44 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC 54 54 100 3 18 

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ...•... 1 ,046 * 1,099* 105 23 45 
Supreme Court ............ COlR 995C l,054C 106 5 199 
Court of Appeals of ••••••• lAC 51 45 88 18 3 

ARKANSAS--
Supreme Court '1" •••••• to COLR N/A N/A 
Court of Appeals '0. Of •••• lAC NH NH 

CALIfORNIA--STATE TOTAL .... 11 ,290 10,780 95 84 134 
Supreme Court •••••••••• Of COlR 4,558 4,004 B9 7 651 
Courts of Appeal ... ,. ..... lAC 6,732 6,776 101 17 87 

COLORADO--STATE TOTAL •.•••• 156 1,036* 1 lOB 
Supreme Court ........... , COlR 756 1 ,036C 1 108 
Court of Appeal • Of •• Of ••• lAC NH NH 

CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL ... 195* 12 16 
Supreme Court .•......... , COLR 1521 293 P 7 22 
Appellate Court .......... lAC 43 N/A 5 9 

FlORIOA--STATE TOTAL ..•.... 3,552 3,110 88 53 67 
Supreme Court ............ COlR 1,270 1,223 96 7 181 
District Courts of Appeal. lAC 2,2B2 1,881 83 46 50 

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ...•.•. 1,739 2,225* 16 109 
Supreme Court .f" •••••••• COLR 1,006 1,5240 1 144 
Court of Appeals 'f. 00, ••• lAC 733 101 96 9 81 

HAWAII--STATE TOTAL ........ 57 :iB 102 5 11 
Supreme Court .. ,. ......... COLR 51 58 102 5 11 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC NH NH 

IDAHO--STATE TOTAL ......... 82 76 93 5 16 
Supreme Court •.•••..•..•. COlR B2 76 93 5 16 
Court of Appeals .... ,.. '" lAC NH NH 

ILLINOIS--
Supreme Court ............. COLR 1,673 1,633 9B 1 239 
Appellate Court ..... , .... lAC N/A N/A 

INDIANA--
Supreme Court ............ COlR 404 431 108 5 81 
Court of Appeals •••• Of ••• lAC N/A N/A 

10WA--STATE TOTAL .......... 321* 311* 91 9 36 
Supreme Court ............ COLR 327 1 317' 97 9 36 
Court of Appeals ......... JAC NH NH 

(contInued 
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TABLE 4: Selected caseload and processIng measures for dIscretIonary petitIons In 
state appellate courts, 1981. (continued) 

Dlscretlonar~ Qetltlons 
D1sposed rlled Ftled 

as a (dls- (dIsposed) 
percent Number posed) per 

Court of of per 100,000 
State/Court name: i:iQL riled 01sQosed flled judges ludge ll..Q.Qu1at10n 

KANSAS--
Supreme Court ............ N/A N/A 
Court of Appeals ......... N/A N/A 

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL .....• 783* 777* 99 21 37 21 
Supreme Court ............ COLR 6931 7061 102 7 99 19 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC 90 71 79 14 6 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 ......... lAC 3,541 3,460 98 48 74 79 

MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ..•..• 949 856 90 20 47 21 
Court of Appeals ••• 0 ••••• COLR 655 562 86 7 94 14 
Court of Spec1a1 Appeals lAC 294 294 100 13 23 6 

MASSACHUSETTS--
Supreme JudIcIal Court ... COLR 336 N/A 7 48 6 
Appeals Court ............ lAC N/A N/A 

MICHIGAN--
Supreme Court ............ COLR 2,082 2,168C 7 297 23 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC N/A N/A 

MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ...•. 974* 895* 92 20 49 23 
Supreme Court ............ COLR 626 555 89 7 89 15 
Court of Appeals , ........ lAC 3481 3401 98 13 27 8 

MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL ...... 1,033 997* 7 148 20 
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,033 997 1 7 148 20 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC NH NH 

NEW JERSEY--
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,3821 1,411 1 102 7 197 18 
Appellate Dlv1s10n of 
Supreme Court ........... lAC N/A N/A 

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .... 358 12 30 24 
Supreme Court ............ COLR 301 N/A 5 60 20 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC 57 N/A 7 8 4 

NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 1 ,159 1,120 97 19 61 18 
Supreme Court •••••• t ••••• CDLR 676 637 94 7 97 11 
Court of Appeals ••• to •••• lAC 483 483 100 12 40 8 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL .•.•...... 1,846 1,598 87 7 264 17 
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,846 1,598 87 7 264 17 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC NH NH 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL .•..•... 1,086 1,042 96 7 155 40 
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,086 1,042 96 7 155 40 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC NH NH 

(contInued on next page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected caseload and processtng measures for dtscrettonary pettttons tn 
state appellate courts, 1987. (conttnued) 

D'screttonar~ ~etltlons 
DIsposed Flled F1led 

as a (dls- (dtsposed) 
percent Number posed) per 

Court of of per 100,000 
State/Court name: ill!L. F11ed Dtsllosed flled judges judge I!!H!ulatton 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL 32* 5 6 
Supreme Court ..•..•...•.. COLR 321 N/A 5 6 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC NH NH 

UTAH--STATE TOTAL .......... 40* 12 3 2 
Supreme Court •........... COLR 30 N/A 5 6 2 
Court of Appeals ..•...... lAC 101 N/A 7 1 1 

VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL .....• 2,642 2,912* 17 155 45 
Supreme Court ............ CDLR 1,441 1,169 B1 7 206 24 
Court of Appeals ........• lAC 1,201 1 ,7 43C 10 120 20 

WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL .... 1.497* 1 ,4Bl * 99 25 60 33 
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1 ,151 P 1.093P 95 9 12B 25 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC 346 3BB 112 16 22 B 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ..... 1,090 913 B4 20 55 23 
Supreme Court •.•......... COLR 869 725 83 7 124 18 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC 221 188 85 13 17 5 

STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

DELAWARE--Supreme Court COLR 4' 41 1 DO 5 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Court of Appea 1 s ......... CDLR 96 87 91 9 11 15 

MAINE--Supreme Judtctal 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 

NEVAOA--Supreme Court ...... COLR NH NH 

NEW HAHPSHIRE--Supreme Court COLR 516' 451 1 87 5 103 49 

NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court COLR NH NH 

RHODE ISLAND--Supreme Court COLR 219 241 110 5 44 22 

SOUTH OAKOTA--Supreme Court COLR 271 N/A 5 5 4 

VERHONT--Supreme Court COLR 31 26 84 5 6 6 

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

WYOHING--Supreme Court ....• COLR NH NH 

(contInued on next page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected ca~eload and processing measures for discretionary petit10ns 
state appellate courts, 1987. (tont1nued) 

1n 

D1scret10nar~ ~et1t10ns 
Disposed F\led F\led 

as a (d\s- ( d\sposed) 
percent Number posed) per 

Court of of per 100,000 
State/Court name: 1Y.lliL F\led Dlsl.1osed f\led Judges Judge 1.10~ulat10n 

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL 

ALAOAMA--STATE TOTAL ..•.... 713 654 92 9 79 17 
Supreme Court ........•.•. COLR 713 654 92 9 79 17 
Court of Clvl1 Appeals ... lAC NH NH 
Court of Crlminal Appeals lAC NH NH 

NEW YORK--
Court of Appeals ........... COLR N/A 3,478 7 ( 497) (20) 
Appellate Oivlsions of 

Supreme Court lAC N/A N/A 
Appelate Terms of Supreme 
Court lAC N/A N/A 

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL 520* 12 (43) ( 1 f» 
Supreme Court ............ COLR 293 231 i 9 33 9 
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR N/A 283 3 (94) (9) 
Court of Appeals ............ lAC NH NH 

PENNSYLVANIA--
Supreme Court ................ COLR 1,936P N/A 7 277 16 
Commonwealth Court ....... lAC 115 N/A 9 13 1 
Superior Court .............. lAC N/A N/A 

TENNESSEE--
Supreme Court ............• COLR 758 1,087C 5 152 16 
Court of Appeals .......... lAC 77 71 100 '12 6 2 
Court of Criminal Appeals lAC 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 .......... lAC NH NH 
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TABLE 4:' Selected caseload and processing measures for discretIonary petitions In 
state appellate courts, 1987. (continued) 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

COLR = Court of Last Resort 
lAC = Intermediate Appellate Court 
NH • This casetype 15 not handled In this court 
-- ~ Inapplicable 

NOTE: NIA Indicates that the data are unavaIl­
able. Blank spaces IndIcate that a calcu­
atlon is Inappropriate. 

QUALIfYING fOOTNOTES: 

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

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

C: The followlng courts' data are overlncluslve: 
Arlzona--Supreme Court--Data Include mandatory 

judge disciplinary cases. 
Colorado--Supreme Court--Olsposed data 

1nelude all mandatory jurisdIction cases. 
Mlehlgan--Supreme Court--Olsposed data 

Include a few mandatory jur1sdlct10n cases. 
Tennessee--Supreme Court--Olsposed data 

1nclude all mandatory jur1sd1ctlon cases. 
V1rglnla--Court of Appeals--01sposed data 

Include all mandatory jurisdiction cases. 

D: The followIng court's data are overlncluslve 
anti represent some double countIng: 

GeOrg,a--5upreme Court--Olsposed data In­
clude all mandatory appeals and dIs­
cretionary petitIons granted, that are 
reflled as a mandatory case. 
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1: The following courts' data are at least 75% 
complete: 

Connectlcut--Supreme Court--flled data do 
not Include. dIsciplinary cases. 

Delaware--:;1I1Jreme Court--Oata do not In- ,> 
elude some discretIonary Interlocutory 
petitions and some discretionary advisory 
opinions. 

Iowa--Supreme Court--Oata do not 
lnclude discretionary cases that were dis­
mIssed by the court. 

Kentucky--Supreme Court--Oata do not Include 
some dlscret10nary unclass1fled petlt1ons. 

Mlnnes~ta--Court of Appeals--Oata do not In­
clude petltlons of final judgments that 
were denIed. 

Mlssouri--Supreme Court--OlspoSltlon data 
do not Include a few original proceedings. 

New Hampshlre--Supreme Court--Oata do not 
Include ~1scretlonary judge disciplinary 
cases. 

New Jersey--Supreme Court--Oata do not In­
clude dlscret10nary interlocutory 
petlt10ns whIch could not be separated 
from a "motIons" category. 

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Olsposed data do 
not Include discretionary petitions 
granted and dIsposed. 

South Caro1Ina--Supreme Court--FIled data 
do not Include discretionary petlt10ns 
that were denied or otherwIse dlsmlssedl 
withdrawn, or settled. 

SouthOakota--Supreme Court--Oata do not 1n­
clude advisory op1nions which are 
reported with mandatory jurIsdiction 
cases. 

Utah--Court of Appea1s--flled data represent 
an eleven-month reporting period. 

P: The followIng courts' data are both Incomplete 
and overlncluslve: 

Connectlcut--Supreme Court--Olsposed data 
include mandatory cases, but do not 
Include some unclassIfied appeals and 
judge disciplinary cases. 

Pennsylvanla--Supreme Court--Total dIscre­
tIonary jurIsdIction fIled data Include 
non-case motions that could not be 
separated. but do not Include origInal 
proceedIng petitions. 

Washlngton--Supreme Court--Oata Include 
mandatory certlf1ed Questions from the 
federal courts, but do not Include some 
dlscret10nary petitions. 



TABLES: Selected Case load and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
in State Appellate Courts, 1987 

D1scret1onary Qet1t1ons granted 
D1sposed Fned Fned 

as a (d1s- ( d1sposed) 
percent Number posed) per 

Court of of per 100,000 
State/Court name: !.YQL Flled D1sQosed fned judges judge (!o(!u1at1on 

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

ALASKA--
Supreme Court .0 ••••••• II' COLR 36 N/A 5 7 7 
Court of Appeal s ......... lAC N/A 14 3 ( 5) (3 ) 

ARIZONA--
Supreme Court • II •••• I •••• COLR N/A 101 C 5 ( 20) ( 3) 
Court of Appeals ••• I ••••• lAC N/A N/A 

ARKANSAS--
Supreme Court · ........... COLR N/A N/A 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC NH NH 

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .... 718* 84 9 3 
Supreme Court ...........• COLR 224' N/A 7 32 1 
Courts of Appeal ......... lAC 554 N/A 77 7 2 

COLORADO·--
Supreme Court ............ COLR N/A N/A 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC NH NH 

CONNECTICUT --
Supreme Court ............ COLR N/A N/A 
Appellate Court •••••••• 1 • lAC N/A N/A 

FLORIDA--
Supreme Court •• 1 •••••••• COLR N/A N/A 
D1str1ct Courts of Appeals lAC N/A N/A 

GEORGIA--
Supreme Court .1.1.1 ••••• COLR 1191 N/A 7 17 2 
Court of Appeals .......• lAC N/A N/A 

HAWAII--STATE TOTAL .•..... 10 5 2 
Supreme Court .....•..... COLR 10 N/A 5 2 
Court of Appeals • I •••••• lAC NH NH 

IDAHO--
Supreme Court ••• II It ••••• COLR N/A N/A 
Court of Appeals ......... lAC NH NH 

ILLINOIS--
Supreme Court • 1 •• 1 ••••• II COLR 152 138 91 7 22 
Appellate Court •• II •••••• lAC N/A N/A 

INDIANA--
Supreme Court •••• 10 ••• • •• COLR N/A 56 5 (11 ) (1) 
Ceurt of Appeals ......... lAC N/A N/A 

(cont1nued on next page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected case10ad ~nd process1ng measures for discretionary petitions granted,ln state appellate 
courts, 1987. (cont1nued) 

Dlscretlonar~ ~etltlons granted 
D1sposed f11ed f11ed 

as a (dls- (dlsposed) 
percent Number posed) per 

Court of of per 100,000 
state/Court name: iY.PJL f11ed D1s~osed filed judges ludge ~o~u1atlon 

10WA--STATE TOTAL .......... 5B* 9 ( 6) (2) 
Supreme Court •.••.....••. COLR N/A 5Bl 9 ( 6) ( 2) 
Court of Appeals ................... lAC NH NH 

KANSAS--
Supreme Court •••••• a.a .... COLR 141 N/A 7 20 
Court of Appeals .......... lAC N/A N/A 

KENTUCKY--
Supreme Court .............. COLR N/A N/A 
Court of Appeals ........... lAC N/A N/A 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL .•.•. 1,655 1,62B 9B 55 30 37 
Supreme Court ..•......••. COLR 553 553 100 7 79 12 
Courts of Appeal .......... lAC 1,102 1,075 9B 48 23 25 

MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ...... 124 20 6 3 
Court of Appeals ............ COLR 104 N/A 7 15 2 
Court of Spec1al Appeals lAC 20 N/A 13 2 0 

MASSACHUSETTS--
Supreme Judic1al Court ..• COLR 20B 2B3C 7 30 4 
Appeals Court .. t···· .. , .. lAC N/A N/A 

MICHIGAN--
Supreme Court .......... , ... COLR 60 N/A 7 9 
Court of Appeals ...•..•.• lAC N/A N/A 

MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ..••. 213* 220* 103 20 11 5 
Supreme Court ..••.••..•.. COLR 104 115 111 1 15 2 
Court of Appeals ............ ~ .... lAC 1091 1051 96 13 8 3 

MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL •..•.. 79 7 11 2 
Supreme Court ..•••..•.•.• COLR 79 N/A 7 11 2 
Court of Appeals ... I ••• ' ... lAC NH NH 

NEW JERSEY--
Supreme Court .. -. ..................... COLR 1191 N/A 7 17 2 
Appellate Division of 
Superior Court •..•..••.• lAC N/A N/A 

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .•.. 61 12 5 4 
Supreme Court ..•••..•.•.. COLR 45 N/A 5 9 3 
court of Appeals ff' ••••• , lAC 16 N/A 7 2 1 

NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 131 19 1 2 
Supreme Court ..•......•.. COLR 60 61 102 7 9 1 
Court of Appeals •••••• + .... lAC 11 N/A 12 6 1 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL .••.•.•.•. 194 1 B1 93 7 28 2 
Supreme Court •...•....•.• COLR 194 1 B1 93 7 2B 2 
Court of Appeals •••• iI .10 •• lAC NH NH 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected caseload and processing measures for discretionary petitions granted In state appellate 
courts, 1 987 • (continued) 

Dlscretlonar~ Qetltlons granted 
Disposed Filed FIled 

as a (dls- (disposed) 
percent Number posed) per 

Court of of per 100,000 
State/Court name: ~ Filed DlsQosed filed judges judge l!oQulatlon 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL ......... 
Supreme Court .••...•..... 
Court of Appeals ......... 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Court ...•........ 
Court of Appeals ......... 

UTAH--
Supreme Court ............ 
Court of Appeals ......... 

VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ...... 
SUpreme Court ....•....... 
Court of Appeals ......... 

WASHINGTON--
Supreme Court ............ 
Court of Appeals ......... 

WISCONSIN--
Supreme Court ............ 
Court of Appeals ......... 

DELAWARE--Supreme Court 

DISTRICT OF COLUHBIA--
Court of Appeals •........ 

HAINE--Supreme Judicial 
Court Sitting as Law 
Court ....••............. 

HONTANA--Supreme Court .•... 

HISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court 

NEBRASKA--Supreme Court 

NEVADA--Supreme Court .••..• 

NEW HAHPSHIRE--Supreme 
Court .........•......•... 

NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court 

RHODE ISLAND--Supreme Court 

SOUTH DAKOTA .. -Supreme Court 

137 7 20 5 
COLR 137 N/A 7 20 5 
lAC NH NH 

32 5 6 
CDLR 32 N/A 5 6 
lAC NH NH 

COLR N/A N/A 
lAC N/A N/A 

416* 17 24 7 
COLR 156 N/A 7 22 3 
lAC 2601 N/A 10 26 4 

COLR N/A 68 9 (8) (2) 
lAC N/A N/A 

COLR 206 219 106 7 29 4 
lAC N/A N/A 

STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

COLR N/A N/A 

COLR 4 25 9 .4 .6 

COLR N/A N/A 

COLR N/A N/A 
-----

COLR N/A 2 9 ( .2) ( .1) 

COLR N/A N/A 

COLR NH NH 

COLR N/A N/A 

COLR NH NH 

COLR N/A N/A 

COLR N/A N/A 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected caseload and processIng measures for dIscretIonary petltlons g'ranted In state appellate 
courts, 1987. (contInued) 

Dlscretlonar~ Qetltlons granted 
[}lsposed Filed FIled 

as a (dls- (dIsposed) 
percent Number posed) per 

Court of of per 100,000 
State/Court name: t.YI!L Filed DlsQosed filed judges ludge QOQulatlon 

VERMONT--Supreme Court COLR N/A N/A 

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court 
of Appeals .............. . COLR 785 775 99 5 157 41 

WYOMING--Supreme Court ..... COLR Nfl NH 

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL 

ALA8AMA--
Supreme Court ...•........ 
Court of CIvIl Appeals ... 
Court of CrImInal Appeals 

NEW YORK--
Court of Appeals ........ . 
Appellate DIvIsIons of 
Supreme Court .......... . 

Appellate Terms of Supreme 
Court ...•.............•• 

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ..... . 
Supreme Court ....•....... 
Court of CrImInal Appeals. 
Court of Appeals ........ . 

PENNSYLVANIA--
Supreme Court ........... . 
SuperIor Court .......... . 
Commonwealth Court ...... . 

TENNESSEE--
Supreme Court .•.......... 
Court of Appeals ......... 
Court of CrImInal Appeals 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ........ . 
Supreme Court ....•....... 
Court of CrImInal Appeals. 
Court of Appeals ........ . 

JURISDICTION CODES: 
COLR = Court of Last Resort 

COLR 
lAC 
lAC 

COLR 

lAC 

lAC 

COLR 
COLR 
lAC 

COLR 
COLR 
lAC 

COLR 
lAC 
lAC 

COLR 
COLR 
lAC 

lAC = IntermedIate Appellate Court 

N/A 
NH 
NH 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

117 
56 
61 
NH 

237 1 
N/A 
N/A 

64 
22 

N/A 

545 
178 
367 

NH 

NH = ThIs casetype Is not handled In thIs court 
-- = InapplIcable 
NOTE: N/A IndIcates that the data are unavaIl­

able. Blank spaces IndIcate that a 
calculatIon Is InapproprIate. 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence of a qualIfyIng footnote IndIcates that 
data are complete. 
~See the qualIfyIng footnote for each court In the 
state. Each footnote has an Impact on the state's 
total. 

C: The follOWIng courts' data are overlncluslve: 
Arlzona--Supreme Court--Data Include 

mandatory judge dIscIplInary cases. 
Massachusett~--Supreme JudIcIal Court-­

DIsposed data Include all mandatory 
jurisdIctIon cases. 

N/A 
NH 
NH 

227 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

NH 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

407 
170 
237 

NH 
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I: 

75 
96 
65 

7 

12 
9 
3 

7 

5 
12 

18 
9 
9 

(32) 

10 
6 

20 

34 

13 
2 

30 
20 
41 

(l) 

4 
2 
2 

2 

1 
o 

3 
1 
2 

The followIng courts' data are at least 75% 
complete: 

Callfornla--Supreme Court--Data do not 
Include origInal proceedings InItIally 
heard In the Suprema Court that were 
granted. 

Georgla--Supreme Court--Flled data do not 
Include dIscretIonary Interlocutory 
petItIons granted. 

lowa--Supreme Court--Dlsposed data do not 
Include some orIgInal proceedIngs. 

Mlnnesota--Court of Appeals--Data do not 
InclUde some petItIons. 

New Jersey--Supreme Court--Flled data do not 
Include dIscretIonary Interlocutory 
petItIons granted. 

Pennsylvanla--Supreme Court--Data do not 
Include orIgInal proceedIngs petItIons that 
were granted. 

Vlrglnla--Court of Appeals--Data do not 
Include orIgInal proceedIngs petItIons 
granted. 



TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1987 

Does the op1n1on 
Op1n1on count 1nclude? Number of 

count 1s b:t: Per Total author1zed Number of 
wrHten MajorHy cur1am Memos/ d1spos1t1ons just1ces/ lawyer support 

state/Court name: illL document o~1n1on o~1n1on orders b:t o~1n1on judges ~ersonnel 

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

ALASKA--Supreme Court •..... X 0 X 0 0 135 5 11 
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 35B 7 15 
Court of Appeals •........ X 0 X X 0 649 6 16 

CALIFORNIA--Supreme Court .. X 0 X X some 85 7 50 
Courts of Appeal ............... X 0 X X some B,977 77 206 

COLORAOO--Supreme Court ..•. X 0 X X 0 23B 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 7 15 
District Courts of Appeal X 0 X X 0 4,534 46 102 

GEORGIA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 0 374 7 17 
Court of Appeals ............. X 0 X 0 0 1,667 9 2B 

HAWAII--Supreme Court .....• X 0 X X some 314 5 14 
Intermediate Court of 

Appeals ......................... X 0 X X X 135 3 6 

IDAHO--Supreme Court ....... 0 X X X X lOB 5 11 
Court of Appea 1 s ............... 0 X X X 0 154 3 6 

ILLINOIS--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X 0 N/A 7 24 
Appellate Court .......... X 0 X X some 2,024 34 8B 

INOIANA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 0 363 5 13 
Court of Appeals ............ X X X X X 1,114 12 10 

IOWA--Supreme Court ........ 0 X X 0 0 244 9 16 
Court of Appeals .. , ft ....... X 0 X 0 0 418 6 6 

KANSAS--Supreme Court .. , ... X 0 X X some 244 7 7 
Court of Appeals .......... X 0 X X some 7B1 10 18 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: OplnlDn~ reported by state appellate courts, 1987. (contInued) 

Does the opInion 
OpInion count Include? Number of 

count Is b~: Per Total authorIzed Number of 
wr1tten MajorIty curIam Memos! dlspos1tlons justIces! lawyer support 

state/Court name: ill.!L document 0111nlon ol1lnlon orders b): 0111n1on judges {!ersonnel 

KENTUCKY--Supreme Court X 0 X X some 219 1 11 
Court of Appeals •......•. X 0 X X some 1,432 14 22 

LOUISrANA--Supreme Court ... 0 X X X some 145 7 26 
Courts of Appeal ..... ~ .... 0 X X X X 3,040 48 103 

HARYLAND--Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 126 7 14 
Court of SpecIal Appeals X 0 X 0 0 233 13 29 

MASSACHUSETTS--$upreme 
JudicIal Court •.•...•.... 0 X X 0 0 247 7 20 
Appeals Court .•••....•.•. 0 X X X X 760 10 27 

HICHIGAN--Supreme Court ..•• X 0 X X 0 108 7 15 
Court of Appeals .......... X 0 X X some 4,119 18 84 

HINNESOTA--Supreme Court ... X 0 X 0 0 156 7 10 
Court of Appeals ....•..•. X 0 X 0 0 1,279 13 36 

MISSOURI--Supreme Court .•.. X 0 X X some 74 1 15 
Court of Appea 1 s ••..••... 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 10 
Court of Appeals .......... 0 X X 0 0 175 7 20 

NORTH CAROLINA--Supreme 
Court .•••..........•... X 0 X 0 some 160 7 14 

Court of Appeals .•.•..•.. X 0 X 0 X 1,209 12 28 

OHIO--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 0 X X 0 114 7 10 

Court of Appeals ..•.•.•.. X 0 X 0 0 597 10 18 

SOUTH CAROLINA--Supreme 
Court .••........••••... X 0 )( X 0 169 5 19 

C~urt of Appeals ........... X 0 X X 0 336 6 11 

(contInued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Op1n10ns reported by state appellate courts, 1987. (cont1nued) 

Does the opInIon 
Op1nlon count Include? Number of 

count 1s b:r:: Per Total author1zed Number of 
wr1tten Major1ty cur1am Memos/ dlspos1tlons just1ces/ lawyer support 

state/Court name: lliL document 011 1n10n 0111n10n orders b:r: 0!l1nlon judges !lersonnel 

UTAH--Supreme Court ........ X 0 X X 0 182 5 12 
Court of Appeals ...•..... X 0 X X 0 151 7 9 

VIRGINIA--Supreme Court .•.. X 0 X X 0 149 7 23 
Court of Appeals ...•..... X 0 X X 0 187 10 22 

WA~HINGTON--Supreme Court .. X 0 X X some 134 9 23 
Court of Appeals ...•..... X 0 X X some 1,645 16 32 

WISCONSIN--Supreme Court ... X 0 X X 0 116 7 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 or COLUMBIA--
Court of Appeals .......•. X 0 X X 0 296 9 25 

MAINE--Supreme Judlc1al 
Court Sltt1ng as Law 

Court .................. 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 7 14 

NEBRASKA--Supreme Court X 0 X X X 365 7 14 

NEVADA--Supreme Court ...... 0 X X X 0 142 5 20 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme 
Court ....•..•............ 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 0 181 5 17 

SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court. X 0 X X 0 186 5 8 

VERMONT--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X 0 0 117 5 8 

(contInued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Op\n\ons reported by state appellate courts, 1987. (cont\nued) 

Does the op\n\on 
Op\nion count \nclude? Number of 

count \5 b:t: Per Total author1zed Number of 
wr1tten Major1ty curiam Memos/ d\spos1t10ns just\ces/ lawyer support 

State/Court name: case document ol2\n\on ol1\nion orders b:t 012\n10n judges l2ersonnel 

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme CoUrt 
of Appeals ............... X 0 X X some 244 5 20 

WYOMING--Supreme Court ••... X 0 X X some 196 5 12 

STATES Wlm 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 
tourt of Cr\minal Appeals. X 0 X 0 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 D\v\sions 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 
Super\or 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 some 184 5 9 
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 887 12 12 
Cciurt of Criminal Appeals. X 0 X X some 690 9 9 

TEXAS--Supreme Court ....... 0 X X 0 0 93 9 44 
Court of Criminal Appeals. X 0 X 0 0 214 9 42 
Courts of Appeals ....•... X 0 X 0 0 4,831 80 217 

CODES: 

X Court follows this method when counting 
oplnlons 

0 = Court does not follow this method when 
counting opinions 
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TABLE 7: Reported National Civil and Criminal Case load for State Trial Courts, 1987 

Reported Caseload 

Clv1l cases: 

I. General jurlsdlctlon courts: 

A. Number of reported complete cases ............................•......•... 
Number of courts reportlng complete clv'l data .•..........•........... :. 
Number of states w,th general jur'sdlctlon courts report'ng complete 

data ..........................................•.......•............... 
Percent of the total populatlon of states wlth general jur'sdlctlon 

courts report'ng complete clv'l data ....•......•.....••....•.•..•..... 

B. Number of reported complete clv'l cases that 'nclude other casetypes .... 
Number of courts report'ng complete c'v'l data that 'nclude other 

casetypes .........•...•..•...............•...........•..•........•.... 
Number of states wlth general jur'sd'ct'on courts reportlng complete 

clv" data that 'nclude otb-r casetypes ............................•.. 
Percent of the total populatlon of states w,th general jurlsd'ctlon 

courts reportlng complete c'vll data that 'nclude other casetypes ...•. 

C. Number of reported cases that are elther lncomplete or 'ncomplete and 
lnclude nonclvll casetypes ...•...•........................•.....•..... 

Number of courts reportlng cases that are lncomplete or lncomplete and 
lnclude nonclvll casetypes ..........................•.........•....... 

Number of states wlth general jurlsdlct'on courts reportlng cases that 
are 'ncomplete or lncofuplete and lnclude nonclvll casetypes •.......... 

Percent of the total populatlon of states wlth general jurlsdlctlon courts 
reportIng cases that are Incomplete or Incomplete and lnclude nonclvll 
casetypes .......•..........•...•.....•..•......••...........••.•..•.•• 

II. Llmlted jurlsdlctlon courts: 

A. Number of reported complete cases ..............................•.....••• 
Number of courts reportlng complete clvll data ......................... . 
Number of states wlth llmlted jurlsdlctlon courts reportlng complete data 
Percent of the total populatlon of states wlth llmlted jurlsdlctlon courts 

reportlng complete clvll data ....................................... .. 

B. Number of reported complete clvll cases that 'nclude other casetypes .... 
Number of courts reportlng complete clvll data that 'nclude other casetypes 
Number of states w,th l'mlted jurlsdlctlon courts reportlng complete clvll 

data that 'nclude other casetypes ...................................•. 
Percent of the total population of states wlth llmlted jurlsdlctlon courts 

reportlng complete clvll data that 'nclude other casetypes .........•.. 

f1led 

3,623,539 
29 

24 

43% 

2,515,495 

16 

16 

32% 

1,907,007 

10 

10 

24% 

6,727,220 
55 
29 

58% 

356,260 
3 

3 

6% 

(contlnued on 

Dlsposed 

2,822,876 
27 

22 

40% 

1,790,930 

12 

12 

26" 

2,746,720 

15 

15 

31% 

5,275,290 
47 
26 

43% 

367,199 
3 

3 

6% 

next page) 

Part II: 1987 State Court Caseload Tables· 85 



· c';) 

TABLE 7: Reported national civil and criminal caseload for state trial courts, 1987. (continued) 

Reported Caseload 

C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete or lncomplete and 
include nonclv11 casetypes ........................................... . 

Number of courts reportlng cases that are 1ncomplete or lncomplete and 
include nonc1vil casetypes ......................................•..... 

Number of states with limited jurisdictlon courts reporting cases that 
are 1ncomplete or incomplete and include noncivl1 casetypes .......... . 

Percent of the total population of states with limited jurlsdictlon courts 
reporting cases that are lncomplete or lncomplete and include noncivil 
casetypes ............................................................ . 

Crimina'l cases: 

I. General jurlsdictlon courts: 

A. Number of reported complete cases ........................................ . 
Number of courts report1ng complete data ........•...•..................... 
Number of states with general jurlsdiction courts reporting complete data 
Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction courts 

reportlng complete crlminal data ....................................... . 

B. Number of reported complete crlminal cases that include other casetypes ... 
Number of courts reporting complete criminal data that 1nclude other 

casetypes ................•..................•........................... 
Number of states wlth general jurlsd1ctlon courts reporting complete 

crlmlnal data that lnclude other casetypes ........ _ .................... . 
Percent of the total populat10n of states wlth general jurlsdlctlon courts 

reportlng complete crlmlnal data that 1nclude other casetypes .......... . 

C. Number of reported cases that are elther lncomplete or 1ncomplete and 
lnclude noncrlmlnal casetypes .......................................... . 

Number of courts report1ng either lncomplete data or 1ncomplete data that 
lnclude noncrlmlnal casetypes ................•.......................... 

Number of states wlth general jurisdlctlon courts reportlng either 
lncomplete cr1minal data or 1ncomplete data that lnclude noncrlmlnal 
casetypes .............................................................. . 

Percent of the total populatlon of states with general jurlsdlctlon courts 
reporting either incomplete crlmlnal data or 'ncomplete data that 
lnclude noncrlmlnal casetypes .......................................... . 

II. limited jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete cases ........................................ . 
Number of courts reportlng complete data ................................. . 
Number of states wlth llmlted jurlsdlctlon courts reportlng complete data 
Percent of the total population of states wlth 11mited jurlsdlctlon courts 

reportlng complete crlmlnal data ....................................... . 

B. Number of reported complete crlmlnal cases that lnclude other casetypes .. . 
Number of courts reportlng complete crlmlnal data that lnclUde other 

casetypes .............................................................. . 
Number of states with llmlted jurlsdlction courts reporting complete 

criminal data that include other casetypes ............................. . 
Percent of the total population of states wlth l1mlted jurlsdlction courts 

reportlng complete crlmlnal data that lnclude other casetypes .......... . 

86 • State Court Case/Dad Statistics: Annua/ Report 1987 

Filed 

897,618 

14 

9 

17% 

1,237,605 
17 
17 

48% 

632,304 

16 

16 

18% 

1,272,729 

18 

18 

33% 

1,867,487 
10 
8 

10% 

1,341,788 

10 

9 

16% 
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Disposed 

845,448 

15 

11 

28% 

830,696 
16 
16 

45% 

598,890 

16 

16 

18% 

1,196,835 

20 

20 

34% 

1,112,295 
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8% 

1,248,745 
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TABLE 7: Reported natlonal clvl1 and crlmlnal caseload for state trlal courts, 19B7. (contlnued) 

Reported Caseload fl1ed Dlsposed 

C. Number of reported cases that are elther 1ncomplete or 1ncomplete and 
lnclude noncrlmlnal casetypes .•..........•...........•...•..........•... 4,919,855 4,622,203 

Number of courts reportlng elther lncomplete data or lncomplete data that 
lnclude noncr1mlnal casetypes •.............•...............•..••...••... 38 34 

Number of states w1th llm1ted jur1sd1ct1on courts report1ng elther 
lncomplete crlm1nal data or 1ncomplete data that lnclude noncrlmlnal 
casetypes ..•................•.........•.................•.•............. 27 26 

Percent of the total populat1on of states wlth 11mlted jur1sd1ctlon courts 
report1ng elther 1ncomplete crlmlnal data or 1ncomplete data that 
lnclude noncr1m1nal casetypes ........................................... 52% 53% 

Summary sectlon for all tr1al courts: 

ReQorted fl1lngs 
General L1mHed Total 

Jur1sdlctlon Jurlsdlctlon ! lncomQlete} 
Clv1l Crlmlnal Clvll Cr1mlnal Clv1l Crlmlnal 

l. Total number of reported 
complete cases . -............ 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 lnclude 
other casetypes ............. 2,515,495 632,304 356,260 1,341,788 2,811,755 1,974,092 

3. Total number of reported cases 
that are elther lncomplete, or 
lncomplete and lnclude other 
casetypes .......•..........• 1,907,007 1 ,272 , 729 897,618 4,919,855 2,804,625 6,192,584 

Total (lncomplete) ............ 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 tota 1 Grand total Dlsposl- f1l1ngs 
Cr1m1nal f1l1ngs and dlspos1tlons tlons as a per 100,000 

Jur1s- unH of Support/ qualHy1ng and qua lHy- percentage total 
state/Court name: d1ct1on Parklng count custod:i footnotes lng footnotes of f1l1ngs I.l0 l.lulat\on 

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL . 
C1rcu1t Court ...... G 2 G 6 143,213 C 132,894 C 93 3,508 
D1strlct Court ..... l 1 B 1 572,100 C 537,518 C 94 14,012 
Probate Court •..... l 2 I 1 N/A N/A 
Mun1c1pal Court .... l 1 M 1 N/A N/A 

AlASKA--STATE TOTAL .. 155,629 Ie 146,494 * 94 29,644 
Superlor Court G 1 B 6 19,605 0 18,505 0 94 3,734 
D1str1ct Court ..... l 3 B 5 136,024 127,989 94 25,909 

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL • 1,800,041 Ie 1,658,042 Ie 92 53,161 
Super10r Court ..... G 2 D 6 135,963 128,645 95 4,015 
Just1ce of the Peace 
Court .•.....•.•.•. l Z 641,,559 K 605,948 K 94 18,947 '/ 

Mun1clpal Court •... l Z 1,022,525 1 923,449 1 90 30,199 

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL 
ChancerY and Probate 
Court ....•.•.•.•.. G 2 I 3 53,426 51,575 97 2,237 

Clrcult Court ...•.• G 2 A 1 68,648 66,726 97 2,875 
City Court •.••.•••. l 1 A 1 23,602 13,817 59 988 
County Court ..•.... l 2 I 1 12,780 10,717 84 535 
Court of Common Pleas L 2 I 1 N/A N/A 
Munlclpal Court ..•. l 1 A 1 458,030 325,905 71 19,180 
Pollee Court ....... l 1 A 1 N/A N/A 

CAlIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL 18,782,143 Ie 15,156,647 Ie 81 67,896 
Superlor Court ..... G 2 B 6 873,158 699,932 80 3,156 
Just 1 ce Court ...... l 3 B 1 612,993 C 504,554 C 82 2,216 
Munlclpal Court .... L 3 B 1 17 ,295,992 C 13,952,162 C 81 62;524 

COlORADO--STATE TOTAL 
01str1ct, Denver 
Juvenl1e & Probate 
Court ....•••..... 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 D 1 366,749 351 ,OBl 96 11 ,127 
Munlc1pal Court ..•. l 1 I 1 N/A N/A 

CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL 679,858 Ie 21 ,173 
Super10r Court ..•.. G 1 E 3 626,203 0 576,910 0 19,502 
Probate Court ••..•. l 2 I 1 53,655 N/A 1,671 

(cont1nued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trla1 court case1oad, 1987. (contlnued) 

Grand total Grand total Dlsposl- f111ngs 
Crlmlna1 fll 1 ngs and dlsposHlons tlons as a per 100,000 

Jurls- unH of Support I qua1Hylng and qua1Hy- percentage total 
State/Court name: dlctlon Parldng count custod~ footnotes lng footnotes of fll lngs QOQu1atlon 

OELAWARE--STATE TOTAL 329,568 * 321,863 * 98 51,175 
Court of Chancery .. G 2 I 1 3,352 2,134 82 521 
Superlor 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 97 4,089 
faml1y Court ......• L 2 B 3 34,925 32,892 94 5,423 
Justlce of the Peace 
Court , •.••.••.•... L 2 A 201 ,251 198,275 99 31,250 

Hunlclpal Court of 
Wl1mlngton ..•..••. L 4 A 32,228 K 31,986 K 99 5,004 

DISTRICT Of COLUHBIA--
Superlor Court ..... G 3 B 6** 219,138 221,395 101 35,231 

fLORIDA--STATE TOTAL . 4,751,310 4,169,006 88 39,519 
Clrcult Court ..••.. G 2 E 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 . 
Juvenl1e Court ....• G 2 I 1 28,072 V 18,153 V 65 
Superlor Court .•... G 2 G 3 214,658 C 212,084 C 99 3,450 
Clvl1 Court .......• L 2 H 1 N/A N/A 
County Recorder's 
Court •.•.........• L 1 M N/A N/A 

Haglstrate Court ... L 2 B 288,785 240,360 83 4,641 
Munlclpa1 Court ., .. L 2 M N/A N/A 
Hunlclpa1 Court and 
Clty of Atlanta ... L I H N/II N/A 

Probate Court •..•.. L 2 B 103,318 V 74,476 V 
State Court .••.•... L 2 G N/A N/A 

HAWAII--STATE TOTAL .. 928,130 * 850,856 * 92 85,700 
ClrcuH Court •..•.. G 2 G 6 47,185 C 44,133 C 95 4,357 
Dlstrlct Court ..•.. L 4 A 1 880,945 806,123 92 81,343 

IDAHO--Dlstrltt Court G 3 0 6 344,973 0 344,083 0 100 34,566 

ILLINOIS--Clrcult Court G 4 G 6 1,069,209 C 5,219,129 C 74 61,036 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE B: Reported grand total state tr1al court caseload, 1987. (cont1nued) 

Grand total Grand total Dlsposl- Fll1ngs 
Cr1m1nal f1l1ngs and d1spos1tlons tlons as a per 100,000 

Jurls- unH of Support/ qualHYlng and quallfy- percentage total 
state/Court name: dlctlon Parklng count custod:t footnotes lng footnotes of fll1ngs (!o(!ulatlon 

;:' INDIANA--STATE TOTAL 1,248,539 * 1,221,lB9 * 98 22,573 
Superlor & Clrcult 
Court .•.....•....• G 3 B 4 522,944 M 494,567 M 95 9,455 

County Court ....... L 4 B 1 251,856 247,767 98 4,554 
Munlc1pal Court of 
Marlon County ...•. L 3 B 213,693 214,494 100 3,864 

Probate Court ...... L 2 I 3,360 2,844 85 61 
Clty and Town Court L 3 B 194,066 199,677 103 3,509 
Small Clalms Court of 
Marlon County .••.• L 2 62,620 61 ,840 99 1,132 

IOWA--Dlstrlct Court G 3 B 6 922,729 E 899,097 0 32,559 

KANSAS--STATE TOTAL .. 
Dlstr1ctCourt ••... G 2 B 6 421 ,021 420,004 100 17 ,004 
Mun1c1pal court •.•. L 1 I N/A N/A 

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL 672,503 * 641,297 * 95 18,044 
Circult Court •••••. G 2 B 6 64,527 0 63,324 0 98 1,731 
Dlstr1ct Court L 3 B 1 607,976 0 577,973 0 95 16,313 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL 
Dlstrlct Court ...•. G 2 Z 6 484,554 E N/A 10,862 
Faml1y & Juvenile 
Court .....•....•.. G 2 I 4*** 26,841 N/A 602 

City and Parlsh Court L 1 B 1 639,436 522,820 82 14,334 
Justlce of the Peace 
Court ......•...•.. L N/A N/A 

Mayor's Court •..... L N/A N/A 

MAINE--STATE TOTAL ..• 
Superlor Court ..... G 2 B 6 17,884 C 17 ,522 C 98 1,507 
Admlnlstratlve Court L 2 I 1 341 309 91 29 
01 strl ct Court ..•.. L 4 B 5 293,896 C 277 ,520 C 94 24,760 
Probate Court ...... L 2 I 1 N/A N/A 

MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL 
Clrcu1t Court •..... G 2 B 4 193,555 C 161 ,086 C 83 4,268 
01 str1 ct Court L 2 B 1 1 ,686,155 N 984,065 V 37,181 
Orphan's Court ..•.. L 2 I 1 N/A N/A 

(cont1nued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trlal court caseload, 1987. (contlnued) 

Grand total Grand total Dlsposl- F1l1ngs 
Crlmlnal f1l1ngs and d1 spos 1t1ons t10ns as a per 100,000 

Jur1s- unH of Supportl qua lHyl ng and qua11fy- percentage total 
State/Court name: dlct10n Park1ng count custod:{ footnotes 1ng footnotes of f1l1ngs I!ol!ulatlon 

MASSACHUSETTS--STATE 
TOTAL ............ 2,147,351 * 1,611,177 * 36,616 
Tr1al Court of the 

Commonwea lth: 
Superlor Court 

Depa rtment ....... G D 4 28,303 33,719 119 483 
Houslng, D1strlct, 

Probate/Faml1y Court, 
Boston MunIcIpal 
Court Departments G D 4 2,119,048 1,577 ,458 V 36,192 

HICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL 3,481,399 * 3,423,930 * 37,841 
Clrcu1t Court .•.... G 2 B 4 220,106 230,030 105 2,39Z 
Court of Clalms •.•. G 2 I 1 818 1,012 124 9 
Dlstr1ct Court ••... L 4 B 1 3,102,052 3,084,343 99 33,718 
Mun1clpal Court .... L 4' B 1 42,376 43,607 103 461 
Probate Court ..•... L 2 I 1 116,047 64,938 V 1,261 

MINNESOTA--DIstrlct 
Court ..•.....••.... G 4 B 6 1,955,547 1,918,533 98 46,056 

MISSOURI--C1rcu1t Court G 3 Z 6 835,039 0 794,848 0 95 16,364 

MONTANA--STATE TOTAL • '. 01 str1 ct Court •.... G 2 G 3 31 ,517 21,790 88 3,896 
C1ty Court ...•..... L 1 B 1 N/A N/A 
Just1ce of the Peace 
Court ..•........•. L B N/A N/A 

Munlc1pal Court .... L B N/A N/A 

NEBRASKA--STATE TOTAL 431,188 * 27,088 
D1strlct Court ....• G 2 B 5 41,434 E 42,711 E 103 2,599 
County Court .....•. L 1 B 1 381,699 K 388,425 K 100 24,322 
Separate JuvenIle 
Court ......••..... L 2 2,269 N/A 142 

Workers' CompensatIon 
Court ..........•.. L 2 386 329 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 
Munlc1pal 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 Dlsposl- fll1ngs 
Criminal flllngs and dlsposHlons tlons as a per 100,000 

Jurls- unit of Support/ qual1fylng and qual1fy- percentage total 
state/Court name: diction Parking count custod~ footnotes lng footnotes of flllngs I,!ol,!ulatlon 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--SlATE 
TOTAL .............. 416,641 * 39,417 
Superior Court ..... G 2 A 5 27,152 1 26,076 2,569 
District Court ..... l 4 A 1 365,419 K N/A 34,571 
Municipal Court .... l 4 A 1 7,671 K N/A 726 
Probate Court ...... l 2 I 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 75,405 
Surrogates' Court .. L 2 I 1 N/A N/A 
Tax Court .......•.. l 2 I 1 4,619 4,687 101 60 

NEW MEXICO--STATE 
TOTAL .............. 
District Court ..... G 2 E 3 68,656 65,518 95 4,577 
Magistrate Court ... L 3 E 1 117 ,279 C 100,998 7,819 
Probate Court ...... l 2 I 1 N/A N/A 
Municipal Court .... L 1 I 1 N/A N/A 
Metropolitan Court of 
Bernalillo County. l 4 E 437,133 K 285,374 29,142 

NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme and County 
Court ............. G 2 E 305,443 0 246,867 0 81 1,714 

Court of Claims .... l 2 I 2,072 2,090 101 12 
District and City 
Court ............. l 4 E 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 I 1 108,637 59,359 V 610 
Town and Village 
Court ............. l E N/A N/A 

Civil Court of the 
City of New York .. l 2 I 251,981 248,588 99 1,414 

Criminal Court of the 
City of New York .. l 4 E 380,853 360,172 95 2,137 

NORTH CAROlINA--STATE 
TOTAL .............. 2,030,961 k 1,948,102 k 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 K 1,777,415 K 96 28,840 

NORTH DAKOTA--STATE 
TOTAL ....•......... 163,502 k 

District Court ..... G 4 B 3 25,831 C 25,167 C 97 3,844 
County Court ....... l 1 E 1 91,282 K 90,939 K 100 13,584 
MunIcipal Court .... l 1 B 1 N/A 47,396 V 

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

Grand total Grand total 01spos\- fll1 ngs 
Crlmlnal f1l1ngs and dlsposltlons tlons as a per 100,000 

Jurls- unlt of Supportl quallfylng and quallfy- percentage total 
State/Court name: dlctlon Parklng count custod~ footnotes lng footnotes of f1l1ngs ~ol!ulatlon 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL 
Court of Common Pleas G 2 8 4 617 ,380 E 609,011 E 99 ~,72.s 
County Court ....... L 2 8 1 293,724 292,082 99 2,724 
Court of Clalms •... L 2 I 1 4,513 4,355 96 42 
Mayors' Court .•.... L 1 M 1 N/A N/A 
Munlclpal Court .... L 2 8 1 2,271,242 2,269,705 100 21 ,061 

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL 
01strlct Court .••.• G 2 J 6 ·506,265 458,069 90 15,473 
Court 0 f Tax Rev.l ew L 2 I 1 N/A N/A 
Munlclpal Crlmlnal 

Court of Record .•. L N/A N/A 
Munlclpal Court Not 
of Record ......... L I N/A N/A 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL .. 
Clrcult Court .....• G 2 E 6 120,537 E 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 
01strlct Court •.... L 1 E 1 465,170 K 481,405 K 103 17 ,077 
Justlce Court ..•... L 3 E 1 N/A N/A 
Munlclpal Court .•.. L 3 A 1 N/A N/A 

PENNSYLVANIA--STATE 
TOTAL ..•........... 4,128,203 * 34,586 
Court of Common Pleas G 2 8 4 418,507 404,520 97 3,506 
Olstrlct Justlce Court L 4 8 1 2,015,663 1,811,218 90 16,887 
Phl1adelphla Munlclpal 
Court ............. L 2 8 171,783 C 171 ,886 C 100 1,439 

Phlladelphla Trafflc 
Court ..•........•. L 1 ,117,420 342,134 31 9,362 

Plttsburgh Clty 
Maglstrates ..•.... L 4 8 404,830 N/A 3,392 

PUERTO RICO--TOTAL ... 
Super 1 or Court ..... G 2 A 6 102,051 0 100,282 0 98 3,117 
01strlct Court ..... L 2 A 1 164,601 C 162,024 C 98 5,028 
Mun1c1pal Court .... L 1 I 1 N/A N/A 

RHODE ISLANO--STATE 
TOTAL ............ 
Superlor Court .•... G 2 D 1 13,549 E 13,410 E 99 1,374 
01strlct Court ....• L 2 A 1 68,862 1 63,211 1 92 6,984 
faml1y Court ..•.... L 2 I 6 14,177 1 9,920 V 1,438 
Munlclpal Court .... L 1 I 1 N/A N/A 
Probate Court ...•.• L 2 I 1 N/A N/A 

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

Grand total Grand total Dlsposl- Fl11ngs 
Crlmlnal f111ngs and dl spos Hlons tlons as a per 100,000 

Jurls- unH of Support! qual Hying and qua lHy- percentage total 
State/Court name: dlction Parking count custod~ footnotes lng footnotes of fllings Ilo(!ulatlon 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE 
TOTAL .......•.•.••. 1,262,666 '" 1,270,989 '" 101 36,866 
Clrcult Court •.••.• G 2 B 1 105,502 E 105,740 E 100 3,080 
Faml1y Court ....... L 2 I 6 71,260 69,B54 9B 2,OB1 
Maglstrate 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--Clrcuit 
Court •..•...••••.•. G 3 B 4 219,969 210,084 1 31,025 

TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL 
Circuit, Crlmina1, 
and Chancery Court G 2 Z 6 158,863 0 140,675 0 89 3,272 

General Sessions 
Court .....•.•.•.•. L 1 M 6 3,145 V 2,524 V 80 

Probate Court •...•. L 2 I 1 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 
Dlstrlct Court ..... G 2 B 3 591,580 587,994 99 3,524 
County-Level Court . L 2 B 4 664,945 668,182 100 3,961 
Justlce of the 

Peace Court ..••..• L 4 A 2,325,122 1,943,614 84 13,849 
Munlcipal Court L 4 A 6,747,011 5,352,991 79 40,187 

UTAH--STATE TOTAL 796,268 '" 706,119 '" 89 47,397 
Dlstrict Court ..... G 2 J 3 33,863 C 48,744 C 144 2,016 
Clrcuit Court ...•.. L 4 B 1 408,897 E 319,553 E 78 18,189 
Justlce of the 

Peace Court .....•. L 4 B 305,580 289,441 95 18,189 
Juvenlle Court •.••• L 2 I 47,928 48,381 101 2,853 

VERMONT--STATE TOTAL. 174,090 176,007 101 31,768 
"Dlstrict Court .•..• G 2 D 4"'*'" 158,663 161,115 102 28,953 
Superlor Court ..... G 2 I 5 10,302 10,291 100 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 
CircuH Court .••..• G 2 A 3 164,853 150,541 91 2,792 
Dlstrlct 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 trlal court caseload, 1987. (contlnued) 

Crlmlnal 
Jurls- unH of Support/ 

state/Court name: dlct10n Parklng count custod:i 

WASHINGTON--STATE 
TOTAL .............. 
Superlor Court ..... G 2 G 
Dlstrlct Court ..... L 4 C 
Munlclpal Court •... L 4 C 

WEST VIRGINIA--STATE 
TOTAL .............. 
Clrcult Court ...... G 2 J 
MagIstrate Court ... L 2 J 
Munlclpal Court .•.. L 1 A 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL 
Clrcult CQurt ...... G 3 D 
Munlclpal Court .... L 3 A 

WYOMING--STATE TOTAL . 
D1strlct Court ..... G 2 J 
County Court ....... L 1 J 
Just1ce of the Peace 
Court· ............. L J 

Mun1clpal Court .... L A 

NOTE: The trlal courts of Mlsslsslpp1 are not 
1ncluded 1n thls table, as nelther grand 
total caseload nor court jurlsdlct10n 
lnformatlon ls ava11ab1e for 1987. All 
other state trIal courts w1th grand total 
jur1sd1ctlon are listed In the table, 
regardless of whether caseload data are 
ava11able. Blank spaces 1n the table 
1ndlcate that a part1cular calculat1on, such 
as the total state caseload, 1s not 
approprlate. State total "fll1ngs per 
100,000 populatlon" may not equal the sum of 
the f1l1ng rates for the lnd1v1dual courts 
due to round1ng. 

