
., ,~ .<~.' "r ~~.~: r ,: \::~. 1'$ - • • :,'.; " •• ~j , ., ',{, , , {,,' ( , • ,J. ~. ., \ '.. i" '. " ';.', • , '." • II • , •• '.; " : ' •• •• 

State eourt 
easeload stati-sties: 

Annual Report 
1988 

• Wyoming • Conference of State Court Administrators • Alabama • Alaska • Ariz 
California • Colorado • Connecticut • Delaware • District of Columbia • Florida· 
Idaho • Illinois • Indiana • Iowa • Kansas • Kentucky • louisiana • Maine • Maryl; 
\. Michigan • Minnesota • Mississippi • Missouri • Montana • Nebraska • Nevad' 
, New Jersey • New Mexico • New York • North Carolina • North Dakota • Ohio 0 C 
Pennsylvania • Puerto Rico • Rhode Island • South Carolina • South Dakota· ,­

. Utah • Vermont • Virginia • Washington • West Virginia • Wisconsin • Wyoming • 
C e /1:' iJ~ i-tJ\fl ~rators • Alabama • Alaska • Arizona • Arkansas· California • Col 
. C q ... l.Jr~ ~ trict of Columbia • Florida • Georgia • Hawaii • Idaho • Illinois • In, 
• ." ouisiana· Maine • Maryland • Massachusetts • Michigan· Minr 
1\ i ~ ltana· Nebraska • Nevada • New Hampshire • New Jersey e New 
N ..-.. North Dakota • Ohio • Oklahoma • Oregon • Pennsylvania e Pu 
h Carolina • South Dakota • Tennessee • Texas • Utah • Vermont· 
· r-c'). Wisconsin • Wyoming • Conference of State Court Administrate 
• ansas· California • Colorado • Connecticut • Delaware • District 

o -
A joint effort of the Conference of State COLlrt Administrators 
and the National Center for State Courts 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



State court 
caseload statistics: 

Annual Report 
1988 

Funding Provided by the 
STATE JUSTICE INSTITUTE 
Grant Number SJI 88-07X-067 

u.s. Department of Justice 
National Institute of Justice 

123352 

This document has been reproduced exaclly as received from the 
person or organization originating it. Points of view or opinions staled 
in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily 
represent the official position or policies of the National Institute of 
Justice. 

Permission to reproduce this copyrighted material has been 
granted oy 

l\l~ttQna.1~~:rr!:~~ :f:9J::: __ 1?.t:.~t-~ 
_ . ..cQ'\l.Xt.~--~.-~----~------------­
to the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS). 

Further reproduction outside of the NCJRS system requir~s permis­
sion of the copyright owner. 

A joint effort of the Conference of State Court Administrators, 
State Justice institute, and the National Center for State Courts' 
Court Statistics Project 

February 1990 



Copyright© by The National Center for State Courts 
ISBN 0-8965.6-097-X 

National Center Publication No. R-115 

This report was developed under Grant SJI-88-07X-067 
from the State Justice Institute. Points of view expressed herein 

are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the 
official position or policies of the State Justice Institute. 



.; ---------~---------------.- ------

Conference of State Court Administrators 
Court Statistics and Technology Committee 

Larry P. Polansky, Chairman (1979 to present) 
Executive Officer, District of Columbia Courts 

William G. Bohn (1982 to present) 
State Court Administrator, North Dakota 

John A. Clarke (1988 to present) 
Trial Court Administrator, 

Hudson County, New Jersey 

Hugh M. Collins (1982 to present) 
Judicial Administrator, Louisiana 

Sue K. Dosal (198~ to present) 
State Court Administrator, Minnesota 

Marc Galanter (1986 to present) 
Evjue-Bascom Professor of Law, Wisconsin 

Jane A. Hess (1987 to present) 
State Court Administrator, Missouri 

David Lampen (1987 to present) 
Clerk of the Appellate Courts, Alaska 

Mary Campbell McQueen (1988 to present) 
State Court Administrator, Washington 

J. Denis Moran (1983 to present) 
Director of State Courts, Wisconsin 

Jerry Short (1987 to present) 
Manager, Court Consultative Services, 

Califomla 

Francis J. Taillefer (1982 to present) 
Director of Information Services, 

North Carolina 

National Center for State Courts Board of Directors 

Warren E. Burger, Honorary Chairman 
Chief Justice of the United States, Retired 

Chief Justice Harry L. Carrico, Chairman 
Supreme Court of Virginia 

Arthur H. Snowden" 
Administrative Director of the Courts, Alaska 

Robert N. Baldwin, Vice-Chairman 
State Court Administrator, Virginia 

Judith A. Cramer 
Court Administrator, Ohio 

Donald Cullen 
District Administrator, Minnesota 

Judge Sophia H. Hall 
Cook County Circuit Court, Illinois 

Judge Harriet P. Henry, Judge at Large 
Maine District Court 

Judge Charles V. Johnson 
Superior Court, King County, Washington 

Presiding Justice Harry W. Low 
Court of Appeal, California 

Edward B. McConnell 
President, National Center for State Courts 

Chief Justice Vincent L. McKusick, Chairman-elect 
Supreme Judicial Court of Maine 

Judge Margie M. Meacham 
County Court of Carbon County, Wyoming 

James D. Thomas 
State Court Administrator, Colorado 

Chief Justice Robert N.C. Nix, Jr. 
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania 

John H. Pickering, Esq. 
Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering, District of Columbia 

Judge Floyd E. Propst 
Probate Court of Fulton County, Georgia 

Chief Justice Dorothy Comstock Riley 
Supreme Court of Michigan 

Nicholas de B. Katzenbach 
Riker, Danzig, Sherer, Hyland & Perrett, New Jersey 

District Judge Charles H. Pelton 
7th Judicial District, Iowa 

Associate Judge Fritz W. Alexander" 
New York Court of Appeals 

iii 



It 

NATIONAL CENTER FOR STATE COURTS 

Geoff Gallas, Director 
Research and Technical Services 

Court Statistics Project Staff 

David B. Rottman, Director 
Brian J. Ostrom, Staff Associate 
Todd M. Stickle, Staff Associate 

Karen Gillions Way, Staff Associate 
Carol R. Flango, Staff Associate 

Natalie B. Davis, Administrative Secretary 
James D. Brunk, Part-time Research Associate 

Publication Service 
Dennis Miller, Director 

Bill Fishback, Editor 
Charles F. Campbell, Associate Editor 

Hisako Sayers, Graphic Artist 
Mary McCall, Publications Production Coordinator 

v 



Acknowledgements 

We gratefully acknowledge assistance and guidance 
from the following groups and individuals. Our main debt 
is to state court administrators and their staff. They are 
the source for most of the information contained in this 
report and its compilation depends on the patience and 
expertise with which they respond to requests for addi­
tional detail or clarifications. We particula.rly acknowl­
edge the staff members in the administrative offices ofthe 
courts who serve as contact persons between their of­
fices and the Court Statistics Project. 

The clerks of the appellate courts in many states also 
provided case load statistics in published or unpublished 
form for inclusion in the report. Their willingness to 
provide and verify information about the appellate courts 
is much appreciated. 

The 12 members of the Conference of State Court 
Administrators's Court Statistics and Technology Com­
mittee were charged with overseei'lg the production of 
this report. In addition to providing general direction for 
our approach to collecting and reporting state court 
case loads, the committee members reviewed the con­
tents of the report in draft form. Their corrections, 
suggestions, and comments were vital to the process of 
producing the report. 

Larry Polansky was a member of the COSCA Court 
Statistics and Technology Committee for 10 years, serv­
ing as its chairman since January, 1987. Larry's formal 
association with the work of the Court Statistics Project 

will end upon his retirement as Executive Officer of the 
Courts of the District of Columbia in February 1990. But 
he will leave a strong legacy of commitment to continuous 
improvement and a firm belief that national case load 
statistics from the state courts should be published early 
in the following calendar year. 

Funding from the State Justice Institute made the 
preparation and publication of the report possible through 
Grant SJI-88-07X-067. We appreCiate the Institute's 
continuing financial support and the interest shown by our 
project monitor, Kathy Schwartz. It should be noted that 
the points of view expressed in the report are those of the 
Court Statistics Project staff and do not necessarily repre­
sent the official position or policies of the State Justice 
Institute. 

Advice on the draft was also received from our col­
leagJes Joy Chapper and Roger Hanson. Their sugges­
tions on matters editorial and substantive is received with 
thanks. 

Full responsibility for the information reported herein 
and the text of Parts I and lilies with the Court Statistics 
Project staff. The more general responsibilityfordevelop­
ing the report series and promoting improvements to the 
accuracy and usefulness of court statistics lies with NCSC 
management and Court Statistics Project staff, working 
with the policy direction of the COSCA Court Statistics 
Committee. 

vii 



Contents 

Acknowledgments .................................................... . vii 

Overview of the Report ................................................ . ix 

Part I: State Court Caseloads in 1988 ................................. . 1 

Plan of Analysis .......................................................... . 3 
Comparability and Reliability .............................................. . 4 
Trial Court Case loads In 1988 .............................................. . 4 

Overview ............................................................ . 4 
General and Limited Jurisdiction Courts ........................... -...... . 5 
Completeness and Comparability of Data ................................ . 6 
The Composition of Trial Court Case/oads in 1988 .......................... . 6 

Civil Filings in 1988 .............................. , .... , ............. . 6 
Clearance Rates for Civil Cases ......... , , .... , . , ...... , .. , ... , , . , .. 9 

Criminal Filings in 1988 ...... , ...... ', .............. , .......... " .. , .. 10 
Clearance Rates for Criminal Cases. . . . . . . . .. . ...................... . 12 

Juvenile Filings in 1988 .. , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .......... . 13 
Clearance Rates for Juvenile Petitions. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . ....... . 16 

Trial Courts In 1988: A Summary . ....... , ........... , ........ , ......... . 17 
Appellate Court Caseloads In 1988 ... , ......... ,.. . ........................ . 17 

Overview ....... , ...................... ,. - .......................... . 17 
Appellate Court Structure and Jurisdiction In 1988 ......... , ... , .......... . 18 
Completeness and Comparability of Data ................................ . 18 
The Composition of Appellate Court Case/oads in 1988 ., .. , ................ . 19 

Mandatory Appellate Caseloads in 1988 , ......... , ...................... . 22 
Mandatory Appeals Filed in State Appellate Courts ..................... . 22 
Clearance Rates for Mandatory Appeals . ........ , .................... . 23 

Discretionary Appellate Case loads in 1988 ........................ , ...... . 24 
Discretionary Petitions Filed ........... , .......................... . 24 
Clearance Rates for Discretionary Petitions ........................... . 25 
Discretionary Petitions Granted ......... , .......................... . 26 

Mandatory Appeals and Petitions Granted in 1988 ......................... . 27 
Appellate Court Opinions in 1988 ...................................... . 27 

Appellate Courts In 1988: A Summary ..................... , ............. . 29 
Trial Court and Appellate Court Caseload Trends, 1984-88 ...................... . 29 

Trends In Civil and Criminal Trial Court Filings, 1984-88 . , ... , ............... . 29 
Trends in Felony Filings, 1984-88 ...................................... . 30 
Trends in Tort Filings, 1984-88 ........... , ........................... . 31 
Torts and Other Civil Litigation, 1984-88 ... ,', .. " ... "., .. " ............ . 34 'I 

Torts as a PeriJentage of Total Civil Filings ....... , ................. , .. . 34 
Trends in Tort, Contract, and Real Property Rights Filings, 1984-88 , ....... . 35 