N/A = Data are not avallable. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General JurIsdIctIon 
L = Llmlted Jur1sd1ctlon 

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES: 

1 = The court does not have jur1sdlct1on over 
support/custody cases 

2 = Support/custody caseload data are not ava1lable 
3 = Only contested support/custody cases and all 

URESA cases (where the court has jurlsdlct1on) 
are counted separately from marrlage dIssolu­
tion cases 

4 = Both contested and uncontested support/custody 
cases and URESA cases (where the court has 
jur1sd1ct1on) are counted separately from 
marriage dissolution cases 

6 
1 
1 

5 
1 
1 

3 
1 

5 
4 

Grand total Grand total D1spos 1- f1·l1ngs 
f111ngs and dlsposH1ons t10ns as a per 100,000 
qualHylng and qual1fy- percentage total 
footnotes lng footnotes of fll1ngs l!ol!ulat1on 

2,038,770 * 1,804,861 * 44,927 
174,862 E 150,038 E 86 3,853 
7B6,474 K 774 ,849 K 99 17,331 

1,077,434 879,974 1 23,742 

51 ,186 E 55,433 E 108 2,698 
296,842 K 286,663 K 97 15,648 

N/A N/A ,,' .. 
1,326,838 * 

1,086,587 1,074,813 99 22,604 
N/A 252,025 

10,319 E 10,619 E 103 2,106 
109,981 1 109,471 \ 100 22,445 

N/A N/A 
59,681 60,173 101 12,180 

5 Support/custody 1s counted as a proceedIng of 
the marr1age dlssolut1on and thus a marrlage 
dlssolut1on that lnvolves support/custody 1s 
counted as one case 

6 = Support/~ustody 1s counted as a proceed1ng of 
the marr1age dIssolutIon but URESA cases are 
~ounted separately 

** = Nond1ssolut1on support/custody cases are also 
counted separately 

*** = Court has only URESA jurlsdlctlon 

PARKING CODES: 

1 = Park1ng data are unava1lable 
2 = Court does not have park1ng jur1sd1ctlon 
3 = Only contested parking cases are 1ncluded 
4 = Both contested and uncontested parkIng cases 

are 1ncluded 
5 = Park1ng cases are handled admlnlstrat1vely 
6 = Uncontested parklng cases are handled adm1n­

lstrat1vely; contested parklng cases are 
handled by the court 

CRIMINAL UNIT OF COUNT CODES: 

M = Mlss1ng Data 
I = oat a element 1s Inapplicable 
A = Slngle defendant--s1ngle charge 
B = Slngle defendant--s1ngle lnc1dent (one/more 

charges) 
C = Single defendant--s1ngle 1ncldent/max1mum 

number charges (usually two) 
o = Slngle defendant--one/more lnc1dents 
E = Slngle defendant--content varIes wIth 

prosecutor 
F = One/more defendants--slngle charge 

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

G = One/more defendants--single incident (one/more 
charges) 

H = One/more defendants-~single incident/maximum 
number charges (usually two) 

J One/more defendants--one/more incidents 
K = One/more defendants--content varies with 

prosecutor 
L Inconsistent during reporting year 
Z = Both the defendant and charge components vary 

withln the state 

QUALIfYING fOOTNOTES: 

The absence of a qualifylng 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--Clrcult Court--Grand .total flled 

and disposed data include postconv1ction 
remedy proceedings, and prelimlnary 
hearlngs. 
--Dlstrlct Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data 1nclude pre11m1nary 
hear1ngs. 

Ca11fornia--Justice Court--Grand total f1led 
and d1sposed data include pre11mlnary 
hearing bindovers and transfers. 
--Municlpal Court--Grand total 
filed and dlsposed data lnclude prellminary 
hearlng blndovers and transfers. 
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Colorado--Distrlct, Denver Juvenlle, 
Denver Probate Court--Grand total filed 
and dlsposed data, lnclude extraditlons, 
revocations, parole, and release from 
cOllJ1lltment hearings. 

Georgia--Superior Court--Grand total flled 
and disposed data include probation 
revocation hearings. 

Hawaii--Clrcult Court--Grand total flled 
and disposed data include crlm1nal 
postconvlctio~ remedy proceedlngs. 

Illlnols--Clrcuit Court--Grand total flled 
and disposed ~~ta include prellmlnary 
hearlng proceedings. 

Maine--Superior Court--Grand total filed 
and dlsposed data lnclude postconvlctlon 
remedy and sentence revlew only proceed­
lngs. 
--Dlstrlct Court--Grand total flled and 
disposed data lnclude pre11mlnary , 
hearlngs. 

Maryland--Clrcu4t Court--Grand total f1led 
and dlsposed data include some post­
convlctlon remedy proceedlngs. 

New Mexico--Magistrate Court--Grand total 
f1led data 1nclude prellmlnary hear1ngs. 

North Dakota--Dlstrict Court--Grand total 
filed and dlsposed data 'nclude sentence 
rev1ew only and postconv1ct1on remedy 
proceedlngs. 

Pennsylvan1a--Philadelphia Municipal 
Court--Grand total filed and disposed 
data include prellminary hearlng 
proceedlngs. 

Puerto Rlco--Di~trict Court--Grand total 
f1led and disposed data lnclude transfers 
and reopened cases. 

Utah--Distrlct Court--Grand total filed 
and disposed data,include postconvlctlon 
remedy and sentence review only proceed­
lngs. 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trial. court caseload, 1987. (continued) 

E: The following courts' data Include postconvlc-
tlon remedy proceedings: 

Delaware--Superlor Court 
Iowa--Dlstrlct Court (filed data) 
loulsiana--Dlstrict Court (filed data) 
Nebraska--District Court 
Ohlo--Court of Common Pleas 
Oregon--Circult Court (filed data) 
Rhode Island--Superior Court 
South Carollna--Circuit Court 
Utah--Circult Court 
Washington--Superlor Court 
West Vlrglnla--Circult Court 
Wyomlng--Distrlct Court 

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

Arlzona--Munlclpal Court--Grand total filed 
and disposed data do not Include partial 
data from one municipality. 

Arkansas--Clty 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 c~vll cases and 
data from several counties whIch did not 
report. 
--MunIcipal Court--Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include cases from 
several municIpalities which did not report. 

Colorado--County Court--Grand total filed and 
dIsposed data do not Include limited felony 
cases and are mIssing civ" data from 
Denver County. 

Delaware--Court of Common Pleas--Grand total 
fIled and disposed data do not Include some 
limIted felony cases. 
--family Court--Grand total filed and 
dIsposed data do not include status 
petitions and child-victim petitions. 

Georgia--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, Dl-strict, 
Probate/family, Boston Mun1cipal Depart­
ments)--Grand total filed data do not 
include parking cases from the District 
Court Department. 

Michlgan--Probate Court--Grand total filed 
data do not include status petitions. 

New Hampshlre--Superlor Court--Grand total 
filed data do not include some criminal 
appeals cases. 

New Mexico--Me"t,ropolltan Court of 
Bernalillo CountY--Grand total disposed 
data do not ln~lude lImIted 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
laneous traffIc, and some ordInance 
vIolatIon cases. 

Oklahoma--Dlstrict Court--Grand total fIled 
and disposed data do not Include any 
juvenl1e cases. 

Pennsylvania--Court of Common Pleas--Grand 
total filed data do not include some cIvil 
cases and postconvlctlon criminal appeals. 
--Pittsburgh CIty MagIstrates Court--Grand 
total fned data do. not include limited 
felony and DWI/DUI cases. 

Rhode Island--Dlstrlct Court--Grand total 
filed and dIsposed data do not Include 
admInistrative agency appeals, mental 
health, and limited felony cases. 
--family Court--Grand total filed data do 
not 'nclude paternIty/bastardy cases. 

South Dakota--Clrcult Court--Grand total 
disposed data do not Include adoption, 
miscellaneous domestic relations, estate, 
mental health, administrative agency 
appeals, and juvenile data. 

Texas--Justlce of the Peace Court--Grand 
tota~ filed and disposed data represent a 
reporting rate of 79%. 
--Municipal Court--Grand total filed 
and dIsposed data do not Include limited 
felony cases and represent a reportIng rate 
of 79%. 

Washlngton--"Munlclpal Court--Grand total 
disposed data do not Include some 
ordinance vIolation cases. 

Wlsconsln--Clrcult 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 no-~ report. 

Wyomlng--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 Include partial data 
from two mun1clpalltles. 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trlal court easeload, 1987. (eontlnued) 

K: The folJowlng courts' data do not lnclude 
llmlted felony cases: 
Arlzona-~Justlce of the Peace Court 
Oelaware--Hunlclpal Court of Wl1mlngton 
Nebraska--County Court 
New Hampshlre--Olstrlct Court--Hunlelpal Court 
New Hexleo--Metropolltan Court of Bernall110 

County (flled data) 
North Carollna--Olstrlct Court 
North Oakota--County Court 
Oregon--Dlstrlct Court 
South Carollna--Maglstrate Court--Munlclpal 

Court 
Washlngton--Dlstrlct Court 
west Vlrglnla--Haglstrate Court 

H: The fo1lowlng court's data do not lnelude 
crlmlnal appeals cases: 

Indlana--Superlor and Clrcult Court 

N: The follow)ng court's data do not lnelude 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases: 

Haryland--Dlstrlct Court (fl1ed data) 

0: The followlng courts' data are lncomplete and 
overlncluslve: 

Alaska--Superlor Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data lnclude postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedIngs. but do not lnclude 
crImInal appeals cases. 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court--Grand total flled 
data lnclude postconv1et1on remedy proceed­
lngs, but do not 1nelude mental health 
cases, and chlld-vletlm petltlons. Grand 
tQtal dIsposed data lnelude posteonvlet'on 
remedy proeeedlngs, but do not lnelude 
mental health, some mlseellaneous domest1e 
relat1ons, most small elalms cases, and all 
ehlld-vlctlm petltlons. 

Idaho--Dlstrlet Court--Grand total flled and 
dlsposed data 1nclude postconvletlon remedy 
and sentence revlew only proeeedlngs, but 
do not lnelude parklng cases. 
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Illlnols--Clreult Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data lnelude some 
prellmlnary hearlngs, but do not lnclude 
parklng cases from anywhere but Cook 
County. 

Iowa--Dlstrlet Court--Grand total dlsposed 
data lnelude posteonvletlon remedy 
p~oeeedlngs, but do not lnelude juvenlle 
cases and a few domestle relatlons cases. 

Kentueky--Clreult Court--Grand total fl1ed 
and dlsposed data lnelude sentence rev1ew 
only and posteonv1et10n remedy 
proceed1ngs, but represent only 10 months 
of data. 
--Olstrlet Court--Grand total fl1ed 
and dlsposed data 1nelude sentence rev1ew 
only proeeed1ngs, but do not lnelude 
llm1ted felony cases. 

Hlssourl--C1reult Court--Grand total f11ed 
and dlsposed data 1nclude posteonv1et10n 
remedy proeeed1ngs, but do not 1nelude 
some ordlnanee vlolat10n and some parklng 
cases. 

New York--Supreme and County Court--Grand 
total flled and dIsposed data lnelude 
posteonv1et10n remedy proceed1ngs, but do 
not lnelude elv1l appeals and er1m1nal 
appeals cases. 

Oregon--Clrcult Court--Grand total d1sposed 
data lnelude postconvletlon remedy 
proceed1ngs, but do not lnelude adoptlon, 
mental health, and some juvenlle cases. 

Puerto Rleo--Superlor Court--Grand total 
flled and dlsposed data lnclude transfers 
and reopened cases, but do not lnclude. 
URESA cases. 

Tennessee--Clreult, Crlmlnal and Chancery 
Court--Grand total flled data lnelude 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedIngs, but do 
not lnelude traffle/other vlolatlon cases. 
Grand total dlsposed data lnelude 
postconvletlbn remedy proeeedlngs, but do 
not lnelude OWI/OUI and traffIc/other 
vlolatlon cases. 

V: The followlng courts' data are less than 75% 
complete: 

Georgla--Juvenlle Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data do not lnelude data 
from 58 eountles. 
--Probate Court--Grand total flled 
data do not lnelude most mlsdemeanor 
cases and do not represent all eountles. 
Grand total dlsposed data do not lnelude 
any elvll cases, most mlsdemeanor cases, 
and do not represent all countles. 

Haryland--Dlstrlet Court--Grand total 
dlsposed ~ata do not lnclude elvll and 
ordInance vlolatlon cases. 
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TABLE. 8: Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1987. (continued) 

Massachus'etts--Tria 1 Court of the COlmlon­
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, flouslng 
and District Court Departments, moving 
traffic cases from the Boston Municipal 
Court Department, parking, ordinance 
violation and miscellaneous traffic cases, 
and juvenile data from the Juvenile Court 
Department. 

M1chlgan--Probate Court--Grand total disposed 
data do not Include paternity/bastardy, 
miscellaneous domestic relations, mental 
health, miscellaneous civil, traffic and 
juvenlle cases. 

New York--Surrogates' Court--Grand total 
disposed data do not Include miscellaneous 
estate cases. 

North Dakota--Munlclpal Court--Grand total 
disposed data do not Include ordInance 
violation and parking cases. 

Rhode Island--Famlly Court--Grand total 
disposed data do not Include most marriage 
dIssolution cases and all paternlty/ 
bastardy cases, 

Tennessee--General Sessions Court--Grand 
total filed and disposed data are mIssing 
all 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 

D1spo-
Total clvll Total clvll s1tlons Flllngs 

Support! flll ngs dlspositlons as a per- per 100,000 
custody Jurls- and qua l1fyl ng and qua lHyl ng centage total 

State/Court name: code dlctlon footnotes footnotes of flllngs llollulat\on 

ALAB,Ael I/--STA TE TOTAL 
Clrcuit Court ......•... 6** G 84,329 0 80,891 0 96 2,065 
Dlstrlct 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 * 84 7,496 
Superior Court ......... 6** G 15,168 E 14,644 E 97 2,889 
Dlstrlct Court ..•..•.•. 5 L 24,184 18,380 76 4,606 

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ..... 221,632 * 207,926 * 94 6,546 
Super10r Court '.' ••• '0'' 6 G 101,148 95.480 94 2,987 
Justice of the Peace 
Court ..•.............. 118,878 11 0,840 93 3,511 

Munlc1pal Court ..•..... L 1,606 1,606 100 41 

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL .... 
Chancery and Probate 
Court ......••....••... 3** G 53,426 51,575 97 2,237 

Clrcult Court •......•.. 1 G 36,401 36,104 99 1,524 
Clty Court ....•.......• 1 L 64 48 75 3 
County Court ........... 1 L 4,314 2,466 57 181 
Court of COlll11on Pleas .. 1 L N/A N/A 
Munlcipa1 Court .... 1 L 33,617 21,660 64 1,408 
Pollce Court ........... 1 L N/A N/A 

CAlIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .. 1 ,789,532 1,346,724 75 6,469 
Superlor Court ......... 6 G 674,912 514,244 76 2,440 
Justlce Court ........•• 1 L 40,401 29,804 74 146 
Municlpal Court .....•.. 1 L 1,074,213 802,676 75 3,883 

COlORADO--STATE TOTAL ...• 217 ,646 * 211,513 * 97 6,603 
Dlstrlct, Denver 
Juvenl1e and Probate 
Court .......••.....•.• 3 G 104,614 101,744 97 3,174 

Water Court ............ 1 G 1 ,381 1,786 129 42 
County Court ••.•.•...•• 1 L 111,651 107,983 97 3,387 

CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL. 203,506 * 6,338 
Superlor Court .•....... 5** G 149,851 0 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 
Super10r Court ••..••.•• 1 G 4,565 3,584 79 709 
Alderman's Court ....... 1 l 0 0 
Court of Common Pleas .. 1 l 4,918 5.271 107 764 
Famll y Cou rt ........... 3** 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--
Superior Court ......•. 6** G 143,590 145,058 101 23,085 

FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ..... 806,082 718.315 89 6,704 
Clrcuit Court ..•....... 4 G 444,952 390,616 88 3,701 
County Court ...••.••... 1 L 361.130 327,699 91 3,004 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trlal court clvll caseload, 1987. (contlnued) 

Olspo-
Total clvll Total clvll s 1tlons flllngs 

Support/ flll ngs dlsposltlons as a per- per 100,000 
custody Jurls- and qual Hylng and qualHylng centage total 

state/Court name: code dlctlon footnotes footnotes of f1l1ngs l!ol!ulatlon 

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL 
Superlor Court ••.•.•... 3 G 144,081 C 144,390 C 100 2,316 
Clvll Court ..........•. 1 L N/A N/A 
Maglstrate Court ..•.•.• 1 L 249,161 216,861 87 4,005 
Munlclpa1 Court ........ 1 L N/A N/A 
Probate Court .•..••.•.. 1 L 23,029 N/A 370 
State Court .••.•....... 1 L N/A N/A 

HAWAII--STATE TOTAL ...... 48,707 * 45,233 * 93 4,497 
Clrcult Court .••..•..•• 6 G 26,031 C 24,831 C 95 2,404 
01strlct Court ....•..•. 1 L 22,676 20,402 90 2,094 

IOAHO--Olstrlct Court .... 6** G 57,605 58,673 102 5,772 

ILLINOIS--Clrcult Court 6** G 532,279 C 511 ,653 C 96 4,596 

INOIANA--STATE TOTAL ..••. 407,970 408,869 100 7,376 
Superlor and Clrcult 
Court ......•........•• 5 G 249,380 253,988 102 4,509 

Clty and Town Court .•.. 1 L 16,370 17,487 107 296 
County Court .......••.. 1 L 66,751 62,839 94 1,207 
Munlclpal Court of 

Marlon County ......... L 11 ,493 11 ,844 103 208 
Probate Court ...•...... L 2,203 1,725 78 40 
Small Clalms Court of 
Marlon County .•..... L 61,773 60,986 99 1,117 

IOWA--Olstrlct Court ..... 6 G 170,471 E 173,666 0 6,015 

KANSAS--Olstrlct Court 6** G 140,586 139,574 99 5,678 

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL .... 187,195 * 173,377 * 93 5,023 
Clrcult Court •......... 6 G 52,752 0 51,813 0 98 1,415 
01strlct Court ......... 1 L 134,443 1 121,564 1 90 3,607 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL .•• 
Olstrlct Court ......... 6 G 181,554 E N/A 4,070 
famlly and Juvenl1e Court 4*** G N/A N/A 
Clty and Parlsh Court ., 1 L 73,928 53,132 72 1,651 
Justlce of the Peace Court 1 L N/A N/A 

MAINE--STATE TOTAL ....... 
Superlor Court •....•..• 6 G 5.981 6,047 101 504 
Admlnlstratlve Court .,. 1 L 341 309 91 29 
Olstrlct Court ......... 5 L 54,712 52,223 95 4,609 
Probate Court •••..•.... 1 L N/A N/A 
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TABLE 9: Reported total state t~\a1 court c\v\l case1oad, 1987. (contlnued) 

Dlspo-
Total clvll Total clvll s1t\ons F1l1ngs 

Support/ Hl1ngs d\sposHlons as a per- per 100,000 
custody Jur\s- and qua 1 \fy\ ng and qua1Hylng centage total 

state/COurt name: code dlct\on footnotes footnotes of fll\ngs l!ol!u1atlon 

MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL 
Clrcu\t Court •.••..•... 6** G 106,193 84,894 80 2,342 
Dlstrlct Court ......... 1 L 619,451 N/A 13,659 
Orphan's Court ..•..•..• 1 L N/A N/A 

MASSACHUSETTS--Tr\a1 Court 
of the Commonwealth 5** G 493,006 462,890 8,420 

MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL 647,043 609,862 * 7,033 
Clrcult Court •..•..•.•• 6** G 170,541 182,572 107 1,854 
Court of C1alms ......•• 1 G 818 1,012 124 9 
01strlct Court ••..••.•• 1 L 383,268 380,986 99 4,166 
Munlclpa1 Court ..••..•. 1 L 992 1,271 128 11 
Probate Court .•...••..• 1 L 91,424 44,021 V 994 

MINNESOTA--Dlstrlct Court 6 G 231,244 232,681 101 5,446 

MISSOURI--Clrcult Court 6** G 248,190 E 239,881 0 4,864 

MONTANA--STATE TOTAL ..•.• 
Dlstrlct Court .••..•... 3 G 26,816 22,672 85 3,315 
Clty Court ....•..••...• 1 L N/A N/A 
Justlce of the Peace 
Court .••....•....•...• L N/A N/A 

Munlc\pa1 Court ....••.. L N/A N/A 

NEBRASKA--STATE TOTAL •... 91,053 * 91,521 * 101 5,712 
Dlstr\ct Court •.••.••.. 5 G 36,536 37,598 103 2,292 
County Court .......•... 1 L 54,131 53,594 99 3,396 
Workers' Compensatlon 
Court ......•.•••.•..•• L 386 329 85 33 

NEVADA--STATE TOTAL ...••. 
D\str\ct Court ..•...••. 2 G N/A N/A 
Justlce Court .•..••...• 1 L N/A N/A 
Munlc\pa1 Court •...•••. 1 L N/A N/A 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--STATE TOTAL 81,548 7,715 
Super\or Court ......... 5 G 19,201 18,507 96 1,817 
Dlstrlct Court ...•..... 1 L 45,470 N/A 4,302 
Munlc\pa1 Court ........ 1 L 478 N/A 45 
Probate Court ...•.••... 1 L 16,399 N/A 1,551 

NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL ., 
SuperIor Court ..•.•..•• 6** G 638,975 636,795 100 8,329 
Surrogates' Court •...•. 1 l N/A N/A 
Tax Court ••.•••••.•••.. 1 l 4,619 4,687 101 60 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trlal court elvl1 easeload, 19B7. (eontlnued) 

Dlspo-
Total clvll Total e1vll sHlons 1'"1110gs 

Support I fll1 ngs d1sposHlons as a per- per 100,000 
custody Jurls- and qua 1 Hyl ng and qualHylng centage total 

state/Court name: code dlctlon footnotes footnotes of f111ngs I!ol!ulatfon 

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL 
Dlstrlct Court ...•.•..• 6** G 51,013 48,489 95 3,401 
Metropolltan Court of 

Bernall1lo County .... L 8,408 10,470 125 561 
Maglstrate Court •...... L 13,326 11,140 84 8BB 
Probate Court .......... L N/A, N/A 

NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme and County Court 5 G 242,503 0 184,237 0 76 1,360 
Clvl1 Court of the Clty 
of New york ....•....... 1 L 251 ,981 248,588 99 1,414 

Court of C1alms o ••••••• 1 L 2,072 2,090 101 12 
Olstrlct and Clty Court 1 L 134,618 119,332 89 755 
famlly Court ........•.. 4 L 390,636 380,572 97 2,192 
Surrogates' Court .....• 1 L 108,637 59,359 V 610 
Town and Vl11age Court. 1 L N/A N/A 

NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL 462,909 441,103 95 7,21B 
Superlor Court ......... G 97,979 89,551 91 1,528 
Olstrlct Court ...•..... 6** L 364,930 351,552 96 5,690 

NORTH OAKOTA--STATE TOTAL 32,036 30,235 94 4,767 
Olstrlct Court .......•. 6** G 15,382 14,733 96 2,289 
County Court ••••••• 00 •• 1 L 16.654 15,502 93 2,478 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL ........ 728.543 * 709.809 * 97 6,756 
Court of Common Pleas .. 6** G 337.637 E 331.990 E 98 3,131 
County Court •••••• 00 ••• 1 L 23,604 23,217 98 219 
Court of C1alms •• 0 ••••• 1 L 4,513 4,355 96 42 
Munlclpal Court ........ 1 L 362,789 350,247 97 3.364 

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL .... 
Olstrlct Court ......... 6 G 222.754 201.691 91 6,808 
Court of Tax Rev1ew 1 L N/A N/A 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Clrcult Court .......... 6** G 76,636 C 70.845 0 2,813 
Tax Court .......•...... 1 G N/A N/A 
County Court .•..•...... 1 L N/A N/A 
01 strlct Court ......... 1 L 73,6&6 69,384 94 2.704 
Justlce Court •......••. 1 L N/A N/A 

PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL 577 ,182 * 551.414 * 96 4,836 
Court of Common Pleas .. 4 G 262,333 253.406 97 2,198 
01strlct Justlce Court . 1 L 203,752 194,843 96 1,707 
Phl1adelphla Munlclpal 
Court ...........•...... L 105,251 C 103,165 C 98 882 

P1ttsburgh CHy 
Maglstrates ............ L 5,846 N/A 49 

(cont1nued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trial court clvll caseload, 1987. (continued) 

Dlspo-
Total civll Total c1vll sltions F1l1ngs 

Support/ f111ngs disposH10ns as a per- per 100,000 
custody Jur1s- and qualHy1ng and qua llfy1 ng centage total 

State/Court name: code dict10n footnotes footnotes of f111ngs QOQulation 

PUERTO RICO--TOTAL 112,032 * 109,952 * 98 3,422 
Superior Court ........... 6 G 65,146 0 63,935 0 98 1,990 
01 strict Court ......... 1 L 46,886 C 46,017 C 98 1,432 

RHODE ISLAND--STATE TOTAL 
Superior Court ...•..... 1 G 8,405 E 8,199 E 98 852 

~ 
Distr1ct Court ......... 1 L 33,954 1 31,455 1 93 3,444 
Family Court .........•• 6 L 7,418 1 3,422 V 752 
Probate Court ........... 1 L N/A N/A 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL 257,606 * 260,278 * 101 7,521 
Circuit Court .•.....•.. G 54,917 C 55,460 C 101 1,603 
Family Court ........... 6** L 58,634 57,195 98 1,712 
Magi strate Court ...•... 1 L 124,200 128,322 103 3,626 
Probate Court ..••.•.... 1 L 19,855 19,301 97 580 

SOUTH OAKOTA--C1rcuit 
Court ••...•......•....• 4 G 40,948 35,075 i 5,715 

TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ... 
Circuit, Criminal, 
and Chancery Court ...• 6** G 111,102 C 99,852 C 90 2,288 

General Sessions Court . 6** L 3,145 V 2,524 V 80 
Juven11e Court ......... 1 L N/A N/A 
Probate Court .......... f.e .. 1 L N/A N/A 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL •...... 918,818 * 873,533 * 95 5,473 
District Court .... I .......... 6** G 442,052 C 439,517 C 99 2,633 
County-Level Court ..... 6** L 197,414 C 217,72'3 C 110 1,176 
~ustice of the Peace ... 1 L 278,890 i 215,831 i 77 1,661 
Municipal Court ............. 1 L 462 i 462 1 100 3 

UTAH--STATE TOTAL I ........... 129,928 * 92,153 * 71 7,734 
District Court .•....... 3 G 29,543 E ·~O,412 E 137 1,759 
Circuit Court .....•.... 1 L 97,053 48,423 50 5,777 
Justice of the Peace 
Court ....•.••......... L 3,332 3,318 100 198 

VERMONT--STATE TOTAL •.... 33,380 32,934 99 6,091 
Dlstrict Court .••..•... 4*** 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 1,414 
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 83,511 83 2,230 
Municipal Court ........... 1 L 600 576 96 13 

(continued on next page) 
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TA8LE 9: Reported total state trlal court clvl1 caseload, 1987. (contlnued) 

01spo-
Tota 1 cl vl1 Total clv11 s \tlons flllngs 

Support/ flll ngs dl spos \t ions as a per- per 100,000 
custody Juris- and qualifying and qualHying centage total 

State/Court name: code dlctlon footnotes 

WEST VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL 87,633 
Circult Court ..•...•... 5 G 37,292 
Maglstrate Court 1 L 50,341 

WISCONSIN--Circult Court 6** G 347,766 

WYOMING--STATE TOTAL ..... 
DistrIct Court ......... 5 G 
County Court ........... 4 L 
Justlce of the Peace 
Court ...••...•........ L 

NOTE: The trlal courts of Mlsslsslppl are not 
lncluded ln thls table as neIther clvl1 
caseload nor court jurlsdlctlon lnformatlon 
Is aval1able for 1987. All other state 
trIal courts wlth clvll jurlsdlctlon are 
llsted In the table regardless of whether 
caseload data are aval1able. 81ank spaces 
In the table lndlcate that a partlcular 
calculatIon, such as the total state 
caseload, is not approprlate. State total 
"fl1lngs per 100,000 populatlon" may not 
equal the sum of the fIlIng rates for the 
IndIvIdual courts due to roundIng. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General JurIsdIction 
L = Llmlted Jurlsdlctlon 

Support/Custody Codes: 
1 The court does not have jurlsdlctlon over 

support/custody cases 
2 Support/custody caseload data are not aval1able 
3 Only contested support/custody cases and all 

URESA cases (where the court has jurlsdlctlon) 
are counted separately from marrlage 
dlss01utlon cases 

4 Both contested and uncontested support/custody 
cases and URESA cases (where the court has 
jurlsdlctlon) are counted separately from 
marrIage dlss01utlon cases 

5 Support/custody Is counted as a proceedlng of 
the marrlage dIssolutIon and thus a marrIage 
dIssolutIon that Involves support/custody ls 
counted as one case 

6 Support/custody Is counted as a proceedIng of 
the marriage dIssolutIon but URESA cases are 
counted separately 

**Nondlsolutlon support/custody are also counted 
separately 

***Court has only URESA jurIsdIctIon 

7,587 
15,864 

N/A 

0 

C 
I 

footnotes of f11lngs llollulatlon 

90,152 103 4,620 
41 ,194 110 1,966 
48,958 97 2,654 

347,087 0 100 7,235 

9,194 C 1,548 
16,186 1 102 3,238 

N/A 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence of a qualIfyIng footnote IndIcates 
that data are complete. 

*See the qualIfyIng footnote for each court 
wlthln the state. Each footnote has an Impact 
on the state's total. 

C: The followIng courts' data are overlncluslve: 
Georgla--Superlor Court--Total cIvIl fIled 

and dIsposed data 1nclude probatIon 
revocatIon hearIngs. 

Hawa"--C'rcult Court--Total cIvIl fIled 
and dIsposed data Include crImInal 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedIngs and 
some crImInal and traffIc/other 
vIolatIon cases. 

Illlnols--Clrcult Court--Total clvll fIled 
and dIsposed data Include mlscellaneous 
crlmlnal cases. 

Oregon--Clrcult Court--Total clvl' fl1ed 
data Include crlmlnal appeals cases and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs. 

Pennsylvanla--Phlladelphla Munlclpal 
Court--Total cIvIl fl1ed and dlsposed 
data Include some ordlnance vlo1atlon 
cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Dlstrlct Court--Total clvl1 
fl1ed and dlsposed data lnclude 
transfers and reopened cases. 

South Carollna--Clrcult Court--Total clvll 
flled and dIsposed data lnclude crlmlna' 
appeals and postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedIngs. 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported total state tr1al court civil caseload, 1987. (continued) 

Tennessee--Circuit, Criminal and Chancery 
Court--Total civil filed and disposed data 
include postconviction remedy proceedings 
and miscellaneous criminal cases. 

Texas--Distr1ct Court--Total civil filed 
and disposed data include some juvenile 
cases. 
--County-Level Courts--Total civil 
filed and disposed data include 
chlld-vlctlm petltlon cases. 

Wyoming--District Court--Total civil flled 
data include crlminal appeals cases and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. Total 
clvll disposed data include criminal 
appeals, juvenile, cases and postconviction 
remedy proceedings. 

E: The following courts' data include 
postconviction remedy proceedings: 

Alaska--Superior Court--Total civil filed 
and disposed data include postcoviction 
remedy proceedings. 

Iowa--District Court--Total civil filed 
and disposed data include miscellaneous 
criminal cases. 

louisiana--District Court--Total civil 
filed data lnclude 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--Superior Court--Total civil 

filed and disposed data include 
postconviction remedy proceedings. 

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

Arizona--Municipal Court--Total civ1l filed 
and disposed data do not include partial 
data from one municipality. 

Arkansas--City Court--Total clvil filed and 
disposed data do not include cases from 
several cHies. 
--County Court--Total clvil filed 
and disposed data do not include real 
property rights and miscellaneous civil 
cases and data from several counties. 
--Municipal Court--Total clvil filed and 
disposed data do not include data from 14 
municipalities, and partial data from 14 
others. 

Colorado--CountY,Court--Total clvil filed 
and disposed data do not include cases 
from Denver County. 

Georgia--Magistrite 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 include cases from several 
counties. 

(continued on next page) 



TABLE 9: Reported total state trial court clvll caseload, 1987. (continued) 

Kentucky--Dlstrlct Court--Total clvll flled 
and disposed data do not lnclude paternltyl 
bastardy cases. 

Massachusetts--Trlal Court of the 
Commonwealth--Total clvll dlsposed data do 
not lnclude real property rlghts and small 
clalms cases from the Houslng Court 
Department and mlscellaneous clvll cases 
from the Probate/Famlly Court Department. 

Montana--Dlstrlct Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data do not lnclude some 
appeals of trlal court cases. 

Nebraska--Dlstrlct Court--Total clvll fIled 
and dIsposed data do not Include clvll 
appeals. 

New Jersey--Superlor Court--Total civil filed 
and disposed data do not Include a few 
domestIc relatIons cases. 

Pennsylvanla--Court of Common Pleas--Total 
clvll data do not lnclude some unclasslfled 
clvll cases. 

Rhode Island--Dlstrlct Court--Total clvll 
filed and disposed data do not include 
admInIstratIve agency appeals and mental 
health cases. 
--famlly Court--Total clvll flled 
data do not lnclude paternlty/bastardy and 
adoptlon cases. 

South Dakota--Clrcult Court--Total cIvIl 
dIsposed data do not Include adoptlon, 
miscellaneous domestIc relatIons, estate, 
mental health, and admlnlstratlve agency 
appeals cases. 

Texas--Justlce of the Peace Court--Total 
clvll flled and dIsposed data represent a 
reporting rate of 79%. 
--Munlclpal Court--Total clvll flled and 
dIsposed data represent a reportIng rate of 
79%. 

Wyomlng--County Court--Total cIvIl flled and 
dIsposed data do not Include appeals of 
trlal court cases. 

0: The followIng courts' data are Incomplete and 
overlncluslve: 

Alabama--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flled 
and disposed data lnelude postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedIngs, but do not Include 
URESA cases. 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court--Total clvl1 
flled data lnclude postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedIngs, but do not lnclude mental 
health cases. 

Iowa--Dlstrlct Court--Total clvl1 dlsposed 
data lnclude postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedIngs, but do not Include a few 
domestIc relatlons cases. 

Kentucky--Clrcult Court--Total clvll f\led 
and dIsposed data Include some 
postconvlctlon remedy proc~ed'ngs, but 
represent only 10 months of CY 87. 

Mlssourl--Clrcult Court--Total clvll 
dIsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs, but do not Include 
adoptIon and mlscellaneou~ domestlc 
relatIons cases. 

New York--Supreme and County Court--Total 
civil fIled and disposed data Include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, but do 
not Include clvll appeals cases. 

Oregon--Clrcult Court--Total clvll dlsposed 
data Include crlmlnal appeals and 
postconvlctlon r~medy proceedlngs, but do 
not Include adoptlon and mental health 
cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Superlor Court--Total clvll 
flled and disposed data Include transfers 
and reopened cases, but do not lnclude 
URESA cases. 

Wlsconsln--Clrcult 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: 

Mlchlgan--Probate Court--Total cIvIl 
disposed data do not Include paternltyl 
bastardy, mIscellaneous domestic 
relatlons, mental health, and 
miscellaneous civIl cases. 

New York--Surrogates' Court--Total clvll 
dIsposed data do not Include 
mIscellaneous estate cases. 

Rhode Island--famlly Court--Total clvll 
dIsposed data do not Include most 
marrIage dlsso1utlon cases and all 
adoptlon cases. 

Tennessee--General SessIons Court--Total 
clvll fIled and dIsposed data Include 
only domestlc relatlons cases for 16 of 
94 courts. 

X: The followIng court's data are less than 75% 
complete and overlncluslve: 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court--Total clvl1 
dIsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs, but do not Include 
mental health, some mlscellaneous 
domestlt relatlons, and most small clalms 
cases. 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1987 

Total Dlspo- flllngs 
Total crImInal s ltlons pe'r 

crimInal dlsposltlons as a 100,000 
Unit PoInt flllngs and and percen- adult 

Jurls- of of qualifyIng qua llfyl ng tage of popula-
state/Court name: dIctIon count f.1l.1.!lg, footnotes footnotes flllngs tlon 

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL "" 11.1 •• I ••••••• ,. 

CIrcuit Court •• 1 ...................... G G A 34,125 E 32,262 E 95 1,151 
01 strIct Court I ...................... II L B B 113,023 C 106,504 C 94 3,811 
MunIcipal Court • I •••••••••••• I ••••••• L M 8 N/A N/A 

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL •••• I •••••••••• II. I. 30,444 * 27,9B5 * 92 8,624 
SuperIor Court •••••••••••• II •• '" •••• G 8 A 2,661 M 2,389 M 90 754 
01 strl ct Court "" 1 •• 1 •••••••••••••• ,. L 8 B 27,783 C 25,596 C 92 7,871 

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ....... .. '. "' "' ..... 298,742 * 253,736 * 85 12,110 
SuperIor Court ••••••••••• I. "" ••••• I. G 0 A 24,237 22,245 92 982 
JustIce of the Peace Court ., ••••• I ••• L Z 8 66,274 K 56,400 K 85 2,686 
Munlc1pa 1 Court " II ••••••••••••• I •••• L Z 8 208,231 1 175,091 1 84 8,441 

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL .................. 
CI rcult Court ..... "' ....... , ....... I. G A A 32,247 30,622 95 1,853 
City Court ••••••••• , I ........ I. "" •••• L A 8 5,989 0 4,787 0 80 344 
MunIcIpal Court ••••••••• I •••••••••••• L A B 132.315 0 99,404 0 75 7,604 
Police Court ••••••• , ••••••••••••••• II L A 8 N/A N/A 

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL ................ 1,040,241 * 871,199 * 84 5,109 
SuperIor Court •••••••••••••• II I •••• ,. G 8 A 108,329 102,160 94 532 
JustIce Court ••• I ••••• II •••••••• I •• I. L 8 8 62,820 0 51,015 0 81 309 
MunIcIpal Court •••••• "' ••••••• II ••••• L 8 8 B69,092 0 718,024 0 83 4,268 

COLORAOO--STATE TOTAL .................. 57,370 1< 57,327 * 100 2,368 
DIstrIct, Denver Juven1le and Probate 
Court ........... , ................... G 0 8 17,104 C 17,478 C 102 706 

County Court ......................... L 0 8 40,266 I 39,849 I 99 1,662 

CONNECTICUT--Superlor Court ............ G E A 159,617 0 151,864 0 95 6,504 

OELAWARE--STATE TOTAL 87,359 Ir 86,527 Ir 99 18,124 .................. 
SuperIor Court ....................... G 8 A 4,464 E 4,731 E 106 926 
Alderman's Court ..................... L A' 8 3,611 F 3,547 F 98 749 
Court of Common Pleas ................ L A 8 21,413 I 20,381 I 95 4,443 
Family Court ......................... L B 8 3,49B 3,2B2 94 726 
JustIce of the Peace Court ........... L A 8 40,688 I 40,367 I 99 8,441 
MunIcIpal Court of WIlmIngton ........ L A B 13,685 0 14,219 0 104 2,839 

DISTRICT OF COLUM8IA--Superlpr Court G 8 G 41 ,608 L 42,377 L 102 8,561 

FlORIDA--STATE TOTAL ................... 556,540 484,676 87 5,972 
C1rcult Court ........................ G E A 160,786 149,030 93 1,725 
County Court ......................... L A 8 395,754 335,646 85 4,247 

(contInued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported total state tr1al court cr1m1nal caseload, 1987. (cont1nued) 

state/Court name: 

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ..•...•..•...•.•..• 
Super10r Court .•...••••••.••......•.. 
C1v11 Court ...........•.......•...... 
County Recorder's Court .......••.••.. 
Hag1strate Court .......•••.•...••.... 
Hun1c1pa1 Court .................... .. 
Hun1c1pal Court and C1ty of Atlanta .• 
Probate Court ..•.•.•.•...••..••....•. 
state Court •.••.•.•.••.•....•.....•.. 

HAWAII--STATE TOTAL ............•.•....• 
C1rcu1t Court •...•.....•............. 
01strlct Court •..•.......••..•....... 

IOAHO--01str1ct Court .•............•... 

IllINOIS--C1rcu1t Court 

INOIANA--STATE TOTAL .• , ....•........... 
Super10r and C1rcult Court ..••....... 
C1ty and Town Court •..............•.. 
Coun1:y Court .......................•. 
Hunlclpal Court of Harlon County ..... 
Small Clalms Court of Har10n County 

IOWA--Olstr1ct Court .••.......••......• 

KANSAS--01str1ct Court 

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL ................ .. 
C1rcult Court .....•.•...........•.... 
01strlct Court .....•••....••...••••.. 

lourSIANA--STATE TOTAL .•.•.........•... 
01 strl ct Court •.......•.....•....•... 
C1ty and Par1sh Court •.••............ 

HAINE--STATE TOTAL .•..•........•....... 
Super10r Court .....•...............•• 
01str1ct Court ..........•............ 

HARYlANO--STATE TOTAL ................ .. 
Clrcult Court •.•..•..•............... 
01str1ct Court ................•...... 

Un1t Po1nt 
Jurls- of of 
d1ct1on count f.1.l.1illI. 

G 
l 
l 
l 
l 
l 
l 
l 

G 
L 

G 

G 

G 
l 
l 
l 
L 

G 

G 

G 
l 

G 
L 

G 
l 

G 
L 

G 
H 
H 
B 
H 
M 
B 
G 

G 
A 

o 

G 

B 
B 
B 
B 
I 

B 

B 

B 
B 

Z 
B 

B 
B 

B 
B 

A 
H 
H 
B 
M 
M 
A 
A 

B 
C 

F 

A 

A 
F 
F 
F 
I 

A 

C 

A 
F 

A 
F 

A 
F 

A 
A 

Total 
cr1m1nal 

f1l1ngs and 
qualHy1ng 
footnotes 

70,577 C 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A' 

2,506 V 
N/A 

35,401 
3,845 

31,556 

If 

60,536 C 

478,096 0 

228,540 " 
77,581 H 
35,856 C 
53,977 
60,279 

841 

45,115 

36,301 

162,591 " 
11,115 0 

150,816 0 

204,852 If 

12,523 l 
132,329 X 

42,680 " 
8,978 0 

33,702 V 

240,980 If 

54,980 C 
186,000 

Total 
crlm1nal 

d1sposlt1ons 
and 

qualHy1ng 
footnotes 

67,694 C 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

2,373 V 
N/A 

33,186 
2,923 

30,263 

If 

59,663 C 

496,011 o 

208,197 If 

68,116 H 
31,461 C 
50,916 
50,190 

854 

·r::,321 

31,549 

156,892 
11 ,511 

145,381 

N/A 
113,109 

38,111 
8,553 

29,558 

187,883 
44,698 

143,185 

" o 
o 

X 

" o 
V 

If 

C 
l 

01spo­
s 1tlons 
as a 

percen­
tage of 
f1l1ngs 

96 

95 

94 
16 
96 

99 

104 

89 
104 
94 
83 

101 

96 

103 

96 
98 
96 

86 

89 
95 
88 

81 

f1l1ngs 
per 

100,000 
adult 

popula­
tlon 

1,513 

4,442 
482 

3,959 

8,148 

5,594 

5,628 
1,910 

883 
1,329 
1,484 

21 

2,146 

1,988 

5,954 
431 

5,522 

2,305 

1,016 

1,067 
1,612 
5,455 
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TABLE 10: Reported total state trial court criminal case1oad, 1987. (continued) 

State/Court.name: 

MASSACHUSETTS--STATE TOTAL .........•..• 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth: 
Superior Court Dept ....•.•....••.... 

Trial Court of the Commonwealth: 
Housing, District, Boston Municipal 
and Juvenile Court Dept •..........•.. 

MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL ..•.••....•......• 
Circult Court ..•........••........... 
Distr1ct Court .•.........•.••.•.....• 
Municipal Court ..••....•...•..•.•.... 

MINNESOTA--District Court 

MISSOURI--Circuit Court 

MONTANA--STATE TOTAL .....•...•......••. 
District Court .....•.•......•••...... 
City Court ...•.........•••...•..•.... 
Justice of the Peace Court .•......... 
Municipal Court ..•.•......•.•........ 

NEBRASKA--STATE TOTAL ................. . 
District Court ••••.•.....•••......... 
County Court ......•.•..•...•......... 

NEVADA--STATE TOTAL •........•..•....•.. 
District Court ...................... . 
Justice Court ...................... .. 
Municipal Court .............•........ 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--STATE TOTAL ••....•....•. 
Superior Court .•....••.............•. 
District Court ..................... .. 
Municipal Court .................... .. 

NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL ••........•....• 
SUperior Court ••••....•........•..•.• 
Municipal Court .•..•..••...•.....•.•• 

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .............. .. 
District Court ...................... . 
Magistrate Court ................... .. 
Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo 
County ••••..•.....•.•.•........•.•.. 

Unlt Point 
Juris- of of 
diction count f.1.l1!!.[ 

G 

G 

G 
l 
l 

G 

G 

G 
l 
l 
l 

G 
l 

G 
l 
L 

G 
l 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 

l 

D 

D 

8 
8 
B 

B 

8 

G 
8 
8 
8 

8 
B 

z 
z 
z 

A 
A 
A 

8 
8 

E 
E 

E 

A 

8 

A 
8 
8 

8 

A 

A 
8 
8 
8 

A 
F 

A 
8 
B 

A 
8 
8 

A 
B 

A 
B 

8 
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Total 
criminal 

filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

334,230 

6,790 

327,440 

294,160 * 
49.565 

242,626 0 
1,969 0 

167,616 0 

113,543 

3,282 C 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

66,999 .. 
4,898 C 

62,101 0 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

52,935 * 
7,951 i 

43,718 K 
1,266 K 

394,675 
44,272 

350,403 

127,281 * 
9,906 

50,657 C 

66,718 0 

Total 
criminal 

di spos ltions 
and 

qualifying 
footnotes 

9,219 

6,069 

3,150 

280,899 
47,458 

231,382 
2,059 

159,111 

103,469 

3,916 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

65,7!l1 
5,113 

60,678 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

7,569 
N/A 
N/A 

369,080 
41,724 

327,356 

* 

v 

* 
o 
o 

o 

C 

* 
C 
o 

101,299 * 
9,246 

43,822 C 

48,231 0 

Dispo­
sitions 
as a 

percen­
tage of 
filings 

89 

95 
96 
95 

105 

95 

91 

119 

98 
104 

98 

94 
94 
93 

80 
93 
87 

72 

Filings 
per 

100,000 
adult 

popula­
tion 

7,396 

150 

7,246 

4,364 
735 

3,600 
29 

5,347 

2,993 

561 

5,726 
419 

5,308 

6,644 
1,005 
5,527 

160 

6,757 
758 

5,999 

12,076 
940 

4,806 

6,330 
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TABLE 10: Reported total state trial court criminal caseload, 1987. (continued) 

state/Court name: 

NEw YORK--STATE TOTAL ...•.............. 
Supreme and County Court ...........•. 
Criminal Court of the City of New York 
District and City Court ............. . 
Town and Village Justice Court 

NORTH CAROlINA--STATE TOTAL ......•.... 
Superior Court .........•............. 
District Court •.•.......•............ 

NORTH DAKOTA--STATE TOTAL ............. . 
District Court ...................••.. 
County Court ..•..••..•............... 
Municipal Court ......••....•......... 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL •••....••••••••..•••••• 
Court of Common Pleas .....•.......... 
County Court ..•...................... 
Mayor I s Court •..•.................... 
Municipal Court .........•..••........ 

OKLAHOMA--DIstrlct Court 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL ..................•. 
Circuit Court .......•.•.............. 
District Court .....................•. 
Justice Court ...........•...•........ 
Municipal Court .....•.......•.....•.• 

PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL ....•......... 
Court of Common Pleas ...••........... 
District Justice Court .....••........ 
Philadelphia Municipal Court ........ . 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates •....•.... 

PUERTO RICO--TOTAL .......••............ 
Superior Court ........•.............. 
District Court ...................... . 

RHODE rSlAND--STATE TOTAL ............. . 
Superior Court ....•••.•.............. 
District Court .•..••................. 

SOUTH CAROlINA--STATE TOTAL ........... . 
Circuit Court •...•....••............. 
Magistrate Court ..•.•.....•....•.••.• 
Municipal Court .....•...••.........•. 

Unit Point 
Juris- of of 
diction count f.1..l.1!!.lI. 

G 
l 
l 
l 

G 
l 

G 
l 
l 

G 
l 
l 
l 

G 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
l 
L 
L 

G 
l 

G 
l 

G 
l 
l 

E 
E 
E 
E 

B 
C 

B 
E 
B 

B 
B 
M 
B 

J 

E 
E 
E 
A 

B 
B 
B 
B 

A 
A 

D 
o 

B 
B 
B 

A 
o 
D 
B 

A 
G 

A 
r 
B 

C 
E 
M 
E 

A 

G 
G 
B 
B 

A 
B 
B 
B 

B 
B 

A 
B 

A 
E 
E 

Total 
criminal 

filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

62,940 M 
278,670 
217 ,509 r 

N/A 

570,027 • 
83,478 

486,549 0 

1,554 C 
15,652 K 

N/A 

39,376 
38,905 r 

N/A 
369,386 r 

71,890 r 

24,591 M 
71,508 K 

N/A 
N/A 

597,623 • 
106,972 I 
439,011 r 
39,973 0 
11,667 0 

73,002 • 
30,352 C 
42,650 0 

40,052 • 
5,144 

34,90B 0 

244,835 *' 
50,585 M 

124,200 X 
70,050 K 

Total 
criminal 

dispositions 
and 

qualifying 
footnotes 

62,630 
260,256 
201,967 

N/A 

556,253 
81,136 

475,117 

1,413 
16,483 

N/A 

38,994 
38,509 

N/A 
381,655 

64,111 

22,679 
65,952 

N/A 
N/A 

104,688 
370,603 
42,052 

N/A 

M 

r 

• 
o 

C 
K 

r 

r 

r 

M 
K 

I 
r 
o 

72,072 • 
29,946 C 
42,126 0 

36,967 
5,211 

31,756 

50,280 
123,424 

N/A 

• 
o 

M 
X 

Dispo­
sitions 
as a 

percen­
tage of 
fll ings 

100 
93 
93 

98 
97 
98 

91 
105 

99 
99 

103 

89 

92 
92 

98 
84 

105 

99 
99 
99 

92 
101 

91 

99 
99 

rll ing5 
per 

100,000 
ad.ult 

popula­
tion 

468 
2,070 
1,615 

11,910 
1,744 

10,166 

320 
3,227 

495 
490 

4,648 

3,022 

1,207 
3,509 

6,57B 
1,177 
4,832 

440 
128 

5,291 
680 

4,611 

9,B56 
2,036 

2,820 
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TABLE 10: Reported total state trlal,court criminal caseload, 1987. (continued) 

Total Dlspo- Fillngs 
Total crlmlnal sltlons per 

criminal dlsposltlons as a 100,000 
Unlt Point fillngs and and percen- adult 

Juris- of of qual1fylng qual Hylng tage of popula-
state/Court name: dlction count f.il1.nfJ. footnotes footnotes fllings tlon 

SOUTH DAKOTA--Circuit Court .............. G B B 36,403 18,833 V 7,096 

TENNESSEE-~STATE TOTAL ................ , 
Clrcult, CrIminal, and Chancery Court G Z A 47,761 40,823 1,325 
General Sesslons Court ................ L M M N/A N/A 
Munlclpal Court ••••••••••••••••••• 0 •• L M M N/A N/A 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ..................... 1,655,686 * 1.246,184 * 14,025 
Dlstrlct Court ........................ 0 G B A 137,355 134,885 98 1,164 
County-Level Court .......................... L B F 448,463 378,341 3,799 
Justlce of the Peace Court ••••• 0 ....... L A B 592,157 396,100 67 5,016 
Munk 1 pa 1 Court ......................... L A B 477,711 336.858 71 4,047 

UTAH--STATE TOTAL ................... 0 ........ 106,996 * 107,420 * 100 10,180 
01 strlct Court .0 .............. of ........ G J A 4,320 C 8,332 C 193 411 
Cl rcult Court .................... 0' to. L B A 56,629 0 60.007 0 106 5,388 
Justice of the Peace Court ..... , ...... L B B 46,047 C 39,081 C 85 4,381 

VERMONT--STATE TOTAL 21 ,361 * 20,154 * 94 5,248 ............. oo ........... 

01 st ri ct Court .......... 0 .................. G 0 C 21,276 F 20,123 F 95 5,228 
Superior Court ............................... G I I 85 31 36 21 

VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL .................. 488,598 * 486,137 * 99 10,992 
Circult Court ............................ G A A 77 .833 F 72,529 F 93 1,751 
Dlstrlct Court ..................... 0 ..... L A E 410,765 L 413,608 L 101 9,241 

WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL ..................... 219,772 * 187,415 * 85 6,523 
Superlor Court ....................... 0 •• G G A 22,348 19.398 87 663 
Olstrlct Court ....................... L C B 107,828 K 84.222 K 78 3,201 
Munlc1pal Court ....................... L C B 89,596 83,795 94 2,659 

WEST VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ............. 
Ci rcult Court ................. 0 ••••••• G J A 7,497 E 7.710 E 104 533 
Maglstrate Court .................... o. L J E 137,449 K 129,801 K 94 9,769 
Hunl c1 pa 1 Court ........................ L A B N/A N/A 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ........... 0 ....... 

Circult Court ......................... G D C 68,777 64,536 94 1,944 
Munlc1pal Court ...................... L A B N/A N/A 

WYOHING--STATE TOTAL .................... 
Dlstrlct Court ........................ G J A 1,353 M 1.425 H 105 396 
County Court ......................... L J B 8.281 1 N/A 2,421 
JustIce of the Peace Court ........... L J B N/A N/A 
Munlclpal Court ....................... L A B 1,798 V N/A 

(cont1nued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported'tptal state trlal court crlmlnal caseload, 1987. (contlnued) 

F: 

1 : 

The followlng courts' data lnclude ordlnance 
vlrilatlon cases: 

Oelaware--Alderman ',s Court 
New Yor~--Olstrlct and C1ty Court 
Ohlo--County Court--Munlclpal Court 
Oklahoma--Olstrlct Court 
Pennsylvanla--Olstrlct Justlce Court 
Vermont--Olstrlct Court 
Vlrglnla--Clrcu1t Court 

The followlng courts' data are at least 75% 
complete: 

Arlzona--Munlclpal Court--Total ~rlmlnal 
fl1ed and dlsposed data are m1ss1ng part1al 
data from one mun1c1pality. 

Colorado--County Court--Total cr1m1nal flled 
and dlsposed data do not 1nclude llm1ted 
felony and OWI/OUI cases. 

Oelaware--Court of Common Pleas--Total 
crlmlnal f1led and dlsposed data do not 
lnclude some l1mlted felony cases. 
--Just1ce of the Peace Court--Tot~l 
cr1mlnal f1led and dlsposed data do not 
1nclude most OWI/OUI cases. 

Hawal'--Clrcult Court--Total crlmlna' f1led 
and d1sposed data do not 1nclude reopened 
prlor cases. ' 
--01str1ct Court--Total crlmlnal f1led and 
dlsposed data do not 1nclude some cr1mlnal 
cases that could not be separated from 
ord1nance vlolatlon cases. 

Iowa--Olstr1ct Court--Total crlmlnal f1led 
and dlsposed data do not lnclude some 
mlsdemeanor cases. 

New Hampsh1re--Super10r Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled data do not lnclude some crlm1nal 
appeals cases. 

Pennsylvanla--Court of Common Pleas--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data do not 
lnclude some crlmlnal appeals cases. 

Tennessee--Clrcult, Crlmlnal and Chancery 
Court--Total cr1m1nal f1led data do not 
1nclude m1scellaneous cr1m1nal cases. 
Total cr1m1nal d1sposed data do not 1nclude 
m1scellaneous cr1m1nal and OWI/OUI cases. 

Texas--Couoty-Level Courts--Total cr1m1nal 
d1sposed data do not 1nclude some cr1m1nal 
appeals cases. 
--Just1ce of the Peace Court--Total 
crlmlnal fl1ed and dlsposed data represent 
a report1ng rate of 79%. 
--Mun1clpal Court--Total crlm1nal 
f1led and d1sposed data do not 1nclude 
l1mlted felony cases and represent a 79% 
report1ng rate. 

Wlsconsln--C1rcu1t Court--Total crlmlnal 
fl1ed and d1sposed data do not lnelude 
OWI/OUI data from M1lwaukee County, or 
any cr1m1nal appeals cases. 

Wyomlng--County Court--Total cr1mlnal flled 
data do not 1nclude felony and cr1mlnal 
appeals cases. 

K: The followlng courts' data do not lnclude 
l1m1ted felony cases: 

Arlzona--Justlce of the Peace Court 
New Ham~1h~re--Olstrlct Court (flled 

data)" "Munlclpal Court (f1led data) 
North Oakota--County Court 
Oregon--01str1ct Court 
South Carollna----Munlclpal Court (flled 

data) 
Washlngton--Olstrlct Court 
West Vlrglnla--Maglstrate Court 

L: The followlng courts' data do not lnclude 
OWI/OUI cases: 

01strlct of Columbla--Super10r Court 
Lou1s1ana--Olstrlct Court--Th1s f1gure 1s 

est1mated by the State Court Admln1stra­
tor's Offlce on the basls that 75% of 
crlmtnal cases reported (290,092) are 
traff1c cases. 

Maryland--01str1ct Court (d1sposed data) 
V1rglnla--Olstr1ct Court 

M: The follow1ng courts' data do not 1nclude 
cr1mlnal appeals cases: 

Alaska-~Super10r Court 
Ind1ana--Super10r Court and C1rcu1t Court 
New York--Supreme and County Court 
Oregon--Clrcu1t Court 
South Caroltna--C1rcu1t Court 
Wyom1ng--01str1ct Court 

0: The follow1ng courts' data are 1ncomplete and 
overlnclus1ve: 

Arkansas--C1ty Court--Total crlm1nal f1led 
and dlsposed data 1nclude ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, but do not lnclude data 
from all courts. 
--Munlclpal Court--Total crlm1nal 
flled and dlsposed data lnclude ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, hur. do not lnclude cases 
from several munlc1palltles. 

Callfornla--Just1ce Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and d1sposed data Include 
prellm1nary hearlng b1ndovers and 
transfers, and ord1nance v10lat10n cases, 
but do not lnclude OWI/OUI cases. 
--Mun1c1pal Court--Total cr1m1nal 
f1led and dIsposed data 1nclude some 
ord1nance v10latlon cases and prellm1nary 
hear1ng b1ndovers and transfers, but do 
not lnclude OWI/OUI cases. 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court--Total crlmlnal 
f1led and dlsposed data 1nclude ord1nance 
vlolatlon cases, but do not lnclude 
OWI/OUI cases. 

Oelaware--Hun1clpal Court of Wllmlngton-­
Total crlmlnal f1led and dlsposed data 
1nclude ord1nance vlolatlon cases, but do 
not lnclude llmlted felony and most 
OWI/OUI cases. 

(cont1nued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported total state trIal court crImInal caseload, 1987. (contInued) 

NOTE: The trIal courts of MIssIssIppI are not In­
cluded In thIs table, as neIther crImInal 
caseload nor court jurIsdIctIon Information 
Is avaIlable for 1987. All other state 
trIal courts wIth crImInal jurjsdlctlon are 
lIsted In the table regardless of whethet 
caseload data are avaIlable. Blank spaces 
In the table IndIcate that a partIcular 
calculatIon, such as the total state case­
load, Is not approprIate. State total 
"f111ngs per 100,000 populatIon" may not 
equal the sum of the fIling rates for the 
IndIvIdual courts due to roundIng. 

N/A = Data are not avaIlable. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General JurIsdIctIon 
L = LimIted JurIsdictIon 

UNIT OF COUNT CODES: 

M = MIssIng Data 
I Data element Is Inapplicable 
A SIngle defendant--s'ng1e charge 
B SIngle defendant--slngle lnc'dent (one/more 

charges) 
C SIngle defendant--slngle IncIdent/maxImum 

number charges (usually two) 
o SIngle defendant--one/more IncIdents 
E SIngle defendant--content varIes wIth prosecutor 
F One/more defendants--slngle charge 
G = One/more defendants--slngle IncIdent (one/more 

charges) 
HOne/more defendants--slngle 'ncldent/maxlmum 

number charges (usually two) 
J One/more defendants--one/more IncIdents 
K One/more defendants--content varIes w1th 

prosecutor 
L InconsIstent durIng reportIng year 
Z Both the defendant and charge components vary 

wIthIn the state 

POINT OF FILING CODES: 

M = MIssIng Data 
I = Data element Is InapplIcable 
A = At the fIlIng of the InformatIon/IndIctment 
B = At the fIlIng of the complaInt 
C = When defendant enters plea/InItIal appearance 
o = When docketed 
E = At IssuIng of warrant 
F At fIlIng of InformatIon/complaInt 
G = VarIes (at fIlIng of the complaInt, 

InformatIon, lndlct~ent) 

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 overlncluslve: 
Alabama--Olstrlct Court--Total crIminal 

filed and dIsposed data Include 
prelImInary hearIng proceedIngs. 

Alaska--Olstrlct Court--Total crImInal 
fIled and disposed data Include some 
movIng traffIc cases and all ordInance 
vIolatIon cases. 

Colorado--Dlstrlct, Denver JuvenIle, and 
Denver Probate Courts--Tota1 crImInal 
fIled and dIsposed data Include 
extradItIons, revocatIons, parole, and 
release from commItment hearIngs. 

Georgla--Superlor Court--Tota1 crImInal 
fIled and dIsposed data Include 
traffIc/other vIolatIon cases. 

Idaho--Olstrlct Court-~Total crImInal fIled 
and dIsposed data Include ordInance 
vIolatIons, postconvlctlon remedy and 
sentence revIew only proceedIngs. 

Indlana--Clty and Town Court--Total 
crimInal fIled and dlsposed'data Include 
some ordInance ViolatIon cases. 

Maryland--Clrcult Court--Total crimInal 
fIled and dIsposed data Include some 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedIngs. 

Montana--Dlstrlct Court--Total crImInal 
flled data lnclud'e appeals of trIal court 
cases. 

Nebraska--Dlstrlct Court--Total crImInal 
fIled and dIsposed data Include cIvIl 
appeals cases and postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedIngs. 

New Mexlco--Maglstrate Court--Total crImInal 
fIled data Include prelImInary hearIng 
proceedIngs. 

North Oakota--Dlstrlct Court--Total crImInal 
fIled and dIsposed data Include sentence 
reVIew only and postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 

Puerto Rlco--Superlor Court--Tota1 crImInal 
fIled and dIsposed data Include transfers 
and reopened cases. 

Utah--Dlstrlct Court--Tota1 crimInal fIled 
and disposed data Include postconvlctlon 
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: 

A1abama--Clrcult Court 
Delaware--Superlor Court 
West Vlrglnla--Clrcult Court 
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TABLE 10: Reported total state tr1al court cr1m1na1 caseload, 1987. (cont1nued) 

Il11n01s--C1rcu1t Court--Total cr1m1nal f1led 
and d1sposed data 1nclude some preliminary 
hearings and some ordinance violation 
cases, but do not Include OWI/OUI and 
miscellaneous criminal cases. 

Kentucky--Clrcu1t Court--Total criminal filed 
and disposed data Include sentence review 
only and some postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings, and represent only 10 months 
of data. 
--Olstr1ct Court--Total criminal 
filed and disposed data 1nclude ordinance 
violation cases and sentence review only 
proceed1ngs, but do not 1nclude l1mlted 
felony cases. 

Ma1ne--Super10r Court--Total cr1m1nal f1led 
and d1sposed data 1nclude ord1nance 
v10lat10n cases, postconvlct10n remedy and 
sentence rev1ew only proceed1ngs, but do 
not 1nclude OWI/OUI some cr1m1nal appeals 
cases. 

Mlchlgan--01str1ct Court--Total cr1m1nal 
f1led and disposed data 1nclude ordinance 
violation cases, but do not Include OWI/OUI 
cases. 
--Municipal Court--Total criminal f1led and 
d1sposed data Include ordinance violation 
cases, but do not Include OWI/OUI cases. 

M1nnesota--Olstrict Court--Total cr1m1nal 
f1led and disposed data Include ordinance 
v,olat10n ca,es, but do not 1nclude some 
OWI/OUI cases. 

Nebraska--County Court--Tntal cr1m1nal data 
1nclude ord1nance violations, but do not 
1nclude l1m1ted felony cases. 

New Mex1co--Metropo11tan Court of Berna11llo 
County--Total crlm1nal f1led and d1sposed 
data 1nclude ordinance v10lat10n cases, but 
do not Include l1m1ted felony cases. 

North Caro11na--01str1ct Court--Total 
criminal f1led and d1sposed data 1nclude 
ordinance violations, but do not include 
l1mlted felony cases. 

Pennsylvan1a--P1ttsburgh City Mag1strates-­
Total cr1minal f1led data 1nclude ordinance 
vlolat10n cases, but do not 1nclude l1m1ted 
felony and l1m1ted OWI/OUI cases. 
--Philadelph1a Mun1c1pal Court--Total 
criminal filed and disposed data 1nclude 
preliminary hearing proceedings, but do not 
include some misdemeanor cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Olstrlct Court--Total criminal 
filed and disposed data include ordinance 
violation cases, but do not Include OWI/OUI 
cases. 

Rhode Island--01str1ct Court--Total 
criminal filed and d1sposed data Include 
moving traffic violation and ordinance 
violation cases, but do not include 
limited felony cases. 

Utah--C1rcult Court--Total criminal filed 
and disposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedings, but do not Include 
some miscellaneous criminal cases. 

V: The following courts' data are less than 75% 
complete: 

Georgla--Probate Court--Total criminal 
filed and disposed data do not Include 
OWI/OUI and most misdemeanor cases, and 
represent only 51 of 95 counties. 

Ma1ne--01str1ct Court--Total crlm1nal f1led 
and d1sposed data do not include OWI/OUI 
and some m1sdemeanor cases. 

Massachusetts--Trlal Court of the 
Commonwealth (Housing, District, Boston 
Municipal, and Juvenile Court Departments) 
--Total cr1m1nal d1sposed data do not 
~nclude felony, m1sdemeanor, OWI/OUI, 
miscellaneous cr1mlnal, and some criminal 
appeals cases. 

South Oakota--Clrcult Court--Total criminal 
disposed data do not Include some 
misdemeanor cases. 

Wyoming--Munlcipal Court--Total criminal 
filed data do not Include misdemeanors 
and are missing partial data from two 
municipalities. 

X: The following courts' data are less than 75% 
complete and overlncluslve: 

Loulslana--City and Parish Court--Total 
criminal filed and disposed data Include 
ordinance v1olat1on cases, but do not 
Include OWI/OUI cases. 

South Carolina--Mag1strate Court--Total 
crlm1nal filed and d1sposed data 1nclude 
miscellaneous juvenile cases, but do not 
1nclude felony and OWI/OUI cases. (Filed 
data were est1mated us1ng percentages 
provided by the AOC). 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 19&7 

state/Court name: 

ALABAHA--STATE TOTAL .................. . 
01 strl ct Court .•.............•.....•. 
Hunlclpal Court ..................... . 

ALASKA--Olstrlct Court 

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ................. .. 
Just'ce of the Peace Court ...•....... 
Hun1clpal Court .................... .. 

ARKANSAS--STA TE TOTAL ...•......•.•..... 
Clty Court ............•.............. 
Hunlclpal Court ....................•. 
Pollce Court ....................... .. 

CALIFORNIA--STATr TOTAL ••.•....••....•. 
Justlce Court ...••................•.. 
Hunlclpal Court ..................... . 

COLORAOO--STATE TOTAL ................ .. 
County Cou rt ........................ . 
Munlclpal Court .............•........ 

CONNECTICUT--Superlor Court 

OELAWARE--STATE TOTAL ................. . 
Alderman's Court ................... .. 
Famlly Court ..•...............•...... 
Justlce of the Peace Court .......... . 
Hunlclpal Court of Wllmlngton ....... . 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--Superlor Court 

FLORIOA--County Court 

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL .................. . 
Juvenne Court ...................... . 
superlor Court ...................... . 
County Recorder's Court ............. . 
MagIstrate Court ..•.........•........ 
Munlclpal Court and Clty of Atlanta .. 
Probate Court .........•.............. 
State Court ......... . .............. . 

Olspo­
s 1tlons 

Total trafflc Total trafflc as a 
fll1ngs and dlsposltlons percen-

Jurls- Park- qual1fylng and quaJlfylng tage of 
dlctlon ~ footnotes footnotes fl11ngs 

L 
L 

L 

L 
L 

L 
L 
L 

L 
L 

L 
L 

G 

L 
L 
L 
L 

G 

L 

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

3 

3 
3 

2 
1 

5 

4 
2 
2 
5 

6 

5 

2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
2 

266,652 
N/A 

B3,949 

1,269,095 * 
456.407 
812,688 

11,549 
292,098 

N/A 

250,622 
N/A 

B3,949 

1.lB5,460 * 
43B,70B 
746,752 

B,9B2 
204,841 

N/A 

15,862,453 • 12,855,196 • 
509,766 0 423.735 0 

15,352,681 0 12,431.461 0 

214,832 G 
N/A 

305,787 0 

169,663 * 
lB,B41 N 

440 
131,B39 C 
18,543 0 

21.594 G 

3,294,511 

4,864 V 
N/A 
N/A 

39.624 
N/A 

77 ,7B3 X 
N/A 

203,249 G 
N/A 

328,445 0 

167,263 * 
18,462 N 

455 
130.519 C 
17,767 0 

21,624 G 

2,902.305 

3,482 V 
N/A 
N/A 

23,499 
N/A 

72 ,103 X 
N/A 

94 

100 

93 
96 
92 

51 
10 

81 
83 
Bl 

95 

107 

99 
98 

103 
99 
96 

100 

BB 

72 

59 

93 

Flllngs 
per 100,000 

total 
populatlon 

6,531 

15,990 

37,481 
13,479 
24,001 

135 
12,232 

51,342 
1,843 

55,499 

6,518 

9,523 

26,345 
2,926 

68 
20,472 
2,B79 

3,472 

21,402 

637 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported total state trlal court trafflc/other violatlon caseload, 1987. (continued) 

Oispo-
s Hions 

Total traffic Total traffic as a Fn ings 
fillngs and dlspositions perc en- per 100,000 

Juris- Park- qualifying and qualifying tage of total 
State/Court name: dictlon JillL footnotes footnotes fil1ngs (!o(!ulat1on 

HAWAII--STATE TOTAL ..................... 827,057 k 755,701 k 91 76,367 
Circult Court ••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••• G 2 344 i 243 1 71 32 
~istrict Court •••••••••• 0 •••••••••••• L 4 826,713 C 755,458 C 91 76,335 

IOAHO--Oistr1ct Court .................. G 3 220,280 V 219,292 V 100 

ILLINOIS--Circuit Court .................. G 4 6,027,756 0 4,186,216 0 69 51,974 

INDIANA--STATE TOTAL ........ • ••••••••• 0 ..... 582,066 k 574,231 k 99 10,524 
Superior and Circuit Court ............ G 3 167,177 143,030 86 3,023 
City and Town Court ...................... L 3 141,840 144,729 102 2,564" 
County Court .............................. L 4 131,128 134,012 102 2,371 
Municipal Court of Marion County ..... L 3 141,921 152,460 107 2,566 

IOWA--Distrlct Court ••• 0.0 ................ G 3 701,101 C 682,110 C 97 24,739 

KANSAS--STATE TOTAL ........................... 
District Court ............................ G 4 230,713 230,066 100 9,318 
Municlpal Court ....................... L 1 N/A N/A 

KENTUCKY--Distrlct Court ................ L 3 285,959 N 277,536 N 97 7,673 

LOUrSIANA--STATE TOTAL .................... 
District Court . .......................... G 217,569 G N/A 4,877 
City and Pari sh Court ••• 0 ........... 0. L 423,364 0 346,902 0 82 9,490 
Justice of the Peace Court .............. L N/A N/A 
Mayor's Court ............................ L N/A N/A 

MAINE--STATE TOTAL 204,183 k 195,282 I< 96 17,202 ....................... 
Superior Court .......................... G 2 2,925 0 2,922 0 100 246 
Distdd Court ••••••••••••••••••• 0.0. L 4 201,258 C 192,360 C 96 16,955 

MARYLAND--Distrlct Court o • • • • • • 0 I~.. 0 • • • 0 L 876,757 N 837,370 0 19,333 

MASSACHUSETTS--Trial Court of the 
Conrnonwealth •••• 0 ••••••• 0 ••• 0 •• 0 •••• 0 G 1,273,813 G 1,117,981 0 21,756 

MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL 0.0 ••••• 0 •• 0.00000 

Distrlct Court • 0 0 0.0 •• 00 ••• 0 0 ••• 0 •••• L 4 2,476,158 0 2,471,975 0 100 26,915 
Munlclpal Court .0. 0 •••• 000 ••• 0 •• 0 •••• L 4 39,415 0 40,277 0 102 428 
Probate Court •••••••••••• 0 0., 0 •••• 0 •• L 2 lilA N/A 

(continued on next page) 
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~. TABLE 11: Reported total state trial court traffic/other violation caseload, 1987. (continued) 
~~ 

state/Court name: 

MINNESOTA--D'str'ct Court 

MISSOURI--Clrcult Court 

MONTANA--STATE TOTAL .................. . 
Clty Court .......................... . 
Justlce of the Peace Court .......... . 
Munlclpal Court ........•............. 

NEBRASKA--County Court 

NEVADA~-STATE TOTAL .................... . 
Justlce Court .................•...... 
Mun\c\pal Court ..................... . 

NEW HAMPSHIRE~-STATE TOTAL ......•..••.. 
Dlstrlct Court ...................... . 
Mtinlclpal Court ..................... . 

NEW JERSEY--Munlclpal Court 

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .............. .. 
Maglstrate Court .................... . 
Metropolltan Court of Bernall110 
County ............................. . 

Munldpal Court .................... .. 

NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL ................. . 
Cr1mlnal Court of the Clty of New York 
D\strict and City Court .•.....•...•.• 
Town and Vl11age Court .............. . 

NORTH CAROLINA--Dlstrlct Court 

NORTH DAKOTA--STATE TOTAL ............. . 
O\str1ct Court ...................... . 
County Court .....•................... 
Mun1c\pal Court ..................... . 

01spo­
s 1t10ns 

Total trafflc Total trafflc as a 
fl11ngs and dlspos\tlons percen-

Jurls- Park- qua11fy1ng and qua11fylng tage of 
d1ct10n ~ footnotes footnotes f111ngs 

G 

G 

L 
L 
L 

L 

L 
l 

L 
L 

l 

l 

L 
L 

L 
L 
L 

L 

G 
L 
l 

4 

3 

4 
4 

4 

3 

4 
1 

4 
4 
1 

6 

4 
1 
1 

1,498,905 0 

456,540 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

267,781 N 

N/A 
N/A 

274,827 
268,900 

5,927 

5,434,673 

53,296 

362,007 N 
N/A 

102,183 V 
1,293,106 N 

N/A 

975,488 N 

575 
58,976 

N/A 

1,469,564 0 

432,461 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

270,514 N 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

4,800,949 

46,036 

226,673 
N/A 

99,916 V 
1,293,106 N 

N/A 

925,997 N 

N/A 
58,954 
47,396 X 

98 

95 

101 

88 

86 

98 
100 

95 

100 

f1l1ngs 
per 100,000 

total 
populatlon 

35,302 

8,941 

16,799 

26,001 
25,440 

561 

70,838 

3,553 

24,134 

7,254 

15,211 

86 
8,776 
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TABLE 11: Reported total state trial court traffic/other violation caseload, 1987. (continued) 

Statp/Court name: 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL ..................... . 
Court of Common Pleas ............... . 
County Court ..•...•..••.......•....•. 
Mayor I s Court ..............•.......•. 
Municipal Court ..... ~ ............•... 

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL .....•..•......... 
District Court ..................•.... 
Municipal Court Not of Record ....... . 
Municipal Criminal Court of Record •.. 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL ................... . 
District Court ........•............•. 
Just i ce Court ...•......•.....•....... 
Municipal Court ..................... . 

PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL .......•..... 
District Justice Court ......•..•..... 
Philadelphia Municipal Court ........ . 
Philadelphia Traffic Court .......... . 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates ......... . 

PUERTO RICO--TOTAL .•................... 
District Court ...............•....... 
Municipal Court .................... .. 

RHODE ISLAND--STATE TOTAL ............. . 
District Court ...............•....... 
Municipal Court ..................... . 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL ..•......... 
family Court ........................ . 
Magistrate Court .......•.......•..... 
Municipal Court ...•.................• 

SOUTH DAKOTA--Circuit Court 

TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL .......•......... 
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery Court 
General Sessions Court .....•.......•. 
Municipal Court .•...........•...•.... 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ...••................ 
CountY-level Court ........•......•.•. 
Justice of the PeaCe Court .......... . 
Municipal Court ..............•....... 

Juris- Park­
diction ..illiL 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

L 
L 
L 

l 
L 
L 
L 

L 
L 

L 
L 

L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 
L 

L 
L 
L 

2 
5 
1 
5 

2 
1 
1 

1 
3 
3 

4 
2 
1 
4 

2 
1 

2 
1 

2 
4 
4 

3 

2 
1 
1 

2 
4 
4 

Total traffic 
fil i ngs ar.<d 
qualifying 

footnotes 

124,963 
231,215 N 

N/A 
1,539,067 N 

211,621 N 
N/A 
N/A 

319,996 
N/A 
N/A 

2,904,196 .. 
1,372,900 N 

26,559 0 
1,111,420 

387,317 N 

75,065 0 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
441,600 C 
305,999 

139,420 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

7,739,403 .. 
16,490 

1,454,015 
6,268,838 

Total traffic 
di spos itions 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

123,081 
230,356 N 

N/A 
1,537,803 N 

192,267 N 
N/A 
N/A 

346,069 
N/A 
N/A 

1,245,772 N 
26,669 0 

342,134 
N/A 

73,881 0 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
449,705 C 
374,643 C 

156,176 C 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

6,416,938 .. 
69,584 C 

1,331,683 i 
5,015,671 i 

Dispo­
sitions 
as a 

percen­
tage of 
filings 

98 
100 

100 

91 

108 

91 
100 

31 

98 

102 

92 
80 

filings 
per 100,000 

total 
population 

1,159 
2,144 

14,272 

6,468 

11,741 

24,331 
11 ,502 

223 
9,362 
3,245 

2,280 

12,893 
8,934 

19,664 

46,098 
98 

8,661 
37,339 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported total state trial court traff1c/other v101atlon caseload. 1987. (continued)' 

state/Court name: 
Jur1s- Park­
d1ct10n .iruL 

UTAH--STATE TOTAL ..................•... 
C1rcuit Court ...................... .. 
Justlce of the Peace Court .......... . 
Juven11e Court .....••................ 

VERMONT--D1strlct Court 

VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ........•....... ,. 
Ci rcuit Court ....................•... 
D1str1ct Court ..•..•........•........ 

WASHINGTON--State Total ............... . 
D1str1ct Court ...................... . 
Municipal Court ..................... . 

WEST VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ............ . 
Magistrate Court ............•........ 
Mun1c1pal Court ....................•. 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL .. , .....•........ 
C1rcuit Court ...............•........ 
Munic1pal Court .................... .. 

WYOMING--STATE TOTAL .................. . 
County Court ................•........ 
Justice of the Peace Court .......... . 
Mun1cipal Court ..................... . 

L 
l 
L 

G 

G 
L 

L 
L 

L 
L 

G 
L 

L 
L 
L 

NOTE: Parking violations are defined as part of 
the traffic/other vlolat'on caseload.· 
However, states, and courts within a state, 
differ in the extent to which parking 
v101ations are processed through the 
courts. A code oppos1te the name of each 
court indlcates the manner in which parking 
cases are reported by the court. Qualifying 
footnotes in Table 11 do not repeat the 
information provided by the code, and thus 
refer only to the status of the statistics 
on movlng traff'c, miscellaneous traffic, 
and ordinance violations. The trial courts 
of MissiSSippi are no~ included in this 
table as neither traffic/other violation 
caseload nor court jur1sd1ction informatlon 
1s ava1lable for 1987. All other state 
tr1al courts with traff1c/other v10lation 
jurisdiction are listed 1n 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, 1s not 
appropriate. State total "filings per 
100,000 population" may not equal the sum of 
the fi11ng rates for the individual courts 
due to rounding. 

4 
4 
2 

2 

2 
4 

4 
4 

2 
1 

3 
3 
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Total traff\C 
f11ings and 
qual Hying 
footnotes 

520,199 
255,215 
256,201 

8,7B3 

117 ,533 

N/A 
1,422,578 

1,564,688 
577,450 
987,238 

109,052 
N/A 

638,981 
N/A 

* 
C 
i 

N 

G 

85,836 
N/A 

57,883 0 

Total traffic 
dispositions 

and qualHying 
footnotes 

466,893 
211,123 
247,042 

8,72B 

121,169 

N/A 
1,417,890 

1,402,719 
607,116 
795,603 

107,904 
N/A 

* 
C 
i 

N 

G 

* 

884,266 * 
632,241 i 
252,025 0 

93,284 C 
N/A 

60,173 0 

Dispo­
s Itions 

a!> a 
percen­
tage of 
f11 i ngs 

90 
83 
96 
99 

103 

100 

105 

99 

99 

104 

N/A = Data are not available. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General Jurisdiction 
L = Limited Jurisdiction 

PARKING CODES: 

1 = Parking data are unavailable 

f\1 lngs 
per 100,000 

total 
populat'on 

30,964 
15,191 
15,250 

523 

21,448 

24,095 

34,480 
12,725 
21,755 

5,749 

13,293 

17 ,518 

11 ,813 

2 = Court does not have parking jurisdiction 
3 = Only contested parking cases are included 
4 = Both contested and uncontested parking cases 

are inclUded 
5 = Parking cases are handled administratively 
6 = Uncontested parking cases are handled 

administratively; contested parking cases 
are handled by the Court 

QUALIFYING fOOTNOTES: 

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

*See the qualifying footnote for each court 
wIthin the state. Each footnote has an 
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 overlncluslve: 
Oelaware--Justice of the Peace Court-­

Total traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed data include most of the OWI/OUI 
cases. 

Hawaii--Oistrict Court--Total traffic/ 
other violation filed and disposed data 
include some misdemeanor c~ses. 

lowa--Oistrict Court--Total traffic/other 
violation filed and disposed data include 
some misdemeanor cases. 

Malne--Oistrict Court--Total traffic/other 
violation filed and disposed data include 
some misdemeanor and all OWI/OUI cases. 

South Carolina--Magistrate Court--Total 
traffic/other violation filed and disposed 
data include OWI/OUI and juvenile cases. 
(Filed data were estimated using 
percentages provided by the AOC). 
--Municipal Court--Total traffic/other 
violation disposed data include misdemeanor 
and OWI/OUI cases. 

South Oakota--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 OWI/OUI cases. 

G: The following courts' data include OWI/OUI 
cases: 

Colorado--County Court 
District of Columbia--Superior Court 
Louisiana--Oistrict Court--This figure is 

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 
Conmonwealth (filed data) 

Virginia--Oistrict Court 

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

Alaska--Olstrict Court--Total traffic/other 
violation filed and disposed data do not 
include some moving traffic violation cases 
and all ordinance violation cases. 

Arizona--Munlcipal 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/ 
other 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. 

Georgla--Maglstrate Court--Total traffic/ 
other violation filed and disposed data 
do not include any cases from 11 
counties, and partial data from 15 
counties. 

Hawaii--Circuit Court--Total traffic/other 
violation filed and disposed data do not 
include reopened prior cases reported 
with the civil data. 

lndiana--City and Town Court--Total 
traffic/other Violation filed and 
disposed data do not include some cases 
reported with criminal data. 

Kansas--Oistrict Court--Total traffic/ 
other violation filed and disposed data 
do not include juvenile traffic cases. 

Mlssouri--Circuit Court--Total traffic/ 
other violatl..on filed and disposed data 
do not include ordinance violation and 
parking cases ·heard by Municipal judges. 

New Mexico--Metropolitan Court of 
Bernalillo CountY--Total traffic/other 
violation 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 0 f 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 include some moving 
traffic cases. 

Wisconsln--Circuit Court--Total traffic/ 
other violation filed and disposed data 
do not include cases from District 1 
(Milwaukee County). 

N: The following courts' data do not include 
ordinance violation cases: 

Oelaware--Alderman's Court 
Kentucky--Oistrict Court 
Maryland--Oistrict Court (filed data) 
Nebraska--County Court 
New Mexlco--Metropolitan Court of 

Bernalillo County (filed data) 
New York--Olstrict and City Court 
North Carolina--Olstrict Court 
Ohio--County Court--Municlpal Court 
Oklahoma--Oistrlct Court 
Pennsylvanla--Olstrict Justice Court--

Pittsburgh City Magistrates 
Vermont--Oistrlct Court 

0: The following courts' data are incomplete 
and overincluslve: 

California--Justlce Court--Total 
traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed data include OWI/OUI cases, but 
do not include some ordinance violation 
cases. 
--Municipal Court--Total traffic/ 
other violation filed and disposed data 
include OWI/OUI cases, but do not 
include some ordinance violation cases. 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported total state trial court traffic/other violation caseload, 1987. (continued) 

Connecticut~-Superlor Court--Total traffic/ 
other violation filed and disposed data 
Include OWI/OUI cases, but do not include 
ordinance violation cases. 

Oelaware--Municipal Court of Wilmington-­
Total traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed data include most OWI/OUI cases, 
but do not include ordinance violation 
cases. 

lllinois--Circuit Court--Total traffic/ 
other violation filed and disposed data 
include OWI/OUI ~ases, but do not include 
ordinance violation cases from Cook County 
and parking cases from anywhere but Cook 
County. 

Louisiana--City and Parish Court--Total 
traffic/other violation filed and disposed 
data Include OWI/OUI cases, but do not 
include ordinance violation cases. 

Maine--Superior Court--Total traffic/other 
violation filed and disposed data include 
OWI/OUI and some criminal appeals cases, 
but do not include ordinance violation 
Clses. 

Mar~1and--Olstrlct Court--Total traffic/other 
violation disposed data include OWI/OUI 
cases, but do not include ordinance 
violation cases. 

Massachusetts--Trlal 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. 

Mlchigan--Oistrict Court--Total traffic/other 
violation filed and disposed data include 
OWI/OUI cases, but do not include ordinance 
violation cases. 
--MunIcIpal Court--Total traffic/other 
violation filed and dIsposed data Include 
OWI/OUI cases, but do not Include ordinance 
violation cases. 
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Minnesota--Oistrict Court--Total traffic/ 
other violation-filed and disposed data 
include some OWI/OUI cases, but do not 
include ordinance violation cases. 