Case Filing Trends, 1984-88: A Summary ............................... . 38 

ix 



Appellate Court Case/oad Trends, 1984-88 ...................... . . . . . . . . . . . 38 
Sources of Data ........................ ; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 
Types of Analysis ................................................... 38 
Mandatory Filings in Appellate Courts, 1984-88 ............................ 39 
Dispositions of Mandatory Filings, 1984-88 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 
Trends in Discretionary Filings and Dispositions, 1984-88 .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 42 
Dispositions of Discretionary Petitions, 1984-88 ............................ 45 

Discretionary Jurisdiction Cases Granted Review ....................... 45 
Discretionary Petitions Disposed .................................... 46 

Appellate Caseload Trends, 1984-88: A Summary. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47 
Conclusion .............................................................. 47 

Part II: Method of Case Disposition in State Trial Courts .............. 51 

Data Completeness and Comparability. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51 
Completeness ........................................................ 52 
Comparability ........................................................ 52 

P~\tterns of Trial Court Dispositions, 1988 ... ,................................. 53 
Criminal Dispositions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53 

Stages In the Disposition of a Criminal Cas:e ............................... 53 
Criminal Dispositions by Casetype, 1988 .................................. 54 

Trial .............................................................. 54 
Jury Trials ...•...................................... , ....... ,...... 54 
Bench Trials .............................. , .................. , . . . . . . 54 
Variation in Trial Rates ................................ : ........ , , ... , . 55 
Trial Verdicts ............................. , ......................... 55 
Guilty Pleas ........................................................ 57 
The Guilty Plea Process .............................. ,............... 57 
The Prevalence of Guilty Pleas ......................................... 58 
Dismissals ......................................................... 58 

Civil Dispositions ................... ,..................................... 59 
Stages In the Disposition of a Civil Case .................................. 59 
Civil Dispositions by Casetype, 1988 .......... ,.......................... 59 

Trial .............................................................. 59 
Jury Trials ....................................... , ... , ........... ,. 59 
Bench Trials ......... , ...... , . , .. , ........................... , . , , . . . 60 
Settlements, Dismissals, and Defaults, ........ , ...... , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61 
Conclusion .... ,." ................ , . , ........................ , . . . . . 62 

Observations and Recommendations, ........... , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62 

Part II: Tables................................................ 64 

Part III: 1988 State Court Caseload Tables ............................. 71 

TABLE 1: Reported National Case load for State Appellate Courts, 1988. 
Mandatory jurisdiction cases and discretionary jurisdiction petitions 
in courts of last resort and intermediate appellate courts .. . . . . . . . . . . 72 

TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1988. 
Total mandatory cases, total discretionary petitions, and total 
discretionary petitions granted that are filed and disposed. 
The number of and filed per judge figures for both the sum of 
mandatory cases and disc:-etionary petitions, and the sum of 
mandatory cases and discretionary petitions granted. Court type 
and the point at which cases are counted ....................... 74 

x • State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988 



TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases in 
State Appellate Courts, 1988. Court type. Filed and disposed cases. 
Disposed as a percent of filed. Number of judges. Filed per judge. 
Filed per 100,000 population ................................. 88 

TABLE 4: Selected Case load and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
in State Appellate Courts, 1988. Court type. Filed and disposed 
cases. Disposed as a percent of filed. Number of judges. Filed 
(disposed) per judge. Filed (disposed) per 100,000 population ...... 94 

TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
Granted in State Appellate Courts, 1988. Court type. Filed and 
disposed cases. Disposed as a percent of filed. Number of judges. 
Filed (disposed) per judge. Filed (disposed) per 100,000 population .. 100 

TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1988. Opinion unit of 
count. Content of opinion count. Signed opinions. Number of 
justices/judges. Number of lawyer support personnel . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 106 

TABLE 7: Reported National Civil and Criminal Case load for 
State Trial Courts, 1988 ..................................... 111 

TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988. Jurisdiction, 
parking, criminal unit of count, and support custody codes. Case 
filings and dispositions. Dispositions as a percentage of filings. 
Filings per 100,000 total population.... ...... ...... ............ 113 

TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. Jurisdiction, 
support/custody codes. Case filings and dispositions. Dispositions 
as a percentage of filings. Filings per 100,000 total population ~..... 123 

TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. Jurisdiction, 
criminal unit of count, and point of filing codes. Case filings and 
dispositions. Dispositions as a percentage of filings. Filings per 
100,000 adult population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 132 

TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 
1988. Jurisdiction, parking codes. Case filings and dispositions. 
Dispositions as a percentage of filings. Filings per 100,000 total 
population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 141 

TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1988. Jurisdiction, 
point of filing codes. Case filings and dispositions. Dispositions as 
a percentage of filings. Filings per 100,000 juvenile population ...... 149 

TABLE 13: Mandatory Case loads in State Appellate Courts, 1984-88. Case 
filings and dispositions, 1984-88. Court type .................... 154 

TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984-88. Case 
filings and dispositions, 1984-88. Court type .................... 164 

TABLE 15: Felony Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 1984-88. Case filings, 
1984-88. Court type . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 171 

TABLE 16: Tort Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 1984-88. Case filings, 
1984-88. Court type ....................................... 175 

Part IV: 1988 State Court Structure Charts ... ............ , . .. ... . .... .. 179 

An Explanatory Note ....................................................... 181 
State Court Structure Prototype 1988 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 183 
State Court Structure Charts: Alabama through Wyoming .......................... 184 

Part V: Figures ........................................................ 237 

FIGURE A: Reporting Periods for All State Courts, 1988 ..................... 239 
FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1988 ......... 241 
FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract, Real Property 

Rights, and Small Claims Filings in State Trial Courts, 1988 ...... 248 

State Court Case load Statistics: Annual Report 1988' xi 



FIGURE D: Criminal Oase Unit of Oount Used by the State Trial Oourts, 1988 ..... 253 
FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Oount Used in State Trial Oourts, 1988 ............. 259 
FIGURE F: State Trial Oourts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1988 ........ 264 
FIGURE G: Number of Judges/Justices in the State Oourts, 1988 ............... 269 
FIGURE H: Method of Oounting Oivil Oases in State Trial Oourts, 1988 .......... 271 

Appendices ............................................................ 277 

Appendix A: Methodology ................................................ 279 
The Oourt Statistics Project: Goals and Organization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 281 
Evolution of the Oourt Statistics Project ..................................... 281 
Sources of Data ....... ~. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 282 
Data Oollection Procedures. .. ...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 282 
Variables. .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 283 
Graphics as a Method of Displaying Oaseload ... , ............................ 283 
Footnotes . .. ......................................................... 284 
Variations in Reporting Periods. .. ......................................... 284 
Final Note. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 284 

Appendix B: Sources of 1988 State Oourt Case load Statistics ..................... 285 
Appendix 0: Prototype Statistical Profiles. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 291 

Prototype of State Appellate Oourt Statistical Profile Used in 1988 Data Collection ... 292 
Prototype of State Trial Oourt Statistical Profile Used in 1988 Data Oollection . . . . . . .. 297 

Appendix D: State Populations ............................................. 303 
Resident Population, 1988 ............................................... 305 
Total State Population for Trend Tables, 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988 ............ 306 

xii • State Court Case/Dad Statistics: Annua/ Report 1988 



- ---------'----------------------------

Overview of the Report 

This report presents a comprehensive picture of the 
work of state trial and appellate courts in 1988. It is the 
twelfth in a series of annual reports on state court case loads 
produced as a cooperative effort by the Conference of 
State Court Administrators (COSCA) and the National 
Center for State Courts (NCSC). 

The 1988 report is divided into five parts. The 
overview describes the contents of the parts and explains 
how they are interrelated, offers advice on how to use the 
report, and outlines the work of the NCSC's Court Statis­
tics Project. Although designed to be consistent with pre­
vious reports in the series, the 1988 report introduces 
several new features that are highlighted in the overview. 

Contents of the 1988 Report 

The report presents caseload statistics; supplemen­
tary information on the jurisdiction, structure, and 
recordkeeping in each state's court system needed to 
compare and interpret case load statistics; and commen­
taries that analyze the statistical and other information to 
portray the current situation of the state courts. 

Part I begins the report with a general commentary on 
1988 trial and appellate case loads across the country. 
Part I highlights findings of general interest and explores 
the factors pertinent to any examination or analysis of 
caseload data. The situation of trial courts and appellate 
courts in 1988 is discussed and then placed in the context 
of trends in felony and tort case filings and in appellate 
case loads since 1984. 

Part II presents a special analysis of how cases were 
concluded in state trial courts during 1988. How fre­
quently do civil and criminal cases go to trial? Are jury 
trials more common than bench trials for particular types 
of cases? Questions about the method of case disposi­
tion address concerns by the court community over the 
adequacy of court resources, the efficiency of case proc­
essing, and case outcomes. Part II assesses the current 
status of the information available on method of case 
disposition, uses that information to describe the situation 
in 1988, and suggests ways to improve the collection and 
publication of relevant data. The analysis draws on 
statistics collected annually by the NCSC's Court Statis­
tics Project but not routinely published in its case!oad 
statistics report series. Part II continues the practice of 

devoting a part of an annual report to issues of current 
interest to the state court community. 

Caseload statistics are provided in Part III. The 
sixteen detailed tables are the core of the report. Appel­
late court caseloads in 1988 are enumerated in the first 
six tables. Table 1 gives the total caseload of appella~e 
courts for the year and describes the comparability and 
completeness of the information that Is presented. Other 
tables describe particular types of appellate cases and 
particular aspects of case processing. 

Trial court case 10 ads in 1988 are detailed in the next 
six tables. Table 7 shows the total trial court caseload and 
the comparability and completeness of the underlying 
state statistics. Table 8 reviews the total number of cases 
filed and disposed for each state and individual courts 
within each state. Other tables describe the civil, criminal, 
juvenile, and traffic and other ordinance violation case loads 
of state trial courts. 

The remaining four tables are new. Table 13 and 14 
bring together statistics for the years 1984-88 on manda­
tory and discretionary cases in state appellate courts. 
Table 15 contains the numbers of felony case filings in 
state trial courts forthe same period. Table 16 reports the 
numbers of tort case filings forthose five years. The new 
tables support the increased emphasis in the report 
series on the analysis of trends. 

The tables of caseload statistics found in Part III are 
intended as basic reference sources. Each table com­
piles information fromthe 50 states, the District of Colum­
bia, and Puerto Rico. In addition, the tables impose a 
degree of standardization. Particular features that affect 
the comparability of caseload information across states 
from year to year are appended to the tables. Footnotes 
to case load numbers explain how a court system's re­
ported case loads are related to the standard categories 
for reporting such information recommended in the State 
Court Model Statistical Dictionary. A footnote alerts the 
user to three circumstances that qualify the validity of the 
reported number. Caseload numbers are cited if they are 
incomplete in the types of cases represented, they are 
overinclusive,orboth. Numbers without footnotes should 
be interpreted as in compliance with the dictionary's stan­
dard definitions. 

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

Part V lists the statutes and recordkeeping practices 
that may affect the comparability of case load information 
reported by the courts. Eight figures note, for example, 
the time period used for court statistical reporting, whether 
calendar year, fiscal year, or court calendar year; define 
the method by which cases are counted in appellate 
courts and in criminal, civil, and juvenile trial court pro­
ceedings; and identify trial courts with the authority to 
hear appeals. The figures define what constitutes a case 
in each court, making it possible to determine which 
appellate and trial courts compile caseloads on a similar 
basis. The most important infurmation in the figures is 
repeated in the main caseload tables (Part III). In the 
1988 report, information detailing how trial courts resolve 
the specific issues raised when counting support/custody 
cases is located in Table 9, Part III, eliminating Figure I. 