Pennsylvanla--Philadelphia MunicIpal 
Court--Total traffic/other violation 
fIled and disposed data include some 
misdemeanors but do not include some 
ord\nance violation cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Oistrlct Court--Total traffic/ 
other violation filed and disposed data 
include OWI/OUI cases, but do not 
include ordinance violation cases. 

Wisconsin--Municlpal Court--Total traffic/ 
other violation disposed data include 
OWI/OUI cases, but represent only 155 of 
the 196 municipal courts. 

Wyomlng--Municipal Court--Total traffic/ 
other violation filed and disposed data 
include misdemeanors, but are missing 
data for a six-month period from two 
mun i c i pa lit i es . 

V: 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--Oistrict 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. 

X: The following courts' data are less than 75% 
complete and overinclusive: 

Georgia--Probate Court--Total traffic/ 
other violation filed and disposed data 
include OWI/OUI cases but represent only 
51 of 95 counties. 

North Oakota--Munlcipal Court--Total 
traffic/other violation disposed data 
include OWI/OUI cases, but do not 
include ordinance violation cases. 



TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1987 

Total Total Dlspo- nnngs 
juvenlle juvenlle salons per 

Polnt flnngs and dlsposalons as a per- 100,000 
Jurls- of qualHylng and qualHy- centage juvenlle 

state/Court name: dlctlon f.i.lln.9. footnotes lng footnotes of f1l1ngs I!ol!ulatlon 

ALABAMA~-STATE TOTAL .0 ••••••••••••• 0 •• 0 57,546 * 50,520 * 88 5,152 
Cl rcua Court ••••• 0 ...................... G A 24,759 C 19,741 C 80 2,217 
Dlstrlct Court ........ 0 .................. L A 32,787 30,779 94 2,935 

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL .0 ........... 0 ....... o. 1,884 1,536 82 1,095 
Superior Court ••• 0 ........................... 0 G C 1,776 1,472 83 1,033 
Dlstrlct Court ..... 0 ...... 0 .................... L I 108 64 59 63 

ARIZONA--Superlor Court " ..................... G C 10,578 10,920 103 1,151 

ARKANSAS--County Court .0 ................... L B 8,466 8,251 97 1,306 

CALIFORNIA--Superlor Court ................... G C 89,917 83,528 93 1,231 

COLORADO--Dlstrlct, Denver Juvenile and 
Probate Court ................. 0 .............. G A 14 ,832 13,070 88 1,699 

CONNECTICUT--Superlor Court ................ G F 10,948 10,672 97 1,446 

DELAWARE--FamI1y Court ....... 0 ........... L C 6,625 V 6,259 V 94 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--Superlor Court ., . G B 12,346 12,336 100 9,078 

FLORIDA--Clrcult Court ........................ 0 G A 94,177 63,710 68 3,483 

GEORGIA--Juvenlle Court .................... G A 23,208 V 14,671 V 63 

HAWAII--Clrcult Court ......................... G F 16,965 16,736 99 5,932 

IDAHO--DIstrlct Court ........................ G C 6,552 6,455 99 2,141 

ILLINOIS--Clrcult Court ........ 0 .......... G C 31,078 25,183 81 1,024 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported total state trlal court juvenIle caseload, 1987. (continued) 

Total Total Olspo- filings 
juvenile juvenile s1tlons per 

Polnt f111ngs and dispositions as a per- 10.0.,0.0.0 
Jurls- of Qual1fy1ng and Qua l1fy- centage juvenile 

state/Court name: d1ctlon f.1lllliI. footnotes 1ng footno'tes of f1l1ngs I!ollulatlon 

INOIANA--STATE TOTAL ........... f ......... 29,963 29,892 10.0. 2,0.38 
Super10r and C1rcult Court ............ G C 28,806 28,713 100 1,960 
Probate Court .............................. l C 1,157 1,119 97 79 

JDWA--o.lstr1ct Court .................................. ~ .. G A 6,0.42 N/A 825 

KANSAS--o.lstrlct Court .................... G A 13,421 C 12,815 C 95 2,0.65 

KENTUCKy--o.lstr1ct Court ................. L A 36,758 C 33,492 C 91 3,691 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL •.•....•....•..•. 49,564 tc 3,769 
o.1strlct Court ............................ I ... G C 12,90.8 N/A 982 
Fam1ly and Juven1le Court to ............... , G C 26,841 C N/A 2,0.41 
City and Parish Court .................... L C 9,815 9,071 92 146 

HAINE--O\strlct Court .................. L C 4,224 3,379 80 1,394 

MARYLAND--STATE To.TAL .................... 36,329 35,0.0.4 96 3,229 
Cl rcuH Court .......................... G C 32,382 31,494 97 2,818 
0.1 str1tt Court ............................ L C 3,947 3,510. 89 351 

MASSACHUSETTS--Trlal Court of the 
COllJllonwealth ... " .................................... G C 46,30.2 21,0.87 X 3,466 

MICHIGAN--Probate Court ...................... L C 24,623 0. 20.,917 0. 85 1,0.01 

MINNESDTA--o.lstr1ct Court ................ , .. G C 57,782 57,177 99 5,20.1 

MISSo.URI--Clrcu1t Court ..................... G C 16,766 19,0.37 C 1,281 

MONTANA--Dlstrlct Court .................... G C 1,419 1,202 85 634 

NEBRASKA--STATE To.TAL .••..•••..••.....• 5,955 1,40.4 
County Court .................. f ••••••• L C 3,686 3,639 99 869 
Separate Juvenile Court .0 •••• t ••••••• L C 2,269 N/A 535 

NEVADA--Dlstr1ct Court .. ,. ·0···· ......... G C N/A N/A 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported total state trlal court juven11e caseload, 1987. (contlnued) 

state/Court name: 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--Dlstrlct Court 

NEW JERSEY--Superlor Court 

NEW MEXICO--Dlstrlct Court 

NEW YORK--famlly Court ........•........ 

NORTH CAROlINA--Dlstrlct Court 

NORTH DAKOTA--Dlstrlct Court 

OHIO--Court of Common Pleas 

OKlAHOMA--Dlstrlct Court 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL ..••......•..•.•.... 
Clrcult Court ...•..••••..•...•....... 
County Court ..•...••................. 

PENNSYlVANIA--Court of Common Pleas ..•. 

PUERTO RICO--Superlor Court 

RHODE ISlAND--famlly Court .•••..•....•. 

SOUTH CAROlINA--STATE TOTAL ......•...•. 
fam1ly Court ....••.•.•.•...•......... 
Maglstrate Court ..••..••...........•. 

SOUTH DAKOTA--Clrcult Court 

TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ..............•.. 
General Sesslons Court ..•............ 
Juvenlle Court •...••......•..•....... 

Polnt 
Jurls- of 
dlctlon f.1JJ.n.9. 

·l 

G 

G 

l 

l 

G 

G 

G 

G 
l 

G 

G 

L 

L 
L 

G 

l 
l 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

E 

G 

C 
C 

F 

C 

F 

C 
I 

B 

B 
B 

Total 
juven1le 

f1l1ngs and 
qua lHyl ng 
footnotes 

7,331 

115,245 C 

7,737 

48,494 

22,537 

8,320 

115,404 

N/A 

19,310 
N/A 

49,202 

6,553 C 

6,759 C 

12,626 C 
N/A 

3,198 

N/A 
N/A 

Total 
juvenlle 

dlsposltlons 
and qual1fy­
lng footnotes 

N/A 

112,893 

7,783 

50,225 

24,749 

9,021 

114,946 

N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

46,426 

6,401 

C 

C 

C 

6,498 C 

12,659 C 
N/A 

N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

Dlspo­
s1tlons 

as a per­
centage 

of flllngs 

98 

101 

104 

110 

100 

94 

98 

96 

100 

f1l1ngs 
per 

100,000 
juven1le 

populatlon 

2,756 

6,294 

1,735 

1,112 

1,385 

4,449 

4,069 

2,815 

1,726 

2,952 

1,342 

1,632 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported total state tr1al court juvenlle caseload, 1987. (contlnued) 

Jurls-
state/Court name: dlctlon 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ......................... 
D1str1ct Court ............................... G 
County-Level Court ............................ L 

UTAH--Juvenlle Court ................... l 

VERMONT--Dlstrlct Court ................ G 

VIRGINIA--D1str1ct Court ................... L 

WASHINGTON--Superlor Court .............. G 

WEST VIRGINIA--C1rcu1t Court ............. G 

WISCONSIN--C1rcu1t Court ........................ G 

WYOMING--D1str1ct Court ............... ...... G 

NOTE: The tr1al courts of M1ss1ss\pp1 are not 1n­
cluded 1n th1s table as ne1ther juven11e 
caseload nor court jur1sdictlon 1nformation 
1s available for 1987. All other state 
tr1al courts with juven1le jurisd1ction are 
llsted 1n the table regardless of whether 
caseload data are ava11able. Blank spaces 
1n the table ind1cate that a particular 
calculat10n, such as the total state case­
load, 15 not appropr1ate. state total 
"filings per 100,000 populat10n" may not 
equal the sum of the f1ling rates for the 
1nd1vldual courts due to round1ng. 

N/A = Data are not avallable. 

Po1nt 
of 

f.lJJ.n.9. 

C 
C 

C 

C 

A 

A 

C 

C 

C 
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Total Total 
juvenlle juvenlle 

fll1ngs and dlsposHlons 
quallfylng and quallfy-

footnotes \ng footnotes 

14,751 It 16,126 It 

12,173 1 13,592 1 
2,578 V 2,534 V 

39,145 39,653 

1,816 1,750 

84,528 79,526 

22,672 19,852 

6,.397 6,469 

31,063 30,949 

1,379 N/A 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General Jurisd1ct1on 
L = Llmlted Jur1sd1ct1on 

POINT OF FILING CODES: 

M = Mlss1ng Data 

Dlspo-
sHlons 

as a per-
centage 

of f1l1ngs 

109 
112 
98 

101 

96 

94 

88 

101 

100 

I = Data element 15 1napplicable 
A = Fl11ng of complaint 
B = At lnltial hear1ng (lntake) 
C = Fl11ng of pet1t10n 
E = Issuance of warrant 
F =At referral 
G = Var1es 

F1l1ngs 
per 

100,000 
juvenlle 

1!0l!ulat10n 

244 

6,223 

1,288 

5,794 

1,939 

1,306 

2,448 

932 

(continued on next page) 



TABLE 12! Reported total state trlal court juven11e case10ad, 19B7. (cont1nued) 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence of a qua11fy1ng footn~te 1nd1cates that 
data are complete. 

*See the qualHylng f,ootnote for each court wHh1n 
the state. Each footnote has an 1mpact on the 
state's total. 

C: The follow1ng courts' data are over1nclus1ve: 
Alabama--ClrcuH Court--Total ,jUven1le' flled 

and d1sposed data 1nclude URESA cases. 
Kansas--D1str1ct Court--Total juven1le f1led 

and dlsposed data 1nclude~some trafflc! 
other vlolatlon data. 

Kentucky--Dlstrlct Court--Total juvenlle 
f1led and dlsposed data 1nclude paternlty/ 
bastardy cases. 

Lou1s1ana--fam11y and Juven1le Court--Total 
juvenlle f1led data 1nclude'domest1c 
relatlons and mental health cases. 

M1ssour1--C1rcult Court--Total juvenlle 
d1sposed data 'nclude adoptlon and 
termlnatlon of parental rlghts cases. 

New Jersey--Super10r Court--Total juvenlle 
fl1ed and d1sposed data 1nclude termlnatlon 
of parental rlghts and some paternlty/ 
bastardy cases. 

North Dakota--Dlstrlct Court--Total juvenlle 
dlsposed data lnclude traff1c cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Super10r Court--Total juvenlle 
f11ed and dlsposed data lnclude transfers 
and reopened cases. 

Rhode Island--fam1ly Court--Total juven1le 
f1led and d1sposed data lnclude adopt10n 
cases. 

South Caro11na--famlly Court--Total juvenlle 
f1led and d1sposed data 1nclude 
traff1c/other vlolat10n cases. 

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

Arkansas--County Court--Total juven1le 
f1led and d1sposed data do not 1nclude 
cases from several countles. Effect1ve 
1/20/87 juvenlle jurlsd1ct10n transferred 
to the C1rcu1t and Chancery Courts. 

Connectlcut--Super10r Court--Total 
juvenlle f1led and dlsposed data do not 
lnclude chlld-vlctlm petltlons. 

Texas--Dlstr1ct Court--Total juvenlle 
fl1ed and dIsposed data do not lnclude 
chlld-v1ctlm pet1t1ons. 

Wlsconsln--Clrcult Court--Total juvenlle 
flled and d\sposed data do not lnclude 
cases from Mllwaukee County. 

0: The followlng court's data are lncomplete 
and overlncluslve: 

Mlchlgan--Probate Court--Total juvenlle 
f1led and dIsposed data lnclude 
traff1c/other vlolatlon cases, but do 
not lnclude status petltlons. 

V: The followlng courts' data are less than 15% 
complete: 

Delaware--Famlly Court--Total juvenlle 
f'led and d1sposed data do not 1nclude 
status petlt\ons and chlld-vlctlm 
pet1tlons. 

Georg1a--Juvenlle Court--Total juven1le 
f1led and d1sposed data represent 101 of 
159 countles, a reportlng rate of 64% 
wh1ch accounts for approxlmately 50% of 
the caseload. 

Texas--County-level Courts--Total juvenlle 
f11ed and dlsposed data do not lnclude 
chlld-vlctlm petltlons. 

X: The followIng court's data are less than 15Yo 
complete and overln~luslve: 

Massachusetts--Trlal Court of the 
Commonwealth--Total juvenlle dlsposed 
data 1nclude some trafflc/other vlolatlon 
cases, but do not lnclude any cases from 
the Juven11e Court Department and 
appeals from the D1str1ct 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. 

The first chart is a prototype. It represents a state court 
organization in which there is one of each of the four court 
system levels recognized by the Court Statistics Project: 
courts of last resort, intermediate appellate courts, general 
jurisdiction trial courts, and limited 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 (or other judicial officers). Each court system's 
subject matter jurisdiction is indicated using the Court 
Statistics Project casetypes. Information is also provided 
on the use of districts, circuits, or divisions in organizing the 
courts within the system and the number of courts, where 
this coincides with a basic government unit. 

The casetypes, which define a court system's subject 
matter jurisdiction, require the most explanation. This is 
done separate!~! for appellate and trial court systems. 

Appellate Courts 
The rectangle representing each appellate court con­

tains information on the number of authorized justices; the 
number of geographic divisions, if any, that are maintained; 
whether court decisions are made en banc, in panels, or 
both; and the Court Statistics Project casetypes that are 
heard by the court. The casetypes are shown separately 
for mandatory and discretionary cases. The casetypes 
themselves are defined in other Court Statistics Project 
publications, especially 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 Court Statistics 
Project casetype. This arises, in part, because the Court 
Statistics Project casetypes are defined broadly in order to 

be applicable to every state's courts. There are, for ex­
ample, only two appellate Court 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 als,o occur if appeals from one 
lower court for that casetype eIre mandatory, while appeals 
from another lower court are discretionary. Also, statutory 
provisions or court rules in some states automatically 
convert a mandatory appeal into a discretionary petition­
for example, when an appeal is not filed within a specified 
time limit. A more comprehensive description of each 
appellate court's subject matter jurisdiction can be found in 
the 1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for 
Statistical Reporting. 

Trial Courts 
The rectangle representing each trial court also lists 

the applicable Court Statistics Project 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 '1ri­
able felony,"where the court can try a felony case to verdict 
and sentencing, and "limited felony," which applies to those 
limited jurisdiction courts that can conduct preliminary 
hearings that bind a defendant over for trial in a higher 
court. 

Trial courts can have what is termed incidental appel~ 
late jurisdiction. The presence of such jurisdiction over the 
decisions of other courts is noted in the list of 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" in the upper right 
corner of the rectangle. 

For each trial court, the chart states the authorized 
number of judges and whether the court can empanel a 
jury. The rectangle representing the court also indicates 
the number of districts, divisions, or circuits into which the 
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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 a trial 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. It is 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 a lower 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 forthe detailed descriptive material 
contained in State Court Organization 1987, another Court 
Statistics Project publication. Moreover, they are based on 
the Court Statistics Project's terminology and categories. 
This means that a state may have established courts that 
are not included in these charts. Some states have courts 
of special jurisdiction to receive complaints on matters that 
are more typically directed to administrative boards and 
agenCies. Since these courts receive cases that do not fall 
within the Court Statistics Project casetypes, they are not 
included in the charts. The existence of such courts, 
however, is recognized in a footnote to the state's court 
structure chart. 
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STATE COURT STRUCTURE PROTOTYPE, 1987 

COURT OF LAST RESORT 
NUMber of justices 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction. 
- Discretionary jurisdiction. 

INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 
(nuMber of courts) 
NUMber of judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction. 
- Discretionary jurisdiction. 

COURT OF GENERAL JURISDICTIOt~ 
(nuMber of courts) 
HUMber of judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Civi I. 
- CriMi nal. 
- Traffic/other violation. 
- Juvenile. 
Jury trial/no jury trial. 

COURT OF LIMITED JURISDICTION 
(nUMber of courts) 
NUMber of judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Civil. 
- CriMinal. 
- Traffic/other violation. 
- Juveni Ie. 
Jury trial/no jury trial. 

Court of 
last resort 

InterMediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
liMited 

jurisdiction 

HOTE:' The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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ALABAMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
9 justices sit in panels 

CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "1 "1 ~ .. " t t' - an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina , a~lnls ra Ive 
a~ency disciplinary! original proceeding cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agencYI juvenile! advisory opinion, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

COURT OF CIUIL APPEALS 
3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypesl 
- ~andatory Jurisdiction in civil, 

adi;iQistrativea~ency, juvenile, 
original proceeding cases, 

- No discretionary jurisdiction, 

t 
CIRCUIT COURT (39 circuits) 
124 Judges 

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPERLS 
5 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in 

criMinal, Juveni Ie, original 
proQe~ding, interlocutory 
deCISion cases, 

- No discretionary jurisdiction, 

t 
A 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real rroperty rights ($ 1!eea/no Max), 

Exclusive dOMestic re atlons, civil appea s 
Juri sdicti on, 

- MisdeMeanor, DWI/DUI. Exclusive triable felony, 
criMinal appeals jurisdiction, 

- Juvenile, 
Jury tri al s, 

r- -------_1. --------, 
I PROBATE COURT I 
I (67 counties) I 
I I 
I 68 judges I 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive Mentall 
I health! estate I 
I jurisdiction, I 

I I 
I No jury trials, I ~ ___________________ J 

DISTRICT COURT (67 districts) 
95 judges 

r-----------i------------, MUNICIPAL COURT I 
(283 courts) I 

224 judges 
CSP casetypes: I 
- MisdeMeanor~ DUIIDUI. I 
- Moving traffic! I 

r
arking, Misce - I 
aneous traffic, I 

Exclusive ordinance I 
violation jurisdic- I 

I tion, I 
I I 
I No jury trials, I ~ ________________________ J 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract! real property ri~hts ($ 1heaa/S,aaB) , 

Exclusive sMal claiMS Jurisdiction ($ 1,!jBa), 
'-------I - MisdeMeanor, DWIIDUI. Exclusive liMited felony t-

Jurisdiction, 
- Movin~ traffic, parking, Miscellaneous traffic, 
- Juvenile, 
No jury tri al s, 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart, 
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ALASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, adMinis-

trative agency, juvenile, disciplinary r+-
cases. 

- Discretionarv Jurisdiction in criMinal, 
Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decisions, and certified questions frOM 
federal courts. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in criMinal, Juvenile, 

original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

- Discretionarv Jurisdiction in criMinal, 
Juv~nile, original proceeding, interlocutory 
deCISion cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (14 courts in 4 districts) A 

29 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, dOMestic relations, estate. 

Exclusive real property rights, Mental 
heal th, adMinistrative a~ency, civi I t­
appeals, Miscellaneous Civil Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive triable felony, criMinal appeals 
juri sdi cti on. 

- Juvenile. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (59 locations in 4 districts) 
17 judges, 54 Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: 
~ Tort, contract ($ 0/10,000-25,000), SMail 

claiMS Jurisdiction ($ 5,000). 
- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, DWI/DUI 

Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive traffic/other violation juris­

diction, except for uncontested parking 
violations (which are handled adMinistrat­
ive Iy). 

- EMergency Juvenile. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

Court of 
I ast resort 

I nterMedi ate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

Jurisdiction 

Court of 
liMited 

Juri sdi cti on 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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ARIZONA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

CSPM cdasettype~: '·d' t' , "I "I d' 'I' - an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI i criMina, ISClP Inary, 
certified questions froM federa courts, original proceeding 
cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal 
adMinistrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, inter.­
locutory decision cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS (2 courts/divisions) 
i8 Judges sit in panels 
CSP case types: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMin­

istrative a~ency, juvenile, original proceeding, interloc­
utory deciSion cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in adMinistrative agency cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (15 counties) 
101 judges 

A 

A 

CSP casetypes: 
- lort, contract, real property rights ($ 500/no MaxiMUM) Mis­

cellaneous dOMestic relatioions. Exclusive estate, Mental 
health. dOMestic relations except for Miscellaneous, civil 
trial court ap~eals Miscellaneous civil jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, Miscellaneous criMinal. Exclusive triable 
felony, criMinal appeals Jurisdiction. 

- ExclUSive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

JUSTICES OF THE PEACE (84 precincts) 
r··············· ...•........... 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (79 cities/tow 
I 

84 judges I 112 full-tiMe and 56 part-tiMe 
I 

CSP casetypes: I CSP casetypesl 
- Tort contract real ~roperty I - Miscellaneous dOMestic relat 

rights ($ 0/2t500), Miscellaneous I - MisdeMeanor DWI/DUI. 
dOMestic rela ions. Exclusive I - Hoving traffic, parking, Mis 
SMall claiMS ~urisdiction ($ 500). I laneous traffic. Exclusive 

- MisdeMeanor
E 

WI/DUI, Miscellaneous I ordinance violation jurisdic 
criMinal. xclusive liMited felony I 

~urisdiction. I 
- ovin[ traffic violations, parking, I 

Misce laneous traffic. I 
I 

Jury trials, except in SMall claiMS. I Jury trials, except in civil c 
L ••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••• 

....... . , 
ns) I 

I 
judges I 

I 
I 

ions. 
cel-

tion. 

I 

ases. I 
••••••• • J 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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I 

ARKANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
7 Justices sit en banc 

CS~ cadsettype~: . d' t· . "1 .. I J •••• t t· - "an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, aunlnlS ra Ive 
agency, lawyer disciplinary, certified questions froM federal 
courts, original ~roceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction In civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
6 Judges sit in panels and en bane 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory JUrisdiction n civil, noncapital criMinal, adMin­

istrative agency, juven lei interlocutory decision cases. 
- No discretionary jurisd ctlon. 

1 
CIRCUIT COURT (24 circuits) 
46 judges * 

CHANCERY AND PROBATE COURT 
(24 circuits) 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract~ real proper­

t~ rlihts ($ lt16/no MaxiMUM), 
Mlsce laneous civil. 1+--...., 
Exclusive civil appeals 
jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI, Miscel­
laneous criMinal. Exclusive 
triable felony, criMinal ap­
peals Jurisdiction. 

Jury trials. 

36 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real property 

riihts. Exclusive dOMestic 
re ations (except for pater­
n i ty/bastardy) I estate, 11en­
tal health jurisdiction. 

No jury trials. 
r································, r································, 

HUNICIPAL COURT (126 courts) I I COUNTY COURT (75 courts) 
I I 

165 judges I I 75 judges and 61 juvenile 
I I referees. 

CSP case types: I I 
- Contract real property I I CSP casetypes: 

rights ($ 6/3001:l). Exclusivel---t---I - Real property rights, Miscel-
SMail claiMS jurisdiction I I laneous civil. Exclusive 
($ 300). I I P?terni ty/bashrdy jurisdic-

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, I I tlon. 
DUIIDUI. I I - Exclusive juvenile juris-

- Traffic/other violation., I diction.** 
I I I 
I No jury trials. I I No jury trials. 
~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r································, r································, 
I POLICE COURT (5 courts) I I CITY COURT (94 courts) I 
I I I I 
I 4 judges I I 79 judges I 
I 'I I 
I CSP casetypes: I I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Contractz real property - Contractz real property I 
I ri ghts (~ 0/306). I I ri ghts (~ 0/300). I 
I - MisdeMeanor, D~IIDUI. I , - MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI. I 
I - Traffic/other violation, I I - Traffic/other violation, I 
I I I I 
I No jury trials, I I No jury trials, I 
~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r················· ................ . 
I COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (5 courts) 
I 

I 5 Judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Contract($ 500/1,000), 
I I 
I Jury trials, I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

* Eight Judges also serve the Chancery and Probate Court. 
** Effective Jan. 20, 1987, Juvenile jurisdiction was transferred to the Circuit 

Court and the Chancery and Probate Court. 
NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 

relevant to this chart, 
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CALIFORNIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURt A 

? Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Handatory Jurisdiction in criMinal disciplinary cases. 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in ci~il, noncapital criMinal 

adMinistrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, inter­
locutory decision cases. 

COURTS OF APPEAL (6 courts/districts) 
77 judges sit in panels 

A 

CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMin­

istrative agency, juvenile cases. 
- Discretionar~ jurisdiction in adMinistrative agency, orig­

inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (58 counties) 
724 judges, 106 COMMissioners and referees 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real propertv rights ($ 25,000/no MaxiMUM), 

Miscellaneous civil. ExclUSive dOMestic relations, estate, 
Mental health civil a~peals jurisdiction. 

- D"l/DUI. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal appeals Juris­
diction. 

- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

I 
MUNICIPAL COURT (87 courts) 
554 judges, 123 referees and COMMis­
sioners. 

I 
JUSTICE COURT (79 courts) 
78 judges 

A 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract, real property 

rights ($ 0/25,000), SMall claiMS 
($ 1 500), Miscellaneous civil. 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract, real property 

rights ($ 0/25,000), SMall claiMS 
($ 11500), Miscellaneous civil. 

- LiMited telony, MisdeMeanor, 
- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, DUI/DUI. 
- Traffic/other violation. 

DUI/DUI. 
- Trattic/other violation. 

Jury trials, except in infraction cases Jury trials, except in infraction cases 

HOTE: The text at the beginning ot this section contains iMPortant intorMation 
rele~ant to this chart. 
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COLORADO COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

CSPH cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, a MiniS ra Ive 
agency, Juveni Ie, discipl inar~, advisory opinion, original 
proceedi ng, i nterl ocutory deci s i on cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency, juvenile, advisory opinion, original 
proceeding cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
10 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMin­

istrative agency, juvenile cases. 
- No discretionary jurisdiction. 

I 
DISTRICT COURT (22 districts)A 
110 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort! contract, real property 

rights, estate civil ap­
peals, Mental health, Miscel­
laneous civil. Exclusive 
dOMestic relations juris-
di cti on. 

- CriMi nal appeal s, I iMi ted 
felony, Miscellaneous criMin­
al. Exclusive triable felony 
Juri sdi cti on. 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdic­
tion, except in Denver. 

Jury trials, except in appeals. 

WATER COURT (7 districts) 

7 district judges serve 
"-- CSP casetypes: 

- Real property rights. 

Jury tri al s. 

Cv~l!lT~ COURT (63 counti es) 

112 Judges 

II 
DENVER PROBATE COURT 
1 judge 
CSP case types: 
- Exclusive estate, 

Mental heal th 
Juri sdi cti on in 
Denver. 

Jury trials. 

DENVER JUVEHILE COURT 
3 judges 

CSP case types: 
- Exclusive adoption, 

support/custody 
Jurisdiction in 
Denver. 

- Exclusive juvenile 
Juri sdi cti on in 
Denver. 

Jury tri al s. 

Municipal 
Court of 

r ••••••••••• :::1:: ........... , 
I MUNICIPAL COURT I 
I (215 courts) I 
I I 

CSP casetypes: I N230 judges I 
- Tort contract real property I I 

rights ($ 0/5,000). Exclusive I CSP casetypes: I 
SMail claiMS jurisdiction I - Hoving traffic 1 parking, I 
($ 21000). Municipal I Miscellaneous 'traffic. I 

- CriMinal appeal s, I iMi ted fe I ony. f+-Court not--l Exc I us i ve ordi nance I 
Exclusive MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI Gf record I violation jurisdiction. I 

Jurisdiction. I I 
- Moving traffic, Miscellaneous I I 

traffiC. I I 

Jurv trials, except in SMall 
claiMS and appeals. 

I I 
I I 
I No jury trials. I L ____________________________ J 

The Denver Superior Court was abolished 11/14/86. 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortaRt inforl1ation 
relevant to this ohart. 
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CONNECTICUT COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
7 iustices sit en banc in. conference, otherwis~ 5 Justices 
si as the Court in a panel whose MeMbership rotates daily 

CSh CaSttype~: , d' t' ' "I "I dM" t t' - an a ory Juris IC .Ion In cm , criMina, a Inls ra Ive 
t~encYtgases. , 'd' t' , "I 't I " I - Iscre lonary Juris 10 Ion In CIVI I noncapi a criMina, 
adMinistrative agenoy, Judge discip inary cases. 

APPELLATE COURT A 
9 Judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory iurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMinistra ive agency, Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, 
original proceeding cases. 

- D i screti onarr Juri sdi cti on in adMi n i strati ve agency 
(zoning only cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (12 districts and 21 geOgra~hioal areas A 
for civil/criMinal Matters, and 14 dlstric s for juvenile 
Matters) 
146 Judges and the appellate Justices/judges 

CSP casettpes: 
- Paterni y/bastardy, Mental health, Miscellaneous civil. 

Exclusive tort~ contract, real pro~erty rights, SMail 
claiMS ($ i,ea ), Marriage dissolu ion, civil appeals 
~uri sdi cti on. 

- xolusive criMinal iurisdiction. 
- Exclusive traffic/o her violation ~urisdiction, except 

for uncontested parking (which is andledadMinistra-
tively). 

- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

--------------------~-.---.--- ------------ .. _.-.- .. -_ .... _-r 
I PROBATE COURT (132 courts) 
I 
I 132 Judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Paternity/bastardy, Miscellaneous dOMestic relations, 
I Mental health, Miscellaneous civil. Exclusive adoption, 
I estate Jurisdiction. 
I I 
I No Jury tri al s. I 
~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

l 
Court of 

last resort 

I nterMedi ate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

Juri sdi cti on 

Court or 
I iMi ted 

Jurisdiction 

HOTE: The tex't at the be~i nn i n9 of thi s secti on oontai ns iMPortant i nfotMati on 
relevant to this chart. 
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DELAWARE COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justioes sit in panels and en bane 

CSPM oadstetype~: , d' t' , "I "I I d" I'· d' , - an a ory ~urls 10 Ion In OIVI , orlMlna, awyer ISClP Inary, a vlsory opIn-
ions for the executive and legislature, ori9inal proceeding cases. 

- Disoretionary jurisdiction in oivil, noncapltal criMinal, certified questions 
froM federal courts, interlocutorY decision cases. 

COURT OF CHANCERY (3 counties) 
1 chanoellor and 3 vice­
chancellors 
CSP oasetypes: 
- TortI oontract! real proper­

ty rights, Menoal health. 
Exclusive estate juris­
diotion. 

Ho jury trials. 

SUPERIOR COURT (3 oounties) A 
13 judges 
CSP oasetypes: 
- Tort! oontract, real property 

righos Mental health, 
Miscellaneous. Exolusive 
oivil appeals Jurisdiction 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive tri­
able felony, oriMinal a~­
peal s, Mi sce II aneous criMi nal 
jurisdiction. 

Jury trials, except in appeals. 

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS F~MILY COURT (3 counti es) 
(3 counties) 
5 judges 13 judges 
CSP oasetypes: CSP casetypes: 
- Tort! contract

l 
real property - Exclusive dOMestio relations 

righos~ Misoel aneous oivil f----t-----j Jurisdiction. 
($ 0/b, 000). - l1i sdeMeanor. 

- MisdeMeanor. - MoVin9 traffio l Miscellaneous 
- PreliMinary hearings. trafflo (juvenile). 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdic-
Jury trials in SOMe cases. tion. 
(No jury trials in New Castle) 

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT 
(19 courts) 
53 justices of the peace and 1 
chief Magistrate 

No jury tri al s. 

r--------------------------------, 
I ALDERHAN'S COURT (12 towns) 
I 

I 12 alderMen 
I 

CSP casetypes: 
I CSP casetypes: 

f----t----{ - SMail claiMs ($ 2 500). 
I - MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. - Real property rights 

($ 01Z1,500) , SMall olaiMs 
($ 2,51:10). 

- MisdeMeanor D~I/DUI. 
- Moving traftic, Miscellaneous 

traffiC. 
Jury trials in SOMe cases. 

I - Traffic/other violation. 
I 

I 
I No jury trials. L ________________________________ J 

:-HUNicipAL-COURT-OF-WILHiNGjON-(1-~it~)---
I 

I 3 judges (2 full-tiMe, 1 part-tiMe) 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - MisdeMeanor, DWI/DUI. 
I - Traffic/other violation. 
I - PreliMinary hearings. 
I I 
I No jury trials. I L _______ •••• ___ • _________________ • _________ J 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant infoll1lation 
relevant to this chart. 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

HOTE: 

COURT OF APPEALS 
9 Judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, oriMinal, 

adMinistrative agency Juveni Ie, lawyer 
disciplinary! ortginal proceeding, inter­

R 

locutor~ decision cases, 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in sMall claiMs, 

Minor criMinal, and original proceeding 
cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT R 

61 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil ~urisdiction, sMail claiMS 

~urisdiction ($ ~~~), 
- xclusive criMina! iurisdiction, 
- Exclusive traffic/o her violation Juris-

diction, except for Most parking cases 
(which are handled adMinistratively), 

- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in alMost all cases, 

ihe text at the befiinning of this section contains 
relevant to this cart. 

State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annua/ Report 1987 
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FLORIDA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
?,Justices sit en banc 

CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' - an a or~ JurIS Ie Ion In CIVI , criMIna, a MInIS ra Ive 
a~ency Juveni Ie, discipl inary, advisory opinion cases. 

- DIscretionary JurisdictIon in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency, Juvenile, advisory opinion, orig­
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

DISTRICT COURTS OF APPEAL (5 courts) 
46 judges sit in 3-judge panels 
CSF casetypes: 

A 

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. 

- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
juvenile, orIgInal proc~?ding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (2~ circuits) 
362 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real prorerty rights ($ 5,e~0/no Maxi­

MUM), Miscellaneous clvi. Exclusive dOMestic relations, 
Mental healthl estate, civil appeals jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, uWI/DUI Miscellaneous criMinal. 
Exc 1 us i ve ttl abl e fe I ony, criMi nal appeal s juri sdi ction. 

Jury trials, except in appeals. 

COUNTY COURT (6? counties) 
223 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real propert~ rights ($ 2!5~~/5,~~~), 

Miscellaneous civil. ExclUSive SMail claIMS jurisdiction 
($ 2,5ee). 

- MisdeMeanor, DWI/DUI Miscellaneous criMinal. 
- Exclusive traffic/other violation jurisdiction, except 

parking (which i, handled adMinistratively). 

Jury trials, except in Miscellaneous traffic. 
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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 
? Justices sit en banc 

CSPH cadsettype~: , d' t' , "1 "I d" t t' "I L4 
~ an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, a Mlnls ra Ive a~ency, Juvenl e, I~ 

disciplinary, certified questions frOM federal courts, original proceeding 
cases. 

- Disoretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMinistrative 
agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutorY deCision cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 

Cour~' 
of 

last 
resort 

9 Judges sit in panels and en banc 

~ CSC cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I 't I " 1 d" t t' 
~ lIan a ory JuriS IC Ion In CIVI , noncapi a criMina, a MiniS ra Ive agency, 

Juvenile, original proceeding, Interlocutor~ decision cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncaPltal criMinal, adMinistrative 

agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutorY deCision cases. 

I nter­
Mediate 

appell ate 
court 

r.· ..... · .... ···.! ....... · ... · .... , 
, JUVENILE COURT (159 counties: 591 
, separate courts, Judges in 100 , 
, other counties also sit on other' 
I courts) 1 
, 11 full-tiMe and 40 part-tiMe , 
I judges~ 2 of WhOM also serve as , 
, state ~ourt judges, and 2 Mag- , 
, istrates, Superior Court judges I 
, serve in the 100 reMaining I 
, counties without a separate , 
, Juvenile Court Judge. , 
, I 

, CSP casetypes: , 
, - Movin~ traffic, Miscellaneous' 
1 traffiC, I 
, - Juvenile. I , , 

SUPERIOR COURT (45 circuits aMong 
159 counti es) 

135 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, Miscellaneous civil. 

Exclusive real property rights, 
dOMestic relations, civil appeals 
Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI. Exclusive 
triable felony, criMinal appeals. 

- Traffic/other violation, except 
for park i ng, 

I No Jury trials, I Jury trials. 

1-

Courts 
of 

qeneral 
Juri s­
di cti on 

~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J '-----.,.----,----,r---' 

r" ...... , ....•.. , r'·· .......•....•.. , r'" .....•....... t ...... , r' ... t .............. , 
I CIUIL COURT " STATE COURT 'I MAGISTRATE COURT, , PROBATE COURT 
I (B i bb County ,,( 62 courts) " (159 counti es) I (159 Counti es) 
, and RichMond I I 35 full-tiMe 1 , , 
I County) , , and 48 part- , '159 chi ef Magi strates I 
I 3 judges , , tiMe judges, and, I and 273 Magistrates, , 
1 I I 2 assoc i at~s , 1 31 of WhOM al SO serve I 

-j CSP casetypes: , , , I State, Probate, Juv- 1 
I - Tort! con- I I CSP casetypes: , 'enile, Civil, or , 
, trac't($ 0/ "- Torti contract, r+-l MuniCIpal Courts. I 
I 7500-25000)," sMal claiMS I , , 
I SMall claiMS " ($ VARIES). , 'CSP casetypes: I 
, ($ 3000- 'I Miscellaneous , ,- TortI contract ($ 0/, 
I 25000). "ci~iJ. " 2500! SMail claiMs' 

159 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mental heal th 

estate, Misoel­
laneous civil. 

- Hi sdeMeanor, 
DWI/DUI. 

- Moving traffic, 
Mi sce 11 aneous 

I traffic. I - LiMited £el- I I - LiMited felony,l I ($ 2500). I 
I any. " MisdeMeanor I ,- LiMited felony, , I Courts 
, Jury trials. "DUIIDUI. 'I liMited MisdeMeanor. I 
L •••••••••••••••• J I - Moving traffic' I - Ordinance violation., 

Miscellaneous' ,Ho jury trials. I 

I I 
I No jury trials. I 
~ ••••••••••••••••••• J 

1 1 traffic. I ~ ....................... J 

r·········!········, , Jury trials. I r····················~······, r·······················, 
, MUNICIPAL COURT I ~ •••••••••••••••••• J ,COUNT RECORDER'S COURT , ,MUNICIPAL COURTS 1 

, (1 court in I 1 (C~athaM, De Xal b, l--l AND THE cm COURT 
, COlUMbus) , GWlnnettj and Huscogee , OF ATLANTA 
, 1 Judge , Counti es I ("'390 courts) 
, , I 

I CSP oasetypes: I , 7 judges , CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort, contract 1 I , - Tort, contract ($ 0/1 
, ($ 017500), , CSP casetypes: , 1500-7500) 1 SMail I 
, SMail claiMS I , - LiMited felony, claiMS ($ ,500/ I 
, ($ 1500-(500), , , D"I/DUJ. I ? ,500). 
I - LiMited felony,' , - Traffic/other , - LIMited felony, 
I MisdeMeanor. , J violation. I DWI/DUI. 
, , , , ,- Traffic, ordinance 
, Jur~ trials in , , 1 ~iolation. , 
I ciVil cases. I I Ho jury trials, 'IHo Jury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••••• J ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••• J ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

HOTE: 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 A 

5 Justices sit en banc 

CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I J .. " t t' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion Incivi , criMina, aW11nls ra Ive 
agencYI Juvenile, disciplinary, certified questions frOM 
federa courts, original proceeding cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

INTERMEDIATE COURT OF APPEALS 
3 Judges sit en banc 

I 
I 
I 
I 

T 

CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, 

adMinistrative agency juvenile! original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases 
assigned to it by the SupreMe Court. 

-No discretionarY Jurisdiction. 

A 

CIRCUIT COURT AND FAMILY COURT (4 circuits) A 

24 Judges and 8 district faMily judges. One First 
Circuit judge hears contested land Matters and tax 
appeals. 

CSP casetypes: 
- Torti contract, real property rights, Miscellaneous 

civi ($ 1 ~~e-5,~~e/no MaxiMuM). Exclusive dOM­
estic relations, Mental health, estate, adMinistra­
tive agency appeals jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, DWI/DUI
I 

Miscellaneous criMinal. 
Exclusive triable fe ony jurisdiction. 

- Moving traffic, Miscellaneous traffic. 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT (4 circuits) 
22 judges and 37 per dieM judges* 
CSP case types: 
- Tort contract, real property riqhts Miscellaneous civil ($ 0/ 

1~,~e0) [concurrent froM 5,0B0-1eL~0e (civil nonjury)I. Exclusive 
sMail claiMS Jurisdiction ($ 2,50~). ' 

- MisdeMeanor D~I/DUI. Exclusive liMited felony jurisdiction. 
- Moving traffio, Miscellaneous traffic. Exclusive parking, ordinance 

violation Jurisdiction. 
No jury tri al s. 

---- In·dicates aSSignMent of cases. 
* SOMe per dieM Judges are assigned to serve as per dieM District ~ FaMily Court Judges 

in the First Circuit. 
HOTE: 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 
5 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, 

adMinis~r~tive agencYI Juvenile, disciplin­
ary, original proceedln9 cases. 

- Discretionarv Jurisdiction in civil, non­
capital criMinal I adMinistrative agency, 
Juvenile, certified questions frOM federal 
courts, ori gina! proceedi ng, i nterl oautory 
decision cases. 

I 

l 
COURT OF APPEALS 
3 judges sit en bane 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiotion in civil, noncapital 

criMi nal, Juveni 1 e I ori gi nal proceedi ng 
cases assi9ned to It by the SupreMe Court. 

- No discretionary jurisdiction. 

DISTRICT COURT (7 districts) 

33 Judges, 62 lawyer and 8 nonlawyer 
Magistrates, and 7 trial court adMinistrators. 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (including 

civil appeals) ($ 0/no MaxiMuM; Magistrates 
division: 0/10,000). SMall claiMs Jurisdic-

~ tion ($ 2,000). 
- Exclusive criMinal Jurisdiction (including 

criMinal appeals). 
- Exclusive traffic/other violation 

Juri sdi ct! on. 
- txclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

Jury trials, except in SMall claiMS and traffic 

indicates aSSignMent of cases. 

Court of 
last resort 

InterMediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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ILLINOIS COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
7 Justices sit en banc 
CSP case types: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, 

adMin istrati ve a~ency juven i Ie, lawyer 
discipl inary! original proceeding, inter­
locutor~ decision cases. 

- Discretlonar~ jurisdiction in civil, non­
capital criMinal! adMinistrative agency, 
juvenile, ceftifled questions froM federal 
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

APPELLATE COURT (5 courts/districts) 
34 authorized judges sit in panels, plus 9 
suppleMental judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory juri sdi ati on inc i v ii, noncapi tal 

criMinal, adMinistrative aqenc~, juvenile, 
original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in civil, inter­
locutory deCISion cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (22 circuits) 

780 authorized circuit and associate circuit 
judges 

A 

A 

CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including 

adMinistrative agency appeals), SMall claiMS 
Jurisdiction ($ 2 500). 

- Exclusive criMinal Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive traffic/other violation 

Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

Court of 
last resort 

InterMediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
gen.ral 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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INDIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURY 

5 Justices sit en banc 

CSP
M 

cdasettype~: , d' t' , "I "I d' 'I' "I d' - an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, ISClP Inary, orlglna procee Ing 
cases. 

- Discretionarv Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMinistrative agency, 
Juvenile, original proceeding cases. 

TAl( COURT* 
1 Judge 

t 
A COURY OF APPEALS (4 courts) 

12 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- AdMinistrative 

agency appeals. 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory juri sdi cti on in ci vi I, noncapi tal criMi nal, 

adMinistrative agencY, juveni Ie, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision 
cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (115 courts) 
117 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Torti contract, real property 

rights , sMall claiMs ($ 3 00~) 
dOMestic relations, Mental health, 
estate, civil appeals Miscellaneous 
civi I. 

- Triable felony, MisdeMeanor, DUI/ 
DUI, criMinal appeals, Miscella­
neous criMinal. 

- Movin~ traffic, Miscellaneous 
traffic. 

- Juvenile. 
Jury tri al s. 

COUNT V COURT (57 courts) 
54 judges 

PROBATE COURT 
(1 court) 
1 judge 

CIRCUIT COURT (92 courts) 
89 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Torti contract, real property 

rights , sMail claiMs ($ 3 00~) 
dOMestic relations, Mental health, 
estate, civil appeals, Miscel­
laneous civil. 

- Triable felony, MisdeMeanor, DUI/ 
DUI, criMinal appeals, Miscella­
neous criMi nal. 

- Novin~ traffic, Miscellaneous 
traffic. 

- Juvenile. 
Jury hi al s. 

MUNICIPAL COURT OF HARION 
COUNTY (15 courts) 
15 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Torti contract, real prorerty 

rights ($ 0/10~000), SMa I 
claiMs ($ 3,00u), Mental 
health, Miscellaneous civil. 

CSP casetypes: 
- Adoption, estate, 

Mi sce 11 aneous 
civil. 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real 

property rights ($ 0/ 
20,000), Mental health, 
civil trial court appeals, 
Miscellaneous civil. 

- LiMited felonYI MisdeMeanor, 
DU IIDUI, Mi sce 1 aneous criM­
inal. 

- Traffic/other violation. 

Jury trials. 

r················1 ................ , 
I cm COURT (52 courts) I 
I I 
I 52 Judges I 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Torti contract ($ 0/50B-2,500)I 
I (Most are $ 500 MaxiMUM). 
I - MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI. 
I - Traffic/other violation. 

- Juvenile. 

Jury tri al s. 

r·TO~N·COURi········· 
I (25 courts) 
I 25 judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - MisdeMeanor, 
I DUlIDU J. 
I - Traffic/other 

violation. 
I I I 
I Jury trials. I I Jury trials. 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J L •••••••••••••••••••• 

* The Tax Court was established in 1986. 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMean­
or l DUI/DUI, Miscellaneous 
criMi nal. 

- Traffic/other violation. 

Jury trials. 

r·sHnii·cLniHs·COURy·or······· 
I HARION COUNTY (8 courts) 
I 
I 8 Judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - SMall claiMs ($ 3,000). 
I - Miscellaneous criMinal. 
I 
I I 
I No Jury trials. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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IOWA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 

9 justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, 

adMinistrative agency, juveni Ie, lawyer 
disciplinary, certifIed questions froM fed­
eral courts, original proceedin~ cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in cIvil, criMin­
al, adMinistrative agency, juvenile, orig­
inal proceeding, interlocutorY decision 
cases. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 

COURT OF APPEALS 
6 judges sit in panels and en bane 
CSP casetypes: 
- MandatorY jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, 

adMinistrative agenoy! juvenile , original 
proceeding, interlocutory deciSIon cases 
assi~ned by the SupreMe Court. 