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

Uses of Court Statistics 

Caseload statistics are simply counts of the number 
of cases filed in and disposed of by a COUr1 and, if 
available, inventories of the number of cases pending at 
the beginning and at the end of the reporting period. That 
information provides building blocks that can be com­
bined and used to construct answers to basic questions 
about the state courts: How many disputes are the courts 
asked to resolve? How many of those disputes are in fact 
decided? 

Furthermore, caseload statistics can be combined 
with jurisdictional and other information in this report to 
describe the work and operations of the state courts. 
Topics that can be addressed include the composition of 
case loads at different court levels, the extent of case 
specialization by particular courts, and the effect of dis­
cretionary review on the ability of appellate courts to avoid 
case backlogs. 

Caseload statistics also offer a basis for determining 
the similarities and differences among state court sys­
tems. To what extent are appellate and trial courts in 
various states processing simifartypes of cases in similar 
volumes? States can then be grouped into distinct 
categories, and the impact of those distinctions on the 
ability of courts to keep up with their incoming caseloads 
determined. Case load statistics for several years can be 
combined to discern trends. Felony case filings can be 
traced over time and compared to parallel patterns in 
case filings for other types of criminal offenses, or to 
trends in arrests or incarcerations. The extent of consis­
tent national direction to changes in the level of civil 
litigation can also be studied. 

There are limits, however, to the uses that can be 
made of available court case load statistics. A court case 
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is not analogous to a unit of currency. Financial accounts 
are precise and comparable among firms because ac­
countant~ can make use of a standard unit, the dollar or 
other n;:.!ional currency. By contrast, court cases vary in 
subject matter and complexity. A criminal case can be an 
accusation of murderorofpetlytheft. Acivil suit may seek 
to recover $25 in losses or $25 mW;on. This report 
necessarily focuses on broad categories of cases: 
mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions for appel­
late courts; civil, criminal, and juvenile cases for trial 
courts. Despite these limitations, the outline of state court 
activity emerges from caseload statistics. 

How to Use the Report 

This report is designed to accommcdate all of the 
above uses. The commentary in Part I is fashioned from 
material in Parts III, IV, and V. The user's purpose 
determines the parts to consult and the order in which 
they should be consulted. 

Part I should suffice if the report is being used to 
obtain a general description of th~~ work of the state 
courts. The methodology in Appl9ndix A should be 
reviewed, however, before drawing conclusions. 

The best route for obtaining information on a specific 
state or a specific state court is to read Appendix A and 
then consult the relevant case 10 ad tables in Part III. 
Detailed information on the status of the information in the 
court or state can be found in footnotes to the tables in 
Part III, and in Parts IV and V. For example, the total 
caseload for the trial courts of Virginia can be found in 
Table 8, Part Ill. The absence of a footnote indicates that 
the total conforms to the specifications in the State Court 
Model Statistical Dictionary and a code indicates that 
parking violations are counted as court filings. The court 
structure chart for Virginia in Part IV describes the subject 
matter of the cases that comprise the total, while the 
figures in Part V provide details on the basis by which 
various types of civil and criminal cases are defined. 

Differences in the size and composition of court 
case loads reflect differences in how states distribute the 
jurisdiction to decide cases and in how states collect and 
disseminate court statistics. Comparisons among states 
or courts therefore require considerable care. Parts IV 
and V are essential for determining when like is being 
compared to like. Appendix A explains the conventions 
and codes that identify similar courts with Similar case load 
counts. 

The NCSC Court Statistics Project 

The NCSC Court Statistics Project was established 
in 1977 to develop a meaningful profile of the work of the 
state courts. The case load report series and other project 
publications, such as the State Court Model Statistical 
Dictionary, seek to encourage un'formity in how courts 
and state court administrative offices collect and publish 
caseload information. 

The 1988 report, like previous reports, is a jOint effort 
by the Conference of State Court Administrators and the 
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National Center for State Courts. COSCA, through its 
Court Statistics Committee, oversees the preparation of 
project publications and provides policy guidance for 
devising or revising generic reporting categories and 
procedures. The NCSC provides project staff and sup­
port facilities. Preparation of the 1988 report is funded by 
a grant from the State Justice Institute to the NCSC. 

The staff of the Court Statistics Project can provide 
advice and clarification on the use of the statistics from 
this and previous case load reports. Project staff can also 
provide the full range of information delivered by the 
states. The prototype statistical profiles (Appendix C) 

used by project staf'i to collect data reflect the full range of 
information sought from the states. Most states provide 
far more detailed case load information than that pre­
sented in Part III of this report. 

Comments, suggestions, and corrections from users 
of the report are encouraged. Please direct questions 
about and reactions to the report to: 

Director, Court Statistics Project 
National Center for State Courts 
300 Newport Avenue 
Williamsburg, Virginia 23187-8798 
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Part I 
State Court Case~oads in 1988 



State Court Caseloads in 1988 

CIA judicious man looks at Statistics not to 
get knowledge but to save himself from having 

ignorance foisted on him." 
Thomas Carlyle 

More than 98 million new cases were filed in state 
courts during 1988. Mandatory appeals and discretion­
ary petitions to state appellate courts account for 221,000 
cases. The remainder are trial court filings: 16.9 million 
civil cases, 11.9 million criminal cases, 1.4 million juvenile 
cases, and 68.2 million traffic orotherordinance violation 
cases. 

Civil trial court filings, which include torts, contracts, 
domestic relations, and small claims cases, grew by 4.3 
percent from the 1987 total. Criminal trial court filings, 
which include felony and misdemeanor cases, increased 
by 5.0 percent overthe previous year's total. Rising filing 
levels also characterized state appellate courts, where 
filings of mandatory appeals grew by 4.9 percent and 
discretionary petitions by 1.9 percent. 

With more than 98 million new cases, state courts 
resolve the overwhelming majority of legal disputes. By 
contrast, 45,043 appeals and petitions were filed in the 
federal appellate courts during 1988; 4,775 in the U.S. 
Supreme Court. There were also 240,232 new civH filings 
and 44,761 new criminal filings during 1988 in the U.S. 
District Courts, the main federal trial courts.' Conse­
quently, five times as many appeals and 100 times as 
many civil and criminal trial court cases were filed in state 
courts than were filed in federal courts. 

The caseload statistics reported here represent the 
most comprehensive picture available of the number and 
types of cases reaching appellate and trial courts nation­
wide. Basic filing and disposition data are available for all 
state appellate courts, although cases cannot always be 
divided into specific categories. Trial court case loads are 
available for all but one state, although statistics for other 
states are incomplete, with traffic and ordinance violation 
cases being the most underreported. 

Plan of Analysis 

A primary goal of the Court Statistics Project is to 
collect and disseminate comparable state court caseload 

t 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 hy the Office of the 
Clerk and refer to the twelve months ending September 30, 1988. 
U.S. District Court filings do not include bankruptcy code filings, 
which are heard by bankruptcy judges, or misdemeanor cases heard 
by magistrates. 

statistics. This report seeks to achieve three intermediate 
objectives in meeting that larger goal: 

To present caseload information in a manner that 
maximizes its comparability across states and uses 
that information to describe the work of state court 
systems during 1988. 

To highlight the similarities and differences among 
the states and, where possible, to relate that variation 
to the manner in which states organize their court 
system and other state ctlaracteristics. 

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

As noted in the Overview, Part I has been refined and 
reformatted to meet more completely these objectives. 

Trial courts are examined first. The section first 
highlights the quality of available trial court case load data 
and reierences the location of more detailed data descrip­
tions available in this volume. The section continues by 
describing and establishing patterns in case load for both 
general and limited jurisdiction trial courts. Variation 
among states with respect to the filing and disposition of 
civil, criminal, and juvenile cases during 1988 is then 
reviewed and discussed. 

Appellate courts are the focus of the second section 
of the commentary. Following a discussion of appellate 
court structure and jurisdiction, the comparability of 
appellate court case load data is reviewed and the loca­
tion of more detailed information elsewhere in this volume 
noted. The section continues by examining the distribu­
tion of the overall appellate court caseload in 1988. 
Variation among states in the rate at which two specific 
types of cases are filed is the focus: mandatory appeals 
and discretionary petitions. The section also reviews for 
each type of case the extent to which appellate courts 
kept pace in 1988 with their incoming caseload, and, for 
discretionary petitions, the percentage that the courts 
granted. Subsections examine the cases filed that appel­
late courts will decide on the merits and the number of 
opinions written during 1988. 

The patterns found in state court caseloads in 1988 
are then placed in the perspective of trends over the 
1984-88 period. For appellate courts, the trend section 
focuses on recent changes in the level of mandatory and 
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discretionary filings and dispositions. The emphasis is on 
the growth in appellate cou rt case loads and whether case 
dispositions are keeping pace with the influx of new 
cases. For trial courts, the focus is on the recent trends 
in the rate of filings of felony and tort cases, two types of 
cases that impose considerable demands on court re­
sources, are subjects of contemporary public policy 
debates, and are defined consistently over time as 
caseload reporting categories. 

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

Comparability and Reliability 

The commentary in Part I is a synthesis of material 
from three other parts of the report: the main case load 
statistics tables (Part III), the court structure charts (Part 
IV), and figures describing court jurisdiction and statisti­
cal reporting practices (Part V). Before proceeding, it is 
helpful to develop a working knowledge of factors that 
affect the comparability of the case load statistics. 

"Comparable" in this report refers to the standard for 
reporting cou rt case loads established by the Conference 
of State Court Administrators, through its Court Statistics 
Committee, as defined in the State Court Model Statisti­
cal Dictionary.2 

Comparability is most often compromised when court 
caseload is incomplete because some types of cases that 
should be included are omitted; overinclusive when it 
contains some types of cases that should not have been 
included; orthe caseload figures are both incomplete and 
overinclusive. Caseload comparability is also compro­
mised when states use methods for counting cases that 
artificially inflate or deflate the magnitude of their case 
filings or case dispositions relative to other courts. 

"Incomplete" means that types of cases that should 
be included in a count are omitted. For example, the 
definition of a criminal case found in the State Court 
Model Statistical Dictionary includes the offense of Driv­
ing While Intoxicated (DWI/DUI). A general jurisdiction 
trial court that reaches decisions in such cases but 
classifies them, for reporting purposes, with traffic viola­
tions rather than with criminal cases will have its total 
criminal caseload footnoted as incomplete. 

Conversely, the count of traffic and other ordinance 
violation cases will be "overinclusive" in that court, since 
it includes cases that should, according to the standard, 
be classified as criminal. It is possible for a case load 
count to be simultaneously incomplete and overinclusive 
if the total omits some types of cases and includes others 
that do not meet the definition. 

Comparability is also affected by basic decisions a 
state or court makes when designing its court records 
system. One basic decision is the "unit of count." Some 
appellate courts count the receipt of the "notice of appeal" 

2 Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, State 
Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989 Edition. Williamsburg, 
Virginia: National Center for State Courts, 1989. 
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as the step that initiates the appellate process. Other 
courts wait until the trial court record is prepared and 
transmitted to the appellate court before counting a filing, 
by which time some appeals haVf~ been withdrawn, 
settled, or dismissed, especially in civil cases (see Figure 
B, Part V, p. 241). 

Trial courts differ both in what is counted as a filing 
and in when the count is taken. For criminal cases, some 
courts count each charge, some count each defendant, 
and some count charging documents that contain mUl­
tiple charges and/or multiple defendants. Counts are 
taken at an early stage in some courts, such as the filing 
of the complaint, while in other courts the counts are taken 
only when cases result in an arraignment. These prac­
tices are described using a common framework in Figure 
0, Part V (p. 253) in this report. 

Trial courts tend to count civil cases at the filing of an 
initial petition or complaint with the clerk of court, but 
practices vary. What constitutes a case may differ by 
specific casetype; for example, courts differ in whether 
support/custody proceedings are counted as a case filing 
or as part of the marriage dissolution case. A common 
framework is used in this report to describe the method of 
count used in each state trial court system for civil cases 
generally (Figure H, Part V p. 271) and for support/cus­
tody cases specifically Crable 9, Part III). 

Charts, graphs, and maps summarize caseload and 
related information from other parts of the report in a 
comparable manner. However, the differences in case 
volume observed in 1988 reflect many factors, including 
the constitutions, statutes, court structure and rules, and 
administrative recordkeeping practices of the 50 states, 
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. 

Trial Court Caseioads in 1988 

This section begins with a summary of the overall 
activity during 1988 within state trial courts. It then 
highlights the distinction between courts of general and 
limited jurisdiction and reviews the overall completeness 
and comparability of the case load data. The remainder of 
this section considers, in turn, civil, criminal, and juvenile 
cases. The main conclusions are summarized at the end 
of the section. 

Overview 
States reported 98,502,813 trial cou rt fili ngs for 1988, 

a total formed by 16,919,204 civil cases, 11,961,285 
criminal cases, 1,435,857 juvenile cases, and 68,186,467 
traffic and other ordinance violation cases. Chart 1 
displays filings for each casetype as a proportion of the 
total. Civil filings represented 17.2 percent of the total, 
criminal filings 12.1 percent, and juvenile filings 1.5 per­
cent. More than two-thirds of the total (69.2 percent) 
consists of traffic/other ordinance violation cases. 

Civil and criminal trial court case filings increased 
during 1988. When the comparison to 1987 filings is 
restricted to courts that reported relevant data in both 
years, the following changes are found. Civil filings in 
general jurisdiction courts increased by 3.5 percent and 



CHART 1: Trial Court Filings, 1988 
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civil filings in limited ju risdiction courts by 5.1 percent. 
Criminal filings in general jurisdiction courts increased by 
8.4 percent and criminal filings in limited jurisdiction 
courts by 3.8 percent. 

General and Limited Jurisdiction Courts 
General jurisdiction courts are major courts of record 

from which there is a right of appeal to the state interme­
diate appellate court (lAC) or court of last resort (COLR). 
Forty-four states in 1988 also had a lower trial court level, 
consisting of courts of limited jurisdiction. Variously 
called municipal, district justice, justice of the peace, or 
magistrate courts, these courts are usually restricted in 
the range of cases that they can decide. 

There were an estimated 2,253 courts of general 
jurisdiction and 13,231 courts of limited jurisdiction in 
1987. Case filings in those courts were heard by 8,937 
judges of general jurisdiction courts and 18,563 magis­
trates, district justices, and justices oj the peace of limited 
jurisdiction courts (Figure G, Part V, p. 269). 

Of the reported total of 98,502,813 court filings, 
26,680,462 were in general jurisdiction courts, 27.0 per­
cent of the total. Despite the incompleten8ss of the data 
from many states, the respective roles of general and 
limited jurisdiction courts emerge from a comparison of 
the composition of their 1988 filings. 

Chart 2 summarizes general jurisdiction court mings 
in 1988. Civil case filings represented nearly one-third of 
the total caseload (31.4 percent), criminal case filings 
nearly one-eighth (12.8 percent), and juvenile cases, 3.8 
percent. Traffic/other violation cases represented the 
majority (52.0 percent) of all general jurisdiction court 
filings. 

Chart 3 divides the total limited jurisdiction court 
caseload into the four main casetypes. Civil and criminal 

CHART 2: Trial Court Filings In General 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1988 
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CHART 3: Trial Court Filings In Limited 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1988 
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filings each accounted for 12 percent of the total, with 
juvenile filings representing 0.6 percent. The remaining 
three-fourths of the filings were traffic/ordinance violation 
cases. 

Percentage shares derived from the national caseload 
should be viewed with caution. In particular, the actual 
role of the general jurisdiction court is obscured. The 
national data combine states that only have a general 
jurisdiction trial court with states that have a second trial 
court level. The national total also merges data from 
states that hear juvenile cases in their general jurisdiction 
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courts with data from states that have established a court 
of specialized (limited) jurisdiction for that purpose. 

The composition of general jurisdiction court 
case loads is shown more clearly by focusing on states 
with a two-tier trial court system. First, where juvenile 
cases are heard exclusively in the general jurisdiction 
court, the composition of case filings in 1988 was 70.4 
percent civil, 18.9 percent criminal, and 10.7 percent 
juvenile.3 Second, where juvenile cases are heard in 
courts of special jurisdiction, the 1988 case filings were 
66.4 percent civil and 33.6 percent criminal.4 Whether a 
case is filed in the general jurisdiction or in the special 
juvenile court often is primarily determined by the age of 
the defendant, based on statute provisions that vary 
among the states in ways that will be discussed in the 
subsection on juvenile filings. 

Completeness and 
Comparability of Data 
As a national figure, the 98 million trial court cases 

reported is incomplete. The deficiency is mainly in the 
reported traffic/other ordinance violation filings. Only 15 
states and the District of Columbia reported complete 
(although attimes overinclusive) data on theirtraffic/other 
violation caseloads. Generally, problems of comparabil­
ity and completeness are more serious fortrial court Ulan 
for appellate court caseload statistics. Mississippi did not 
report trial court caseload data.s 

The completeness of civil and criminal case load data 
from the other 49 states, the District of Columbia, and 
Puerto Rico is outlined in Table 7, Part III (p. 111). Other 
tables in Part III display the number of case filings and 
case dispositions for the four main trial court casetypes, 
noting instances where court statistics are incomplete, 
overinclusive, or simultaneously incomplete and overin­
clusive: total civil caseloads, Table 9; total criminal 
caseloads, Table 1 O;total traffic/otherordinance violation 
caseloads, Table 11 ; and total juvenile caseloads, Table 
12. The sum of all four casetypes, by court and by state, 
is presented in Table 8. 

Before examining and comparing state filing rates 
and clearance rates, it is also useful to highlight some 
important dimensions on which state trial court systems 
differ. State trial court systems are diverse in structure 
and division of jurisdiction among courts and between the 
two levels of courts. 

Differences in court structure and jurisdiction can be 
important for understanding the comparability and com­
pleteness of case 10 ad data from a state. 

The conventional wisdom of court reform stresses 
the virtues of consolidation. In trial courts, this is manifest 

3 This is based on data from four states: Arkansas, Arizona, 
California, and Florida. Percentages were derived by combining 
unweighted case filings. 
4 This is based on data from two states: Michigan and North 
Carolina. Percentages were derived by combining unweighted case 
filings. 
• Trial court statistics from Nevada are included for the first time in 
the case load report series. 
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in the move toward uniform and simple jurisdiction. Uniform 
jurisdiction means that all trial courts at each level have 
identical authority to decide cases. Simple jurisdiction 
means that the allocation of subject matter jurisdiction 
does not overlap between levels.s The degree of consoli­
dation of a state's trial courts offers a basis for classifica­
tion. 

In six states and the District of Columbia, consolida­
tion has resulted in a single trial court that has jurisdiction 
over all cases and proceedings. The other 44 states have 
a two-tier trial court system but differ in the degree to 
which jurisdiction is allocated in a uniform and Simple 
manner. Map 1 summarizes the differences present in 
court structure during 1988. Four court structures are 
differentiated: 

(1) Unified: Six states (Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, Massa­
chusetts, Minnesota, and South Dakota) and the 
District of Columbia with all trial courts unified. 

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

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

(4) Complex: Fifteen states in which thera are 
several general jurisdiction courts and/or a mUlti­
plicity of limited jurisdiction courts that overlap in 
jurisdiction both with courts at the same level and 
with courts at the general jurisdiction level.7 

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

The CompOSition of Trial Court 
Caseloads in 1988 
A more in-depth analysiS of civil, criminal, and juve­

nile cases follows. The discussions of civil, criminal, and 
juvenile cases include consideration of the relative use of 
general and limited jurisdiction courts, filing rates per 
100,000 population, and clearance rates. 

CIVIL FILINGS IN 1988. States reported the filing of 
16,919,204 civil cases in 1988. A civil case is a request 
forthe enforcement or protection of a right, orthe redress 
or prevention of a wrong. To meet the definition recom-

6 The "conventional wisdom" is that articulated by the American Bar 
Association in its Standards Relating to Court Organization, Chicago: 
ABA, 1974, pp. 1-10. 
7 States are assigned to categories based on information contained 
in David Rottman, Robert Roper, and Dixie Knoebel, State Court 
Organization 1987, Williamsburg, VA: National Center for State 
Courts, 1988. An earlier typology of state court systems based on 
the number of courts and the allocation of jurisdiction among the 
courts can be found in Henry R. Glick, "State Court Systems, h pp. 
682-700 in R. Janosik (ed.) The Encyclopedia of the American 
Judicial System, New York: Scribners, 1987, p. 688. 



MAP 1: Trial Court Structures, 1988 

Source: Court structure charts in Part IV 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 
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MAP 2: Comparability of Civil Filing Data in General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988 
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National Center for State Courts, 1990 
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GRAPH 1: Civil Case Filings per 100,000 Population InState Trial Courts, 1988 
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mended by the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 
the category should include all torts, contracts, real prop­
erty rights, small claims, domestic relations, mental heanh, 
and estate cases over which the court has jurisdiction. It 
also includes all appeals of administrative agency deci­
sions filed in the court and appeals of decisions of limited 
jurisdiction trial courts in civil cases to general jurisdiction 
courts. A review of the footnotes to Table 9, Part III (p. 
123) indicates the degree to which states report data con­
forming to the recommended definition. Map 2 summa­
rizes the impact of the footnotes on the general juriSdic­
tion court filing data re~orted by each state. 

Graph 1 displays the total civil case filings in 33 
states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. The 
range is from 3,499 filings per 100,000 population in 
Puerto Rico to 24,722 in the District of Columbia. Ne­
braska has the median filing rate of 6,245. The magnitude 
of the range is deceptive. Most states report filing rates 
clustered near the median. Hawaii has the second lewest 
filing rate of 4,629 per 100,000 population, a rate only 26 
percent below the median. At the top of the range, the 
filing rate for Virginia is 2.8 times greaterthan the median. 
But Virginia and tile District of Columbia clearly stand 
apart from the other jurisdictions included in the graph. 
Delaware, with the third highestfiling rate, reported 9,851 
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filings per 100,000 population-58 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 V (p. 271), 
details the method by which each court counts civil cases 
and Table 9, Part III (p. 123), details the method by which 
support/custody cases are counted. 

Different approaches to counting civil, and especially 
support/custody, caseloads affect the ranking of states in 
Graph 1. The limited jurisdiction court in Virginia, the 
district court, regards all reopened civil cases as new 
filings, counts support/custody proceedings as separate 
filings, and enters changes to a marriage decree as a 
case commenced. Most states, and the general jurisdic­
tion court in Virginia, the circuit court, do not count 
reopened civil cases as new filings and count support/ 
custody proceedings as part of the original marriage 
dissolution filing unless issues that arise at a later point in 
time or as a post-decree a.ction are involved. Because the 
method of count varies between the general and limited 
jurisdiction courts in Virginia, the allocation of subject 
matter jurisdiction also is relevant. The circuit court in 



Virginia has exclusive domestic relations jurisdiction, with 
the exception of support/custody cases, which can be 
heard in the district court. Thus, the relatively high rate of 
civil filings in Virginia, and the atypical concentration of 
civil cases in the state's limited j~risdiction courts, is 
attributable, in part, to choices made when designing 
court recordkeeping procedures. 

Courts p,earing child support/custody cases in Flor­
ida, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wyo­
ming also count cases in a way that inflates their total civil 
filing rate relative to other states. A uniform method of 
counting would alter the ranking of states found in Graph 
1, but it is unlikely that the impact would be dramatic. 