- No dIscretIonary jurisdiction. 

DISTRICT COURT (8 districts in 99 counties) A 

100 judges, 42 district associate judges, 
17 senior judges, and 158 part-tiMe Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including 

trial court appeals), SMail claiMs 
iurisdiction ($ 2 000). 

~ - ~xclusi~e criMinal jurisdiction (including 
criMinal appeals). 

- Exclusive traffic/other violation 
Jurisdiction, except for uncontested parking. 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

Jury trials, except in sMall claiMs, Juvenile, 
e~ulty cases, city and county ordinance 
vIolations, and Mental health cases. 

Indicates assignMent of cases. 

Court of 
last resort 

I nterMedi ate 
appe 11 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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KANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
7 justices'sit en banc 

.. CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' 
~----~ - an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, a MiniS ra Ive 

agency, disciplinary, certified questions froM federal 
courts original proceeding cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistra­
tive agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

COURT OF APPEALS A 

10 Judges generally sit in panels 

CSPM cdastetype~: , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' - an a or~ JuriS IC Ion In CIVI , criMina t a Minis ra Ive 
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, criMinal inter­
locutorv decision cases, 

- DiscretionarY Jurisdiction in civil interlocutory decision 
cases, 

DISTRICT COURT (31 districts) 

146 Judges and 70 Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (including civil appeals), 

'---------I SMail claiMs Jurisdiction ($ 1,000), ' 
- Exclusive criMinal Jurisdiction (including criMinal 

appeal s) , 
- Moving traffic, Miscellaneous traffic, 
- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction, 
Jury trials, 

A 

r··-----···--------_·_---------- ---------------._'.------------
I MUNICIPAL COURT ("'398 cities) 
I 
I "'314 judges 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Ifoving traffic, Miscellaneous traffic! DWIIDUI. Exclusive I 
I ordinance violation, parking jurisdiction, I 
I I 
I Ho jury trials, I 
~ __________________________ ._ •••••••••••••••••••••••••• _ ••••••• J 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
re!~vant to this chart, 
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KENTUCKY COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
7 justic~s sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in capital and other criMinal 