Differences in counting practices may affect the rela­
tive share of the civil caseload heard in courts of general 
and limited jurisdiction in a state, as was noted for 
Virginia. However, differences in the allocation of subject 
matter jurisdiction are more likely explanations for why 
the flow of case filings is mainly toward one court level. 
Delaware is an example. While the overall high civil filing 
rate found in that state may reflect the state's popularity 
among companies seeking a jurisdiction in which to 
register as a corporation, Delaware is distinctive in hav­
ing five separate limited jurisdiction courts with the au­
thority to hear civil cases, including the family court, which 
has exclusive jurisdiction over domestic relations cases. 
Fewer than one of every eight civil cases in Delaware is 
filed in one of the state's two general jurisdiction court 
systems. Delaware's combination of a high filing rate and 
multiple limited civil jurisdiction courts is consistent with 
the general observation that states with high total civil 
filing rates have allocated substantial rele~'ant subject 
matter jurisdiction to lower level courts. However, even 
here there is an exception. Massachusetts, with a unified 
trial court system, has the fourth highest state filing rate: 
8,763 per 100,000 population. 

There is little evidence linking the size of the civil court 
filing rate in a state to the appellate filing rate. For 
example, Massachusetts has the second lowest appel­
late filing rate (see p. 23) and the fourth highest civil trial 
court filing rate. The District of Columbia is the only 
jurisdiction to report high levels for both rates. With the 
possible exception of Alaska, other states with high 
appellate rates are found at all points in the state ranking 
based en civil trial court filings. 

Clearance Rates for Civil Cases. Trial courts that 
disposed of more civil cases during 1988 (cases that may 
have been filed in previous years) than were filed reduced 
the size of their pending civil caseload. Text Table 1 
abstracts the relevant information from Table 9, Part III (p. 
123) to present a clearance rate for general jurisdiction 
and limited jurisdiction courts with the authority to hear 
civil cases. The two court levels are shown separately, 
with courts listed from lowest to highest statewide civil 
clearance rate. 

Thirty-nine courts of general jurisdiction and 20 courts 
of limited jurisdiction are included in Text Table 1. Most 
states ended 1988 with a larger pending case load than 
had been present at the start of the reporting year. 
Looking first at courts of general jurisdiction, only 12 of the 

TEXT TABLE 1 : Trial Court Clearance Rates for 
CIvil Cases, 1988 

General Jurisdiction 
State 1988 1987 

Florida 85.6% 87.8% 
Hawaii 86.0 95.4 

Washington 86.6 85.3 
Maryland 86.8 80.0 
California 87.5 76.2 
Montana 87.5 84.5 

New Hampshire 88.1 96.4 
Delaware 90.1 79.8 

Illinois 91.5 96.1 
Arizona 92.3 94.4 
Alaska 92.5 96.6 
Maine 93.0 101.1 

North Carolina 93.5 91.4 
Oklahoma 94.9 90.5 

West Virginia 95.7 110.5 
Virginia 95.9 89.7 

Texas 96.8 99.4 
South Carolina 97.2 101.0 

Kentucky 97.9 98.2 
Indiana 98.2 101.9 

Rhode Island 98.3 97.6 
Pennsylvania 98.5 96.6 
North Dakota 98.8 95.8 

Kansas 99.5 99.3 
New Jersey 99.6 99.7 

Ohio 99.8 98.3 
Vermont 99.9 100.3 
Alabama 100.0 95.9 
Arkansas 100.4 97.6 

Idaho 100.5 101.9 
Nebraska 100.7 102.9 

Minnesota 100.8 100.6 
District of Columbia 101.1 101.0 

Puerto Rico 101.1 98.1 
Colorado 102.3 97.7 
Michigan 104.3 107.1 

New Mexico 104.6 95.1 
New York 108.1 76.0 
Wyoming 120.2 121.2 

Umlted Jurisdiction 
State 1988 1987 

California 74.1% 74.7% 
Washington 76.8 82.6 

Alaska 77.8 76.0 
Hawaii 91.4 90.0 

North Dakota 91.5 93.1 
Florida 91.6 90.7 

Puerto Rico 93.0 98.2 
Texas 93.1 91.0 

Kentucky 93.2 90.4 
Indiana 93.2 97.7 

Vermont 93.3 89.8 
Arizona 93.9 93,3 

North Carolina 95.8 96.3 
West Virginia 96.5 97.3 

Nebraska 98.9 98.9 
Virginia 100.9 99.8 

Delaware 102.6 95.7 
Ohio 102.8 96.7 

Colorado 102.9 96.7 
South Carolina 102.9 101.0 

., , 

Source: Table 9, Part III 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 
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39 reported clearance rates of 100 percent or greater. 
The courts of Wyoming reported the largest clearance 
rate: 120.2 percent. With the exception of New York, with 
a rate of 108.1 percent, most of the other states that 
disposed of more cases than were filed did not greatly 
reduce the size of their pending caseloads. The general 
jurisdiction court systems of an additional 13 states 
reported clearance rates of between 95 and 100 percent. 
Seven states reported clearance rates falling between 90 
and 95 percent, while seven of the 39 states reported 
clearance rates of less than 90 percent, with the 85.6 
percent in Florida marking the lowest reported rate forthat 
year. 

To address the question of whether the patterns 
found in 1988 reflect short-term or long-term problems of 
the state courts, Text Table 1 includes the clearance rates 
of the general and limited jurisdiction courts of each state 
recorded in 1987. For most general jurisdiction courts 
clearance rates are similar in the two years. Moreover, 
the changes that occurred were evenly split between 
increases and decreases, with 15 declining ylearance 
rates and 17 increasing rates; in the remaining seven 
court systems there was no real change. 

Clearance rates can be calculated for the limited 
jurisdiction courts of 20 states. The courts of five of those 
states reported clearance rates of 100 percent or greater. 
The highest rate was 102.9 percent, recorded in both 
Colorado and South Carolina. In three states, the clear­
ance rate was between 95 and 100 percent, and in a 
further nine it was between 90 and 95. Limited jurisdiction 
courts in three states-California, Washington, and 
Alaska-reported lower clearance rates. The same court 
systems reported the lowest rates in 1987, suggesting 
long-term ratherthan short-term factors underlie difficulty 
in keeping pace with the flow of new cases. 

Overall, however, civil clearance rates were margin­
ally better in 1988 than in the previous year. Some states 
experienced striking changes of fortune, exemplified in 
the abrupt shift in the New York general jurisdiction courts 
from a 76 percent to a 108.1 percent clearance rate. The 
more extreme year-to-yearchanges, however, often have 
simple explanations. Here, filing fees appear to be 
responsible. The filing fee at the general jurisdiction court 
level was increased from $35 to $100 during 1988, 
leading plaintiffs in New York State to file their complaints 
in limited jurisdiction courts charging considerably lower 
fees (see p. 32). Since the number of dispositions was not 
greatly affected, the number of cases disposed of during 
1988 significantly exceeded the number of new filings, 
yielding a high clearance rate for the year. 

It remains the case that most courts at both levels 
failed to keep pace with the flow of new case filings. Most 
ended 1988 with a larger pending case load than had 
been present at the start of the year. 

CRIMINAL FILINGS IN 1988. States reported 
11,961,285 new criminal case filings in 1988, 28.5 per­
cent in courts of general jurisdiction. Case filing data from 
Mississippi and Nevada are not available for 1988 and the 
caseload data reported by courts in many states either 
include other casetypes, particularly ordinance viola­
tions, or omit casetypes that should be included, particu-
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larry DWI/DUI cases. Map 3 summarizes the impact this 
has on the general jurisdiction court data reported by 
each state. Generally, criminal case filing statistics are 
compiled less consistently than statistics on civil case loads. 

The State Court Model Statistical Dicti-onarydefines 
a criminal case as one in which a defendant is charged 
with the violation of a state law. Subcategories of criminal 
cases include ielonies, misdemeanors, driving while in­
toxicated (DWI/DUI), and appeals of trial court cases. 
Felonies that can be tried to completion in the court in 
which they are filed are distinguished from felony cases 
that must be bound over for trial to another court. Limited 
jurisdiction courts in most states hold preliminary hear­
ings forfelony cases and in 26 states can dismiss a felony 
case; however, such courts can sentence convicted 
felons in only six states (Alabama, Indiana, Maine, Mary­
land, Rhode Island, and South Carolina).8 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 2 displays the total criminal filings per 1 00,000 
population for states that report data from all courts with 
relevant subject matter jurisdiction.9 Thirty-four states, 
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico are included. 
Reference to the footnotes to the statistics in lable 10, 
Part III (p. 132) indicates why the remaining states were 
excluded and the extent to which the case load for a state 
at either the general or limited jurisdiction leve! is incom­
plete or overinclusive. 

The size of state criminal caseloads varies substan­
tially. Rates per 100,000 population range from a low of 
1 ,599 reported by Kansas to a high of 14,994 reported by 
Delaware; the same states defined the lower and upper 
bounds of the range in 1986 and 1987. The nearly ten­
fold difference from lowest to highest rate and the disper­
sion around the median contrast sharply with the consis­
tency found for state civil filing rates. Variation among the 
states in crime rates and prosecutorial practices explain 
part of that variation. However, differences in how and 
when criminal cases are counted also affect the filing 
rates per 100,000 population. 

The median filing rate is 4,769. The consistency in 
criminal filing rates between 1987 and 1988 at either 
extreme is quite noticeable. Eight jurisdictions report 
distinctively low rates of criminal filings: Kansas, Iowa, 
Colorado, Oklahoma, Missouri, Puerto Rico, Michigan, 
and Hawaii. The same eight jurisdictions in the identical 
rank order had the lowest filing rates in 1987. 

Rates that substantially exceeded the median are 
found in five states. The same states maintained the 

• D. Rottman, R. Roper, and D. Knoebel, State Court Organization 
1987. Williamsburg, VA, 1988, Table 16, pp. 221-239. 

9 Filing rates in Table 10, Part III, are computed on the basis of state 
adult population, the practice in previous caseload statistics reports. 
Graph 2, however, uses total population to derive filing rates, thus 
facilitating comparisons to the size and ranking of state civil filing 
rates. 



MAP 3: Comparability of Criminal Filing Data In General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988 

same rank ordered positions they held in 1987: Virginia, 
Arizona, North Carolina, Texas, and Delaware form a 
cluster of states that reported more than 8,000 filings per 
100,000 population. 

The ranking of states on Graph 2 (particularly at 
either extreme) is influenced by the unit of count and the 
point at which the count is taken in compiling court 
statistics. Figure D, Part V (p. 253), describes, and Table 
10, Part III (p. 132), summarizes, the practice in each 
court with criminal jurisdiction. The unit of count is defined 
by (a) whether a case filing contains charges facing only 
an individual defendant or if two or more defendants can 
be included in one filing, and (b) whether the count is 
taken by charge or charging documents that contain one 
charge, one incident, or multiple incidents. 

States and trial court systems within states have 
adopted different bases by which criminal cases are 
counted. The impact of such variation is considerable. 
Some states take the count of filings at an early stage in 
the process, typically the filing of 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 docu­
ment will also greatly affect the number of cases reported 
as filed during a year.l0 

Consideration of the unit of count and point of filing 
used to compile the statistics explains, in part, the ranking 
of individual states on Graph 2. The state with the lowest 
filing rate, Kansas, counts filings a.i the first appearance 
before the court by the defendant, a later point than the 

Date reported are: 

o Unavailable 
§ Incomplete 
mm Overinclusive 
ml Incomplete/Overinclusive 
• Complete 

filing of the information or indictment used by most states. 
Hawaii (in the district court) is the only other state follow­
ing that practice; it, too, has a relatively low filing rate. By 
contrast, states with the highest filings tend to count each 
charge against each defendant as a separate filing: 
Arizona, Delaware (in its courts of limited jurisdiction, with 
the exception of the family court), Texas, and Virginia. 
Other states following that practice tend to be found in the 
top half of the ranking; Hawaii is the exception, but its use 
of a later than typical point for taking the count compen­
sates for the effect of basing the count on charges rather 
than incidents.11 

Thus, some of ti1e variation found in Graph 2, per­
haps a substantial amount, is attributable to the impact of 

10 A 1985 directory survey of general jurisdiction courts, carried out 
by the U.S. Bureau of the Census for the Bureau of Justice Statis­
tics, 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. 
11 The high rate of criminal filings recorded in Delaware, however, 
meshes with that state's rate of prison sentences per 100,000 
population, which is one of the highest in the nation. In 1988, 
Delaware reported 354 sentences of imprisonment per 100,000 
resident population, the third highest rate among the states (Nevada 
and Louisiana reported higher rates). Lawrence Greenfield, 
Prisoners in 1988. Washington D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, 
Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1989, p. 2. Problems of comparability 
eY.ist, however, for prison incarceration rates as well as filing rates, 
with the Delaware statistics including both jail and prison inmates. 
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GRAPH 2: Criminal Filings per 100,000 Population In State Trial Courts, 1988 
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differences in how courts maintain statistical records, 
rather than to known differences among states in crime 
rates or in the propensity to prosecute. Differences also 
reflect the status of ordinance violation cases, which the 
definition of a criminal case excludes from the count of a 
state's total criminal caseload. The counts of criminal 
cases from the courts of Delaware and Virginia, two 
states with high filing rates, include some ordinance 
violation cases in their criminal caseloads. However, 
other states for which that is true-New York, Ohio, 
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, and Vermont-are found at all 
points in the ranking shown in Graph 2. 

There is little evidence linking the rate of criminal trial 
court filings in a state to the rate of appellate filings. 
Alaska, Arizona, and the District of Columbia report high 
rates of both appeals (see pp. 20-23) and trial court 
filings, while Massachusetts and North Carolina report 
relatively high rates of criminal filings and low rates of 
appeals. As with civil filings, the rankings for most states 
on appellate and trial court filing rates appear unrelated. 

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

Clearance Rates for Criminal Cases. Text Table 
2 summarizes the information on clearance rates avail­
able from Table 10, Part III. Clearance rates are shown 
forthe general jurisdiction courts of 38 states, the District 
of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Of these, five reported 
clearance rates greater than 100 percent: North Dakota 
(100.5 percent), Delaware (104.3 percent), Kansas (106 
percent), West Virginia (106.6 percent), and Montana 
(110.4 percent). Twenty jurisdictions, including the Dis­
trict of Columbia and Puerto Rico, reported clearance 
rates in the 95-100 percent range, with Michigan and 
Vermont fractionally below 100 percent. Rates in the 90-
95 percent range were recorded in six states. Nine states 
reported clearance rates of lower than 90 percent, with 
Hawaii reporting the lowest clearance rate-53.5 per­
cent. Thus, during 1988, only one state in eight managed 
to keep pace with the flow of new case filings, the 
remainder adding to the stock of cases pending before 
their general jurisdiction trial courts, with one state in five 
adding a substantial block of cases. 

Limited jurisdiction courts, which in most states hear 
and decide the bulk of criminal case loads (see Graph 2), 
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TEXT TABLE 2: Trial Court Clearance Rates for 
Criminal Cases, 1988 

State 
Hawaii 

Rhode Island 
Washington 

Nebraska 
Florida 

Missouri 
Oklahoma 

New Jersey 
Maryland 

Maine 
South Carolina 

Alabama 
Oregon 

Iowa 
Alaska 

New Mexico 
Connecticut 

Indiana 
Virginia 
Arizona 

North Carolina 
Illinois 

Puerto Rico 
California 

Idaho 
New York 
Wyoming 

Pennsylvania 
Minnesota 

District of Columbia 
Ohio 

Colorado 
Kentucky 
Michigan 
Vermont 

North Dakota 
Delaware 

Kansas 
West Virginia 

Montana 

State 
Washington 

California 
Florida 

Rhode Island 
Michigan 

Oregon 
New Jersey 

Arizona 
Hawaii 

Kentucky 
Nebraska 

Puerto Rico 
Alaska 

Colorado 
North Carolina 

Delaware 
Virginia 

New Mexico 
Indiana 
Kansas 

General Jurisdiction 
1988 1987 

53.5% 
81.0 
85.1 
88.8 
88.8 
89.2 
89.4 
89.5 
89.8 
91.2 
91.3 
92.0 
93.6 
94.5 
94.7 
95.1 
95.5 
95.5 
95.5 
95.6 
95.7 
97.2 
96.0 
96.1 
96.1 
96.2 
96.4 
96.6 
97.2 
97.4 
97.7 
97.8 
99.2 
99.7 
99.9 

100.5 
104.3 
106.0 
106.6 
110.4 

76.0% 
101.3 
86.8 

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

103.8 
98.7 
94.3 
98.6 
99.5 

105.3 
97.9 
94.9 

101.9 
99.0 

102.2 
97.8 
95.8 
94.4 
90.9 

106.0 
103.4 
103.6 
119.3 

Umlted Jurisdiction 
1988 1987 

73.1% 
83.4 
86.3 
88.0 
91.7 
91.9 
92.3 
92.4 
92.5 
94.7 
95.0 
95.4 
95.6 
96.0 
97.3 
99.8 

100.3 
100.7 
101.6 
112.7 

85.1% 
82.5 
84.8 
91.0 
95.4 
92.2 
93.4 
84.3 
95.9 
96.4 
97.7 
98.8 
92.1 
99.0 
97.7 
98.7 

100.7 
78.4 
92.4 

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

Source: Table 10, Part III 

National Center for State Courts, 1990 

were only slightly more successful in coping with the flow 
of new cases. In four of the 20 states included in Text 
Table 2, the clearance rate exceeded 100 percent. Five 
states were in the 95-100 percent range and seven in the 
90-95 percent range. Four of the 20 states reported 
limited jurisdiction court filing rates of less than 90 per­
cent. 

Most statewide trial court systems were unable to 
keep pace with the increasing volume of criminal cases. 
Since the number of cases disposed of during the yearfell 
short of the number of new filings, the pending case load 
grew, although the data do not tell us by how much. By 
whatever margin it grew, however, the change has seri­
ous implications. Cases are being handled less expedi­
tiously than previously and courts are accumulating prob­
lems that must be confronted in subsequent years. Also, 
courts appeared to have coped more successfully with 
the rise in civil cases than with the rise in criminal cases. 
Criminal cases are generally subject to more stringent 
time standards for case processing than are civil cases. 
This suggests that the large influx of new criminal cases 
during 1988, an increase at the general jurisdiction court 
level of 8.4 percer.t, is creating problems that warrant 
serious concern and corrective action. 

One index of the magnitude-ol' the problem courts 
face is the extent to which 1988 clearance rates differ 
from those recorded in the previous year. Among general 
jurisdiction courts, 23 reported lower rates in 1988 than in 
1987 and 15 higher rates. The clearance rates for the 
general jurisdiction courts of two states were essentially 
unchanged. Among limited jurisdiction courts, the change 
was more evenly divided between increases and de­
creases: eight states show a decrease and six an in­
crease. The downward shifts at both court levels tended 
to be more substantial than shifts toward higher, im­
proved clearance rates. The overall impression is of 
statewide court systems faCing considerable difficulty in 
responding to the growth in criminal filings. 

JUVENILE FILINGS IN 1988. The 1,435,857 juve­
nile petitions filed during 1988 represent a small share 
(1.5 percent) of the total reported trial court caseload. 
Even when traffic and ordinance violation cases are 
omitted, juvenile petitions only account for about one trial 
court filing in 22 (4.7 percent). 

Juvenile case loads reflect the use made of the vari­
ous special procedures (sometimes special jurisdiction 
trial courts) that have been established to hear cases 
involving persons defined by state law as juveniles. The 
casetype includes criminal-type juvenile petitions, status 
offense petitions (conduct illegal only for children), and 
child victim petitions. A juvenile petition is the equivalent 
to a case filing in an adult trial court case. 

Most states now decide juvenile petitions within a 
court of general jurisdiction, although often in a specially 
designated division or department. As a result, nearly 
three quarters (73 percent) of all juvenile petitions were 
filed in a court of general jurisdi~ion, where they repre­
sent 8.3 percent of the combined civil, criminal, and 
juvenile caseload. 

Filing and disposition statistics, along with explana­
tory footnotes, for each court with juvenile subject matter 
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MAP 4: Comparability of Juvenile Filing Data, 1988 

• 

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

jurisdiction can be found in Table 12, Part III (p. 149). 
Relevant statistics were not reported by Mississippi, 
Nevada, Oklahoma, and Tennessee. Map 4 describes 
the comparability across the remaining states of statistics 
on the number of juvenile petitions filed in 1988, based on 
the footnotes to Table 12. 

Juvenile caseloads emerge as the most variable 
component of state trial court case loads. This describes 
both the share that juvenile petitions represented of new 
case filings in a state's trial courts and the rate of new 
cases filed per 100,000 juveniles in the state population 
during 1988. 

Graph 3 demonstrates the variability present in the 
rate at which juvenile petitions were filed during 1988, 
with the rates calculated per 100,000 state residents age 
17 or under. Forty-one states, the District of Columbia, 
and Puerto Rico are included.'2 The bars in the graph 
distinguish filings in a court of general jurisdiction from 
those in courts of limited or special jurisdiction. All filings 
in Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, Nebraska, New Hamp­
shire, New York, North Carolina, Rhode Island, Utah, and 

12 The Arkansas County Court, sitting as the juvenile court, had 
exclusive jurisdiction to handle juvenile petitions until early in 1987. 
The Arkansas Supreme Court founei 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. 
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Virginia were in a court of limited jurisdiction. All juvenile 
petitions in 27 of the states included on the graph were 
filed in a general jurisdiction court; only Alabama, Alaska, 
Indiana, Louisiana, and Maryland reported juvenile filings 
at both court levels. 

Juvenile filing rates per 100,000 juvenile population 
vary widely from 620 in Puerto Rico and 622 in Montana 
to 9,946 in the District of Columbia. New Jersey had the 
second highest filing rate (6,878), which is nearly one­
third less than that reported for the District of Columbia. 
The median filing rate was 1,923, reported by the courts 
of Pennsylvania. Thus, although there is a wide range in 
juvenile filing rates, most states are concentrated at 
relatively low levels. 

What explains this diversity, so much greater that 
whatwas found for either civil or criminal filing rates? One 
factor is the divergent means and degrees to which states 
have established special procedures and courts to proc­
ess cases involving delinquent juveniles. The composi­
tion of "civil" and "criminal" as case load categories does 
not differ significantly from state to state, with much the 
same type of cases forming the 1988 filings of each state. 
There is no such broad agreement on what constitutes a 
"juvenile" case. What is heard through regular court 
procedures in one state may well be heard in a special 
juvenile court in another. 

That difference is manifest in the age at which a 
person is no longer eligible for juvenile court handling. 
Most states define a juvenile as a persall under age 18, 
often with axceptions based on the offense alleged (for 



GRAPH 3: Juvenile Filings per 100,000 Population In State Trial Courts, 1988 

state 
PUERTO RICO 

M ON TANA 
WYOMING 

lOw-. 
MICHIGAN 

ILLINOIS 
CALIFORNIA 

ALASKA 
ARIZONA 

VERMONT 
NEW YORK 

MISSOURI 
NORTH CAROLINA 

NEBRASKA 
WEST VIRGINIA 

MAlNE 
SOUTH DAKOTA 

COLORADO 
ARKANSAS 

CONNECTICUT 
NEW MEXICO 

P EN NSYLVAN IA 
INDIANA 

WASHINGTON 
KANSAS 

IDAHO 
OREGON 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
KENTUCKY 
MARYLAND 

RHODE ISLAND 

:= 620 
622 ! 