(death, I ire, 20 yr+ sentence), lawyer discipl inary, 
certitled questions troM tederal courts, original proceed-

- ~~~c~:tr~nary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

-

adMinistrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
14 judges generally sit in panels, but sit en banc in 
a policYMaking capacity. 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory ju,risdiction in civi I, noncapital criMinal, orig­

inal proceedin~ cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMi n i strati ve agency, ori gi nal proceedi ng, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (56 judicial circuits) 
91 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract~ real property rights, estate ($ 21500/ 

no MaxiMuM). txclusive dOMestic relations, except tor 
paternity/bastardy, civil appeals, Miscellaneous civil 
Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal appeals 
jurisdiction. 

Jury trials, except in appeals, 

DISTRICT COURT (57 judicial districts) 
125 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real property rights, estate ($ 0/2,500). 

Exclusive paternity/bastardy, Mental health, sMail claiMs 
Jurisdiction ($ 1 000). 

- MisdeMeanor, liMited felony! DWI/DUI Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive traffic/other vic ation jurisdiction, 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

Jury trials in Most cases. 

A 

NOTE: The text at the beginning ot this section contains iMPor'tant intorMation 
relevant to this chart. , 
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o . 

LOUISIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
? justices sit en banc 

CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' - an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, a MiniS ra Ive 
a~ency disciplinary cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative a~encYI juvenile, certified questions froM 
federal courts, Inter ocutory decision cases. 

COURTS OF APPEAL (5 courts) 
48 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civi I, noncapital criMinal, ad­

Ministrative a~ency, juvenile, ori~inal proceeding cases. 
- Discretionary JUrisdiction in original proceeding cases. 

DISTRICT COURTS 
i 92 judges 

DISTRICT COURT (42 districts) 
CSP case types : 
- Tort contract, real property rights, adoption, Mental 

health, Marriage dissolution. Exclusive support/custody, 
paternltY/bastard~1 estate, civil trial court appeals, 
Miscellaneous civi jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal 
appeals jurisdiction. 

- Traffic/other violation. 
- Juveni Ie. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

A 

A 

JUUENILE COURT (3 courts) 
CSP casetypes: 

FAMILY COURT (1 in East Baton 
Rouge) 

- URESA/ adoption, Mental 
heal tn. 

CSP casetypes: 
- URESA adoption, Mental 

health, Marriage dissolu­
tion. 

- Juvenile. 

No jury trials. 
- Juvenile. 
No jury trials. 

r- -------_1_ -------, r- ------_1. ------, 1 
JUSTICE OF THE I MAYOR'S COURT I cm AND PARISH 
PEACE COURT I ("'300 courts) I COURTS (53 courts) 
("'399 courts) I I 

I 300 judres I 71 judges 
"'399 justices of I (Hayors I 
the 'peace I , CSP casetypes: 

I CSP casetypes: I - Tort, contract, 
CSP casetypesl I - Traffic70therl real prorerty 
- Tort, contract I vi 0 I ati on. ri0hts, $ ~7 

real proierty I 50 0), SMail 
ri0hts ( ~/ I claiMS ($ 20~0). 
12 0), SMa II I - HisdeMeanor, 
claiMS ($1200). I DWI/DUI. 

- Traffic/other I - TraNi c/other 
violation. I vi 0 I ati on. 

I - JUvenile, except 
I for status 
I petitions. 
I 

No jury trials. I ~ __________________ J No jury trials. ~ ________________ J No jury trials. 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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MAINE COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT SITTING AS LAW COURT 
? justioes sit en banc 

CSPM cadstetype~: , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, a MiniS ra Ive 
agency, Juveni Ie, discipl inar~, advisory opinion, original 
proceedi ng, inter I ocutory deci s i on cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in criMinal extradition, 
adMinistrative agency, original proceeding cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (16 counties) 
16 justices 
CSP casetypes: 

A 

- Torti contract real property rights, 
Marriage dissolution, sUPfort/custodY, 
Miscellaneous civil. Exc usive paternityl 
bastardy, civil appeals jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, DWI/DUI. Exclusive triable fel­
ony! criMinal appeals, Miscellaneous criMinal 
jurisdiction. 

Jury trials in Most cases. 

A 

DISTRICT COURT (13 districts) r-------------------------- ---
I PROBATE COURT (16 courts) 

24 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract real property 

ri{hts ($ 0/3,e00), dOMestic re-
la ions (except for adoptions 
and paternitrlbastard{). Ex-
clUSive sMal claiMS $ 1,400), 
Mental health ~urisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, D I1DUI. Exclusive 
liMited felony jurisdiction. 

- Moving traffic, ordinance vio-
lation. Exclusive parkin~, Mis-
cellaneous traffic ~urisdlction. 

- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 
No jury trials. 

ADMINISTRATIVE COURT 
2 judges 

I 

I 16 part-tiMe judges 
I 

CSP casdypes: 
- Exclusive adoption, Miscell 

neous dOMestic relations, e 
jurisdiction. 

No jury tri al s. 
~------------------------------

CSP casetypes: 
- Appeal of adMinistrative agency cases. 

No jury tri al s. 

-----, 

a-
state 

I _____ J 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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MARYLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

COURT OF APPEALS 
7 J~dges sit en banc 

CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI I criMina, a MiniS ra Ive 
agencY, Juvenile, lawyer discip inary, certified questions 
r~OM federal courts. original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, ad­
Ministrative agency, Juvenile, interlocutorY decision cases. 

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS 
13 Judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: Lf--
- Mandatory Juri sdi cti on inc i v ii, noncapi tal criMi nal, adMi n-

-

istrative agency, Juvenile, interlocutory decision cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

original proceeding cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits in 24 counties) 
1e9 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Torti contract, real ~roperty rights, estate! Miscellaneous 

civi ($ 2
1
5ee/no MaxIMuM). EXclusive dOMes'dc relations, 

Mental hea th, civil a~peals Jurisdiction. 
- FelonY, MisdeMeanor, Miscellaneous criMinal. Exclusive 

criMinal appeals Jurisdiction. 
- Juvenile, except In MontgoMerY County. 

Jury trials in Most cases. 

Juvenile in 
MontgoMery County 

A 

DISTRICT COURT (12 districts in 24 
counti es) 

r---------------------------------- ---, ORPHAN'S COURT (22 counties) 

ge Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract real property 

rights l Miscellaneous civil ($ el 
1e,ee01. Exclusive sMail claiMs 
Jurisdiction ($ 1,00e). 

- Felony (theft and worthless check), 
Misd~Meanor, D~I/DUI. 

- Exclusive Moving traffic, ordinance 
violation, Miscellaneous traffic 
Jurisdiction. 

- Juvenile in MontgoMery county. 
No Jury trials. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

66 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Estate, except where such cases 

are handled by Circuit Court in 
MontgOMery and Harford counties. 

I I 
I No jury trials. I ~ ______________________________________ J 

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 A 

7 justices sit on the Court, and 5 justices sit en banc 

CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I'd d' 'I' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, JU ge ISCIP In-
ary, advisory opinion, original proceedin~ cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistra­
tive agency, juvenile, interlocutory decision cases. 

APPEALS COURT 
1e justices sit in panels 

~S~a~~it;~~ej~risdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 
a~ency Juvenile cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. 

TRIAL COURT OF THE COMMONWEALTH 
281 justices 
SUPERIOR COURT A DISTRICT COURT DEPARTMENT 
DEPARTMENT (69 ~eographical divisions) 

BOSTON MUNICIPAL COURT 
DEPARTMENT (Boston) 

(23 locations in 153 Justices 
14 counti es) 

61 justices 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, 

real property 
rights, civil 
appeals, Miscel­
laneous civil. 

- Triable felony, 
Miscellaneous 
criMinal. 

Jury tri al s. 

CSP case types: 
- Tort! contract, real property 

rights ($ e/no MaxiMuM*), 
sMail claiMs ($ 1,See), sup­
port/custody! paternity/bas­
tardy, Menta health, civil 
trial court appeals, Miscel­
laneous civil. 

- Triable felony, liMited 
felony, MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI, 
criMinal appeals. 

- Tr~ffic/other violation. 
- Juvenile. 
Jury trials in SOMe cases. 

HOUSING COURT 
DEPARTMENT Olorcester 
County, HaMpden 
County,and Boston) 

LAND COURT 
DEPARTMENT 
(1 statewide 
court) 

4 justices 3 justi ces 

11 justi ces 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real 

~roperty rights ($ e/no Max­
IMUM*) SMall claiMs 
($ 1,50~), support/custody, 
Mental health, civLl trial 
court appeals, and Miscel­
laneous civi 1. 

- Triable felon~, MisdeMeanor, 
D~I/DUI, criMinal ap~eals. 

- Traffic/other violation. 

Jury trials in SOMe cases. 
PROBATE AND FAMILY 
COURT DEPARTMENT 
(2e locations in 14 
counti es) 

JUVENILE COURT 
DEPARTMENT 
(Boston, Bris­
tol County, 
HaMPden Coun­
ty, and ~or­
cester County) 
12 justi ces 
CSP casetypes: 
- Juvenile. 

CSP casetypes: 
- Real property rights, 

SMail claiMs 
CSP casetypes: 
- Real property 

rights. 

37 justices 
CSP casetypes: 
- Support7custody, 

paternity/bastard~! 
Miscellaneous civi • 
Exclusive Marriage 
dissolution, adoption, 
Miscellaneous dOMestic 
relations, estate 
jurisdiction. 

Jury trials. 

($ 1 5~m. 
- LiMited felony, Mis­

deMeanor. 

Jury trials. Jury tri al s. No jury tri al s. 

* LiMited dollar jurisdiction in tort and contract cases is $ 25,~~0. 

NOTE: The text at the beginning ~f this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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MICHIGAN COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
7 Justices sit en b&nc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in judge disciplinary cases. 
- ,Discretionary Jurisdiction incivi I, criMinal, adMinistrative 

agency, juvenile, law~er disoiplinary, advisory opinion, 
ori gi nalproceedlng, Interlocutory dec i s i on cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
18 judges sit in panels 

r---------.~~ ~Ska~a~t~~~ej~risdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 
avency Juvenile cases. 

- D I screti onary juri sdi cti on in ci vii, noncapi tal criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. 

COURT OF CLAIMS A 
(1 court) 

1 circuit judge serves 
CSP casetypes: 
- AdMinistrative agency 

aiP~als involving 
c aiMS against the 
state. 

No jury trials. 

I 
DISTRICT COURT 
(!a1 di stri cts) 
247 judges 
CSP case types : 
- Tort, contract t real 

froeerty riyhts 
$ 11~,000 5 SMail 

claiMS ($ 1, 00), 
- LiMited felOnYb Mis-

deMeanor, DWII UI. 
- Movinr traffic, 

Mi sce I aneous 
traffic, ordinance 
violation. 

Jury trials in Most 
cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT A 
(55 circuits) 
167 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real 

propHty rights 
($ 1~,~0~/no MaxiMUM), 
paternity/bastardy, 
adMinistrative agency 
a~peals, Miscellaneous 
Civil. Exclusive Mar-­
riage dissolution, 
su~port/custody, civil 
trial court appeals 
Juri sdi cti on. 

- DWI/DUI
1 

Miscellaneous 
criMi na. Exc I us i ve 
triable felony, criMinal 
appeals jurisdiction. 

Jury tri al s. 

r············· .. -......... , 
t PROBATE COURT t 
I (83 counti es) 
I 
t 107 judges 
I 

t CSP casetipes: 
I - Paterni Y/bastard~l 
I Miscellaneous civi . 
t Exclusive adoption, 
I Miscellaneous dOMestic 
t relations, Mental 
I health, estate. 
I - Hoving traffic, Miscel-
I laneous traffic. 
I - Exclusive juvenile t 
I jurisdiction. I 
I I 
I I 
I SOMe jury trials. I 
~ •••••••••••• _ ••••••••••••• J 

I 
RECORDER'S COURT 
OF DETROII (1) 

29 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- DWIIDUI, Miscel­

laneous cr-iMinal. 
Exclusive triable 
fe I ony, qrir;1i nal 
a~peals Juris­
diction. 

Jury tri al s. 

r·····-·····1 .... -...... , 
MUNICIPAL COURT 
(6 courts) 
6 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real 

rOeertS rights 
$ 11, 0~), SMail 

claiMS ($ 1,500). 
- LiMited felonN 

MisdeMeanor, ~II 
DUI. 

- Movinr traffic, 
Mi sce I aneous 
traffic, ordi-
nance Violation. 

Jury trials in Most 
cases. 

••••••••••••••••• _ ••••• J 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this ohart. 
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MINNESOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
7 justioes sit en bane 
CSP casetypes: 

r---~" - Mandatory jurisdiction in criMinal~ adM.inistrative agenoy, 
~ disciplinary, oertified questions IrOM federal oourt 

cases, 

A 

- Discretionary jurisdiotion in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 
agenoy~ juvenile, original prooeeding oases, 

COURT OF APPEALS 
13 judges sit en bane and in panels 
CSP oasetypes: 
- Mandator~ jurisdiction in oivil, oriMinal, adMinistrative 

a~enoy Juvenile oases, 
- Dlsoretionary jurisdiotion in oivil, oriMinal, juvenile, 

original prooeeding oases, 

DISTRICT COURT (10 distriots)* 
224 judges 

CSP oasetypes: 
- Tort! oontraot~ real propert~ ri~hts, dOMestio relations, 

sMal olaiMs (~onoiliation DIviSIon: $ 0/2,000), Mental 
'----/ heal th! estate, Mi soe II aneous c i viI. 

- Juveni e, 
- ~II criMinal, D~I/DUI, 
- Traffic/other violations, 
Jury trials, 

* The Distriot Court was consolidated in SepteMber, 1987, 

A 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section oontains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this ohart, 
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MISSISSIPPI COURT STRUCTUF1IE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT A 

9 Justices sit in panels· and en banc 

CSf oad)settype~: , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' . - lIan a or~ JurlslC Ion In CIVI , criMina, a MiniS ra I'Je 
agency, Juvenile, disciplinarYl original proceeding, inter­
locutor~ decision cases. 

- Discretionary JUrisdiction in certified questions froM fed­
eral court cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (2e districts)*A 
4e judges 
Jurisdiction: 
- Civil actions. 

Bastardy. 
- Felonies, MisdeMeanors. 

Appeals de novo or on 
record. 

Jury tri al s. 

r •••••••• I ...................... , 
, COUNTY COURT (16 counties)* , 
, 23 judges , 
, Jurisdiction: 
~ - Civil actions ($ e/25,eee) , 
--. - Nis~eMe~nors, felony pre-

I IIMlnarles. 
, - Juvenile. 
I Appeals de novo, 
I 
I Jury trials. 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r················ ............... , 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (168 courts)* I 
I I 
I 102 Judges, 165 Mayors 
I 
I Jurisdiction: 
I - Municipal ordinance viola­
I tions, 
I 
I I 
I Jury trials, I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

If no 
County 
Court, 

I 
CHANCERY COURT (2e districts)* 
39 judges 
Jurisdiction: 
- Equity,divorcer aliMony, pro­

bate, guardiansnip, Mental 
COMMI tMents. 

- Hears juvenile if no County 
Court, 
Appeals de novo, 

Jury trials, 

r················ .•••...•....•..• , 
, FAMILY COURT (1 court)* 
I 
I 1 judge 
I 
I Jurisdiction: 
I - Delinquency, neglect, 
I - ~dult,criMes against 

, 
I 

Juveniles, 

I Jury trial of adults, 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r················ •••••.••........ , 
I JUSTICE COURT (92 courts)* I , 
I 191 Judges 
I 
I Jurisdiotion: 
I - Civil actions ($ 0/2,e00) , 
I - HisdeMeanors, felony 
, pre I iMi nari es, 
I , 

I Jury trials, I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

* A trial court Jurisdiction guide was never cOMPleted by Mississippi, and data 
are unavailable for the trial courts; therefore, the trial court terMinology 
reported in this court structure chart does not reflect CSP Model reporting terMS, 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart, 
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MISSOURI COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
7 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: , ., 
- Mandator~ Jurisdiction in capital crlM}nal 

and oriVlnal proceeding cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncap­

ital criMinal, adMinistrative agenc~, Juven­
i Ie, discipl inary, original proceeding cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS (3 di stri cts) 
32 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, nonca~ital 

criMinal, adMinistrative agencY, juvenile, 
original proceeding, interlocutbry decision 
cases. 

- Ho discretionarY jurisdiction. 

CIRCUIT COURT (44 circuits) 
133 circuit and 170 associate circuit Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including 

civil appeals) ($ 0/no MaxiMuMi Associates 
division: $ M5/000). SMail claiMs jUris­
diction ($ 1!000). 

- Exclusive criMinal Jurisdiction. 
- Traffic/other violation Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

r .•.••••••••• •••.••••••• .••••••••.•••.•••••••••• 
! MUNICIPAL COURT (415 courts) 
! 
I 348 Municipal Judges 
I 
I CSP casetYies: 
I - Municipa ordinance violations. 
I I 
I Ho Jury trials. I 
L •••••• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relev.ant to this chart. 
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MONTANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
7 Justices sit en banc and in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, Juvenile, 

disciplinary cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in adMinistrative agency, 

certified questions froM federal courts, original proceeding 
cases. 

WATER COURT 
(4 Divisons) 
4 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Real prorerty 

ri ghts, IMi ted 
to adJudication 
of eXisting 
water rights. 

No jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT (2e Judicial districts)A 
36 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real property rights 

($ 5~/no MaxiMUM). Exclusive dOMestic 
relations, Mental health, estate l civil appeals, Miscellaneous civil 
Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive triable fel­
ony criMinal a~feals. 

- Exclusive Juvenl e jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

WORKERS' 
COMPENSATION 
COURT 
1 Judge 
CSP casetypes: 
- LiMited to 

workers' 
cOMPensation 
disputes. 

No jury trials. 

r------------------------ -------, , JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT , r------- ----------------'-----, , MUNICIPAL COURT (1 court) , , (56 counti es) , , , 
, 47 Judges, plus 33 judges who , 
, also serve City Courts , , , 
, CSP casetypes: , 
, - Tort! contract~ real property, 
, righH ($ e/3,~ee), sMall , 
, claiMs ($ 1,5~e). , 
, - MisdeMeanor D~I/DUI. , 
, - Moving trafric~ ~arkingi Mis-' 
, cellaneous traffiC. , , , 
, Jur~ tri al s, except in sMall , 
, claiMs. , ~ ________________________________ J 

, 1 Judge , 
, CSP casetypes: 
, - Tort, contract, real prop­
, erty rights ($ e/3~5ee), 
, SMall claiMs ($ 1 ~ee). 
, - MisdeMeanor D~I/DUI. 
, - Hoving traffic! parking, 
I Miscellaneous traffic. 
I , 
I , 

, Jur~ trials, except in sMall, 
, claiMs. , ~ ______________________________ J 

r----------------- -----------------, , CITY COURT (85 cities) , , , 
, 52 Jud~es! plus 33 Judges who also' 
, serve Justice of the Peace Courts I , , 
, CSP (Jasetypes: , 
I - Tort! contract, real property , 
, rights ($ e/3e~), sMall cl aiMS , 
I ($ 3ee). , 
, - MisdeMeanor D~I/DUI. , 
, - Moving traffic, parking, Miscel-I 
, I aneous traff i c. Exc I us i ve or- , 
, dinance violation, parking , 
, Juri sdi cti on. , 
I I 
, Jury trials in SOMe cases. , ~ ___________________________________ J 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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NEBRASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
7 justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatot~ jurisdiction over civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 

a~ency Juvenile, disci~linary, ori~inal proceedin~ cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction over civill adMinistrative agency, 

certified questions froM federal cour,s, original proceeding, 
interlocutorY decision cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (21 districts) A 
48 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Torti contract, real property ri~hts, 

civi appeals, Miscellaneous civil, 
Exclusive dOMestic relations (except 
adoptions), Mental health Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. Exclusive tri­
able felonv, criMinal a~peals, Miscel­
laneous criMinal jurisdiction. 

Jury trials, except in appeais. 

SEPARATE JUVENILE COURT 
(3 counties) 

WORHERS' COMPENSATION COURT 
(1 court) 

4 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Juvenile. 

No jury trials. 

6 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- LiMited to workers' 

cOMPensation disputes. 
No jury tri al s. 

COUNTV COURT (93 courts in 21 districts)* 
57 judges 
CSP case types : 
- Tort, contract~ real property rights 

($ 0/5 000-10,~00), sMall claiMs 
($ 1,500). Exclusive adoption, estate 
JUrisdiction. 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, DUI/DUI. 
- Traffic/other violation. 
- Juvenile. 
Jury trials, except in parking. 

* In July 1985, the Municipal Courts were Merged with the County Courts. 
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NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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NEVADA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 

~Sha~ai~~Wj~riidiction in civil criMinal, adMinistrative 
agency, Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. 

- No discretionary Jurisdiction. 

DISTRICT COURT (9 districts) 
35 Judges, plus 2 effective 1/1/88 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real rro~erty rights ($ 1 000/no MaxiMUM). 

Exclusive dOMestic re atlons, Mental health, estate, civil 
a~peals, Miscellaneous civil Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. Exclusive triable felonY, criMinal 
appeals, Miscellaneous criMinal jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

A 

r·jusTicE·COURr·(55·t~~~;) ............. . r··············· ....................... , 
MUNICIPAL COURT (18 incorporated 
cities/towns) 

62 justices of the peaceM 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract real prorerty 

rights ($ 0/2,500), sMal claiMS 
($ 1,500), 

- MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI, Exclusive 
liMited felony jurisdiction. 

- Moving traffic, parking, Misoella­
neous traffic. 

Jury trials, except In SMail claiMS 
and parking cases. 

L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _ ••••• 

25 judgesM 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract real prorerty 

rights ($ 0/2,500), sMal claiMS 
($1,500), 

- MisdeMeanor D~I/DUI. 
- Moving traftlc, 1arking, Miscel-

laneous traffic, Exclusive ordi­
nance violation jurisdiction. 

No jury trials, L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ___ •• _ •• _ 

* Eight Justices of the Peace also serve as Municipal Court judges, 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: r+ - No Mandatory jurisdiction. 
- Discretionary jurisdi~tion in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMinistrative agency, juvenile, disciplinary, advisor~ 
opinions for the state executive and legislature, origInal 
proceeding, interlocutorY decision cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (10 counties) 
25 authorized justices 
CSP casetypes: . 

A 

A 

- Tort contract, real prorerty rights, Miscellaneous ciVIl 
($ Sae/no MaxiMuM). Exc usive Marriage dissolution, patern­
ity/bastardYI support/custod~ Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive trIable felony, crIMInal appeals jurisdiction. 
Jury tri al s. 

PROBATE COURT (10 counties) 
10 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
r------ - Miscellaneous dOMestic relations, 

Miscellaneous civil. Exclusive 
~do~tiQnl.Mental health, estate 
Jurlsdlc1:lon. 

No jury trials. 

I 
DISTRICT COURT (41 districts) 

82 authorized full-tiMe and part­
tiMe judges 
csr casetypes: 
- Tort contract, real prorerty 

rights ($ 0/10,eee), SMa I claiMS 
($ 1I S00), Miscellaneous dOMestic 
re 1 a;;i ons. 

- MisdeMeanor, DUI/DUI. 
- Traffic/other violation. 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
No jury tri al s. 

MUNICIPAL COURT 
(5 Municipalities)* 

5 part-tiMe justices 
CSP casetypes: 
- Real property rights 

SMall claiMS ($ 1IS06), 
Miscellaneous ciVIl. 

- MisdeMeanor, DUI/DUI. 
- Traffic/other violation. 

Ho jury tri al s. 

* The Municipal Court is being phased out (by statute) upon retireMent and/or 
resignation of sitting justIces. 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this seotion contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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NEW JERSEY COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I ~ .. " t t' 
~--t-i - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, aUf'llnls ra Ive 

a~encYl Juvenile, disci~linary, original proceedin~ cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil! noncapital criMinal, 

adMinistrative agency &ppeal, juvenile! disciplinary, certi­
fied questions froM federal courts, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

APPELLATE DIUISION OF SUPERIOR COURT 
28 judges sit in 7 panels (parts) 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, Juve­

nile, adMinistrative agency cases. 
- DiscretionarY Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT: CIUIL, FAMILV, GENERAL EQUITV AND CRIMINAL 
DIUISIONS (15 Vicinages in 21 counties) 
321 Judges authorized 

21 Surrogates also serve as deputy Superior Court Clerks 

CSP casetypesl 
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (uncontested estate are 

handled by the surrogates) ($ 0/no MaxiMUM; Special Civil 
Part: $ 075,000). SMail claiMS jurisdiction ($ 1,000). 

- Exclusive triable felonv, criMinal appeals, Mis-
cellaneous criMinal jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

A 

r················· ................. , 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (534 courts of I 
I which 14 were Multi-Municipal) I 
I I 

I 362 JUdges\ of which approxiMatelYI 
I 20 are ful -tiMe I 

TA~ COURT* A 
12 authorized Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- State/local tax 

Matters 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: . I 
, - Exclusive liMited felony! Mis- I 
I deMeanor, D~ I/DU I juri sdl cti on. I 
I - Exclusive traffic/other I 
I violation jurisdiction. I 
I I 

I No Jury trials. I 
~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

No jury tri al s. 

* Tax Court is considered a liMited jurisdiction court because of its specialized 
subject Matter. Nevertheless, it receives appeals froM adMinistrative bodies and 
its cases are appealed to the interMediate appellate court. Tax Court Judges 
have the SaMe general qualifications and terMs of service as Superior Court 
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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NEW MEXICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT A 

5 justices sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 

r----+l - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 
agencv, disciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

~ Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency, juvenile, certified questions froM 
federal court cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS A 

7 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMinistrative agencv, Juvenile cases. 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (13 districts) 
59 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contractl real property rights l estate. Exclusive 

dOMestic relations, Mental heal th, civil appeals, Miscel­
'-----i laneous civil Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal appeals 
Juri sdi cti on. 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

MAGISTRATE COURT (33 Magistrate 
D i stri cts) 
57 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract~ real property 

rights ($ ~/2,~~~). 
- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 

D~IIDUI • 
- Moving traffic violation, 

Miscellaneous traffic. 
Jury tri al s. 

r·HuHicipAL·coURT·(S11~~~i~i;~i~·1 
I ities) I 
I I 
I 81 judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Traffic/other violation. 
I 
I I 
I No jury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

BERNALILLO COUNTY METROPOLITAN 
COURT 
11 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract~ real property 

rights ($ ~/5,~~~). 
- LiMited felony MisdeMeanor, 

DW IIDU I. 
- Traffic/other violation. 

Jury trials, except in traffic. 

i·PROBATE·couiT·(33·~~~~ti;~)···· 
I 
I 33 judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Estate. (Hears uncontested I 
I cases. Contested cases go tOI 
I D i stri ct Court.) I 
I I 
I No jury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

NOTE: The text at the beginning ot this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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NEW YORK COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

COURT OF APPEALS 
? Judges sit en bane 

CSPn cadstetype~: , d' t' , "I "I J~" t t' "I - aQ ~ ory Juris 1c Ion In CIVI , criMina, aW'llnls ra Ive agency, Juvenl e, 
original proceeding cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative agency, juvenile, 
Judge disciplinarY, original proceeding cases. 

l 
Court 

of last ]1 
APPELLATE DIVISIONS OF SUPREHE 
COURT (4 courts/divisions) 
4? justices sit in panels in four 
departMents 

A APPELLATE TERHS OF SUPREHE COURT 
(3 terMs/2 departMents) 

15 Justices sit in panels in three 
terMS Inl",J. 

CSP casetypes: CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, - Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, 

appe II ate 
1+-----, courts 

criMinal, adMinistrative agency, r--------i criMinal, Juveni Ie, interlocutory 
Juvenile, lawyer disCijlinary, orig- decision cases. 
lnal proceeding, inter ocutory - Discretionary Jurisdiction in 
decision cases. 1+-----, criMinal, Juvenile, interlocutory 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, ,J decision cases. 
criMinal, Juvenile l original pro- CiVil, 
ceeding, interlocu.ory decision felonies: 
cases. 3rd and 4th 

DePartMent '-------,-------' 

2nd DepartMent I I 
Nonfelo~ies: 

.------------------~ SUPREHE COURT (12 districts) 
*484 FIE COMbined SupreMe Court and 

County Court judges. 
A COUNTY COURT (5? counties outside NYC) 

*484 FTE COMbined SupreMe Court and 
County Court judges. 

CSP case types : 
- Tort, contract, real propert~ rights, 

Miscellaneous civil. ExclUSive 
Marriage dissolution Jurisdiction. 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real property rights, 

Miscellaneous civil ($ 0125,000). 
Trial court appeals Jurisdiction. 

l 
Courts of 
general 
Juris-d] - Triable felony, DUl, Miscellaneous 

criMinal. 
Jury trials. 

- Triable felonYI DUllDUl 1 Miscellaneous 
criMinal. Exc usive criMinal appeals. 

Jury trials. 

COURT OF CLAIHS (1 court) 
32 Jud~es, 15 act as SupreMe 
Court Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real 

property rights involving 
the state. 

Ho jury trials. 

FAHILY COURT (62 counties-­
includes NYC FaMily Court) 
156 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- DOMestic relations (except 

Marriage dissolution)l 
guardianship. ExclUSive 
Me'ntal heal th jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive juvenile 
Jurisdiction. 

Ho Jury trials. 

CIVIL C~URT OF THE CITY OF 
NEW YORK (1 court) 

m Judges 

SURROGATES' COURT 
(62 counties) 

?6 surrogates 

CSP casetypes: 
- Adoption, estate. 

Jury trials in estate. 

DISTRICT COURT (2 counties) 
49 Judges in Nassau and Suffolk 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort! contract, real proyerty 

righ.s ($ 0/15h000), SMa 1 
claiMS ($ 1,50~). 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 
DUIIDUI. 

- Movinv traffic, Miscellaneous 
trafflC

I 
ordinance violation. 

Jury tria s, except in traffic. 
t 

CRIHINAL COURT OF THE CITY OF 
NEW YOR~ (1 court) 

10? Judges 

CSP casetypes: CSP casetypes: 
- Tort! contract, real projerty - LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 

I'igh.s ($ 0/25 000) I SMa I DUIIDUI. 
claiMS ($ 1,500), Mlscellane- - Miscellaneous traffic Misde-
ous civil. . Meanors, ordinance violation. 

Jury trials. Jury trials in criMinal cases. 

3rd and 4th 
DePartMents 

CITY COURT (79 courts in 61 
cities) 
165 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort! contracth real property 

righ.s ($ 0/5,~00-15 000), 
SMail claiMS ($ 11500). 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 
DUIIDUI. 

- Movinv traffic, Miscellaneous 
trafflc l ordinance violation. 

Jury tria s, except in traffic. 

1st a 2nd 
DepartMents 

Courts of 
liMited 
Juris­
diction 

r················ ..........••.•.• , 
I TOWN AND VILLAGE JUSTICE COURT I 
I (2 l 327 courts) I 
I 1,185 Justi ces 
I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort! contracth real proyerty I 
I righ.s ($ 0/3h~0e), sMal I 
I claiMS($1,5~0). , I 
I - MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI, Miscel- I 
I laneous criMinal. I 
I -Traffic/other violation. I 
I Jury trials in Most cases. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

* Includes Actinv SUpreMe Court Justices assigned adMinistratiyely. HOTE: 
of section contains IMPortant infOrMation relevant to this chart. 

T~e text at the beginning of this 
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NORTH CAROLINA. COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT A 

? justices sit en banc 

CSPM cadset·type~: , d' t' , "1 "1 d" t t' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI I criMina, a MiniS ra Ive 
agenc~, Juvenile, judge disciplinary, interlocutory 
deciSion cases. . 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in c viI, criMinal, adMin­
istrative agency, juvenile, adv sory opinions for the 
executive and legislature, orig nal proceeding, inter­
locutory decision cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
12 judges sit in panels 

A 

CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civi 1, noncapi tal criMinal, r+­

aclt:li Qi strati ve a~ency, juven i 1 e, lawyer di scipl i nary 
original proceeding cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil! noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (34 districts) 
72 judges and 100 clerks with estate jurisdiction 
CSP casetypeSt 
- Tort contract, f~~! pro~erty rights ($ 10,000/no Max­

iMUM~, Miscellaneou:5 civil cases. Exclusive adoption, 

A 

'-- Htate l Mental health, adNinistrative agency appeals 
Jul'isdlction. 

- UisdeMeanor, ExclUSive triable felonY, criMinal appeals 
~li.lrisdiction. 

DISTRICT COURT (34 districts) 

151 jud~es and 637 Magistrates of which approxiMately 
100 Magistrates are part-ti~le 

CSP case types: 
- TortI contract, real propert~ rights ($ 0/10,008). Ex­

clusive SMall claiMs (t 1,500), no~-ado~tion dOMestic 
relations l civil trial OQl".,t appeals, Mlsc~llaneous I-
civil jurisdiction. . 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive litlited felony, DWIIDUI Juris-
diction. 

- Exclusive traffic/other violation jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials i~ civil cases only. 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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NORTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 

csC cdasettype~l , d' t' , "I "I ~ •• " t t' - lIan a or~ Juris 10 Ion In CIVI , criMina , a~lnls ra Ive 
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, inter­
locutorY decision cases. 

- No discretionary Jurisdiotion. 
: 
I 
I 

t 
COURT OF APPEALS* (TeMPOrary) 
3-Judge panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in oivil, noncapital 

criMinal, adMinistrative agencv, Juvenile, 
disciplinary, original proceeding, inter­
locutory decision cases. 

- No discretionary Jurisdiction. 

DISTRICT COURT (? Judicial districts in 53 A 
counti es) 
26 Judges 
CSP casetypeSl 
- Tort, contract, real property rights 

guardianship. Exclusive dOMestic reiations, 
appeals of adMinistrative agency cases, 
Miscellaneous civil Jurisdiction. 

-MisdeMeanor, Miscellaneous criMinal. Exclusive 
triable felon~l Jurisdiotion. 

- Moving traffio, MiscellaneDus traffic. 
- Exclusive Juv~nile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in t10st cases. 

r •••••• •• •••••••.••••••..••••••..••••.. 
I COUNTY COURT (53 counties) , 

r····································, 
I MUNICIP~L COURT (161 incorporated 
I cities) 

, 2t Judges 
I 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Tort contract, real property 
I ri ghis ($ 0/10,000), estate. Ex­
I clusive sMall claiMs ($ 21000), 
I Mental health Jurisdiction. 
I - LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, D~I/ 
I DUI, criMinal appeals. 
I - Novlng traffic, parking, Miscel­
I laneous traffic. 
I 
, Jury trials, except in sMail claiMs 

I 
I 148 Judges 
I 
I CSP casetypesl 

I I - D~IIDUI. 
I I - Mouinj traffic 1 parking, 
1+-1 Misce laneous traffic. 
I I Exclusive ordinance violation 
I I JUrisdiction. 
I I 

I 
I 
I 

I cases. I I No Jury trials. 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

.•.. Indicates asSignMent 01 cases. 

* Effective July i, 198? through January 1, 1990, a teMpOrary Court 01 Appeals is 
established to exercise appellate and original Jurisdiction as delegated by the 
SupreMe Court. 

NOTE: The text at the beginning 01 this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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OHIO COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
? Justices sit en banc 

~Sha~ait;~~ej~risdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 
a~encYI Juvenile, disci~linary, original proceedin~ cases. 

- Dlscretionarv Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS (12 courts) 
58 judges sit in panels of 3 MeMbers each 

A 

A 

CSh Casttype~: , d' t' ' "I "I dM" t t' +-
- a~~n~y~rJu~~~lIe:co~~~i~~lc~~~cee~f~~:nrnte~lo~~t~r~ad!btsion 

cases. 
- No discretionary jurisdiction. 

r································ ................................ , 
I COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (88 counti es) A I 
I I 
I 339 judges I 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort, contract, real ~roperty rights ($ see/no MaxiMUM), I 
I appeal of adMinist~atlve agency cases, Miscellaneous civil. I 
I Exclusive dOMestic relations, Mental nealth, estate juris- I 
I estate jurisdiction. I 
I - Exclusive triable felony, Misoellaneous criMinal jurisdiction. I 
I - Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction. I 
I - Traffic/other violation (juvenile cases only) jurisdiction. I 
I I 
I Jury trials in Most cases. I 
~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r· ...•........................... , 
MUNICIPAL COURT (118 courts) 

r···································· .. , 
COUNTV COURT (51 courts) 

198 judges 61 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- TortI contract, real property 

rights ($ 0/10 00e) , SMall 
claiMS ($ 1,e00), Miscellane­
ous civil. 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract real property 

rights ($ 0/3,0ee), SMail claiMS 
($ 1 ee0) , Miscellaneous civil. 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, D~I/ 
DU I criMi nal a~peal s. - LiMited felonv, MisdeMeanor, 

D~I/DUI, criMinal ap~eals. 
- Traffic/other violation. 

- Tratfic/other Violation, except for 
parking cases. 

Jury trials in Most cases. Jury trials in Most cases. 
································r ~···········I···························J 

COURT OF CLAIMS (1 court) 

1 judge sits on teMPorary 
assignMent 
CSP case types: 
.., Miscellaneous civil actions 

a~ainst the state. 
- VictiMS of criMe cases 
Jury trials. 

r· .............•............ , 
I MAVOR'S COURT (N690 courts) 
I 
I 690 judges (Mayors) 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I .., D~I/DUI. 
I - Traffic/other violation • 
I 
I 
I 
I No jury trials. 
~ ..............••....•••.••••• 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 

Court of 
last resort 

InterMediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

---.JjuriSdiction 

Courts of 
liMited 

jurisdiction 

Part III: 1987 State Court Structure Charts • 169 



OKLAHOMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
9 JUstices sit en bane 

A COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS 
3 judges sit en banc 

CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, 

adMinistrative agency, juvenile, 
lawyer disciplinary, advisory 
opinion, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. 

C.SP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in criMinal, 

Juuenilei original proceeding cases. 
- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in inter­

locutory decIsIon cases. 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, 

adMinistrative agency, juveni Ie, in­
terlocutory decision cases. 

I 
I 

T 
COURT OF APPEALS (4 courts) 
12 judges sit in four perM­
anent divisions of 3 MeMbers 
each 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in 

civi I, adMInistrative 
agency, juvenile, original 

. proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases that are 
assigned by the SupreMe 
Court. 

- No discretionary jurisdic­
tion. 

DISTRICT COURT (26 districts) A 

71 district, 77 associate district, and 
58 judges 

COURT OF TAX REUIEW A 
(1 court) 

3 D i stri ct Court 
Judges serve 
CSP casetypes: 
- Appeal of adMin­

istrative agency 
cases. 

No Jury trials. 

CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction, except 

for concurrent jurisdiction In appeal 
of adMinistrative a~ency cases. 
SMall claiMs jurisdIction ($ 1,5ee). 

- Exclusive criMinal jurisdiction (including 
criMinal appeals). 

- Moving traffic, Miscellaneous traffic, 
ordinance violation. 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

r············ ........... , 
MUNICIPAL COURT NOT 
OF RECORD (34e courts) 

ApproxiMately 35e full 
and part-tiMe judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Traffic70ther. 

violation. 

Jury tri al s. 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r·············· ........ , 
I MUNICIPAL CRIMINAL 
I COURT OF RECORD 
I (2 courts) 
I 

I 8 full-tiMe and 18 
I part-tiMe judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Traffic70ther 
I violation. 
I 

I Jury trials. 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

.... Indicates asSignMent of cases. 
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OklahoMa has a Uorkers' COMPensation Court which hears COMPlaints that are handled exclusively by 
adMinistrative agencie? in other states. 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 

170 • State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annual Report 1987 



OREGON COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME coun 
? justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in capit~l criMinal, adMinistrative agency, 

disciplinary, ori~inal proceeding cases. 
- Discretionary jurIsdictIon in civil! noncapital criMinal adMin­

istrative agency, Juvenile, disciplInary, certified ques\ions froM 
federal courts, orIginal proceeding cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS A 

1~ Judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: r+----
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMinistra-

tive agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

- No discretionary jurisdiction. 

TAl( COURT A 
(1 court) 
1 judge 
CSP casetypes: 
- Civil ap~eals 

I 
CIRCUIT COURT (2~ Judicial districts in 36 
counties) 
84 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract, real propert~ rights 

froM adMI n i s­
trative 
agencies. 

($ 1~,00~/no MaxiMuM), adoptlon~ estate, 
,....---~ civil appeals Mental health. txclusive 

r dOMestic rela\ions (except adoption), Miscel­
laneous civil Jurisdiction. 

No jury tri al s. 

r--------------- -, COUNTY COURT I 
(36 counties) I 

I 
9 Judges I 

I 
CSP casetypes: I 
- Adotti on, I 

Men al heal th, I 
estate. I 

- Juvenile. I 
I 

Ho Jury trials. I _________________ J 

- Exclusive triable felony, criMinal appeals 
Juri sdi cti on. 

- Juvenile. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

r-----------------·--, r-----------------, JUSTICE COURT I MUNICIPAL COURT I DISTRICT COURT 
(39 courts) I (194 courts) I (27 counties with a 

I I District Court) 
38 justices of the 126 Judges I 
peace I 58 Judges 

CSP casetypes: I 
CSP casetypes: - MisdeMeanor, I CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, DUlIDUl. I - Tort, contract, 

real prorerty - Traffic/other ~ real prorerty 
rishts ( ~/ vi 0 I ati on. I rights ( 0/ 
2 0~), SMail I 1~, 000), SMail 
c!aiMs ($ 2,5~0). I claiMS ($ 2 5~0), 

- LiMited felony, Jury trials in I trobate/wil!s/in-
Mi sdeMeanor, SOMe cases. I estate. 
D~IIDU!, 

_________________ J 

- LiMited felony, 
- Hoving traffic! MisdeMeanor, 

larking, Misce - DW I1DU l. 
aneous traffic. - Traffic/other 

Jury trials in SOMe 
violation. 

Jury trials in SOMe 
cases. I cases. ____________________ J 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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PENNSYLVANIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURr 
? Justices sit en banc 

;Sha~a~t;~~ej~risdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative agency, Juvenile, 
disciplinary, ori~inal proceeding, interlocutorY decision cases. 

- Discretionarv Jurisdiction in CiVil, noncapital criMinal, adMinistrative agency, 
Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

COMMONWEALTH COUrtr 
9 authorized judges sit in panels 
and en banc 

A 

CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, 

noncapital criMinal, adMinistra­
tive agencY, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases 
involving the COMMonwealth. 

- Discretionarv jurisdiction in 
civil j adMinistrative agency 01'­
igina proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases involving the 
COMMonwealth. 

SUPERIOR COURT 
15 authorized judges sit in panels 
and en banc 
CSP casetypes 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, 

noncafital criMinal l juvenile, 01'­
igina proceeding, Interlocutory 
decision cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in 
c i v ii, noncapi tal criMi nal, Juv­
eni Ie, original r'i~ceeding, Inter­
locutory decision cases. 

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (60 districts in 67 counties) 
330 judges 

A 

-
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real rropert'~ l'i ghts, Mi sce II aneous c i vi I, 

Exclusive dOMestic re atlons, estate, Mental health, civil 
appeals jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal 
appeals, Miscellaneous criMinal jurisdiction. 

I--

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

PHILADELPHIA MUNICIPAL COURT 
(ist D i stri ct) 
22 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Real rroperty rights ($ 0/5 000), 

Misce laneous dOMestic relations 
Miscellaneous civil. Exclusive 
sMall claiMs jurisdiction 
($ 5 000). 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, D~I/ 
DUI. 

- Ordinance violation. 
No jury trials. 

PHILADELPHIA rRAFFIC COURT 
(1st D i stri ct) 
7 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Moving traffic, parking, 

Miscellaneous traffic. 

No jury trials. 

t 
DISTRICT JUSTICE COURT 
(543 courts) 
543 district justices 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract~ real property 

rights ($ 0/4,~00). 
- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 

D~ I/DU I. 
- Traffic/other violation. 

No Jury trials. 

r •••••••••••••••••• l .................. , 
PITTSBURGH CITV MAGISTRATES 
(5th D i stri ct) 
5 Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: 
- Real property rights. 
- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 

DWI/DUI. 
- Traffic/other violation. 
No jury trials. 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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~----~~~~~----~----~~~~~----------~----~------------------------------------~ C<'''\\ 

(I 

PUERTO RICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
8 Justices 
Jurisdiction: 
- Reviews JudgMents and decisions of the Court of First In­

stance,* and cases on appeal or review before the Superior 
Court. . 

- Reviews rulin~s of the Registrar of Property and rulings of 
certain adMinistrative agencies. 

SUPERIOR COURT* (12 districts) 
92 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real ~ro~erty ri ghts ($ 10,0ee/no Max i~IUM) , 

dOMestic relations and Mlscellane~us civil. Exclusive estate 
and civil appeals JUrisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive triable felony and criMinal appeals 
Juri sdi cti on. 

- Exclusive juvenile JUrisdiction. 
Jury trials in criMinal cases. 

DISTRICT COU~T* (39 courts) 
94 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real property ri~hts ($ Me, 000) I Miscel­

laneous dOMestic relations and Miscellaneous civi . 
- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive liMited felony and D~I/DUI juris­

diction. 
- Traffic/other violation, except parking. 
Ho jury trials. 

JUSTICE OF THE PF~CE (3 courts) 
3 reguiar judges and 10 speoial judges 
Jurisdiction: 
- Justices of the Peace are eMPowered 

to handle only preliMinar~ 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 
CSP casetypes: 
- Traffic/other violation. 

Ho jury trials. 

* The Court of First Instance consists of two divisions: the Superior Court and 
the District Court. 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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RHODE ISLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I 't I " I>' 'I - an a ory durls IC Ion In CIVI , noncapl a crIMIna i'duvenl e, 
disciplinary, advisory opinion, ori~inal proceeding cases. 

- Di scretionary Juri sdicti on in adMin I stratm agency appeal s, 
interlocutory decision, original proceeding cases. 

SUPERIOR COURt (4 divisions) 
20 Justices 
CSP casetypes: > 

- Tort, contractl real rroperty rights ($ 5,0~~/no 
MaxiMUM), civi appea s Misoellaneous oivil. 

- MisdeMeanor, DWI/DUI. ~xolusive triable felony, 
criMinal appeals jurisdiotion. 

Jury trials. 

A 

DISTRICT COURT (8 divisions) 

13 Judges 
A FAMILY COURT (4 divisions) 

11 judge> 

A 

CSP case types: 
- Tort contract real property 

rights ($ 1/51000-10,~00), appeals 
of adMinistra.ive a~enoy cases. 
Exolusive sMail claIMs ($ 1,500), 
Mental health liurisdiotion. 

CSP casetypes: 
- Exolusive dOMestic relations 

Jurisdiction. 
- Exolusive juvenile jurisdiotion. 

- MisdeMea~or, DUI/DUI. Exclusive 
liMited felony Jurisdiction. 

- Ordinance violation. Exclusive 
Moving traffic for those cases 
not handled adMinistratively. 

No jury trials. No Jury tri al s. 

I r··················L •••••••••••••••••• 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (12 courts) 

r------------------ .-~--.------------
I PROBATE COURT (39 cities/towns) 
I I 

I ? judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Ordinance violation. Exclusive 
I parking jurisdiction. 
I I 
I No jury trials. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

I 39 Judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
J - Exolusive estate Jurisdiotion. 
I J 

I I 
I No jury trials. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this seotion oontains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant tQ this ohart. 
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J) 

SOUTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, juvenile ..-

disciplinarYl certitied questions froM federal courts, orig-
inal proceedln~, interlocutory decision cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civill noncapital criMinal 
adMinistratiye.agency, juvenile, orIginal proceeding, inter­
locutory decIsIon cases. 

J 
COURT OF APPEALS 
6 judges sit in panels and en banc 

~ CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMin­

istrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding cases assigned 
by the SupreMe Court. 

- No discretionary jurisdiction. 

CIRCUIT COURT (16 circuits) 
31 judges and 20 Masters-in-equity 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract

l 
real property rights, Miscellaneous ciuil. 

Exclusive civi appeals jurisdiction. 
- MisdeMeanor, DWI/DUI. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal 

appeals, Miscellaneous criMinal jurisdiction. 
Jury trials, except in appeals. 

A 

t--

FAMILY COURT (16 circuits) 
46 judges 

r ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , 
, MAGISTRATE COURT (315 courts) , , 

CSP casetypes: 
- Miscellaneous civil. Exclusive 

dOMestic relations jurisdiction, 
except tor SOMe paternity/bastardy 
cases heard in the Magistrate 
Court. 

- Juvenile trattic. 
- Juvenile. 
No jury trials. 

, 315 Magistrates , 
, CSP casetypes: I 
, - Tortt contract~ real property, 
, rights ($ 0/1t~00), SOMe , 
, patern i ty/ba5i,ard~. 
, - LiMited felonY, MIsdeMeanor 
, DW l/DU I. 
I - Trattic/other violation. 
, - Juvenile. , 
, Jury trials. , 
~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r·····································, r································, 
, PROBATE COURT (46 courts) , , MUNICIPAL COURT (241 courts) I 
, 'I , 
, 46 judges " "'250 judges I 
, I' 
, CSP casetypes: " CSP casetypes: 
, - Gxc!usive ,Mental health, estate t----''----l - LiMited felonY, MisdeMeanor 

JUrISdIctIon. " DWI/DUI. 
, , - Traffic/other violation. , , " , 

, No jury trials. " Jury trials. , 
~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

•.•. Indicates aSsignMent ot cases. 

NOTE: The text at the beginning ot this section contains iMPortant intorMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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SOUTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en bane 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory iUfisdiction in civil, criMinal, 

, adMinistra ive a~ency juvenile, 
disciplinary, orl~inal ~roceeding cases. 

- Discretionary ~urlsdictlon in advisory 
opinions for testate executive, inter-
locutory decision, original proceeding 
cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits) 

35 judges! 18 law Malistrates, 11 kart-tiMe 
lay Magis rates, 84 ull-tiMe cler Magis-
trates, and 49 part-tiMe clerk Magistrates. 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (inclUdint civil a~ieals). SMail claiMs jurisdic ion 

($ 2 00 • 
- Exclusive criMin~1 jurisdiction (including 

criMinal atpeals). 
~ Er~lusive raffic/other violation juris-

d:ction (exceft for uncontested parking 
which is hand ed adMinistratively). 

- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jur'J trials, except in SMail claiMs. 

A 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

juri sdicti on 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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TENNESSEE COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, workers' COMpen­

sation lawyer disci~linary oases. 
- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

COURT OF APPERLS (3) 

12 Judges sit in panels and 
en banc 

A COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS (3) 

9 judges sit in'panels and 
en banc 

CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, 

adMinistrative agency, juvenile 
cases. 

CSP casetypes 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in non­

oa~i tal criMinal, juveni Ie, or­
i~lnal ~roceeding cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in 
interlocutory decision cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in 
interlocutory decision cases. 

~ JUDICIAL DISTRICTS (31 districts) 
CIRCUIT COURT A CHANCERY A CRIMINAL COURT 
(95 counties in 31 districts) COURT (31 districts) 

(31 di stricts) 
69 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Civil ($ 50/no MaxiMuM)l 

except SMail claiMs. Civil 
ap~eals jurisdiction. 

- CriMinal. 

33 chance II ors 
CSP casetypes: 
- Civil ($ 50/ 

no MaXiMuM)! 
except sMal 
claiMs. - Moving traffic, Miscella-

neous traffic. 
Jury trials. 

r •••••.•••.• 1 .......... , 
I JUVENILE COURT I 
I (21 courts) I 
I I 
I 16 judges I 
I I 
I cSP case types: I 
I - Paternity/bastardy, I 
I Mental health. I 
I - Juvenile. I 
I I 
I No jury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••• J 

Jury tri al s. 

r ••••••••• 1 ........ , 
PROBATE COURT (2) I 

I 
3 judgesj 5 gen- I 
eral session I 
judges also servel 

I 
CSP casetypes: I 
- Estate. I 

I 
No jury trials. I 

•••••••••••••••••• J 

26 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- CriMi nal. CriMinal 

appeals jurisdiction. 

Jury tri al s. 

r············ ........... , 
I MUNICIPAL COURT I 
I (N300 courts) I 
I I 
I N19? judges I 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - MisdeMeanor, DWI/DUI. I 
I - Trattic/other vio- I 
I lation. I 
I I 
I No jury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r····················································· .... , 
I GENERAL SESSIONS COURT (92 counties. 2 additional I 
I counties have a trlal justice court) I 
I I 
I 87 tull-tiMe and 44 part-tiMe judges. (This includes I 
I 2 justices of the peace) I 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort, contract real property rights ($ 0/varies) , 
I Marriage dissolution, support/custody, Mental health, I 

L.-----l, estate cases. Exclusive SMall claiMS jurisdiction , 
I ($ 10,000). 
I - MisdeMeanor, DWI/DUI. 
I - Traffic/other violation. 
I - Juvenile. 
I I 
I Ho jury trials. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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TEXAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS 
9 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil cases. 

9 Judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes 
- Mandator~ jurisdiction in criMin­

al, ori,lnal proceeding cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, 
adMinistrative agency, Juveni Ie, cer­
tified questions froM federal courts, 
original proceeding cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in 
noncapital criMinal, original pro­
ceeding cases. 

COURTS OF APPEALS (14 courts) 
80 Justices sit in panels 

r-+ CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I 't I " I d" - an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , noncapi a criMina I a MlnlS-
trative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, inter ocutory 
decision cases. 

- No discretionary jurisdiction. 

DISTRICT COURTS (375 courts) 
DISTRICT COURT (375 courts) 
375 judges 

A CRIMINAL DISTRICT COURT 
<10 courts) 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tortt contract, real proferty 

righ.s ($ 200/no MaxiMuM, 
dOMestic relations

l 
estate, 

Miscellaneous civi • 
Exclusive adMinistrative agency 
appeals Jurisdiction. 

- Triable felony MisdeMeanor, 
DUI/DUI, Miscellaneous criMinal. 

- Juvenile. 
Jury trials. 

10 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Triable felony MisdeMeanor, 

DWI/DUI, Miscellaneous criMinal 
cases. 

Jury tri al s. 

~.~~~~~~~~~~~~.~~~~~~.~~~~.~~~:~::~---------------r ................................ ~~ 
CONSTITUTIONAL COUNT~ COURT PROBATE COURT COUNTY COURT AT LAW (154 courts) 
(254 courts) (16 courts) 
254 Judges 154 judges 

16 Judges 
CSP casetypes: CSP casetypes: 
- Tort! contract~ real property CSP casetypes: - Tort! contract, real property 

rights ($ 200/, 500), SMall - Estate. righ.s ($ 200/varies), SMall 
claiMS for coun~ies with pop. claiMS ($ 150-200), Marriage 
above 400,000 ($ 2,500), Marr- dissolution, estate, Mental 
iage dissolution

l 
estate, Men- health, civil trial court 

tal health, civi trial court appeals, Miscellaneous civil. 
appeals, Miscellaneous civil. - MisdeMeanor, DWIIDUI, criMinal 

- MisdeMeanor, DWIIDUI, criMinal appeals.. I 
appeals. - Novin, traffic, Miscellaneous I 

- Movin, traffic, Miscellaneous traffiC. I 
traffiC. - Juvenile. I 

- Juvenile. I 
Jury trials. Jury trials. Jury trials. I L................................. . ................................ J 

r········~·······························, 

I MUNICIPAL COURT* (840 courts) I 
I I 
I 1,109 Judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - LiMited felonY, MisdeMeanor. 
~ - Moving traffic, parkin" Misc~lla­

neous traffiC. ExclUSive ordinance 
violation jurisdiction. 

I 
, Jury trials. 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

r·····································, 
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT* I 
(913 courts) I 
941 judges I 

I 
CSP casetypes: I 
- Tort contract real property I 

rights ($ 0/2,500) SMall claiMS r 
($ 1 000), Mental heal tho 'I 

- LiMited felonY, MisdeMeanor. 
- Moving traffic, parking, Miscel-

laneous traffic. 
I 

Jury trials. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

* SOMe Municipal and Justice of the Peace Courts May appeal to the District Court. 
NOTE: The text at th~ beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 

relevant to this chart. 
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UTAH COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 

CSh Casttype~: , d' t' . "I "I d" t t' 
- a~~n~y~rJu~~~IIe:cli~~e~ndr~6Ipli~i~~:n~r!grn~!n~~0~:ea~~g 

cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS* A 

7 Justices sit in panels of 3 
~ CSP Gasetypes: 

- Mandatory jusisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistra­
tive agency, Juvenile, original proceeding cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision 
cases. 

1 

A 

DISTRICT COURT (7 districts in 29 counties) A 
29 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real rroperty rights. 

Exclusive dOMestic re atlons, estate 
Mental health, civil appeals, Miscellaneous 
civil jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive triable felony, 
criMinal appeals jurisdiction. 

Jury trials in Most casetypes. 

r-----------------------------------, CIRCUIT COURT (i2 circuits in 29 I JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT 
counties) I (154 ci ties/counties) 

I 
37 Judges I 158 judges 

I 
CSP casetypes: I CSP casetypes: 
- TortI contract, real prorerty I - Torti contract ($ 0/1/000), 

righ.s ($ M0,000), SMa I claiMsLL.-J sMal claiMs ($ 11000). 
($ 11000). I' ! - LiMited felony, MIsdeMeanor, 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, I DWI/DUI. 
DWI/DUI. EXClusive Miscellaneous I - Traffic/other violation. 
criMi nal Juri sdi cti on. I 

- Traffic/other violation. I 

Jury trials, except in SMail claiMS 
and parking cases. 

I 
I 
I Jury trials in SOMe casetypes. ~ ________________________________ • __ J 

JUUENILE COURT (6 juvenile court dIstricts) 
12 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Moving traffic, Miscellaneous traffic (juvenile). 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Ho jury tri al s. 

* The Court of Appeals becaMe operational on Feb. 1, 1987. 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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VERMONT COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT A 

5 justioes sit en bano 

CSPM oadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' - an a or~ Juris 10 Ion In OIVI , orlMlna I a MiniS ra Ive 
a~enoy, Juvenile, original prooeeding, in.erlooutory deoision 
cases I 

- Disoretionary jurisdiotion in interlooutory decision cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (14 oounties) 
10 judges 
CSP oasetypes: 
- Tort, oontraot ($ 200/no Maxi­

MUM), support/custody, patern­
itY/Dastardy, Misoellaneous 
dOMestio relations, Miscel­
laneous oivil. Exolusive real 
property rivhts, Marriage dis­
solution, Civil appeals Juris­
diction. 

- Triable felony. 

Jury tri al s. 

A DISTRICT COURT* (13 oircuits) 
15 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, oontraot ($ O/5,000), 

support/custody, paternity/bas­
tardy! Miscellaneous dOMestic 
relations, Mental health. 
Exclusive sMail claiMS Juris­
diotion ($ 2,000). 

- Triable felony. Exclusive Mis­
deMeanor, DWI/DUI Jurisdiotion. 

- Exclusive Moving traffic, Mis­
oellaneous traffic 1 ordinanoe 
violation Jurisdic.ion. 

- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

PROBATE COURT (19 districts) 
19 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mental health, Miscellaneous dOMestic 

relations t Miscellaneous civil. Exclu­
sive adop.ion, estate Jurisdiction. 

No Jury trials. 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
general 

JUrisdiction 

Court of 
I iMi ted 

Juri sdi cti on 

* The District Court, although created as a court of liMited jurisdiction, has steadily 
increased its scope to include alMost all criMinal Matters. In 1983, tne District 
Court was granted jurisdiction over all criMinal cases

l 
and has beCOMe the court of 

general jurisdiction for Most criMinal Matters. A SMa 1 nUMber of appeals go to the 
Superior Court. 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT A 

? Justices sit en banc and in panels 
CSP casetypes: . 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in capital criMinal, adMin­

istrative agency, lawyer discipl inary cases. 
Court of 

last resort 

-

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 