-~681 I i - 942 I 
-I----. :oJ 1,063 I - 1,068 , - 1,139 

I 1,146 i - 1,19-1 - 1,237 
~ .. -. •... _, 1,336 

r-._--, 1,377 
1,426 
1,474 
1,525 I 
1,552 
1,653 
~,665 
1.714 
1.78 a 
'1,811 
, 1.923 

2.004 
2,036 

I 2,161 
I 2.237 

2,671 
2,775 I 

3,070 
3,109 
3,112 

0 Limited -, General 
i 

I 

! 
I I 
I 

i 

! 
I 

, 
; 

! 

I 
I i 
! 
I 

MASSACHUSETTS 
FLORIDA 

LOUISIANA 
OHIO 

NORTH DAKOTA 
ALABAMA 

UTAH 
MINNESOTA 

HA'MIII 
VIRGINIA 

NEW JERSEY 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

3,327 
3.446 I 

3.649 
i , 

4,387 I 

4.653 I 

5/537 I 
5,726 I 

5,996 
6,174 
6.256 

6.676 : 
9 946 

Median I I I 
o 2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 10,000 12,000 

Filings per 100,000 Juvenile population 
The following states are not included: 
DE, GA, MS, NV, OK, SC, TN, TX, WI 

example, Louisiana statutes define a juvenile as a person 
under age 17, but a 1S-year-old can be charged in the 
district court as an adult if the offense is first or second 
degree murder, manslaughter, or aggravated rape; the 
threshold rises to 16 if the offense is armed robbery, 
aggravated burglary, or aggravated kidnapping). 

The age at which a person is no longer eligible for 
original juvenile court handling can have a large impact on 
both a state's criminal and juvenile case load. Research 
consistently shows that involvement in crime peaks in the 
15-17 age group. Arrest statistics show that 15-to-19 year 
olds represent 28.7 percent of those arrested for FBI 
index crimes and 8.2 percent of the national popUlation.13 
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. 

13 The 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. 

Thirty-seven states and the District of Columbia ter­
minate original juvenile delinquency jurisdiction in juve­
nile courts at age 18; Wyoming at age 19. Georgia, 
Illinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, 
South Carolina, and Texas define an adult for purposes 
of court jurisdiction as a 17-year-old. Four states use 16 
as the threshold age (1lviding juvenile and adult status: 
ConnectiCllt, New York, North Carolina, and Vermont. 

The two latter groups of states have defined juvenile 
more narrowly than most states; this should be reflected 
in the size of their juvenile caseload. Graph 3 suggests 
that is indeed the case, as all four states have filing rates 
below the median. The use of a lower than typical age to 
transfer persons from juvenile status may be a factor in 
the relatively low rates reported by Illinois and Michigan, 
but states that have adopted age 17 as the point of 
transfer did not consistently report low filing rates. 

Other factors may help explain these variations. Law 
enforcement agencies differ in the extent to which they 
divert juvenile law violators from further penetration into 
the justice system. Case screening practices by juvenile 
court intake officers vary significantly and may result in a 
wide range of referral to petition ratios. Prosecutors have 
differing authority at the intake juncture, which may have 
an impact on these ratios. The amount of judge time 

Part I: State Court Caseloads in 1988 • 15 

, I 
I 



available and the extent of probation officers' supervision 
case loads also may influence referral to petition ratios. 
Rural communities and states tend to file fewer petitions 
proportionally than more urban jurisdictions; their delin­
quent offenses may be less serious and more amenable 
to noncourt or informal handling. Some states allow for 
direct filings of charges in a criminal court, particularly 
with older juveniles and more serious offenses, although 
the numbers of cases involved are not great. 

Generally, the juvenile status offense category is 
known to have extreme variance. Such cases are rarely 
or infrequently petitioned in some jurisdictions, but regu­
larly petitioned elsewhere. The differences are some­
times pronounced, even within one state. 

That varia.tion may have grown in recent years as the 
number of dependency, neglect, and abuse case filings 
increased. The frequency with which a child protection 
agency files juvenile court petitions, as opposed to work­
ing with a family without court intervention, has been 
shown to vary sizably, adding to the differences among 
the states in the rate at which juvenile petitions are filed. 

The significance of juvenile petitions in the total state 
trial court caseload could be determined for 27 states, the 
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. When civil, crimi­
nal, and juvenile filings are combined in those jurisdiC­
tions, the percentage share formed by juvenile petitions 
ranged from 2 percent in Arizona and North Carolina to 
16.5 percent in Hawaii. In 19 states and Puerto Rico, the 
share is in the 3-to-5 percent range.14 Larger shares are 
reported by the District of Columbia (6.6 percent), V:ansas 
(7.2 percent), Kentucky (8.0 percent), Florida (6.4 per­
cent), Minnesota (14.0 percent), and Utah (12.3 percent); 
as noted previously, juvenile cases were most prevalent 
in the Hawaii caseload: 16.5 percent of the total case load 
and 39.8 percent of filings in the state's general jurisdiC­
tion court. 

That variability means that most states rank quite 
differently in terms of the rate of criminal and of juvenile 
case filings. The District of Columbia, Utah, and Virginia 
are distinctive in ranking high for both criminal and juve­
nile case filings. Iowa and Missouri are distinctive forthe 
degree to which low juvenile filings coincide with low 
criminal filing rates. However, Hawaii and New Jersey 
reflect more inconsistency. Both states have among the 
highest rates at which juvenile petitions are filed but 
among the lowest rates for criminal case filings. 

Clearance Rates for Juvenile PetitIons. Clear­
ance rates for juvenile petitions, baeed on caseload 
statistics from Table 12, Part III (p. 149), are presented in 
Text Table 3 to address the question of whether juvenile 
petitions were being processed more expeditiously dur-

14 The 19 states in which juvenile filings represent 3 to 5 percent of 
total civil. criminal. and juvenile filings are: Aliiska. California, 
ColoradO, Connecticut, Idaho. Illinois. Indiana. Iowa. Massachusetts, 
Michigan. Missouri. Nebraska, New Hampshire. Pennsylvania. South 
Dakota. Vermont. Virginia, Washington, and Wyoming. The 
p~rcentage 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 III. 
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TEXT TABLE 3: Trial Court Clearance Rates for 
Juvenile Cases, 1988 

General Jurisdiction 
State 1988 1987 

Florida 69.4% 67.7% 
Alaska 75.5 82.9 
Illinois 76.1 81.0 

Alabama 78.4 79.7 
Montana 83.4 84.7 

Indiana 86.2 99.9 
Colorado 87.9 88.1 

West Virginia 88.7 101.1 
Washington 89.3 87.6 

Pennsylvania 95.4 94.4 
Maryland 95.6 97.3 
Vermont 95.9 96.4 

California 95.9 92.9 
Kansas 96.4 95.5 
Hawaii 96.9 98.7 

Ohio 97.6 99.6 
Idaho 98.7 98.5 

New Jersey 98.9 98.0 
Arizona 99.5 103.2 

Minnesota 99.7 99.0 
Connecticut 99.8 97.5 

District of Columbia 100.4 99.9 
New Mexico 100.5 100.6 
Puerto Rico 100.7 97.7 

Arkansas 100.7 
Texas 120.5 111.7 

Limited Jurisdiction 
State 1988 

Maryland 85.7% 
Maine 86.4 

Michigan 89.0 
Kentucky 90.2 

Rhode Island 91.0 
Louisiana 93.3 
Alabama 93.6 

Virginia 94.2 
Utah 100.5 

New York 100.6 
Indiana 100.9 

North Carolina 106.6 

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

Source: Table 12, Part III 
National Center for State Courts. 1990 

1987 
88.9% 
80.0 
85.0 
91.1 
96.1 
92.5 
93.9 
94.1 

101.3 
103.6 

96.7 
109.8 

ing 1988 than were civil or criminal cases. The table also 
provides the clearance rate each court recorded in 1987 
to help address the question of whether the patterns 
found in 1988 reflect short-term or long-term problems of 
the state courts. 

Clearance rates are available from 38 separate state­
wide court systems. Those rates vary from a low of 69.4 
percent in Florida to a high of 120.5 percent in Texas. 
Nine courts report clearance rates of 100 percent or 
greater, 12 (all of them courts of general jurisdiction) 
report rates between 95 and 100 percent, five (all courts 
of special jurisdiction) report rates between 90 and 95 
percent), and 12 courts report rates of less than 90 
percent. In 1988, there was no clear difference between 
general jurisdiction and limited jurisdiction courts in the 



degree to which they were able to keep pace with the flow 
of new cases. Most statewide court systems ended 1988 
with a larger pending juvenile caseload than they had at 
the start of the year. 

The consistency in clearance rates in 1987 and 1988 
is striking. Inconsistencies were most notable in states 
where the clearance rate declined between the two years. 
For example, the clearance rate for the general jurisdic­
tion courts of Indiana declined from 99.9 percent to 86.2 
percent, while those in West Virginia declined from 101.1 
percent to 88.7 percent. A few states, most notably 
Texas, sharply improved their clearance rate, but the 
examination of 1987 clearance rates suggests both the 
persistence of the problem facing the state courts and the 
possibility that it is increasing over time. 

Trial Courts in 1988: A Summary 
State trial court filings increased in 1988. The in­

crease was greatest for criminal cases, especially those 
filed in general jurisdiction courts (an increase of 8.4 
percent). Civil case filings increased by 4.3 percent, with 
a larger increase in limited than in general jurisdiction 
courts. The increase parallels the experience of appel­
late courts, which reported 4.2 percent more filings in 
1988 than in 1987. 

There was little variation among states in the rate of 
1988 civil filings. Most states report civil filing rates close 
to the median of 6,338 per 100,000 population. Consid­
erable variation was present for criminal filing rates. The 
range was substantial, from 1,466 to 13,565 per 100,000 
population, with a median of 4,843 filings and little con­
centration around the median. Greater variation still 
characterized juvenile filing rates. States filing rates 
ranged from 633 to 9,078 filings per 100,000 juvenile 
population in 1988 and rates were scattered throughout 
that range. 

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

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

A strong and disturbing pattern in 1988 trial court 
case load statistics is low clearance rates. Many, perhaps 
most, courts are experiencing difficulty in keeping up with 
the inflow of new cases. The number of new cases filed 
in 1988 often substantially exceeded the number of cases 

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

Rising civil and criminal case loads create problems 
that ultimately will be transferred to the appellate courts. 
More cases add to the potential pool from which appeals 
are drawn and appellate courts will need to cope with the 
consequenc6s of the trial court case load growth recorded 
during 1988 as the cases filed in that year reach judg­
ment. 

Appellate Court Caseloads in 1988 

This section begins with a summary of overall activity 
within the state appellate courts. It then provides back­
ground on distinctions in appellate court structure (the 
roles of courts of last resort and intermediate appellate 
courts) and the manner in which new cases reach appel­
late courts (i.e., mandatory appeals and discretionary 
petitions). An appraisal of the overall completeness and 
comparability of the appellate case load data follows. The 
magnitude and composition of total state appellate 
case loads are then described-and their relationship to 
appellate structure explored. The remainder of this 
section considers, in turn, mandatory appeals and discre­
tionary petitions. The main conclusions are summarized 
at the end. 