crir~inal, adMi ni strati ve agency, juven i I e judge dis­
ciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS* 
10 Judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 

A 

- Mandatory Jurisdiction in SOMe civil, SOMe adMinistra­
tive agency and SOMe original proceeding cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in noncapital criMinal cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (31 circuits) 
122 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 

A 

- Tort contract real property rights ($ 0-1,000/no Max­
iMUMl! Mental health, adMinistrative agency appeals, 
Misce laneous civil. Exclusive dOMestic relations 
(except for support/custody), civil appeals frOM trial 
courts, estate Jurisdiction; 

- MisdeMeanor, criMinal appeals. Exclusive triable felonY 
Jurisdiction. . 

- Ordinanoe violation. 
Jury tri a.1 s. 

DISTRICT COURT (204 General District, Juvenile, and A 
DOMestic Relations Courts)** 
104 FTE general district and 73 FTE juvenile and dOMestic 
relations judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real prorerty ri~hts ($ 0/7,000), sup­

port/custody, Mental hea th, adMinistrative agency 
appeal s. 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive DWIIDUI, liMited felony juris­
diction. 

- Ordinance violation. Exclusive Moving traffic, parking, 
Miscellaneous traffic Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Ho jury trials. 

* The Virginia Court of Appeals becaMe operational on January 1, 1985. 
** The District Court is referred to as the Juvenile and DOMestic Relations Court 

when hearing juvenile and dOMestic relations cases, and as the General District 
Court for the balance of the cases. 

HOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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WASHINGTON COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 
" 

SUPREME COURI 
9 justices sit en banc and in panels 

CSPM cdasettype~: , d' t' , "I "I J,," t t' 
r----.-t.. - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, aw,lnls ra Ive 

agency, Juvenile, certified questions frOM federal court 
cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency! juvenile, disciplinary, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

COURT or APPEALS (3 courts/divisions) 
16 judges sit in panels 

CSP casetYJJs: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMin­

istrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding cases. 
- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in adMinistrative agency, inter­

locutorY deCISion cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (30 districts in 39 counties) 
133 judges 
CSP casetypes: 

A 

- TortI contract. Exclusive real pro~erty rights, dOMestic 
relations, estate, Mental health, civil appeals, Miscel-

"'-----l laneous civil Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive triable felony, criMinal appeals jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

r--···_····--------------- ... ---- .... 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (129 cities) 
I 

I 129 Judges 
I 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - DOMestic relations. 
I - MisdeMeanor DUI/DUI. 
I - Moving traffic, parking, Miscel­
I laneous traffic, and ordinance 
I violations. 

I I 

I JurY,trials, except in traffic and I 
I parking. I 
~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r··············· .................... , 
I DISTRICT COURT (68 districts in I 
I 62 counti es) ** 
I 
I 199 Judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort, contract ($ 0/10,000) I 
I Miscellaneous dOMestic relations. I 
I Exclusive SMail claiMS juris- I 
I d.lction ($ 1,000). I 
I - Iii sdeMeanor DU I1DU I. I 
I - Hoving traffic, parking, Miscel- I 
I laneous (non-traffic) Violations. I 
I I 
I Jury trials, except in traffic I 
I and parking. I 
~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

** District Court provides services to Municipalities which do not have a Nunicipal 
Court. 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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WEST VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT OF APPEALS 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 

A 

- No Mandatory jurisdiction, 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil! noncapital criMinal, ad-

Ministrative agency, juvenile! disciPlinary! certified ques­
tions frOM federal courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

CIRCUIT COURT (31 circuits) 
60 judges 

A 

CSP oasetypes: 
- Tort, contraot ($ 300/no MaxiMuM), Exclusive real pro~erty 

rights, dOMestic relations, Mental health, estate, ciVil 
a~peals jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor! DWI/DUI. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal 
appeals jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials, 

MAGISTRATE COURT (55 counties) 
156 Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract ($ 0/3,000), 
- Hi sdeMeanor, DW IIDU I. Exc I us i ve 

liMited felony jurisdiction, 
- Movin~ traffic, Miscellaneous 

traffic, 

Jury trials, 

r--------------- -----------------, MUNICIPAL COURT (122 courts) 
122 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- DWIIDUI. 
- Hovin~ traffic, Miscellaneou 

traffiC, Exclusive parking, 
ordinance violation 
jurisdiction. 

Jury tri al s. ~ _________________________________ J 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 
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liMi ted 

juri sdi oti on 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this seotion oontains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart, 
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WISCONSIN COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME. COURt 
? Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
~ No Mandatory Jurisdiction. 
~ Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil criMinal, adMin­

istrative a~ency, discirlinary, certified ~uestions froM 
federal courts, ori~ina proceedin~, Juvenile cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS (4 districts) 
13 Judges sit in 3-Judge districts (one 4-judge district) 
CSP casetypes: 
- Nandator~ Juri sdi cti on inc i v iI, criMi nal, adMi n i strati ve 

agency Juvenile cases. 
~ Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision 

cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (69 circuits) 
19? Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (including civil appeals). 

SMall claiMs Jurisdiction ($ 1 eee). 
- DUlIDUI. Exclusive triable felony, MisdeMeanor 

Juri sdi cti on. 
- Contested: Moving traffic, parking, Miscellaneous traf­

fic. Ordinance violations If no Municipal Court. 
- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

A 

r···----···.-.-.--···---------- ---.----.-- .... _.-.------_.--
I MUNICIPAL COURT (2e3 MUnicipalities) 
I 
I 2e5 Judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - DWDUI. 
I - Traffic/other violation. 
I I 
I No jury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 
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Court of 
I ast resort 

InterMediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
~eneral 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 iMited 

jurisdiction 



WYOMING COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 

CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "1 "1 d" t t' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI ! criMina, a MiniS ra Ive 
agency, Juvenile, lawyer discip inary! certified questions 
froM federal courts, original proceeding cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in extraordinary writs, writs of 
oertiorari on appeals froM liMited Jurisdiction courts. 

DISTRICT COURT (9 districts) 
17 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real property ri~hts ($ 1,000-7k000/no Max­

iMUM [depends on whether appeal IS frOM County ~ourt or 
Justice of the Peace'tourtl). Exclusive dOMestic relitions 
(except for Miscellaneous dOMestic relations), Mental health, 
estate l civil afpeals, Miscellaneous civil Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive triab e felony, criMinal appeals Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury tri al s. 

r---------------------- -------------, JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT 
(14 courts in 11 counties) 
14 Justices of the peace 
CSP case types: 
- TortI c~ntract real proferty 

rights ($ 0/1, e00) , sMal claiMs 
($ 750). 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 
D~ I/DU I. 

- Moving traffic, parking! Miscel­
laneous traffic/other violation. 

Jury trials, except in sMall 
claiMS. L ____________________________________ J 

r-------------- --------------------, 
I HUtHCIPAL COURT (80 courts) I 
I I 
I 74 Judges I 

CSP casetypes: 
- DWIIDUI. 
- Hoving traffick ~arking, Mis-

cellaneous tralflc. Exclusive 
ordinance violation Juris­
diction. 

Jury trials. I ___________ ••••••• _. __ • __________ ._J 

COUNTY COURT (9 districts) 
19 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real property rights 

~ts~~?!~~~~uss~~~!s~l~i~~liti~~~~' 
- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. 
- Moving traffic! parking, Miscellaneous 

traffiC violation. 
Jury trials, except in sMall claiMS. 

NOTE: The text at the beginning of this section contains iMPortant inforMation 
relevant to this chart. 

l 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

Jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 iMi ted 

Jurisdiction 
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FIGURE A: Reporting Periods for All State Court~, 1987 

state 

I\labama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
CalHorn1a 

Colorado 
Connect1cut 
Delaware 
D1strict of Columbia 
florida 

Georg1a 

Hawa 11 
Idaho 
1111nois 
Ind1ana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louis1ana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 

Mich1gan 

Mlnnesota 
M1ss1ss1pp1 

Missouri 
Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Hampsh1re 

Janua ry 1, 1987 
to 

December 31, 1987 

x 

X 
X 

X 
Court of Appeals 
Juvenlle Court 
Probate Court 
Super10r Court 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
Tr1al Courts 
Court of Appeals 

X 
X 

Supreme Court 

X 
Supreme Court 
Dl stri ct Court 

X 
Olstrict Court 
County Court 
Separate Juven1le 

X 
X 

Supreme Court 
D1str1ct Court 
Mun1cipal Court 
Superior Court 

Reportiug perl ods 

July 1, 1986 
to 

June 30, 1987 

x 

x 
X 

x 
X 
X 

X 
Magistrate Court 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

Trial Courts 

X 
Supreme Court 

X 
X 

Justice of the Peace 
Cay Court 
Munic1pal Court 

X 
Workers' 

Compensation Court 

X 
Probate Court 

September 1, 1986 
to 

August 31, 1987 

X 
Supreme Court 

(Aug. 1, 1986 -
July 31, 1987) 

X 

October 1, 1986 
to 

September 30, 1987 

x 

Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 

X 
Supreme Court 

(contlnued on next page) 
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FIGURE A: Reportlng perlods for all state courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

Reportlng perl ods 

State 

New Jersey 
New Mexlco 
New York 
North Caro11na 
North Dakota 

Ohl0 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvanla 
Puerto Rlco 

Rhode Island 

South Carol1na 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 
Vlrglnla 
Washlngton 
West Vlrglnla 
Wlsconsln 
Wyomlng 

January 1, 1987 
to 

December 31, 1987 

x 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
Trlal Courts 

X 

X 

X 
Supreme Court 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

July 1, 1986 
to 

June 30, 1987 

X 
X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

X 
Trla1 Courts 

X 

Note: Unless otherwlse lndlcated, an "X" means 
that all of the trlal and appellate courts 
1n that state report data for the tlme 
per10d lndlcated by the column. 
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September 1, 1986 
to 

August 31, 1987 

X 

October 1, 1986 
to 

September 3D, 1987 

X 
Supreme Court 

Source: Data were gathered from the 1987 state 
Trlal and Appellate Court Jurlsdlctlon 
Gulde profl1es and State Admlnlstratlve 
Offlces of the Courts. 



FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases In State Appellate Courts, 1987 

Does the court count 
re1nstated/reopened 

Case counted at: cases 1n 1ts count of 
F 111 ng Case f1led w1th: new f1l1ngs? 

Not1ce of the Record Yes, or 
Court of tr1al plus Other Tr1al Appellate frequently 

state/Court name: llruL ~ record !ll:1efs p01nt court court No Rarely as new case 

ALABAMA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
Court of C1vll 
Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

Court of Cr1m1 na 1 
Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

ALASKA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
Court of Appeals lAC 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 lAC X-CRIM* X* 0 X* X X 0 X 0 

(except (only 
1ndus- 1ndus-
tr1al tr1al 
cases & cases & 
c1vl1 c1vll 

petH10n petH10n 
for for 

spec1al spec1al 
act10n) act10n) 

ARKANSAS: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 
Court of Appeals lAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 

CALIFORNIA: 
Supreme Court COLR X* X 0 0 X COLR X 0 0 

(death (if petlt10n 
penalty for rev1ew 
only) of lAC) 

Courts of Appeal lAC 0 ,x 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

COLORAOO: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 0 X IOENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

CONNECTICUT: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

(if mot10n 
to open) 

Appellate Court lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
(if mo-
t10n to 
open or 
1f remand 
by COLR) 

----
DELAWARE: 

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

(cont1nued on next page) 
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fIGURE B: Methods of count1ng cases 1n state appellate courts, 1987. (cont1nued) 

Does the court count 
re1nstated/reopened 

Case counted at: cases 1n 1ts count of 
F1l1ng Case flled wlth: new f1l1ngs? 

Notlce of the Record Yes, or 
Court of trla1 plus Other Trlal Appellate frequently 

state/Court name: i'L.P.L illm.lli record brlefs polnt court court No Rarely as new case 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

FLORIDA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X lAC X 0 0 
Dlstrlct Court of 
Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 X (Adm.Agy. X 0 0 

and Workers 
Comp.) 

GEORGIA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

(1f new 
appeal) 

Court of Appeals lAC 0 X D 0 X 0 X 0 0 

HAWAII : 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 X 

(orlg1nal 
proceedlng) 

Intermediate Court 
of Appeals lAC 0 X 0 (when 0 0 0 0 X 

asslgned 
by COLR) 0 0 0 0 X 

IDAHO: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 

(appeal (COLR 1f 
from appeal 
tria 1 from 
court) lAC) 

Court of Appeals lAC 0 0 0 (when 0 0 0 X 0 
assigned 
by COLR) 

ILLINOIS: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
Appellate Court lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

INDIANA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 (any X COLR 0 0 X 

flrst (only (If 
f1l1 ng, death pet1tlon 
notlce, penalty for trans-
record, and/or fer from 
brlef sentence lAC) 

or over 10 
motlon) years) 

Court of Appeals lAC 0 0 0 (any X 0 0 0 X 
first (precipe) 
flllng) 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of countlng cases 1n state appellate court, 1981. (contlnued) 

Does the court count 
relnstated/reopened 

Case counted at: cases ln lts count of 
F1l1 ng Case f11ed w1th: new fillngs? 

Not1ce of the Record Yes, or 
Court of tr1al plus Other Trlal Appellate frequently 

state/Court name: .t.Yi!L ~ record brlefs polnt court court No Rarely as new case 

IOWA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X X 0 0 

(H (COLR 
appeal if 

from appeal 
trlal from 
court) lAC) 

Court of Appeals lAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER X 0 X 0 0 
(H 

appeal 
from 
tr1al 
court) 

KANSAS: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X* X 0 0 0 X 
Court of Appeals lAC 0 0 0 X* X 0 0 0 X 

KENTUCKY: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X* X X X 0 0 

(COLR 
H rev1ew 
1s sought 
from lAC) 

Court of Appeals lAC 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 lAC 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

MAINE: 
Supreme Judlc1al 
Court SHtlng as 
Law Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 

(H (if new 
remanded) appea 1) 

MARYLAND: 
Court of Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 X 

(H (lAC 
d1rect 1f appeal 
appeal) from lAC) 

Court of Speclal 
Appeals lAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Supreme Judlc1al 
Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

Appeals Court lAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 
(If 

or1g1nally 
d1sm1ssed 
as premature) 

(cont1nued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cas.s in state appellate courts, 1987. (continued) 

Does the court count 
reInstated/reopened 

Case counted at: cases in its count of 
Ft ling Case filed wIth: new flllngs? 

Notice of the Record Yes, or 
Court of trlal plus Other Trlal Appellate frequently 

state/Court name: ~ ~ record brlefs point court court No Rarely as new case 

MICHIGAN: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X 

(If (If new 
remanded appeal) 
wljurls-
dIction 
retained) 

Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 

MINNESOTA; 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

(fll e with both, 
eff. 1/1/87) 

MISSOURI: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 D 

MONTANA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

(notlce 
plus any 
other filing: 
fee, record, 
motlon) 

NEBRASKA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

NEVADA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X 

(If re-
manded & 
jurlsdlc-

tlon 
retalned) 

(contlnued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of countlng cases in state appellate courts, 1987. (continued) 

Does the court count 
reinstated/reopened 

Case counted at: cases in its count of 
F1nng Case fl1ed with: new f111ngs? 

Not1ce of the Record Yes, or 
Court of trlal plus Other Tr1al Appellate frequently 

state/Court name: iY.P.L ~ record br1efs po1nt court court No Rarely as new case 

NEW JERSEY: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 (COLR H IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

d1rect 
appeal, 

otherw1se 
with lAC) 

Appellate D1v1s1on 
of Superlor Court lAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

NEW MEXICO: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 D 

(wHhln 
30 days 
of not1ce) 

Court of Appeals lAC 0 0 0 X X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
(wHh1n 
30 days 
of not1ce) 

NEW YORK: 
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 
Appellate D1vis1ons 
of Supreme Court lAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 

(H re- (H re-
mH for mand for 
spec H1 c new trial) 
1ssues) 

Appellate Terms of 
Supreme 'Gourt lAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X X 0 

(H (COLR (H 
d1rect H petH10n 
appeal) appeal to re-

from hear) 
lAC) 

Court of Appeals lAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X X 0 
(H 

recon-
s1derlng 
dlsmlssal) 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

OHIO: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 lAC X 0 0 

Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 X* 0 X 0 0 

(contlnued on next page) 
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fIGURE B: Methods of'count1ng cases in state appellate courts, 1987. (continued) 

Does the court count 
reinstated/reopened 

Case counted at: cases in its count of 
Fil i ng Case filed with: new filings? 

Notice of the Record Yes, or 
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 

state/Court name: i'iI!L ~ 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 lAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER 0 COLR XI< 0 X* 

OREGON: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X X* X* X X 0 

(direct (discre- (if re- (if new 
appeal tionary instated appeal) 
only) certiorari to en-

granted) force 
order) 

Superior Court lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
Commonwealth Court lAC X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 X 

(Admin. 
Agency) 

PUERTO 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 lAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER X 0 X 0 0 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

(continued on next page) 
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fIGUREI!B: Methods of countlng cases in state appellate courts, 1987. (contlnued) 
I 

Does the cou~t count 
reinstated/rOopened 

Case counted at: cases in its count of 
flling Case filed with: new filings? 

Notice of the Record Yes, or 
Court of tr'lal plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 

state/Court name: llILL ~ record briefs point court court No Rarely as new case 

TENNESSEE: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIfIED SEPARATELY 
Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 0 X IOENTIfIED SEPARATELY 

(Court of 
Appeals) 

Court of Crimlnal 
Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIfIED SEPARATELY 

(Court of 
Crimlnal 
Appeal~) 

TEXAS: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIfIED SEPARATELY 
Court of Crlmlnal 
Appeals CDLR 0 0 0 any fl rst X X IDENTIfIED SEPARATELY 

fll i ng (Court of 
Crim. !\ppeals) 

IDENTIfIED SEPARATELY Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 X D 
(CIvil 
only) 

UTAH: 
Supreme Court COLR )(* 0 0 0 X X X 0 0 

(court (Admln. 
from Agency) 
whlch 

appealed) 
Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 

VERMONT: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 )( 

(If dls- (If after 
mlssed flnal de-
l!. reln- clsion or 
stated) If statis-

tical 
period has 
ended) 

VIRGINIA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

WASHINGTON: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 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: 
fill ng 

NotIce of the Record 
Court of trIal plus 

StatelCourt name: hIlL 9..l!.I!ill record brIefs 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Supren.le Court COLR X 0 

WISCONSIN: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 

Court of Appeals lAC X 0 

WYOMING: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 

ADM. 
CR 
CV 
DP 
COLR 
lAC 

AGY. = AdmInIstratIve agency cases only. 
= CrImInal cases only. 

CivIl cases only. 
Death penalty cases only. 

= Court of last resort. 
= IntermedIate appellate court. 

*fOOTNOTES: 

Arlzona--Supreme Court: CIvIl cases: A case Is 
counted when the fee Is paId withIn 30 days 
after trIal record Is fl~ed. 

Arlzona--Court of Appeals: Civil cases: ,A case 
Is counted when the fee Is paId within 30 days 
after trial record Is filed. for juvenlle/ 
Industrial/habeas corpus cases, a case Is 
counted at receipt of notice, or at receipt of 
the trIal record. 

Callfornla--Supreme Court: Cases are counted at 
the notIce of appeal for dIscretIonary revIew 
cases from the lAC. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Does the court count 
relnstated/reopened 

cases In Its count of 
Case fned wah: new f1l1ngs? 

Yes, or 
Other TrIal Appellate frequently 
poInt court court No Rarely as new case 

0 X 0 X 0 0 
(Counted 
,as new 
fIlIngs 
as of 
8/86) 

(When 0 X 0 0 X 
accepted 
by court) 

0 X 0 0 0 X 

0 0 X 0 0 X 

Kansas--Cases are counted at the docketing which 
occurs 21 days after a notIce of appeal Is 
fIled In the trial court. 

Kentucky--Cases are counted at eIther the fIling 
of the brIef or request for IntermedIate 
renef. 

Ohlo--Court of Appeals: The clerk of the trIal 
court Is also the clerk of the Court of 
Appeals. 

Oklahoma--The notIce of appeal refers to the 
petItion In error. The courts do not count 
reInstated cases as new filIngs, but do count 
any subsequent appeal of an earlier decIded 
case as a new filIng. 

Pennsylvanla--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. 

Source: State Appellate Court JurIsdIctIon GuIde profIles, as updated and verified for 1987 by State 
AdmInIstratIve OffIces of the Courts. 
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract~ Real Property Rights, 
and Small Claims Filings In State Trial Courts, 1987 

Unlimited dollar L1mited dollar 
amount amount Small claims 

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum SUlTlllary lawyers 
Juris- real l!ro!!ert:,: real l!rol!ert:,: dollar Jury proce- per-

State/Court name: 
'''";-

dlction Mlnlmum/maximum Mlnimum/maximum amount trials dures mated 

ALABAMA: 
ClrcuH Court G $I,OOO/No maximum 
District Court l $1,000/ $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Optional 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G O/No maximum 
District Court l 0/$25,000 $5,000 No Yes No 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G $500/No maximum 
Justice of the Peace 

Court l 0/ $2,500 $500 No Yes No 

ARKANSAS: 
CircuH Court G $100/No maximum 
Court of Cowmon Pleas l $500/ $1,000 

(contract only) 
Municipal 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/No maximum 
Municipal Court l 0/$25,000 $1,500 No Yes No 
Justice Court l 0/$25,000 $1,500 No Yes No 

COLORADO: 
District Court G O/No maximum 
Water Court G O/No max~mum 

(only real property) 
County Court l 0/ $5,000 $2,000 No Yes No 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G O/No maximum $1,000 No Yes Yes 

DElAWARE: 
Court of Chancery G O/No maximum 
Superior Court G O/No maximum 
Court of COlTlllon 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: 
Superlor Court G O/No maxlmum $2,000 Yes Yes Yes 

(no mlnimum 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 
f11lngs 1n state trlal courts, 1987. (contInued) 

State/Court name: 

FLORIDA: 
CI rcult Court 
County Court 

GEORGIA: 
SuperIor Court 
State Court 

Clvll Court 

MagIstrate Court 

MunIcIpal Court 

HAWAII: 
CI rcuH Court 
Dlstrlct Court 

IDAHO: 
Dlstrlct Court: 
(Maglstrates Dlvlslon) 

ILLINOIS: 
Cl rcult Court 

INDIANA: 
SuperIor Court and 

ClrcuH Court 
County Court 
Munlclpal Court of 

Marlon County 
Small Clalms Court of 

Marlon County 
City Court 

IOWA: 
Dlstrlct Court 

KANSAS: 
01strlct Court 

JurIs­
dIctIon 

G 
l 

G 
l 

l 

l 

l 

G 
l 

G 
l 

G 

G 
l 

l 

l 
l 

G 

G 

Small claIms 
Unllmlted dollar 

amount 
torts, contracts, 
rea 1 property 
MInImum/maxImum 

L1mlted dollar 
amount 

torts, contracts 
real property 
MInImum/maxImum 

MaxImum 
dollar 
amount 

Summary lawyers 
Jury proce- per­

trIals dures mltted 

$5,000/No maxImum 
$2,500/ $5,000 $2,500 Yes Yes 

O/No maxImum No max Yes No 
-Yes Yes O/No maxImum No max 

(No real property) 

$1 ,OOO/No max1mum 

O/No maxlmum 

O/No maxlmum 

0/ $7,500- $3,000-
25,000 $25,000 

No Yes 

0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes 
(No real property) 

0/ $7,500 $7,500 No Yes 

0/$10,000 
(No maxlmum ln 
summary posses­
slon or eject­

ment) 

0/$10,000 

$2,500 No 
(Except ln 
resldentlal 
security de­
posH cases. 

$2,000 No 

Yes 

Yes 

$2,500 Yes Yes 

O/No maxlmum $3,000 No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 

D/No maxlmum 

O/No maxImum 

0/$10,000 $3,000 

0/$20,000 

0/ $500-
$2,500 

(No real property) 

$3,000 

$2,000 

$1,000 

No Yes 

No Yes 

No Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

(contlnued on next page) 
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FIGUREC: Dollar amount Jur1sd1ct1on for or1g1nal tort, contract, real property r1ghts, and small clalms 
f1l1ngs 1n state tr1al courts, 1987. (cont1nued) 

state/Court name: 

KENTUCKY: 
C1 rcuH Court 
D1strlct Court 

LOUISIANA: 
D1str1ct Court 
C1ty Court, Par1sh Court 
Just1ce of the Peace Court 

MAINE: 
Superlor Court 
Dlstr1ct Court 

MARYLAND: 
C1rcuH Court 
01 str1ct Court 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Tr1al Court of the 

COl1l1lonwealth: 
Superlor Court Dept. 
Houslng Court Dept. 
D1str1ct Court Dept. 
Boston Munlclpal Court 

Dept. 

MICHIGAN: 
ClrcuH Court 
Dlstr1ct Court 
Munlclpal Court 

MINNESOTA: 
Dlstrlct Court 

MISSISSIPPI: 

MISSOURI: 
C 1 rcu H Court 
(Assoclates Dlvls10n) 

MONTANA: 
D1strlct Court 
Just1ce of the Peace Court 

and Munlclpal Court 
CHy Court 

Jur1s­
d1ct1on 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 
G 
G 

G 

G 
L 
L 

G 

G 
l 

G 

L 
L 

Unllmlted dollar 
amount 

torts, contracts, 
real property 
Mln1mum/max1mum 

$2,500/No max1mum 

OINo maxlmum 

OINo max1mum 

$2,500/No maxlmum 

OINo max1mum 
OINo maxlmum 
O/No maxlmum 

O/No maxlmum 

$lO,OOO/No maxlmum 

OINo maxlmum 

L1m1ted dollar 
amount 

torts, contracts 
rea 1 property 
M1n1mum/max1mum 

Max1mum 
dollar 
amount 

0/ $2,500 $1,000 

01 $5,000 $2,000 
0/ $1,200 $1,200 

0/$30,000 $1,400 

0/$10,000 $1,000 
(No max1mum real 

property) 

0/$10,000 
0/ $1,500 

$1,500 
$1,500 

$1,500 

$1,500 
$1,500 

$2,000 

(NO DATA AVAILABLE) 

OINo maxlmum 

$50/No maxlmum 

01 $5,000 

0/ $3,500 
01 $300 

$1,000 

$1,500 
$300 

Small cla1ms 
SUl1l1lary Lawyers 

Jury proce- per­
tr1als dures m1tted 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No No 
Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

No 
No 

No 

No 

No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

No 
No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 
No 

(contlnued on next page) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar amount jurlsdiction for origlnal tort, contract, real property rights, and ~mall claims 
fllings in state trlal courts, 1987. (continued) 

state/Court name: 

NEBRASKA: 
Dlstrict Court 
County Court 

NEVADA: 
Dlstrict Court 
Justice Court 
Municlpal Court 

NE~ HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court 
Di strl ct Court 
Munlclpal Court 

NEW ,1ERSEY: 
Superior Court (law Divi­

slon and Chancery 
Dlvls10n) 
(law Dlvlslon, 
Speclal Clvll Part) 

NEW MEXICO: 
01 strict Court 
Maglstrate Court 
Metropol~tan Court of 

Bernallllo County 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court 
County Court 
Clvll Court of the Clty 

of New York 
City Court 

Dlstrlct Court 
Court of Claims 
Town Court and Vlllage 

Justlce Court 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court 
Dlstrlct Court 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
Dlstrll"t Court 
County Court 

Juris­
diction 

G 
l 

G 
l 
l 

G 
l 
l 

G 

l 

G 
l 

l 

G 
G 

l 
l 

l 
l 

l 

G 
l 

G 
l 

Unllmited dollar 
amount 

torts, contracts, 
rea 1 property 
Minimum/maximum 

O/No maxlll;;jm 

$l,OOO/No maxlmum 

$500/No maxlmum 

O/No maxlmum 

O/No maxlmum 

O/No maxlmum 

O/No maximum 

$10,OOO/No maxlmum 

O/No maxlmum 
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l1mited dollar 
amount 

torts, contracts 
real property 
Minimum/maximum 

Maximum 
dollar 
amount 

Small claims 
Summary lawyers 

Jury proce- per­
trlals dures mltted 

0/$10,000 $1,500 No Yes No 
( $5,000 for 

real property) 

0/ $2,500 $1,500 No Yes Yes 
0/ $2,500 

0/$10,000 
0/ $1,500 

0/ $5,000 

0/ $2,000 

0/ $5,000 

0/$25,000 

0/$25,000 
0/ $500-

$15,000 
0/$15,000 

0/ $3,000 

0/$10,000 

0/$10,000 

$1,500 No Yes Yes 
$1,500 No Yes Yes 

(only landlord-tenant, 
and small claims) 

$1,000 

$1,500 
$1,500 

$1,500 

$1,500 

$1,500 

$2,000 

No 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Varles 

(continued on next page) 



fIGURE C: Dollar amount jurisdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights, and small claims 
filings in state trial courts, 1987. (continued) 

state/Court name: 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas 
County Court 
Municipal Court 

OKLAHOMA: 
Di strlct Court 

OREGON: 
Ci rcuH Court 
Di strict Court 
Justice Court 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas 
District Justice Court 
Philadelphia Municipal 

PHtsburgh CHy 
Magistrates Court 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court 
District Court 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court 
District Court 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
CircuH Court 
Magistrate Court 

SOUTH OAKOTA: 
Ci rcuH Court 

TENNESSEE: 

Juris­
diction 

G 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

Court L 

L 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 

Circult Court, Chancery Court G 
General Sessions Court L 

Unlimited dollar 
amount 

torts, contracts, 
real property 
Minimum/maximum 

$500/No maximum 

O/No maximum 

$lO,OOO/No maximum 

O/No maximum 

$lO,OOO/No maximum 

$5,OOO/No maxlmum 

O/No maxlmum 

UmHed dollar 
amount 

torts, contracts 
real property 
Minimum/maximum 

0/ $3,000 
0/$10,000 

0/$10,000 
0/ $2,500 

0/ $4,000 

Maximum 
dollar 
amount 

$1,000 
$1,000 

$1,500 

$2,500 
$2,500 

0/ $5,000 $5,000 
(only real property) 

O/No maximum 
(only real 
property) 

0/$10,000 

$1,000/ $5,000- $1,500 
$10,000 

0/ $1,000 
(no max. in landlord-tenant 

O/No maximum 

$50/No maximum 
OINo maximum 

(Forcible entry, 
detainer, and in 
actlons to recover 
personal property 

0/$10,000 
(All civil actions 

$2,000 

in counties wlth $10,000 
population under 

700,000) 
0/$15,000 

(All civl1 actions in 
counties wlth popula­
tion over 700,000) 

Small claims 
Summary Lawyers 

Jury proce- per­
trials dures mitted 

No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes Yes 

No 
No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

No 
No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar amount jur,sd'ctlon for original tort, contract, real property r'ghts, and small claims 
filings in state trial courts, 1987. (continued) 

Unllm'ted dollar L1mited dollar 
amount amount Small clalms 

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers 
Jurls-

State/Court name: diction 

TEXAS: 
District Court 
County Court at Law, Consti-

tutional County Court 
Justice of the Peace Court 

UTAH: 
Oi strict Court 
Circuit Court 
Justice of the Peace Court 

VERMONT: 
Superior Court 
District Court 

VIRGINIA: 
Cl rcuit Court 

District Court 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court 
District Court 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Cl rcuit Court 
Magistrate Court 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court 

WYOMING: 
District Court 
County Court 
Justice of the Peace Court 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General jurisdiction court. 
L = limited jurisdiction court. 

G 

L 
l 

G 
l 
l 

G 
G 

G 

l 

G 
l 

G 
l 

G 

G 
l 
L 

-- = Data element is inapplicable. 

rea 1 I1rO(!ert~ 
Minimum/maximum 

$200/No maximum 

O/No maximum 

$200/No maximum 

$1 ,OOO/No maximum 
O/No maximum 

(rea 1 property) 

O/No maximum 

$300/No maximum 

O/No maximum 

Sl,OOO/No maximum 

real (!ro(!ert~ dollar Jury proce-
M'nlmum/maxlmum amount trials dures 

$200/varles $200 
o / $2,500 $1,000 Yes Yes 

(No max. 
in real 
property) 

0/$10,000 $1:000 No Yes 
0/ $1,000 Sl,OOO Yes Yes 

0/ $5,000 $2,000 Yes Yes 

0/ $7,000 

0/$10,000 $1,000 No Yes 
( tort) 

0/ $7,500 
(Contract. No real property) 

0/ $3,000 
(No rea 1 property) 

$1,000 Yes No 

0/ $7,000 $750 No Yes 
0/ $1,000 $750 No Yes 

Source: Data were gathered from the 1987 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, and State 
Administrative Offices of the Courts. 
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per-
mitted 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 



FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by the State Trial Courts, 1987 

Contents of charglng document 
Number of S1ngle Slngle 
defendants lncldent lncldent One or 

, One (set If. of (unl1m- more 
Jurls- Polnt of countlng or Slngle charges lted If. of lncl-

State/Court name: dlctlon a crImInal case One more charge l1er case) charges) dents 

ALABAMA: 
Cl rcult 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 Informatlon/lndlctment X J( 
JustIce of the Peace 

Court L ComplaInt VarIes wIth prosecutor* 

Munlclpal Court L ComplaInt VarIes wIth prosecutor* 

ARKANSAS: 
CIrcuit Court G InformatIon/IndIctment X X 
Munlclpal Court L ComplaInt X X 
CIty Court, Pollce ct. L Complalnt X X 

CALIFORNIA: 
SuperIor Court G Informatlon/lndlctment X X 
Justlce Court L Complalnt X X 
Munlclpal Court L ComplaInt X X 

COLORADO: 
Dl strlct Court G ComplaInt X X 
County Court L Complalnt/summons X X 

CONNECTICUT: (Varles among 
Superlor Court G InformatIon X local polIce 

departments) 

DELAWARE: 
Superlor Court G Informatlon/lndlctment X X 
Famll y Court L Complalnt/petltlon X X 
Justlce of the Peace ct. L Complalnt X X 
Court of Common Pleas L Complalnt X X 
Munlclpal Court of 

Wllml ngton L Complalnt X X 
Alderman's Court L Complalnt X X 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
SuperIor Court G Complalnt/lnformatlon/ X X 

1 nd 1 ctment 

(contInued on next page) 
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FIGURE 0: Crlm1nal case unlt of count'used by the state trlal courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

~tate/Court name: 

flORIDA: 
C1rcuH Court 
County Court 

GEORGIA: 
Superlor Court 
State Court 
Maglstrate Court 
Probate Court 
Munlclpal Court 
Cl vll Court 
County Recorder's Court 
Munlclpal Courts 

and the Clty Court 
of Atlanta 

HAWAII : 
C1rcuH Court 

Dlstrlct Court 

IDAHO: 
DIstrict Court 
(MagIstrates Dlv1s10n) 

ILLINOIS: 
CI rcuH Court 

INDIANA: 
Superlor Court and 

Clrcult Court 
County Court 

MUnicipal Court of 
Marlon County 

City Court and Town 
Court 

IOWA: 
Dlstrlct Court 

KANSAS: 
Dlstrlct Court 

KENTUCKY: 
Clrcult Court 
Dlstrlct Court 

Jur1s­
d1ctlon 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

L 

G 

L 

G 
L 

G 

G 

L 

L 

L 

G 

G 

G 
L 

Polnt of countlng 
a crlmlnal case 

Number of 
defendants 

One 
or 

One more 

Informat10n/1nd1ctment X 
Complalnt X 

Indlctment/accusatlon 
Accusation 
Complalnt X 
Accusatlon X 
No data reported 
No data reported 
No data reported 

No data reported 

Complalnt/lnd1ctment X 

Flrst appearance/lnfor- X 
matlon 

Information X 
ComplaInt X 

X 
X 

InformatIon/IndIctment X 

InformatIon/IndIctment X 

Informat10n/compla1nt X 

Informatlon/complalnt X 

Informatlon/compla1nt X 

Informat10n/1ndlctment X 

flrst appearance X 

Informatlon/lndlctment X 
Complalnt/cltatlon X 
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Contents of charglng document 
Slngle Slngle 

lncldent lncldent One or 
(set # of (un l1m- more 

SIngle charges 'ted # of lnc1-
charge per case) charges) dents 

X 

X 

(Prosecutor dec1des) 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X (Most ser10us 
charge) 

X 

X 
X 

X (may not be 
cons lstent) 

X (may not be 
conslstent) 

X (may not be 
consIstent) 

X (may not be 
conslstent) 

X 

X 

X 
X 

(continued on next page) 



fIGURE 0: 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 
Jurls- Polnt of countlng or Single charges Hed # of lnc1-

State/Court name: diction a criminal case One !n.Qll charge ~er case) charges) dents 

LOUISIANA: 
Di stri ct Court G Information/indictment Var1es Varies 
CHy 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: 
Ci rcuH Court G Information/indictment X X 
District Court L Citat1on/1nformation X X 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Trial Court of the 

Commonwea lth: 
Superior Court Dept. G Information/1ndictment X X 
Hous1ng Court Dept. L Complaint X X 
Distr1ct Court Dept. L Complaint X X 
80ston Municipal ct. L Complaint X X 

MICHIGAN: 
Ci rcuH Court G Information X X 
D1strlct Court L Compla1nt X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court G Complaint X X 

MISSISSIPPI: DATA ARE UNAVAILABLE 

MISSOURI: 
ClrcuH Court G Information/indictment X X 
(Assoc1ate D1vis1on) L Complaint X X 

MONTANA: 
Distr1ct Court G Informat1on/indlctment X X 
Justice of Peace Court 

and Munlc1pal Court L Complaint X X 
CHy Court L Complaint X X 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court G Information/indictment X X (not con-

slstently 
observed 
statew1de) 

County Court L Informat1on/complaint 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 Si,ngle Single 
defendants incident incldent One or 

One (set # of (un llm- more 
Juris- Point of count'ng or Single charges lted # of inci-

5tate/Court name: diction a criminal case One !l!QDl charge !!er 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 Vari es Varies, depending on prosecutor 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X 
Dj strltt Court L Complaint X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court 

(Law Division) G Accusation/indictment X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G Indictment/information X X (May 
Magistrate Court L Complaint X X vary 
Bernalillo County with 

Metropolitan Court l Complaint X X prosecutor) 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court G Defendant/Indictment X Varies 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 Vari es depending on prosecutor 
Town Court and Village 

Justice Court l Complaint X Varies 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) 
cludes citations, Mag-
istrates order, misde-
meanor statement of charges) 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G Informat10n/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/summon~ X X 
Mayor's Court L No data reported 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE 0: 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 ( unllm- more 
Juris- Point of counting or Single charges lted # of incl-

State/Court name: diction a criminal case One ~ charge (!er case) charges) dents 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G Information/indictment X X 

OREGON: 
Ci rcult 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 

consistent 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 
Plttsburgh Clty 

Magistrates Court L Complaint X X 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superi or Court G Accusation X X 
Oistrict Court L Charge X X 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X 
District Court L Complaint X X 

SOUTH CAROLI NA: 
Ci rcult Court G Indictment X X 
Magistrate Court L Warrant/summons X X 
Municipal Court L Warrant/summons X X 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circult Court G Complaint X X 

TENNESSEE: 
Circult Court 

and Criminal Court G Information/indictment Not consistent statewide 
General Sessions Court L 
Municipal Court L 

TEXAS: 
District Court and 

Criminal District Court G 
County-Level Courts L 
Municipal Court L 
Justice of the Peace ct. L 

No data reported 
No data reported 

Information/indictment X 
Complaint/information X 
Complaint X 
Complaint X 

x 
X 

x 
X 

(continued on next page) 
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fIGURE 0: Cr1m1nal case unit of count used by the state trial courts, 1981. (continued) 

Contents of charglng document 

state/Court name: 

UTAH: 
Dlstrlct Court 
Cl rcuit Court 
Justice of thr Peace 

Court 

VERMONT: 
D1str1ct Court 

VIRGINIA: 
C1rcu1t Court 
Dlstrlct Court 

WASHINGTON: 
Superlor Court 
Dlstrlct Court 
Mun1cipal Court 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court 
Mag1strate Court 
Mun1c1pal Court 

WISCONSIN: 
Ci rcuH Court 
Munic1pal Court 

WYOMING: 
01str1ct Court 
County Court 
Just1ce of the 

Peace Court 
Mun1cipal Court 

Jurls-
d1ctlon 

G 
L 

L 

G 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 

L 
L 

G = General jurisd1ction court. 
L = Llm1ted jurisdiction court. 

FOOTNOTES 

Polnt of count1ng 
a crimlnal case 

Informat10n 
Informatlon/c1tat10n 

Citat10n 

Arralgnment 

Informat1on/lnd1ctment 
Warrant/summons 

Informat10n 
Complaint/c1tat10n 
Compla1nt/citat1on 

Informat10n/indictment 
Warrant 
Compla1nt 

Initial appearance 
Citat10n** 

Information/1nd1ctment 
Compla1nt/1nformat10n 

Compla1nt/1nformat10n 
C1tat10n/compla1nt 

*Arlzona--Varies in L1m1ted Jurisdict10n courts. 
Prosecutor can file either long or short form. 
Long form can ~nvolve one or more defendants and/ 
or charges; short form involves one defendant and 
a slngle charge. 

**Wlscons1n--Mun1c1pal Court--The court has 
exclusively civil jurisdiction, but its caseload 
includes first offense OWI/OUI cases. The state 
Court Model Stat1stical 01ct10nary treats all 
OWI/OUI cases as a subcategory of criminal cases. 

Number of Slngle Slngle 
defendants 1nc1dent 1nc1dent 

One ('set # of (unl1m-
or Slngle charges ited # of 

One more charge per case) charges) 

X 
X X 

X X 

X 

X X 
X X 

X X 
X X (2 max) 
X X (2 max) 

X 
X 

X X 

X 
X X 

X 
X 

X 
X X 

Source: State Trial Court Jur1sd1ct10n Gu1de prof11es, updated and verif1ed for 1987 by State 
Adm1n1strative Offices of the Courts. 
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One or 
more 

1nc1-
dents 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 



(, FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used In State Trial Courts, 1987 

Filings are counted Age at wh1ch 
At f1l1ng D1sRos1t10n counted juven1le 

At 1n- of pet1- At adjud1- At d1spo- jur1sd1ct10n 
Jur1s- take or t10n or cat10n of slt10n of trans fers to 

state/Court name: dlctlon referral comRlalnt RetH10n .luvenlle adult courts 

ALABAMA: 
ClrcuH Court G X X 18 
D1 strl ct Court L X X 18 

ALASKA: 
Super10r Court G X X 18 

ARIZONA: 
Superlor Court G X X 18 

ARKANSAS: 
C1 rcuH Court G X X 18 
Chancery and 

Probate Court G X X 18 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superlor Court G X X 18 

COLORADO: 
D1strict Court G X X 18 

(lncludes Denver 
Juvenlle Court) 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superlor Court G X X 16 

DELAWARE: 
Famlly Court L X X 18 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superlor Court G X X 18 

FLORIDA: 
Cl rcuH Court G X X 18 

GEORGIA: 
Superlor Court and 

Juvenlle Court G X X 17 

HAHAII : 
Ci rcuH Court G X X 18 

(Jur1sdlct10n may be 
retalned untll full 
term of the order ex-
plres, provlded term 
does not extend beyond 
tlme juvenlle reaches 
age 20) 

(contlnued on next page) 
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Q 

fIGURE E: Juven\le unit of count used \n state trial courts, 1987. (cont\nued) 
rJ 

F\1 \ ngs a re counted Age at which 
At f\1\ng D\s~oS\t\Od counted juven\le 

lit \n- of pet\- lit adjud\- At d\spo- jUI'\sd\ct ton 
Jur\s- take or t\on or catton of sH\on of trans fers to 

state/Court name: dlct\on referral com!!lalnt !!etHlon .luvenlle adult courts 

IDAHO: 
Utstrlct Court G X X 18 

ILLINOIS: 
ClrcuH Court G X X .17 

(15 for first degree 
murder, aggravated 
criminal sexual 
assault, and armed 
robbery wHh a 
f \ rearm) 

INDIANII: 
SUperior Court and 

CircuH Court G X X 1B 
Probate COl.rt L X X 18 

IOWA: D\sposH\on 
Dlstr\ct Court G X data are not 18 

collected 

KIINSIIS: 
0\ strict Court G X X 18 

14 
(for trafflc v\olatlon) 

16 
(for flsh and game or 
charged with felony with 
two prior juvenile adjud-
\catlons, which would be 
considered a felony 

KENTUCKY: 
D\strict Court L X X 18 

LOUISIANII'l 
District Court G X X 17 
family Court and 

.luven \l e Court G X X 15 
(for first and second 
degree murder, man-
slaughter, and aggra-
vated rape) 

CHy Court L X X 16 
(for armed robbery, 
aggravated burglary, 
and aggravated k\d-
napping) 

MIIINE: 
D\str\ct Court L X X 18 

(cont\nued on next page) 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile unIt of count used In state trIal courts, 1987. (contInued) 

gate/Court name: 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court 
01 st.r\ct Court 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Trial Court of the 
Commonwealth: 

DIstrIct Court Dept. 
JuvenIle Court Oept. 

MICHIGAN: 
Probate Court 

MINNESOTA: 
01 strl ct Court 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI: 

JurIs­
dIction 

G 
L 

G 

L 

G 

CIrcuIt Court G 

MONTANA: 
DistrIct Court G 

NEBRASKA: 
Separate Juvenile Court L 
County Court l 

NEVADA: 
DistrIct Court G 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
District Court l 

NEW JERSEY: 
SuperIor Court G 

NEW MEXICO: 
DIstrIct Court G 

NEW YORK: 
Family Court l 

Filings 

At in­
take or 
referral 

are counted 
At filIng 
of peti­
tion or 
complaint 

x 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

DisposItion counted 
At adjudl- At dlspo-
catIon of sltlon of 
petition juvenile 

x 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

Age at whIch 
juvenile 

jurIsdIctIon 
transfers to 
adult courts 

18 
18 

17 
17 

17 

18 

(Data are unavaIlable) 

X 

x 

x 
X 

VarIes by DIstrict 

x 

x 

x 

x 

X 

x 

x 
X 

18 

18 
18 

Varies by District 18 

X 18 
16 

(ror traffic vIolation) 
15 • 

(for some felony charges) 

X 18 

X 18 

X 16 
13 

(for murder and kidnapping) 

(contInued on next page) 
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FIGURE E: Juven1le un1t of count used In state trial courts, 1987. (cont 1 nued) 

F111ngs are counted Age at wh1ch 
At flllng Dis~oslt10n counted juvenlle 

At 1n- of pet1- At adjud1- At d1spo- jurisd1ctlon 
Juris- take or t10n or cat10n of s1tion of transfers to 

State/Court name: diction referral com~laint ~et 1t i on juvenile adult courts 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Distr1ct Court L X X 16 

NOR fH DAKOTA: 
D1str1ct Court G X X 18 

OHIO: 
Court of Common 

Pleas G X X 18 
(warrant) 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G X X 18 

(case number) 

OREGON: 
Clrcult Court G X (Dispositions are not 18 
County Court L X counted) 18 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas G X X 18 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G X X 18 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Famll y Court l X X 18 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Fam1l y Court L X X 17 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Clrcult Court G X X 18 

TENNESSEE: 
General Sess10ns Court l X X 18 
.1uven 11 e Court L X X 18 

TEXAS: 
01 strict Court G X X 17 
County Court at Law, 

Const1tut1onal County 
Court, Probate Court l X X 17 

UTAH: 
.luven 11 e Court l X X 18 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE E: JuvenIle unIt of count used In state trIal courts, 1987. (contInued) 

Jurls-
state/Court name: dIctIon 

VERMONT: 
DIstrIct Court G 

VIRGINIA: 
Olstrlct Court l 

WASHINGTON: 
SuperIor Court G 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Clrcult Court G 

WISCONSIN: 
CIrcuit Court G 

WYOMING: 
DIstrIct Court G 

JURISOICTION CODES: 

G = General jurIsdIctIon court. 
l = lImIted jurIsdIctIon court. 

FIlIngs 

At In-
take or 
referral 

are counted 
At filIng 01SRosltlon counted 
of petl- At adjudl- At dlspo-
tlon or catIon of sltlon of 
£.Q.lnRlalnt Retltlon juvenIle 

X X 

X X 

X X X 
(dependency) (delInquency) 

X X 

X X 

X X 

Age at whIch 
juvenile 

jurIsdIctIon 
transfers to 
adult courts 

16 

18 

18 

18 

18 

'19 

* = EffectIve January 20, 1987, juvenIle jurIsdIctIon In Arkansas transferred to the CIrcuIt Court 
(delInquency) and Chancery and Probate Court (dependency) from the County Court. 

Source: State TrIal Court JurIsdIctIon GuIde profIles, updated and verIfIed by State 
AdmInIstratIve OffIces of the Courts. 
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FIGUREF: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1987 

Admlnls-
tratlve 

Jurls- Agency Trial Court.A~~eals Source of 
State/Court name: dictlon A~~eals Clvll Crimlnal T:t~e of A~~eal Trlal Court A(!(!ea.l. 

ALABAMA: 
CircuH Court G X X X de novo Distrlct, Probate, 

and Munlclpal Courts 

ALASKA: 
Superlor Court G X 0 0 de novo 

0 X X on the record District Court 

ARIZONA: 
Superi or Court G 0 X X de novo Justlce of the Peace, 

Munlcipal Court 

ARKANSAS: 
ClrcuH Court G 0 X X de novo Court of COlJlllon 

Pleas, County, 
Municipal, City and 
Police Courts 

CALIfORNIA: 
Superi or Court G X X X de novo on Justlce Court, 

the record Mun1clpal Court 

COLORADO: 
Distrlct 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 Municlpal 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 Munlcipal Court of 

Wilmington, Alder-
man's, and Justice 
of Peace Courts 

X X X on the record Superior Court, 
Court of COlJlllon Pleas 

DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 on the record MerH Protection 

Board, Administrative 
Traffic Agency 

fLORIDA: 
Ci rcuH 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 trlal courts wlth 'ncldental appellate jurlsdlctlon, 1987. (contlnued) 

Admlnls-
tratlve 

JUrls- Agency Trt~l Court A~~ea1s Source of 
State/Court name: d 1 ct1 on A~~ea1s Clv" Crlmlnal T~~e of A~~eal Trlal Court A~~ea1 

GEORGIA: 
Superlor Court G X X 0 de novo or Probate Court, 

on the' record Magistrate Court 
(varles by county) 

0 0 X de novo or Probate Court 
on the record Municipal Court 
(Probate varles) 

HAWAII: 
ClrcuH Court G X 0 0 de novo 

IDAHO: 
Distrlct Court G X X (small X de novo Maglstrates Dlvlslon 

claIms only) 
0 X 0 on the record Maglstrates Dlvlsion 

ILLINOIS: 
Cl rcuH Court G X 0 0 on the record 

INDIANA: 
Superlor Court and 

ClrcuH Court G X X X de novo Clty and Town Courts 
Munlclpal Court of 

Marion County L 0 X 0 de novo Small Clalms Court 
of Marlon County 

IOWA: 
Dlstrlct Court G X 0 0 de novo 

0 X X on the record Maglstrates Dlvlslon 

KANSAS: 
Dlstrlct Court G X X X de novo Municlpal Court 

KENTUCKY: 
ClrcuH Court G X X X on the record Dlstrlct Court 

LOUISIANA: 
Dlstrlct Court G X X X de novo on Clty and Parlsh, 

the record Justlce of the Peace, 
Mayor's Courts 

MAINE: 
SUperlor Court G X X X on the record 0lstrlct Court, 

Adminlstratlve Courts 

(contlnued on next page) 
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fIGURE f: State tr1al courts w1th 1nc1dental appellate jurlsd1ct1on, 1987. (cont1nued) 

Admln1s-
trat1ve 

Jurls- Agency Tr1al Court A~~eals Source of 
State/Court name! dlctlon A~l1eals Clvll Crlm1nal T:il1e of AI111ea1 Tr1al Court AI111ea1 

MARYLAND: 
C1 rcu1t CQurt G X 0 0 on the record 

0 X X de novo 01 strlct Court 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Super10r Court Department G X X 0 on the record Other departments 

D1str1ct Court Department G 0 X X de novo Other departments 
and Boston Mun1c1pal Court 

MICHIGAN: 
C1 rcu1t Court G X X X de novo Munlc1pal Court 

0 X 0 on the record D1str1ct, Mun1c1pal 
and Probate Courts 

MINNESOTA: 
D1strlct Court G 0 X X de novo County Court 

MISSISSIPPI: (DATA ARE UNAVAILABLE) 

MISSOURI: 
C1rcu1t Court G X 0 0 on the record 

X X 0 de novo Mun1c1pal Court, 
Assoc1ate D1v1s10ns 

MONTANA: 
Dlstrlct Court G X X 0 de novo Justlce of Peace, 

and on the Mun1clpal and Clty 
record Courts 

0 0 X de novo 

NEBRASKA: 
Dlstr1ct Court G X 0 0 de novo on 

the record 
0 X X on the record County Court 

" 

NEVADA: .i 
D1str1ct Court G X X X de novo on Just1ce and Hun1c1-

the record pal Courts 
0 0 X de novo Munlc1pal Court 

on the record 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superlor Court G X 0 X de novo D1 str1 ct and 

Mun1c1pal and Probate 
Courts 

(cont1nued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: State trlal courts wlth lncldental appellate jurlsdlct10n, 1987. (contlnued) 

Adm1 n1 s-
tratlve 

Jurls- Agency Trlal Court A~~eals Source of 
State/Court "name: dlct10n A~~eals Clv11 Crlm1nal T~l1e of A:meal TrIal Court Al1l1eal 

NEW JERSEY: 
Super\or Court G 0 0 X de novo on Munlclpal Court 

the record 

NEW MEXICO: 
D1strlct Court G X X X de novo MagIstrate, Probate, 

Munlcipa 1, and 
Bernalillo County 
Metropol1tan Courts 

NEW YORK: 
County Court G 0 X X on the record Clty, Town and 

Vlllage Jus t lce 
Courts 

NORTH CAROL! NA: 
SuperIor Court G X 0 X de novo Dlstrlct 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 Munlcipal Court 

OHIO: 
Court of Corrrnon Pleas G X 0 0 de novo and 

on the record 
County Court L 0 0 X de novo Mayor's Court 

Munlclpal Court L 0 0 X de novo Mayor's Court 

Court of Clalms L X 0 0 de novo 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G X 0 X de novo on the Munlcipal Court 

record Not of Record 
Court of Tax Review L X 0 0 de novo on the 

record 

OREGON: 
Cl rcult Court G X X X on the record County Court, 

Munlclpal Court, (lo 
I .. : countles wIth no 

Dlstrlct Court) 
JustIce Court, (In 
countIes wIth no 
Dlstrlct Court) 

Tax Court G X 0 0 on the record 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Corrrnon Pleas G X X 0 on the record Llmlted Jurlsdlctlon 

Courts 
0 0 X de novo 

(cont1nued on next page) 
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fIGURE F: state tr1al courts w1th 1nc1dental appellate jur1sd1ctlon, 1987 (cont1nued) 

Adm1nls-
trat1ve 

Jur1s- Agency Trlal Court A~~eals Source of 
State/Court name: dlct10n A~~eals Clvil Criminal T:i~e of A~~eal Trial Court A~~eal 

PUERTO RICO: 
Super10r Court G 0 X X District Court 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 on the record 

0 X X de novo District, Municlpal, 
and Probate Courts 

District Court L X 0 0 on the record 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
C1 rcuH Court G X X X de novo on Mag1strate, Probate 

the record and Mun1clpal Courts 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
C1 rcuH Court G X 0 0 de novo and 

on the record 

0 X X de novo Maglstrates D1v1s10n 

TENNESSEE: 
C1rcu1t, Chancery and 

Cr1m1nal Courts G X X X de novo General Sess10ns, 
Probate, Hun1c1pa1 
and Juven1le Courts 

TEXAS: 
01 str1 ct Court G X 0 0 de novo and 

de novo on 
the record 

County-Level Courts L 0 X X de novo Mun1cipal and Justice 
of the Peace Courts 

UTAH: 
D1str1ct Court G X X X on the record Limited Jurisd1ction 

Courts 
0 X X de novo Justice of the Peace 

Court 

VERMONT: 
Supl~r1 or Court G X X 0 de novo on D1strict Court, 

the record Probate Court 

(continued on next page) 
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fIGURE f: state trial courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1987. (continued) 

state/Court name: 

VIRGINIA: 
Clrcuit Court 

Olstrlct Court 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Clrcult Court 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court 

WYOMING: 
D1strict Court 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

Trial Court Appeals 

Adminis­
trative 

Juris- Agency 
diction Appeals Civil Criminal Type of Appeal 

G x o 

o x 

L x o 

G x x 

G x o 

o x 

G X o 

o X 

G x x 

o 

x 

o 

x 

o 

x 

x (fi rst 
offense 
only) 

X (first 
offense 
only) 

X 

on the record 

de novo 

de novo 

de novo on 
the record 

on the record 

de novo 

de novo 
DWl/DUI 

on the record 
OWl/DUI 

de novo on 
the record 

Source of 
Trial Court Appeal 

D1strict Court 

District and 
Mun1cipal Courts 

Mag1strate Court 

Mun1c1pal Court 

Municipal Court 

L imlled Jur1sdict10n 
Courts 

G General jur1sdiction court. 
L = 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 is based on the record to reach 
a new trial court judgment. 

An appeal from one trial court to another trial court in which procedural challenges to 
the original trial proceedings are claimeo, and an evaluation of those challenges are 
made--there is not a new trial court judgmeht on the case. 

Data were gathered from the 1987 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Gu1de profiles and State 
Administrative Offices of the Courts. 
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FIGURE G: Number of Judges/Justices In the State Courts, 1987 

Court(s) Intermedlate General L lmlted 
of last appellate jurlsdlctlon jurlsdlctlon 

state: resort court(s) court(s) court(s) 

Alabama 9 8 124 803 (lncludes 416 mayors) 
Alaska 5 3 29 71 (lnc1udes 54 maglstrates) 
Arizona 5 18 101 252 (includes 84 justices of the 

peace, 56 part-tlme judges) 
Arkansas 7 6 70 329 (includes 61 juvenIle 

referees) 

Cal1forn\a 7 77 830 (includes 106 755 (1ncludes 123 cOIllll\ssioners 
cOlllllissloners or referees) 
or referees) 

Colorado 7 10 121 342 
Connectlcut 7 9 162 (includes the 132 

16 appellate 
just 1 ces I judges 

Delaware 5 17 87 (includes 53 justIces of the 
peace, 1 chief magistrate, 
12 aldermen, 1 part-time judge) 

Distrlct of 9 61 
Columbia 

florlda 7 46 362 2'23 
Georg\a 7 9 188 (includes 40 1,077 (includes 48 part-tIme judges, 

part-t1me 159 chief magIstrates, 273 
judges) maglstrates) 

Hawa i1 5 3 32 (lnc1udes 8 59 (\ncludes 37 per diem judges) 
Dlstrlct Court 
judges) 

Idaho 5 3 103 (lncludes 62 
lawyer and 8 
non-lawyer 
mag 1 strates) 

Il11no1s 7 43 (lncludes 9 780 
supplemental 
judges) 

Ind1ana 5 13 206 155 
Iowa 9 6 317 (includes 158 

part-time mag-
istrates) 

Kansas 7 10 216 (lncludes 70 314 
dl strtct magi s-
trate judges) 

Kentucky 7 14 91 125 
Lou\s\ana 7 48 192 770 (lncludes 399 justices of the 

peace, 300 mayors) 
Ma1ne 7 16 42 (includes 16 part-tIme judges) 

Maryland 7 13 109 156 
Massachusetts 7 10 281 
Michigan 7 18 197 360 
M1nnesota 7 13 224* * 
H1ss\sslpp\ 9 79 482 (includes 165 mayors, 191 jus-

tlces 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 Llmlted '~ of last appellate jurisdIctIon jurI sd1ctlon 
'. ". 

··Ii 
state: resort court(s) court(s) court(s} 

MIssourI 7 32 303 348 
Montana 7 41 133 (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 1 28 342 374 (Includes 342 part-tIme judges) 
New MexIco 5 7 59 182 
New York 7 62 484 2,690 (Includes 76 surrogates, 1,985 

justIces of the peace) 

North CarolIna 7 12 172 (Includes 100 788 (1ncludes 637 magIstrates of 
clerks who whIch 100 are part-tIme) 
hear uncon-
tested probate) 

North Oakota 5 26 175 
Ohio 7 58 339 950 (Includes 690 mayors) 
Oklahoma 12 12 206 379 (Includes unknown number of 

part-tIme judges) 

Oregon 7 10 85 316 ('ncludes 38 justIces of the 
peac!!) 

PennsylvanIa 7 24 330 577 (Includes 543 justIces of the 
peace and 5 magIstrates) 

Puerto RIco 8 92 163 (Includes 10 specIal judges) 
Rhode Island 5 20 70 

South Caronna 5 6 51 (Includes 20 657 ('ncludes 315 magIstrates) 
masters-In-
equity) 

South Oakota 5 197 (1 nc 1 udes 11 
part-tIme lay 
magIstrates, 18 
law magIstrates, 
84 full-tIme mag-
Istrate/clerks, 49 
part-t.lme 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 7 29 20'7 (Includes 158 justIces of the 
peace) 

Vermont 5 25 19 
VIrgInIa 7 10 122 177 

(contInued on next page) 
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fIGURE G: Number of judges/justices 1n the state courts, 1987. (continued) 

Court(s) Intermediate General l1mHed 
of last appellate jur1sdlct1on jur1 sd1ctlon 

state: resort court(s) court(s) court(s) 

Washington 9 16 133 328 
West Vlrglnla .5 60 278 (Includes 156 maglstrates) 
Whconsln 7 13 197 
Wyoming 5 17 

Total 355 778 8,859 

The state does not have a court at the 
Indicated level. 

NOTE: This table 1dentlfles, 1n parentheses, all 
Individuals who hear cases but are not 
titled judges/justlces. Some states may 
have given the title "judge" to offlc1a1s 
who are called magistrates, justices of the 
peace, etc., In other states. 

*Hlnnesota--Genera1 JurisdIction and limIted 
JurisdIction Courts Were consolidated In 
1987. 

205 
107 (includes 14 justices 

the peace) 

18,721 

Source: Oata Were gathered from the 1987 State Trial and Appellate Court statIstIcal profIles. 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases In State Trial Courts, 1987 

State/Court name: 

ALABAMA: 
Cl rcuH Court 
Dlstrlct Court 

ALASKA: 
Super10r Court 
D1str1ct Court 

ARIZONA: 
Superlor Court 

Justlce of the 
Peace Court 

ARKANSAS: 

Jur1s­
d1ctlon 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 

L 

Clrcult Court G 
Chancery and Probate 
Court G 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superlor Court 
Mun1c1pal Court 
Just1ce Court 

COLORADO: 
D1strlct Court 
Water Court 
County Court 
Munlclpal Court 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superlor Court 

DELAWARE: 
Court of Chancery 
Super10r Court 

Just1ce of the Peace 

G 
L 
L 

G 
G 
L 
L 

G 

G 
G 

Court L 
Famlly Court L 

Court of Common Pleas L 
Alderman's Court L 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new f1l1ngs, 
or ldentHled 
separately as 
reopened cases? 

New f1l1ng 
New f1l1ng 

Reopened 
Reopened 

Reopened 

Reopened 

Reopened 

Reopened 

Reopened 
Reopened 
Reopened 

Reopened 
Reopened 
Reopened 

N/A 

New f1l1ng 

Reopened 
New f1l1ng 
Reopened 

Rarely occurs 
New f1l1 ng 

1s heard 
separately 

Reopened - 1f 
rehear1ng of 
total case 

N/A 
N/A 

QualH1catlons 
or 

CondH1ons 

When trans­
ferred 1n 

When trans­
ferred 1n 

Retrled cases 
Retr1ed cases 
Retrled cases 

Post Act1vHles 
Post Act1vH1es 
Post Act1v1t1es 

If remanded 
Case rehearlng 

Are enforcement/ 
collect1on proceed­
lngs counted? If 

yes, are they counted 
separately from 
new case f1l1ngs? 

Yes/No 
No 

No 
No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 
No 
No 

No 
No 
No 
N/A 

No 

No 
No 

If part of or1g­
lna~ proceed1ng 

No 
No 

N/A 
N/A 

Are temporary 1njunc­
tlons counted? If 
yes, are they counted 
separately from new 

case f1l1ngs? 

Yes/No 
Yes/No 

Yes 
No 

Yes/No 

Yes/No 

No 

No 

No 
N/A 
N/A 

No 
No 
No 
N/A 

No 

No 
Yes/No 

Yes/No 
No 

N/A 
N/A 

(contlnued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of countlng clvil cases ln state trlal courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

State/Court name: 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court 

FLORIDA: 
Clrcuit Court 
County Court 

GEORGIA: 
Superlor Court 
Clvl1 Court 
state Court 
Probate Court 
Magistrate Court 
Municlpal Court 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court and 

Family Court 

District Court 

IDAHO: 
District Court 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court 

INDIANA: 

Juris­
dlction 

G 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 

L 

G 

G 

Superior Court G 
Circuit Court G 
County Court L 
Municipal Court of 
Marion County L 

City Court L 
Small Claims Court of 
Marion County L 

~OWA: 
District Court G 

KANSAS: 
District Court G 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new filings, 
or laentlfied QuallficatioQs 
separately as or 
reopened cases? Condltions 

Reopened 

Reopened 
Reopened 

New f1l1ng 
N/C 
New fl1ing 
New filing 
New filing 
N/C 

Reopened 

Reopened 

Reopened 

Reopened 

Reopened 
Reopened 
Reopened 
Reopened 

N/A 

N/A 

New filing 

Reopened 

Supplemental 
proceedings 

Supplemental 
proceedings 

Redocketed 
Redocketed 
Redocketed 
Redocketed 

N/A 

N/A 
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Are enforcementl 
collectlon proceed­
ings counted? If 

yes, are they counted 
separately from 
new case fillngs? 

Yes/Yes 

Yes/No 
Yes/No 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

YeslYes 

Are temporary 1njunc­
tlons counted? If 
yes, are they counted 
separately from new 

case filings? 

Yes/Yes 

Yes/No 
Yes/No 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

SpeCial proceedings 
Yes/Yes 
Circuit Court: 

No 

Yes/No 

No 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
N/A 

N/A 

Yes/No 

No 

Speci a 1 Pro-
ceedings 

Yes/No 
(included as new 
(case filing) 

No 

No 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
N/A 

N/A 

No 

Yes/No 

(continued on next page) 



FIGURE H: Method of count1ng clv1l ca~es In state trlal courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

State/Court name: 

KENTUCKY: 
Cl rcu1t Court 
Dlstrlct Court 

LOUISIANA: 
01 strlct Court 

Juvenlle Court 

Famlly Court 

CHy' & Parlsh 

MAINE: 
Superlor Court 
D1strlct Court 
Probate Court 

MARYLAND: 
C1rcuH Court 
D1strlct Court 

MASSACHUSETTS: 

Courts 

Jur1s­
dlct10n 

G 
L 

G 

G 

G 

L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

Trlal Court of the Commonwealth 
Superlor Court Dept. G 
Dlstrlct Court Dept. G 
Boston Munlc1pal Court 
Dept. G 

Houslng Court Dept. G 
Land Court Dept. G 

MHmIGAN: 
Court of Cla1ms G 
C1rcult Court G 
Dlstr1ct Court l 
Mun1c1pal Court L 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court G 

MISSISSIPPI: 

MISSOURI: 
C1 rcuH Court G 

MONTANA: 
01 strlct Court G 
Justlce of the Peace 
Court L 

Munlclpal Court l 
CHy Court L 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new ftllngs, 
or ldent1fled 
separately as 
reopened cases? 

Reopened 
Reopened 

Reopened 

Reopened 

Reopened 

New f1l1ng 

New f1l1ng 
N/C 
N/C 

New f1l1ng 
N/A 

N/C 
N/C 

N/C 
N/C 
N/C 

Reopened 
Reopened 
N/A 
N/A 

Qual1flcat10ns 
or 

Condlt10ns 

Are enforcementl 
collectlon proceed-

1ngs counted? If 
yes, are they counted 

separately from 
new cas& f\ltngs? 

As actlon on open 
case 

As actlon on open 
case 

As actlon on open 
case 

As act10n on open 
case 

No 
No 

YeslYes 

Yes/Yes 

No 

Yes/No 

No 
No 
No 

No 
N/A 

N/A 
Yes/Yes 

Yes/Yes 
Yes/Yes 
N/Appl1cable 

No 
No 
N/A 
N/A 

Ident1f1ed separately No 

Data are unaval1able 

New f1l1ngs 

Reopened 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Yes/No 

Yes/Yes 

N/A 
N/I\ 
N/A 

Are temporary lnjunc­
tlons counted? If 
yes, are they counted 
separately from new 

case f1l1ngs? 

Yes/Yes 
YeslYes 

Yes/No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes/No 
No 
No 

N/A 
Yes/No 

Yes/Yes 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

No 
No 
N/A 
N/A 

No 

Yes/No 

Yes/No 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

(continued on next page) 
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t~~, 
FIGURE H:. Method of count1ng civil cases in state tr1al courts, 1987. (continued) 

Are reopened Are enforcement/ 
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary 1njunc-
as new fllings, 1ngs counted? If t10ns counted? If 
or 1dent1fied Qual1ficat10ns yes, are they counted yes, are they counted 

Juris- separately as or separately from separately from new 
state/Court name: diction reoQened cases? Condit10ns new case fll 1ngs? case fllings? 

NEBRASKA: 
Dhtrict Court G Reopened No No 
County Court L Reopened No No 

NEVADA: 
D1str1ct Court G Reopened YeslYes No 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Super10r Court G Reopened No No 
D1str1ct Court L N/C No No 
Mun1c1pal Court L N/C No No 

'l: NEW JERSEY: 
Super10r Court: 

C1 vll, Famn y , 
General Equ1ty, and G Reopened Yes/Yes Yes/No 
Criminal D1v1s10ns (except for 

domestic 
v10lence) 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G Reopened Yes/Yes No 
Magi strate Court L Reopened No No 
Metropo11tan Court of 

Bernalillo 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 NIC 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 NIC No No 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court G NIC No No 
District Court L NIC YeslNo No 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G New fning YeslYes Yes/Yes 

(only counted if a hearing 
was held) 

County Court L New flli ng NIA N/A 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of count'ng c1vtl cases 1n state tr1al courts, 1987. (conttnued) 

StatelCourt name: 

OHIO: 
Court of Common 

MUnicipal Court 
County Court 
Court of Claims 

OKLAHOMA: 
D1strtct Court 

OREGON: 
CtrcuH Court 
Justtce Court 
Munic\pal Court 
Distrlct Court 

PENNSYLVANIA: 

Pleas 

Jurts­
dlctlon 

G 

L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 
L 
l 

Court of Common Pleas G 
Distr1ct Justlce Court l 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G 
Dlstrlct Court l 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superlor Court G 
Dlstrlct Court l 
Famlly Court l 
Probate Court l 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
C1 rcuH Court G 
Famtl y Court l 
Magistrate Court l 
Probate Court l 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
C1 rcuH Court G 

TENNESSEE: 
C1 rcuH Court G 

Chancery Court G 

General Sessions Court l 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new ft11ngs, 
or ldentH1ed 
separately as 
reopened cases? 

Reopened 

Reopened 
Reopened 
NIA 

Reopened 

Reopened 
NIA 
NIA 
Reopened 

Reopened 
New ftling 

New ftllng 
New ftllng 

Reopened 
Reopened 
Reopened 

N/A 

New ft 11 ng 
New f1l1ng 
New ftl1ng 
New ftl1ng 

NIC 

Reopened 

Reopened 

Reopened 

QualHtcat10ns 
or 

CondHtons 

Are enforcementl 
collectlon proceed­
lngs counted? If 

yes, are they counted 
separately from 
new case fillngs? 

YeslNo 
(are counted separately tn 
domestic relattons cases) 

No 
No 
NIA 

No 

YeslNo 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

No 
N/A 

Yes/No 
Yes/No 

No 
No 
No 
N/A 

No 
No 
No 
No 

No 

(Var1es based on local practice) 

(Varles based on local practice) 

(Var1es based on local practice) 

Are temporary tnjunc­
ttons counted? If 
yes, are they counted 
separately from new 

case fl1tngs? 

YeslNo 

No 
No 
NIA 

No 

YeslNo 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

No 
NIA 

N/A 
NIA 

YeslNo 
YeslYes 
YeslYes 
NIA 

No (Permanent tn-
No junctions are 
No counted as a 
No new fll1ng) 

YeslNo 

(Varies based on 
local practice) 
(Varies based on 
local practice) 
(Varies based on 
local practice) 

(conttnued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of count1ng civil cases In state trial courts, 1987. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

TEXAS: 

Juris­
diction 

District Court G 
Constitutional County 
Court L 

County Court at Law L 
Justice of the Peace 
Court L 

UTAH: 
District Court G 
Circuit Court L 
Justice of the Peace 
Court L 

VERMONT: 
Superior Court 
District Court 
Probate Court 

VIRGINIA: 
C1 rcult Court 

01 strict Court 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court 
Municipal Court 
01 strict Court 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court 
Magistrate Court 

WISCONSIN: 

G 
G 
L 

G 

L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new fl1lngs, 
or ldent1fled Qualifications 
separately as or 
reopened cases? Conditions 

Reopened 

Reopened 
Reopened 

New f111 ng 

N/C 
N/C 

N/C 

.N/C 
N/C 
N/C 

Reopened 

New fl1lng 

New f111ng 
New f111ng 
New fl11ng 

Reopened 
New f111ng 

(called -
abstract of 
judgment 
f11ed) 

Reinstated 
cases 

Are enforcementl 
collection proceed­
Ings counted? If 

yes, are they counted 
separately from 
new case filings? 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 
No 
No 

YeslYes 

Yes/No 

No 
N/A 
Yes/Yes 

No 
No 

Clrcult Court G New filing Ident1fled with R No 

WYOMING: 
District Court G 
Justice of the Peace 
Court L 

County Court L 

Reopened 

Reopened 
Reopened 

G - General Jurisdiction Court 
L - Limited Jurisdiction Court 
N/A - Information Is not available 
N/C - Information Is not co1lectedl 

counted 
N/Appllcable - Civil casetypes heard by this 

court are not applicable to this 
figure. 

suffix, but Included 
In total count 

No 

N/A 
N/A 

Are temporary Injunc­
tions counted? If 
yes, are they counted 
separately from new 

case f111ngs? 

No 

No 
No 

No 

Yes/Yes 
YeslYes 

Yes/Yes 

Yes/No 
Yes/No 
N/A 

Yes/No 

No 

Yes/No 
N/A 
N/A 

No 
No 

Yes/Yes 

No 

N/A 
N/A 

Source: State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, as updated and verified for 1987 by 
State Administrative Offices of the Courts. 
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FIGURE I: Method of Counting Support/Custody Cases In State Trial Courts, 1987 

state/Court name: Jurlsdlctlon 

ALABAMA: 
Cl rcuH Court G 

Dlstrlct Court L 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G 

ARIZONA: 
Superlor Court G 

ARKANSAS: 
Chancery and Probate 
Court G 

CALIfORNIA: 
SuperIor Court G 

COLORADO: 
Dlstrlct Court G 

CONNECTICUT: 
SuperIor Court G 

DELAWARE: 
family Court L 

DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA: 
Superlor Court G 

fLORIDA: 
ClrcuH Court G 

GEORGIA: 
SuperIor Court G 

Do the support/custody 
Is support/custody 
a proceedIng wIthIn 
a marrlage dlssolu­
tlon case? 

and marrIage dIssolutIon 
case counts Include uncon­
tested cases as well as 
contested cases? 

Yes, except URESA and 
nondlssolutlon SIC 
whIch are counted 
separately 

N/A 

Yes, except URESA and 
nondlssolutlon SIC 
whIch are counted 
separately 

Yes, except URESA cases 
whIch are counted 
separately 

Yes, except URESA cases 
contested SIC and non­
dIssolutIon SIC whIch 
are counted separately 

Yes 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and contested 
SIC whIch are counted 
separately 

Yes, except nondlssolutlon 
SIC whIch are counted 
separately 

Yes, except contested 
SIC and nondlssolution 
SIC whIch are counted 
separately 

Yes, except URESA 

No 

cases and nondlssolutlon 
S./C whIch are counted 
separately 

Yes, except URESA 
and contested SIC 
cases whIch are 
counted separately 

Yes 

Yes (S/C only) 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Are changes In decree 
counted as new flllngs 
or as reopened cases? 

New filIngs 

New flllngs 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

N/C 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

New flllngs 

(contlnued on next page) 
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fIGURE I: Method of counting supportlcustody cases in state trial courts, 1987. (continued) 

StatelCourt name: 

HAWAII: 
Cl rcu 1t Court 
(family Court 
D1vis10n) 

IDAHO: 
D1strict Court 

ILLINOIS: 
C1rcuft Court 

INDIANA: 
Super10r Court 

Ci rcuft Court 

IOWA: 
D1str1ct Court 

KANSAS: 
01 strict Court 

KENTUCKY: 
C1rcuit Court 

LOUISIANA: 
D1str1ct Court 

Juvenlle Court 

famlly Court 

MAINE: 
Superior Court 

D1strict Court 

Jurlsdlctlon 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

L 

Do the supportlcustody 
Is supportlcustody 
a proceed1ng with1n 
a marrlage dlssolu­
tlon case? 

and marriage dlssolut10n 
case counts 1nclude uncon­
tested cases as well as 
contested cases? 

Yes, except URESA cases 
wh1ch are counted 
separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and SIC nond1s­
solut1on, whlch are 
counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and nondls­
solut10n SIC, wh1ch are 
counted separately 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes, except URESA 
cases, wh1ch are 
counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and nond1s­
solutlon SIC, wh1ch are 
counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases, wh1ch are 
counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases, wh1ch are 
counted separately 

No (court has only 
. supportlcustody 
jur1sd1ctlon) 

Yes, except nond1s­
solutlon SIC, whlch 
are counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases, wh1ch are 
counted separately 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
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Are changes 1n decree 
counted as new fllings 
or as reopened cases? 

rilC 

New f1l1ngs 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 
( redocketed) 
Reopened cases 
(redocketed) 

New fll1ngs 

NIC 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

N/C 

N/C 
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FIGURE I: Method of count1ng support/custody cases 1n state trla1 courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

State/Court name: Jur1sd1ct10n 
MARYLAND: 

Clrcult Court G 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Trlal Court of 
the Commonwealth: 

Probate and faml1y 
Court Department G 

MICHIGAN: 
Clrcult Court G 

MINNESOTA: 
Dlstrlct Court G 

MISSISSIPPI: 

MISSOURI: 
Clrcuit Court G 

MONTANA: 
Dlstrlct Court G 

NEBRASKA: 
Distrlct Court G 

NEVADA: 
01 strlct Court G 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superlor Court G 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superlor Court: 
Clvll, famlly, 
General Equlty and 
Crlmlnal Dlvlslons G 

Do the support/custody 
Is support/custody 
a proceedlng withln 
a marr1age d1ss01u­
tlon case? 

and marriage disso1utlon 
case counts lnclude uncon­
tested cases as well as 
contested cases? 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and nondis­
solutlon SIC, wh1ch 
are counted separately 

Yes, except nondls­
solutlon SIC cases, 
wh1ch are counted 
separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and nondls­
solutlon SIC, whlch 
are counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases, whlch are 
counted separately 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Data are unaval1ab1e 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and nond1s­
solutlon SIC, whlch are 
counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and contested 
SIC, whlch are counted 
separately 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and nondls­
solutlon SIC, whlch 
are counted separately 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Are changes ln decree 
counted as new fillngs 
or as reopened cases? 

New fllings 

Reopened cases 
(Mod H' cat 1 ons) 

N/C 

Reopened cases 

New f1l1ngs 

New f1l1ngs 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

(contlnued on next page) 
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fIGURE I: Method of count1ng support/custody cases 1n state tr1al courts, 1987. (cont1nued) 

state/Court name: 

NEW MEXICO: 
Dlstrlct Court 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court 

Famlly Court 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
01strlct Court 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
D1str1ct Court 

OHIO: 

Jur1sd1ctlon 

G 

G 

L 

L 

G 

Court of Common Pleas G 

OKLAHOMA: 
D1str1ct Court G 

OREGON: 
Clrcu1t Court G 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common P1eas G 

PUERTO RICO: 
Super10r Court G 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Fam1ly Court L 

Is support/custody 
a proceed1ng wlth1n 
a marrlage d1ssolu­
t10n case? 

00 the support/custodi 
and marr1age d1ssolut10n 
case counts lnclude uncon~ 
tested cases as well as 
contested cases? 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and nond1s­
solutlon SIC, whlch 
are counted separately 

Yes 

No (support/custody 
jurlsdlct10n only) 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and nondls­
solutlon SIC, whlch 
are counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and nondls­
solut10n SIC, whlch 
are counted separately 

Yes, except UR£SA 
cases and nondls­
solut1on SIC, wh1ch 
are counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases, wh1ch are 
counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 

No 

cases and nond1s­
solut10n SIC, wh1ch are 
counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases, wh1ch are 
counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases, wh1ch are 
counted separately 

Yes 

Yes 

N/Appllcable 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
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Are changes 1n decree 
counted as new fll1ngs 
or as reopened cases? 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 
(heard ln Supreme 
Court only) 

Reopened cases 

New f1l1ngs 

New f111ngs 

New f1l1ngs 

Reopened cases 

New f1l1ngs 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 
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FIGURE 1: Me~hod of coun~1ng 8uppor~/cu8tody cases 1n state tr1a1 courts, 19B7. (contInued) 

StatelCourt name: 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Faml1y Court 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Cl rcu1t Court 

TENNESSEE: 
Cl rcult Court 

Chancery Court 

General SessIons 
Court 

TEXAS: 
Dlstrlct Court 

JUrlsdlctlon 

L 

G 

G 

G 

l 

G 

County-level Courts l 

UTAH: 
DIstrict Court 

VERMONT: 
SuperIor Court 
DIstrIct Court 

VIRGINIA: 
CIrcuIt Court 

DIstrIct Court 

WASHINGTON: 
SuperIor Court 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
C1rcuH Court 

G 

G 
G 

G 

l 

G 

G 

Do the supportlcustody 
Is supportlcustody 
a proceedIng wIthIn 
a marrlage dIssolu­
tIon case? 

and marrIage dIssolutIon 
case counts Include uncon­
tested cases as well as 
contested cases? 

Yes, except URfSA 

No 

cases and nondls­
solutIon SIC, whIch 
are counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and nondls­
solutIon SIC, whIch 
are counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and nondls­
solutIon SIC, whIch 
are counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and nondls­
solutIon SIC, whIch 
are counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and nondls­
solut1on SIC, WhIch 
are counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and nondls­
solution SIC, whIch 
are counted separately 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and contested 
SIC, whIch are counted 
separately 

Yes 
No 

Varles* 

No 

Yes, except URESA 
and paternity 
cases, whIch are 
counted separately 

Yes, unless SIC 15 
an out-oF-state 
Issue 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Are changes In decree 
counted as new fIlIngs 
or as reopened cases? 

New fIlIngs (not 
counted) 

NIC 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

New fll1ngs 

New f111ngs 

Reopened cases 

NIC 
Nle 

Reopened Cilses 
(cases commenced) 

Reopened cases 
(reInstated cases) 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

(contInued on next page) 
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FIGURE I: Method of counting support/custody cases In state trial courts, 1987. (contInued) 

------------.-------.-------------------------.----~~~------~--~~-------------------------00 the support/custody 

State/Court name: 

WISCONSIN: 
CI rcuit Court 

WYOMING: 
District Court 
County Court 

G 

G 
L 

SIC - Support/Custody 

Is support/custody 
a proceed1ng withIn 
a marr1age dIssolu-
tion case.,L? ____ _ 

Yes, except URESA 
cases and SIC filed 
after the original 
proceeding 

Yes 
No 

N/A - Information is not available 
N/C - Information Is not collected/counted 
N/Appllcable - Civil casetypes heard by this court 

are not applicable to this figure. 
URESA - Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of 

Support Act 

*FOOTNOTES: 

Vlrgln~a--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 Issues arIse after the final decree 
In a divorce case Is entered. When this happens, 
the custody/support Issue Is counted as a 
reinstatement of an "other equity" case. A 
reinstatement Is 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. 

and marrIage dissolution 
case counts Include uncon­
tested cases as well as 
contested cases? 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Are changes In decree 
counted as new fIlIngs 
or as reopened cases? 

Reopened cases (new 
action to modify 
jurisdiction) 

Reopened cases 
Reopened cases 

Source: State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide, as updated and verified for 1981 by State Administrative 
Offices of the Courts. 
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Appendix A 

Methodology 



Methodology 

Court Statistics Project: 
Goals a~d Organization 

The Court Statistics Project compiles and reports 
comparable court case load 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 case load 
information. Progress toward greater uniformity in case load 
data reporting should result in more meaningful and useful 
case load information at the disposal of judges, court man­
agers, and state court administrators. 

The State Court Case load 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, through its 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 
research community. The preparation ofthe 1987 caseload 
report was funded by a grant from the 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 case load data, requests for 
court jurisdictional information, requests for information on 
data collection and reporting procedures, and requests for 
statistical analysis of the case load data. The requests 
come from a variety of sources, including state administra­
tive offices ofthe courts,local courts, individual justices and 
judges, federal agencies, legislators, 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 case load statistics 
report. 

Evolution of the Court Statistics Project 

During compilation of the State of the Art and the State 
Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report, 1975, the Cou rt 
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.1 

This suggested the need for a model annual report and a 
statistical dictionary of terms for court usage. 

The State Court Model Annual Report outlines the 
basic management data that 'should, at a minimum, be 
included in state court annual reports.2 The State Court 
Model Statistical Dictionary, published in 1980, and the 
1984 Supplement provide common terminology, defini­
tions, and usage for reporting appellate and trial court! 
case load inventory. The dictionary and other project pub­
lications provide terms for use in reporting data on the 
method of case disposition.3 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 court 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.4 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 assessing the comparability of case load 
data as reported by the courts to those terms. It became 
particularly important to detail the subject matter jurisdic­
tion and methods of counting cases in each state court. 
This effort was undertaken in two stages. The first stage 
addressed problems related to the categorizing and count-

tNational Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, 
State Court Caseload Statistics: The State of the Art (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978). 

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 C<'lse Management Information Systems 
Manual (Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State Courts, 1983). 
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ing of cases in the trial courts and resulted in the 1984 State 
Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Reporting.5 

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 1984 
State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical 
Reporting, which was used to compile the 1984 appellate 
court database.s The introduction to the 1981 report 
contains a complete description of the impact of the Trial 
Court Jurisdiction Guide on the Court Statistics Project 
data collection, and the introduction of the 1984 report 
provided a complete description of the impact of the Appel­
late Court Jurisdiction Guide. 

Much of the court jurisdiction information contained in 
the 1987 report is the result of research done for State Court 
Organization, 1987, another project publication. State 
Court Organization, 1987, is a source book which de­
scribes the organization and management of state appel­
late and trial courts.7 

The first case load 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 for appellate courts and courts of general jurisdic­
tion and also included all available case load 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 case load 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 
Informationforthe national case load databases comes 

from published and unpublished sources supplied by state 
court administrators and appellate 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 at the state level. The data, however, are the 
product of statistical reports, often filed monthly or quar­
terly, from numerous local jurisdictions and, in most states, 
several trial court systems. The case load statistics are 
used by the states to manage the ir own systems and are not 
prepared specifically for inclusion in the NCSC caseload 
statistics series. 

5Clifford and Roper, State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical 
Reporting (Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State Courts, 
1985). 

GRoper, 1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical 
Reporting (WilliamsQurg, 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 case load 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);8 and special characteristics 
regarding subject matter jurisdiction and court structure. 
Appendix B lists the source of each state's case load 
statistics for 1987. 

Data Collection Procedures 
The following outline summarizes the major tasks 

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 report 
the data, changes in the range of available data, and 
changes in the state's court organization or jurisdiction. 
This process involved a direct comparison of the 1987 
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
ganization chart as worksheets for gathering the 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 cou Id be identified and replicated. The 
caseload data were then taken from the state case load 
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 case load 
numbers for significant changes from the previous year. A 
formal record 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. During the data collection process, a check was 
conducted to ensure compatibility between the information 
supplied onthe jurisdiction guide profiles and the casetypes 
identified on the statistical profiles. 

c. The data were then transferred from the handwrit­
ten copy to computer databases (code books are available 
upon request). The data entry program used (SPSS's Data 
Entry) automatically checked for certain data entry errors. 

au.s. 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 which fell outside the parameters, SPSS would not 
incorporate the number within the database until several 
attempts were made to enterthe value. After the data were 
entered, a batch error-detection program checked for other 
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 an independent 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. Finally, 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, and traffic/other violation. Each majorcasetype 
can be reduced to several specific caseload categories. 
For example, the civil casetype consists of tort, contract, 
real property rights, small claims, mental health, estate, 
and domestic relations cases. In some circumstances, 
these casetypes can be further refined; for example, 
domestic relations cases can be divided into marriage 
dissolution, URESA, support/custody, and adoption cases. 

Currently, only filing and disposition numbers are 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 
compiling the 1984 case load report. Some cou rts 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 case load 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 on the merits-appeals of 
right) and discretionary petitions (those cases which the 
court has discretion on whether to accept and then 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 also contains information 
about each court, 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 case load 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 case load data. 

The 1987 report uses pie charts and bar graphs to 
illustrate and summarize the case load 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. It is 
incorrect to conclude that a state omitted from the graph did 
not report caseload statistics to the project. The definitive 
statement of data availability can be found in the detailed 
caseload tables in Part II. 

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 case load numbers are either over­
inclusive in that they contain casetypes other than those 
defined forthe term in the dictionary, or are underinclusive 
in that some casetypes defined forthe term in the dictionary 
are not included. It is possible for a caseload number to 
contain inapplicable types, while omitting applicable ones, 
making the subtotal or total simultaneously overinclusive 
and underinclusive. 

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 III. 
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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
diction in 1987. Since 1975, new courts have bee(h created 
at both the appellate and trial level, new courts rt~port data 
to the Court Statistics Project, courts may have m~lirged and 
changed counting or reporting methods. The dollalr amount 
limits of civil jurisdiCtion in many trial courts also v81ry. Great 
care is therefore required when comparing the 1987 data to 
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. 
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.C'. Sources of 1987 state court case load statistics 

ALABAMA: 
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Suprem9 Court. 
lAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Administrative Director of Courts. 

ALASKA: 
COLR; lAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, Alaska Court System, 1987 Annual 
Report (Anchorage, Alaska: 1988). 

ARIZONA: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, The Arizona Courts, 1987 Judicial 
Report (Phoenix, Arizona: 1988). 

ARKANSAS: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary of the 
Judicial Department, Annual Report of the Judiciary 
of Arkansas, FY 86-87 (Little Rock, Arkansas: 
1988). 

CALIFORNIA: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Council of Califor­
nia, 1988 Annual Report, Judicial Council of Califor­
nia (San Francisco, California: 1988). 

COLORADO: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report of the Colorado Judiciary 1986-87 
(Denver, Colorado: 1987). 

CONNECTICUT: 
COLR, lAC, 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. 

rfl'.~.' •.•.. i:i.i.I.~.!.;:.!,j.!:.:! .. ::.,:i::! ... ~,i.: •.. n.!:i.:::,.i.: .• :.:e •. ~ .• :!:.: .. ir .. i.~.m.·.e! .. e: •. ::·:t.bJ.:::i."I.:.i:~ .• :.a.r:i:.,;:;.s.ie .• ~.:,:~i .. il:.II.~ 
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FLORIDA: 
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
State Courts Administrator and Clerk of the Su­
preme Court. 
lAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the State Court Administrator. 

GEORGIA: 
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
lAC: 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. 

HAWAII: 
COLR, lAC: Administrative Director of the Courts, 
The Judiciary, State of Hawaii: Annual Report 1986-
87and Statistical Supplement, July 1, 1986 to June 
3D, 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, lAC, GJC: Administrative Director of the 
Courts, The Idaho Courts 1987 Annual Report 
Appendix (Boise, Idaho: 1988). 

ILLINOIS: 
COLR, lAC, GJC: Unpublished data were provided 
by the Administrative Director of the Courts. 

INDIANA: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Director of the 
Division of State Court Administration, 19871ndiana 
Judicial Report (Indianapolis, Indiana: 1988). 

IOWA: 
COLR: State Court Administrator, 1987 Annual 
Statistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 1988). 
Additional unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
lAC: State Court Administrator, 1987 Annual 
Statistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 1988). 
Additional unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Court of Appeals. 
GJC: State Court Administrator, 1987 Annual 
Statistical Repot1(Des Moines, Iowa: 1988) . 

247 



KANSAS: 
COLR, lAC, 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. 
lAC: 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. 
lAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Administrator, 1987 Annual 
Report 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, lAC, 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. 
lAC: 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, lAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
1987 Annual Report of the State Court Administrator 
and Statistical Supplement (Lansing, Michigan: 
1988). 

MINNESOTA: 
COLR, lAC, 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, lAC, 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 the Supreme Court. 
GJC: Unpublished data were provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 
LJC: No data were available for cases handled by 
these courts in fiscal year 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 
Director, Administrative Office of the Courts. 

NEW JERSEY: 
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
lAC: 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, lAC, 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, lAC: Clerk of the Court, 1987 Annual Report 
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 
Annual Report 1988 (New York: 1988). 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
COLR, lAC, 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, lAC, 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. 
lAC, 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, lAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the State Court Administrator. 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the Court Administrator. 
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PUERTO RICO: 
GJC, LJC: . Unpublished data were provided by the 
Administrative Director of the Courts. 

RHODE ISLAND: 
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the 
State Court Administrator. 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
COLR, lAC, 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 DAKOTA: 
COLR, GJC: State Court Administrator, Benchmark 
1987: Annual Report of the South Dakota Unified 
Judicial System (Pierre, South Dakota: 1988). 

TENNESSEE: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary, 
Supreme Court of Tennessee, 1987 Annual Report 
(Nashville, Tennessee: 1988). 

TEXAS: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, 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, lAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary, 
Supreme Court, Virginia State of the Judiciary 
Report 1987 (Richmond, Virginia: 1988}. 

WASHINGTON: 
COLR, lAC, 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, lAC: 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, COURT NAME 
Court of last resort or intermediate appellate court 

Number of divisions/departments, Number of authorized justices/judges 
Time period covered 

Cases: 
Mandatory jurisdiction: 

Appeals of final judgment: 
Ci vi 1 ..•...................................... 
Crimi na 1 : 

Capital crimes (death/life) ................ . 
Other criminal ............•.........•..•.... 

Total criminal .............•...........•..... 
Juvenile ..................................... . 
Administrative agency ........................ . 
Unclassi fied (e.g., constitutional issue) .... . 

Total appeals of final judgment ............... . 
Other mandatory cases: 

Disciplinary matters: 
Attorney ...............•.....•.............. 
Judge ....•............•............••....... 

Total disciplinary .....••••........••........ 
Original proceedings (e.g., extraordinary writs, 

postconviction remedy, sentence review only, 
election cases) ...........•................. 

Interlocutory decisions .....•......•...•...... 
Advisory opinions: 

Intra-state (legislature, executive, courts). 
federal courts (i.e., certified question) .,. 

Total advisory opinions ..................... . 
Total other mandatory cases ......•............. 

Total mandatory jurisdiction cases ............... . 

Discretionary jurisdiction: 
Petitions of final judgme,nt: 

Civ~l ................•..•.....•..•.............. 
Criminal ....................................... . 

"Juvenile ..........•..............•........•. ".· . 
Administrative agency .......................... . 
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) ...... . 

Total petitions of final judgment ..•............. 
Other discretionary petitions: 

Disciplinary matters: 
Attorney •....•.................•.............• 
Judge ..................................... " .. . 

Total discipl1nary ..................•.......•.. 
Original proceedings (e.g., extraordinary writs, 

postconviction remedy, sentence review only, 
election cases) ...•........................... 

Interlocutory decisions ........................ . 
Advisory opinions: 

Int ra-state (1 egi s 1 ature, execut i ve. court s) .. 
federal courts (e.g., certHied question) .... . 

Total advisory opinions ...................... .. 
Total other discretionary petitions .....••...... 

Total discretionary jurisdiction cases .......•..... 

Grand tota 1 ca ses ....••••................•.......... 

Other proceedings: 
Rehearing/reconsideration requests .......•........ 
Motions ............................. ·•··········· . 
Other matters (e.g., bar admissions) .•.••....•.... 

Beginning 
pending 
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filed Disposed 

( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 

( ) 

End 
pending 



Prototype of state ~lat.!Lcourt statll.U.ci1LP-f..QLlJ~ 

Mandatory jurIsdIctIon: 
Appeals of fInal judgment: 

CIvIl ..•............•...................... 
CrImInal .................................. . 
JuvenIle .................................. . 
AdmInIstratIve agency ..................... . 
UnclassIfIed (e.g., constItutIonal Issue) .. 

Other mandatory cases: 
DIscIplInary matters ...................... . 
OrIgInal proceedIngs (e.g., electIon cases) 
Interlocutory decIsIons ................... . 

Total mandatory jurI sd let I on cases ........... . 

DIscretIonary JurIsdIctIon (cases granted only): 
PetItIons of fInal Judgments: 

Clvll ..................................... . 
CrImInal .................................. . 
Juvenlle .................................. . 
AdmInIstratIve agency ..................... . 
UnclassIfIed (e.g., constItutIonal Issue) .. 

Other dIscretIonary petItIons ...............• 
DIscIplInary matters ...................... . 
OrIgInal proceedIngs (e.g., electIon cases) 

Total dIscretIonary jurIsdIctIon cases ....... . 

Grand total 

OpInIons: 
Af fl rmed 
ModifIed 
Reversed .................................... . 
Remanded .................................... . 
MI xed ....................................... . 
DIsmIssed ................................... . 
Other ............•........................... 

DecIsIons wIthout opInIon: 
Afflrmed .................................... . 
Mod I fl ed .................................... . 
Reversed ..•.................................. 
Remanded .................................... . 
MIxed ....................................... . 
DIsmIssed ................................... . 
Other ....................................... . 

Predeclslon 
d Ispos It Ion 
(dlstnlssed/ 
withdrawnl 
settillL 

__ QJ?.l'liQ.!!.L_ 
Per 

SIgned curIam 
QI!JllJ.Q.n. 0 pIn I Ql!. 

Dec I s.1 on 
wahout 
opln-Ion 
(memo/ 
order> 

Admlnls­
trdtlve 
~g.~!J.£Y _ 

Trans­
ferred 

Oth\~r 

Mandatory 
__ l!..<!.i.li_ lotl!.l 

Type of decIsIon In other dlscret1onaD"._.P..~.!:).JJ.9ill. 

Other dIscretIonary petitIons ............... . 
DiscIplinary matters ...................... . 
OrIgInal proceedIngs (e.g., electIon cases) 

Total dIscretIonary jurIsdIctIon cases ....... . 

Petl tlon 
~Jed. 

Pelltlon 
,de!llg~. 
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Prototype of state appellate court statlst'cal prof'le 

Mandatory jurisd'ction: 
Appeals of final judgment: 

C'vil ..•••.•••..•••••••.•••••..••••.....••• 
Crim' na 1 ••••.••••.•••..•••.••••..•..•..•.•• 
Juvenl1e ..••••.•••••••..•••••..•••..••..•.. 
Administrative agency •..•••.•.••••••••.• _ •• 
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) .• 

Other mandatory cases: 
Disciplinary' matters ..••.•••.••..•.••.•.••• 
Original proceedings (e.g., election cases. 
Interlocutory decisions ••..•••••..•.••.••.• 

Total mandatory jurisdiction cases ...••.••..•• 

Discretionary jurisdIction: 
Petitions of final judgment: 

Ci vil .•.••....•.•..•.••.•.•••.•.•..•••••••• 
Crimi na 1 ...•...•........••..•...•..•.•.•••• 
Juven il e •...••...•...•...•.•.•...•..•••...• 
Administrative agency .•...••.•.••..••••••.• 
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) .• 

Other discretionary petitions •.•.....•....•.. 
Disciplinary matters- .•.•••.•...•....•.•..•• 
Original proceedings (e.g., election 

cases) ..•••...••..•••••..••...•••.••.•.•. 
Interlocutory decisions •..•.••.•••.•...•... 
Advisory opinions •••.•.•.•.•.•••...•••••.•• 

Total discretionary jurisdiction cases .••••.•. 

Grand total •••••••...•••••••.•••••••••.••.••.•• 

Notice of appeal 
to ready for 

hearing 
Number 

of cases Mean Median 

11 
II 

Time interval datan (months/days) 

Ready for hearing 
to under advisement 
(submitted or oral 
argument completed) 

Number 
of cases Mean Medlgrr 

Under advisement 
(submitted or 

oral argument 
completed) to decISion 
Number 

of cases Mean Median 

o 

00 

Notice of appeal 
to decision 

Number 
of cases ~ Me~lan 
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Prototype of state appellate court statistical profile 

Mandatory jurisdiction: 
Appeals of final judgment: 

Civil ......•.•...•.......• 
Criminal .....•........•... 
Juvenile ...•.....•...•.... 
Administrative agency ..••. 
Unclassified"(e.g., 

constitutional issue) ..• 
Other mandatory cases: 

Disciplinary matters .•.... 
Original proceedings 

(e.g., election cases) .• 
Interlocutory decisions ... 

Total mandatory jurisdiction 
cases •••..••..•....•..... 

Discretionary jurisdiction: 
Petitions of final judgment: 

Ci vi 1 ..•.•... " ...•.••....•. 
Crimina 1 ...•..•.•.•.....•. 
Juvenile ...........•....•. 
Administrative agency ••••. 
Unclassified (e.g., 

constitutional issue) ... 
Other discretionary petitions 

Disciplinary matters •.•..• 
Original proceedings 

(e.g., election cases) .• 
Interlocutory decisions .•. 
Advisory o~inions ........• 

Total discretlonary 
jurisdiction cases .•....... 

Grand total .........•.....•.•• 

Age-of pending caseload (days) 

Not ready for hearinq 
rep~~~~;1~gt~~~~~;~--~~~~lt~~-;~f'--- respo~~!~11~gbrief Ready for hearing 

Over Over Over 
0-60 61-120 120 0-60 61-120 120 0-60 61-120 120 0-60 

.J!llL .J!llL ~ ~ .J!llL ~ days .J!llL days days 

Over . 
61-120 120 0-60. 
.J!llL days days 

Under advi~ement 
(submitted;or oral 
arqumenttompleted 

. Average 
Oller age of 

61-120 l;W pending 
.J!llL !!.lUi caseload 

-~r 
·-<1 
"j! 

i 

/ 
\ 
\. 



Prototype of state appellate court stat1st1cal prof1le 

Boldface head1ngs 'ndicate the classlf\cat\ons used by the Court Stattst'cs Project. 
N/A = The casetype 1s handled by th~ court, but the data are unava1lable. 
X = The data for thts casetype are known to be 1ncluded 1n the total but are unava1lable by category. -- = Data element 1s not app11cable. 
( ) NOTE: Beg1n pend1ng data flled outslde the parentheses, disposed data outslde the parentheses, and end 
pend1ng data reported as d\scret10nary jur\sd\ctlon cases represent pet\t\ons/motlons for rev1ew. Flled 
f1gures 1ns1de the parentheses represent those newly flled petlt10ns/mot10ns that were granted durlng the 
tlme per10d covered on thls prof\le. For those lnterested, flled f1gures lns1de the parentheses can then be 
added to total mandatory jurlsd\ctlon cases flled to arrive at the number of new cases that the court w1ll 
ultlmately conslder "on tfie mer1ts." Dlsposed flgures 1ns1de the parentheses represent the number of 
d1scretlonary petltlons granted that were dlsposed of "on the merlts." Th1s numb~r 15 rarely avaIlable, and 
1s usually 1ncluded 1n elther·the total dlscretlonary petltlons disposed or the mandatory jur1sd1ct1on 
cases. The number of dIsposed petlt10ns 1nside the parentheses can be a~ded to total mandatory jurlsdlctlon 
cases disposed to arrive at the number of cases that the court d1sposed of "on the mer1ts." 
Quallfylng Footnotes: 
A = The data element 15 complete with no footnotes. 
B = The data element \s complete and represents some double counting. 

C = The data element \s over\nclus\ve. 
o = The data element 1s over1nclus1ve and represents some double count1ng. 

(enter as lower case) = The data element 15 at least 75% complete. 
J The data element 1s at least 75% complete, and represents some double count1ng. 

P = The data element \5 1ncomplete and over\nclustve. 
Q = The data element \5 1ncomplete, over1nclus\ve and represents some double count1ng. 

v = The data element 1s less than 75% cemplete. 

W = The data element 1s less than 75% complete, and represents some double count1ng. 

X = rhe data element 1s less than 75% complete, and over1nclus1ve. 

Y = The data element 1s less than 75% complete, over1nclus\ve, and represents some double countlng. 

Z The data are m1ss1ng for th1s data element. 

R = Judge lnformatlon. 
S = F1gure w~s computed. 
T = Add\t\onal 'nformat1on. 
U = The data element 15 1ncluded 1n the unclass1f1ed 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 lImIted jurIsdIctIon 

Number of cIrcuIts or dlstr1cts, Number of judges 
Tlme per10d covered 

C1 vll: 
Tort: .........................•.................•.. 

Auto tort •.....•...........•.................... 
Med1cal malpract1ce ...........••......•......... 
Other profess1onal malpract1ce ................. . 
Product lIabIlIty tort ......................... . 
M1 scellaneous tort ............................. . 

Total tort ..•.....••............................. 
Contract ......•......................•............ 
Real property r1ghts ...•.•...........•............ 
Small clalms .......•.....•.•...•.........•..••..•. 
Domestlc relatlons: 

Marrlage dlssolutlon .....•..•........•.•........ 
Support/custody ..•....•..•..............•....... 
URESA ...•...•..•................................ 
Adoptlon ....•........................•.......... 
Paternlty/bastardy ............................. . 
Mlscellaneous domestlc relat10ns .............•.. 

Total domestlc relatlons ........................ . 
Estate: 

Probate/wllls/1ntestate .....•................... 
Guardlanshlp/conservatorshlp/trusteeshlp ...•.... 
Ml sce llaneous estate ...........•..........•..... 

Tota 1 estate ..................•....•............. 
Menta 1 hea 1 th •...•..•...•....•.....•.....•........ 
Appeal: 

Appeal of admlnlstrat1ve agency case ........... . 
Appeal of trlal court case ..................•... 

Total c1vll appeals ..•.•.......•..•.....•.•.....• 
M\scellaneous clvll ..•.....•...•......•........... 

Total clv1l .•.•..•..••.......•....•.•...••.•..•.... 
Crlmlnal: 

Felony .•....•.....•...........•......•.......•..•. 
Ml sdemeanor ......•....•....................•...... 
DWI/DUI •.........•..........•..................... 
Appeal .....•.....................•.......•........ 
H1Scellaneous crlmlnal •..•....•................... 

Total crlmlnal ........................••........... 
Trafflc/other vlolatlon: 

Hovlng traffIc v101at10n ...•...............•...... 
Ordlnance vlolat10n .............................. . 
ParkIng vlolatlon ................................ . 
MIscellaneous traffic ............................ . 

T~tal traffIc/other vIolatIon ..................... . 

JuvenIle: 
Crlm1nal-type juvenlle petltlon ...........•....... 
status offense ................................... . 
Chlld-v1ct1m petlt10n .......•..................... 
MIscellaneous juvenIle petltlon .................. . 

Total juvenlle .................................... . 

Grand total cases ...•..............................• 

Other proceedlngs: 
Postconvl ct I on remedy ......................•...... 
Prellmlnary hearIngs ............................ .. 
Sentence revIew only ............................ .. 
Extraordlnary writs ..•...............•....•.....•• 

Tota 1 other proceed I ngs ........................... . 

Beginning 
pendlng Flled DIsposed 

Eno 
pendlng 
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Prototype of state trlal court statIstIcal profile 

elYll : 
. Tort: 

Auto tort .•.•.............•......... 
other professional malpractIce ..... . 

Product lIabilIty tort ........... . 
Mlsc~llaneous tort ............... . 

rota 1 tort ........................ . 
Contract .......................... ;. 
Real property rights ............... . 
Small claIms ...................... .. 
Domestic relations: 

Marriage dissolution ............. . 
Support/custody .................. . 
URESA ...................•........• 
Adoption .......•.................. 
PaternIty/bastardy ............... . 
MIscellaneous domestic .relatlons .. 

lotal domestic relatIons ........•.• 
Estate: 

Probate/wIll sl1ntestate .......... . 
GU~~g~~~~~~V~c~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~ ..... . 
Miscellaneous estate .........•.... 

Total estate .....•................. 
Mental health ..................... .. 
Appeal: 

Appeal of admInistrative 
agency case .......•............. 

Appeal of trial court case ....... . 
Total civil appeals ............... . 

Miscellaneous civil ................ . 
Total CIvil ......................... . 

CI vll: 
Tort: 

Auto tort ................•........ 
MedIcal malpractIce .............. . 
Other professIonal malpractice ... . 
Product liabilIty tort ........... . 
MIscellaneous tort .•.............. 

Total .tort .......•................. 
Contract ..........•........•........ 
Real property rights ............... . 
Small claims ....................... . 
Domestic relatIons: 

Marriage dIssolutIon ............. . 
Support/custody .................. . 
URESA ..••......................... 
Adoption ......................... . 
PaternIty/bastardy ............... . 
Miscellaneous domestic relations " 

Total domestiC relations .......... . 
Estate: 

Probate/wlllsl1ntestate .......•... 
Guardianship/conservatorshiP/ 

trusteeship .................•... 
Ml sce 11 aneous estate .......•...... 

Total estate ...............•...•... 
Mental health •.........•.......••... 
Appeal: 

Appeal of administrative 
agency case .................... . 

Appeal of trIal court case ....... . 
Total civIl appeal ....•............ 

"'scellaneous c'vll ....•............ 
Total cIvil ........ , .•............... 

Manner of disposition: trials 
Trial Trial 

Jury NoiEIWY Tota 1 Jury Nof[:]]fy Tota 1 
Criminal: 

Felony: .....................•... 
HI sdemeanor .................... . 
OWl/OUI ........................ . 
Appeal .............•............ 
M1scellaneous crImInal ......... . 

Total crimInal .................. . 

Traffic/other violation: 
Moving traffic ................. . 
Ordinance violation ............ . 
Parking violation .............. . 
Miscellaneous traffIc ......•.... 

Total traffic/other violation .... 
Juvenile: 

Cr1minal-type juvenile petitIon. 
Status petition ................ . 
Chlld-v)ctlm petitIon .......... . 
MIscellaneous juvenile petItion. 

Total juvenile .................. . 
Grand total trIals •................ 

Hanner of Civil dispositions 
Uncontested/ 

Default Dismissed WIthdrawn Settled Transferred Arbitration Total 
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Prototype of state trial court statistical profile 

Manner of criminal dispositions and type of decIsIon 

Jury trIal: 
ConvIctIon ..•......•.... 
GuIlty plea ............ . 
Acquittal ....•.•........ 
D1.smlssed .............. . 

Non-jury trIal: 
ConvIctIon ......•....... 
Guilty plea ....•.•...•.. 
Acquittal .............. . 
DIsmissed ............. ;. 

Dismissed/nolle prosequi .. 
Ball .forfelture .•......... 
Bound over ••.•.•...•...... 
Transferred ........•.....• 
Other ......•..•..•........ 

Total dispositions ..•..•... 

MI sdemeanor DWI/DUI 
HI'scellaneous 

crImInal 

Manner of traffic/other violatIon dIspositions and type of decIsIon 

Jury trIal: 
ConvIction ............ . 
Acgulttal ..••.....••... 

Non-Jury trIal: 
ConvIction •..•..•...... 
Acqu,ttal ............. . 

GuIlty plea ..•........•.. 
Dismissed/nolle prosequI . 
Ball forfeIture ........•. 
Parking fInes ...........• 
Transferred .......•..•..• 
Other .•....•••.••........ 

Tota 1 .......••....•....... 

Moving traffIc 
violation 

OrdInance 
violation ParkIng 

MIscellaneous traffIc/ 
other vIolatIon 

Age of pendIng caseload (days) 

0-30 31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 Over 720 Average age 
days ~ ~ ~ days days days of pendIng cases 

CIvil : 
Tort: 

Auto tort ....•..•.......•........ 
MedIcal malpractIce ............. . 
Other professIonal malpractice •.. 
Product liabIlity tort ..•....•... 
MIscellaneous tort ...••.......... 

Total tort .•..••.•................ 
Contract ........................... . 
Real property rIghts .............. . 
Small cla Ims ......••..•.....•..•... 
DomestIc relations: 

MarrIage dIssolutIon ...•......... 
Support/custody ........•........• 
URESA ..............•............. 
Adopt I on ......•............•...... 
Paternity/bastardy .........•..... 
Miscellaneous domestic relations . 

Total domestic relatIons .....•.... 

[state: 
Probate/wills/Intestate ........•• 
GU~~~J~~~~~~~C?~~~:~~~~:~~~~~ .... . 
Miscellaneous estate ~ ........... . 

Tota 1 estate ....•.•..•...••....... 
Mental health ...........•...•.....• 
Appeal: 

Appeal of admInIstratIve 
agency case •...... , ..••...•.... 

Appeal of trial court case ...••.. 
Tota 1 appeal .••.•......•.......•.. 

Miscellaneous c'v'l .•.••••......... 
Total Civil ...•...................•. 
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Prototype of state trIal court statistical profile 
Age of pending caseload (days) 

0-30 31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 Over 720 Average age 
days ~ ~~. days days days of pending cases 

CrimInal: 
FelOnY .............. , ........... . 
Misdemeanor .........•............ 
DWI/DUr •••.•••••••••••••••••••••• 
Appeal .......................... . 
MIscellaneous criminal .......... . 

Total criminal ................... . 
Traffic/other violation: 

Moving traffIc .................. . 
OrdInance vIolation •............. 
ParkIng vIolatIon ............... . 
Miscellaneous traffic ........... . 

Total traffIc/other vIolatIon .... . 
Juvenile: 

CrImInal-type juvenile p~tltlon ., 
status petItIon ................. . 
ChIld-VIctIm petition ........... . 
Miscellaneous juvenIle petItIon .. 

Total juvenile ..•..•..........•... 

Boldface headlnQs IndIcate the classIfications used by the Court StatistIcs Project (CSP). 
N/A = This casetype Is handled by the court, but the data are unavaIlable. 
X = The data for this casetype are known to be Included In the total but are unavaIlable by category. -- = Not applicable. 
UnHs of count: 

Civil unIt of count. 
Criminal unIt of count. 
TraffIc/other vIolation unIt of count. 
JuvenIle unIt of count. 

TrIal definItions: 
Jury trIal defInition. 
NonJury trial definItIon. 
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QualHy1ng footnotes: 
A = The data element 1s complete with no Footnotes. 

C = The data element Is complete and also includes more InFormation than can be specifically identlFled In codes 
E-H below. 

E= The data element Is complete and also Includes all postconviction remedy proceedings. 
F = lhe data element Is complete and also Includes all ordinance violation cases. 
G = The data element Is complete and also 1ncludes all OWI/OUI cases. 
H = The data element Is complete and also includes all criminal appeals cases. 

(~nter as lower case) = The data element Is at least 75~ comRlete, and Is missing 
more lnformat1on than can be spec1F1cally ldent1Fled ln co~es K-N below. 

K lhe data element does not include any l1mlted Felony cases. 
L The data element does not include any OWI/OUI cases. 
H = The data element does not include any crlminal appeal cases. 
N = The data element does not 1nclude any ordinance v1olat1on cases. 

o = The data element 15 1ncomplete and over1nclus1ve. 

v = The data element 15 less than 75% complete. 
X = The data element 15 less than 15% complete and over1nclus1ve. 

Q = Add1tional court 1nFormat1on. 
R = Judge inFormation. 
S = f1gure was computed. 
T = Addit10nal 1nformat1on; reopened cases are added to the data element. 
U = lhe data element 1s 1ncluded 1n the unclass1F1ed category. 
Z = The data are mIssIng for thIs data element (i.e., the prlmary data element was coded a "-5" to a "-1"). 

-lZ Data not available 
-2Z Casetype does not fall w1th1n the jur1sd1ct1on of the court. 
-3Z Data are represented in the total, but could not be separated by data element. 
-4Z = Data are reported in the unclassif1ed category of the same general casetype. 
-5Z = Data are collapsed with another casetype and could not be IdentiFied by specific data element. 
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Appendix D 

State Populations 



Resident Population, 1987 

Populatlbn (In thousands) 

state or terr1tory 

Alabama ....•..•.•...•.... 
Alaska .•.•••.•..........• 
Ari zona .....•........•... 
Arkansas .......•.•.•..... 
California ..........•.••. 

Colorado ...•.........•..• 
Connecticut •............. 
Delaware .........•....... 
District of Columbia ..... 
Florida ...••••..•......•• 

Georgia .....••......•...• 
Hawaii ..•....•.•......•.• 
Idaho .......•......••...• 
Illinois ........••....... 
Indiana .•..•...•.....•..• 

Iowa ....•.••.......•..•.. 
Kansas .................•. 
Kentucky ...•...•.•....... 
Louisiana ••......•....... 
Ma lne ...•.•...•..••...... 

Maryland ....•••.......... 
Massachusetts .......•..•. 
Michigan ..•.•......••...• 
Ml nnesota ..........•..... 
Mississippi ..........•..• 

Missouri ...•.•........... 
Montana ............•..•.. 
Nebraska •....•....•...... 
Nevada ......•...•.....•.• 
New Hampshire .••.•..•.... 

New Jersey ....•..•.•..... 
New Mexico •...•••........ 
New York ........•........ 
North Carolina ..•........ 
North Dakota ......•.•.... 

Ohio ..•...••.•.••....•... 
Oklahoma ..•.•..•.......•• 
Oregon .•...••.•.......... 
Pennsylvania ...•......... 
Puerto Rico ..•....••....• 

Rhode Island •..•....••..• 
South Carolina ....••..... 
South Dakota ....••....... 
Tennessee ...•.•..••.•.... 
Texas •....•...•........•. 

Utah ........••••......••• 
Vermont .••............•.. 
Virginia ................ . 
Washington ............. .. 
West Virginia .......... .. 

Wisconsin ••...•...•...... 
Wyoming ..•...•........... 

1987 1987 
Juvenile Adult 

1,117 
172 
919 
648 

7,302 

873 
757 
162 
136 

2,704 

1,736 
286 
306 

3,035 
1,470 

732 
650 
996 

1,315 
303 

1 ,125 
1,336 
2,460 
1,111 

791 

1,309 
224 
424 
253 
266 

1,831 
446 

4,361 
1,627 

187 

2,836 
893 
686 

2,851 
N/A 

229 
941 
196 

1 ,251 
4,984 

629 
141 

1,459 
1,169 

490 

1,269 
148 

2,966 
35:i 

2,467 
1,740 

20,361 

2,423 
2,454 

482 
486 

9,319 

4,486 
797 
692 

8,547 
4,061 

2,102 
1,826 
2,731 
3,146 

884 

3,410 
4,519 
6,740 
3,135 
1,834 

3,794 
585 

1,170 
754 
791 

5,841 
1,054 

13,464 
4,786 

485 

7,948 
2,379 
2,038 
9,085 

N/A 

757 
2,484 

513 
3,604 

11 ,805 

1,051 
407 

4,415 
3,369 
1,407 

3,538 
342 

1987 
Total 

4,083 
525 

3,386 
2,388 

27,663 

3,296 
3,211 

644 
622 

12,023 

6,222 
1,083 

998 
11,582 
5,531 

2,834 
2,476 
3,727 
4,461 
1 ,187 

4,535 
5,855 
9,200 
4,246 
2,625 

5,103 
809 

1,594 
1,007 
1,057 

7,672 
1,500 

17,825 
6,413 

672 

10,784 
3,272 
2,724 

11,936 
3,292 

986 
3,425 

709 
4,855 

16,789 

1,680 
548 

5,904 
4,538 
1,897 

4,807 
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 popu1atlon for t'rend tables, 1981 , 1984, 1985, 1986, and 1987 

Population (in thousands) 
state or territory 

Alabama ...• , .•........... 
Alaska •.................. 
Arlzona ................. . 
Arkansas ..•...•.......... 
Ca1Hornia •....•.......•. 

Colorado .........•....... 
Connectlcut ..•........... 
Delaware ................ . 
Dlstrict of Co1umbla .... . 
florida ..•............... 

Georgia ............•...•. 
Hawai 1 ..•......•......•.• 
Idaho ..........• , ....... . 
Illinois ................ . 
Indiana ................ .. 

Iowa .................... . 
Kansas .................. . 
Kentucky ...•............. 
Louisiana ..........•..... 
Ma i ne ..•................. 

Maryland ................ . 
Massachusetts ........... . 
Michigan ................ . 
Mlnnesota ....•........... 
Mlsslsslppl ............. . 

Mlssouri ................ . 
Montana •...............•. 
Nebraska ............•.... 
Nevada .................. . 
New Hampshlre ........•... 

New Jersey ...•..•........ 
New Mexico .............. . 
New York ................ . 
North Carolina ..........• 
North Dakota ...•.......•. 

Ohio .................... . 
Oklahoma ................ . 
Oregon .........•......... 
Pennsylvania ....•....•... 
Puerto Rico ......•....... 

Rhode Island ...........•. 
South Carolina ......•.... 
South Dakota ...........•. 
Tennes see •.......•....... 
Texas •.. , •..•....•......• 

Utah ....•••..•.....••••.. 
Vermont •................. 
VI rglnla ......•.......... 
Washington .............. . 
West Vlrglnla ......•..... 

Wlsconsln .............. .. 
Wyoming ......•........... 

1981 

3,917 
412 

2,794 
2,296 

24,196 

2,965 
3,134 

598 
631 

10,183 

5,574 
981 
959 

11 ,462 
5,458 

2,899 
2,383 
3,662 
4,308 
1,133 

4,263 
5,773 
9,204 
4,094 
2,531 

4,941 
793 

1,577 
845 
936 

7,404 
1,328 

17 ,602 
5,953 

658 

10,781 
3,100 
2,651 

11 ,871 
3,197 

953 
3,167 

686 
4,612 

14,766 

1,518 
516 

5,430 
4,217 
1,952 

4,742 
492 

1984 1985 1986 

3,990 
500 

3,053 
2,349 

25,622 

3,178 
3,154 

613 
623 

10,976 

5,837 
1,039 
1,001 

11 ,511 
5,498 

2,910 
2,438 
2,723 
4,462 
1,156 

4,349 
5,798 
9,075 
4,162 
2,598 

5,008 
824 

1,606 
911 
977 

7,515 
1,424 

17 .735 
6,165 

686 

10,752 
3,298 
2,674 

11 ,901 
3,267 

962 
3,300 

706 
4,717 

15,989 

1,652 
530 

5,636 
4,349 
1,952 

4,766 
511 

4,021 
521 

3,187 
2,359 

26,365 

3,231 
3,174 

622 
626 

11 ,366 

5,976 
1,054 
1,005 

11 ,535 
5,499 

2,884 
2,450 
3,726 
4,481 
1,164 

4,392 
5,822 
9,088 
4,193 
2,613 

5,029 
826 

1,606 
936 
998 

7,562 
1,450 

11.1U3 
6,255 

685 

10,744 
3,301 
2,687 

11 ,853 
3,267 

.968 
3,347 

708 
4,762 

16,370 

1,645 
535 

5,706 
4,409 
1,936 

4,775 
509 

4,053 
534 

3,280 
2,372 

26,981 

3,267 
3,189 

633 
626 

11,675 

6,104 
1,062 
1,003 

11 ,553 
5,503 

2,850 
2,460 
3,729 
4,502 
1,173 

4,463 
5,832 
9,145 
4,214 
2,625 

5,066 
819 

1,598 
964 

1,027 

7,620 
1,479 

17,772 
6,3:14 

679 

10,753 
3,305 
2,698 

11,889 
3,274 

975 
3,376 

708 
4,803 

16,685 

1,665 
541 

5,787 
4,463 
1,919 

4,785 
507 

Source: U.S. 8ureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, series P-25. 
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1987 

4,083 
525 

3,386 
2,388 

27,663 

3,296 
3,211 

644 
622 

12,023 

6,222 
1,083 

998 
11,582 

5,531 

2,834 
2,476 
3,727 
4,461 
1 ,187 

4,535 
5,855 
9,200 
4,246 
2,625 

5,103 
809 

1,594 
1,007 
1,057 

7,672 
1,500 

17 ,825 
6,413 

672 

10,784 
3,272 
2,724 

11 ,936 
3,292 

986 
3,425 

709 
4,855 

16,789 

1,680 
548 

5,904 
4,538 
1,897 

4,807 
490 



Other Publications from 
the Court Statistics Project 

The following publications are available 
from the National Center for State Courts, 
300 Newport Avenue, Williamsburg, V A 
23187-8798: 

State Court Case/oad 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 case load information from all appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1984, 
496 pages, paperback, $4.50, plus shipping. 

State Court Caseload 5.tatistics: 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 case load information from all appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1986, 
276 pages, 25 oz., paperback, $6.25, plus shipping. 

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1985 
Available case load 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 case load 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, serious 
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., paperbacl<, $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. 