Overview 
State appellate courts reported 221,794 filings in 

1988: 161,762 mandatory appeals and 60,032 discre­
tionary petitions. Filing data are available for all 95 courts 
of last resort (COLRs) and intermediate appellate courts 
(lACs) in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.15 

There was a 3.9 percent increase in total appellate filings 
between 1987 and 1988. This increase was not evenly 
distributed between COLRs and lACs or between man­
datory appeals and discretionary petitions. Overall, COLR 
filings increased by 3.4 percent and lAC filings by 4.4 
percent. The increase was strongest for mandatory 
appeals filed in COLRs: COLRs with relevant data for 
both years reported 7.1 percent more appeals in 1988 
than in 1987. Filings of mandatory appeals in lACs 
increased by 4.5 percent. lAC discretionary petitions 
increased by 3.1 percent and lAC mandatory appeals by 
1.0 percent.16 The connection between caseload compo­
sition and appellate structure is important for any consid­
eration of the work, operations, and problems of appellate 
courts nationally. This is addressed in the next section. 

1~ Puerto Rico reports trial court but not appellate court statistics to 
the NCSC Court Statistics Project. 
16 United States Courts of Appeal experienced a 8.3 percent 
increase in filings between 1987 and 1988. In particular, ·criminal 
appeals were up 24 percent, largely due to implementation of US 
sentencing guidelines." Want's Federal-State Directory, 1990 
Edition, p. 144. 
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ApRellate Court Structure 
and Jurisdiction in 1988 
Mandatory jurisdiction refers to appeals as a matter 

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

All states have established a court of last resort 
(COLR), usually named V-,; ,upreme court, by constitution. 
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 courtt- and administrative agencies as specified in 
state law or at the discretion of the COLR. 

According to an influential perspective on the appro­
priate role and structure of appellate courts,17 there are 
two basic functions: (1) the review of specific trial court 
proceedings to correct errors in the application of law and 
procedure, and (2) the development of lawforthe benefit 
of the community at large. The error correction function 
should be exerci~'ed through mandatory jurisdiction, with 
each unsuccessful party entitled to one appeal as fl. 
matter of right. Further appellate review should serve the 
function of developing the law, including ensuring its 
uniform application by trial courts throughout the state, 
and be undertaken on a discretionary basis by selecting 
the appropriate cases out of those reaching the court 
through petitions. Where the volume of cases exceeds 
the capacity of the COLR, an lAC should assume the error 
correction function and the COLR should, by the exercise 
of its discretion to review all manner of appeals, develop 
the law.18 

The influence of this perspective on state court sys­
tems is evident in the extent to which states have created 
lACs in response to growing appellate case loads. Twenty­
five states established their lACs in recent decades 
(since 1958). Yet, despite the common contexts in which 
they were created, a careful examination reveals com­
plex differences in the allocation of jurisdiction to both 
COLRs and lACs. 

17 The perspective is put forward in several authoritative texts that 
vary in nuance. The summary hera is derived from the American Bar 
Association, Standards Relating to Court Organization, ABA, 1974, 
pp.1-10. 
19 This perspective has clearly applied with great force to the federal 
system. The U.S. Circuit Courts of Appeals were established in 1891 
as an 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 COUI ts of Appeals. This culminated in Public Law 100-352 
(Act of June 27,1988,102 Stat. 662), which "substantially elimi­
nates· the mandatory jurisdiction of the Supreme Court.· Seven 
states had established an lAC before 1891: Illinois, Louisiana, 
Missouri, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, and Texas (Robert R. Stern, 
Appellate Practice in the United States: Second Edition, Washing­
ton, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, 1989, p. 6). 
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CHART 4: Appellate Case Filings, 1988 
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The consequences of these complex differences are 
highlighted when one matches appellate structure with 
jurisdiction. The matching process produces four catego­
ries of cases: (1) COLR mandatory appeals, (2) COLR 
discretionary petitions, (3) lAC mandatory appeals, and 
(4) lAC discretionary petitions. 

If we combine the appellate filings reported by the 
states according to court level and jurisdiction, the 1988 
appellate caseload is as shown in Chart 4. Nineteen 
percent of all filings were discretionary petitions to COLRs 
and 12 percent of all filings took the form of mandatory 
appeals to COLRs. Mandatory appeals to lACs repre­
sented 61 percent of the total state appellate case load for 
the year, while 8 percent consisted of discretionary peti­
tions to lACs. 

Completeness and 
Comparability of Data 
Care is required when determining when liI<e is being 

compared to like in the world of appellate courts. Before 
examining and comparing state appellate court filing data 
and clearance rates, it is useful to highlight some impor­
tant dimensions on which state appellate court systems 
differ. 

The first dimension is the number of courts that have 
been established at each level in the 50 states and the 
District of Columbia. This can be seen in Map 5. The 12 
states with only one appellate court are typically sparsely 
populated or geographically small. Thirty-two states 
have one COLR and one lAC. Texas and Oklahoma have 
separate COLRs for criminal and civil cases, and one 
lAC. Four states have established multiple lACs. Ala­
bama and Tennessee maintain separate courts for civil 
and criminal appeals, while Pennsylvania divides juris­
diction between its commonwealth court and its superior 
court on the basis of subject matter. New York divides 



MAP 5: Appellate Court Structures, 1988 

o 

Source: Court structure charts in Part IV 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

jurisdiction between its two lACs primarily by the trial 
court from which the appeal is taken. 

Map 6 addresses the dimension of how states allo­
cate mandatory and discretionary jurisdiction within their 
appellate systems. The District of Columbia and 8 of the 
12 states with only one appellate court have both manda­
tory and discretionary jurisdiction. The COLRs in New 
Hampshire, West Virginia, and Wisconsin exercise full 
discretionary jurisdiction over their dockets, while all 
COLR filings in Nevada, North Dakota, and Wyoming are 
appeals of right (totally mandatory jurisdiction). States 
with lACs differ in the manner in which jurisdiction is 
allocated between the two appellate court levels. The 
court structure charts in Part IV of the report provide a 
point of reference for further distinguishing between 
appellate court structures. 

The nearly 222,000 appellate court case filings re­
ported in 1988 is not definitive since there is both under­
counting in some courts and double counting in others. 
Table 1, Part III (p. 72) reviews the quality of the case load 
information used to generate the national totals. Other 
tables in Part III provide information on mandatory ap­
peals, discretionary petitions, and opinions reported by 
state appellate courts, noting instances where court sta­
tistics are incomplete, overincluslve, or simultaneously 
incomplete and overinclusive. The most serious problem 
is counts that are overinclusive because discretionary 
petitions granted by the court are included both as peti­
tions and as mandatory appeals. 

Court Structure: 

o COLRonly 

§ 1 COLR and 1 lAC 

IIll!lIl 1 COLR and 2 lACs 

• 2 COLR and 1 lAC 

The 1988 totals for the appellate courts of individual 
states can be found in Table 2, Part III (p. 74), which 
reports the number of mandatory appeals filed and dis­
posed, the number of petitions that were filed and dis­
posed of, and the number of petitions granttid (and 
previously granted petition dispositions). Tables 3 (Part 
III (p. 88)), 4 (Part III (p. 94)), and 5 (Part III (p. 100)) report 
more detailed information on, respectively, mandatory 
appeals, discretionary petitions, and discretionary peti­
tions granted. Table 6 (Part III (p. 106)) displays informa­
tion on opinions reported by the state appellate courts. In 
all instances, states are listed according to their appellate 
structure. States with one COLR and one lAC are listed 
first, followed by states with only a COLR, and finally 
states with more than one COLR or lAC. 

The text and graphics that follow describe and com­
pare appellate case loads reported by the states. The 
review begins with the big picture, comparing the size and 
composition of total state appellate caseloads. 

The Composition of Appellate Court 
Case/oads in 1988 
As a generalization, the substantial portion of the 

work of COLRs is to review petitions and then decide 
those petitions that were granted. Of every 100 cases 
filed in a state COLR, 62 were discretionary' petitions. 
This contrasts with the lAC caseload, in which only 12 of 
every 100 filings were discretionary petitions. lACs are 
the workhorses of state appellate systems. Three quar-
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MAP 6: Appellate Court Case load Jurisdiction, 1988 

..... .... 
Source: Court structure charts in Part IV 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

ters (75.1 percent) of appellate filings in states with both 
a COLR and an lAC went to the IAC.19 

The issue considered here is whether differences in 
appellate structure are associated with particularcaseload 
patterns. Several interrelated questions revolve arour;,i 
this issue. 

Are the caseloads of one-level appellate systems 
distinctive from other systems? 

Does the generalization cited above on the respec­
tive role of COLRS and 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 

19 A second appeal is possible in most states with a two-tier 
appellate system. This means that a case may be counted twice in a 
state's filing statistics, first as a mandatory appeal of the trial court 
judgement to the lAC and then as a petition for the review by the 
COLA of an unfavorable lAC decision. One study concluded that 
between one fifth and one half of lAC decisions are appealed to the 
COLA but that few of those petitions are granted. See Stephen 
Wasby, Thomas Marvel, and Alexander Aikman, Volume and Dela)' 
in State Appellate Courts: Problems and Responses, Williamsburg, 
VA: National Center for State Courts, 1979, pp. 54-55. 
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Court Structure/Jurisdiction: 

IIlIIl COLA only/M 
51 COLA only/D 
D COLA only/M & D 
~ COLRID - IAC/M & D 
!lilll COLRIM & D - IAC/M 
.. COLRIM & D - IAC/M & D 

M = Mandatory 
D = Discretionary 

appellate systems are discussed and also speak to 
whether appellate court reform has had the intended 
impact. These issues are addressed below. 

Graph 4 displays case filings per 100,000 population 
in the appellate courts of 44 states and the District of 
Columbia. The information used to generate the graph 
can be found in Table 2, Part III (p. 74). The two main 
conclusions that can be drawn from tha information are 
that caseload levels are similar across the states once 
adjusted for state population size and particular appellate 
structures are not closely linked to high or low caseloads.20 

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

2() Graph 1 overstates the presence of mandatory appeals relative to 
discretionary petitions in appellate court caseloads. The footnotes to 
Table 2, Part III indicate that the number of mandatory appeals is 
overinclusive, encompassing all discretionary petitions: Arkansas 
Supreme Court, Illinois Appellate Court, Kansas Court of Appeals, 
Michigan Court of Appeals, Maine Supreme Judicial Court, Nebraska 
Supreme Court, New York Appellate Division of the Supreme Court, 
New York Terms of the Supreme Court, and the Oklahoma Court of 
Criminal Appeals. 



GRAPH 4: Total Appellate Filings per 100,000 Population, 1988 
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The following states are not included: 
IN, KS, NJ, PA, PR, TN, VA. 

Appellate structure is more strongly associated with 
the composition of the appellate case load. Two of the 12 
states with only one appellate court have entirely manda­
tory jurisdiction (Nevada and Wyoming). Another four 
states (Delaware, Maine, Mississippi, and Nebraska) 
have allocated only minor discretionary jurisdiction to 
their appellate court. Thus, few discretionary petitions 
were filed in those courts. Filings in the appellate courts 
of the District of Columbia, Montana, South Dakota, and 
Vermont were overwhelmingly in the form of mandatory 
appeals. Rhode Island was the only state with one 
appellate court in which discretionary petitions and 
mandatory appeals were filed in roughly equal numbers. 
The COLRs in New Hampshire and West Virginia have 
solely discretionary jurisdiction, but most of the work of a 

COLR in a one-tier appellate system is to decide manda­
tory appeals. 

Appellate filings in about half of the states with one 
COLR and one lAC conform to the standard perspective 
on appellate structure and jurisdiction. Filings in the 
COLR represent a small proportion of the state total and 
are mainly discretionary petitions, while filings in the lAC 
are primarily mandatory cases.21 

21 This describes the appellate systems of Arizona, Arkansas, 
Colorado, Connecticut, Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, Kentucky, 
Mary!and, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, North 
Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Utah; Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin. 
The states of California, Florida, Louisiana, and Massachusetts 
adhere to oniy part of the perspective. Discretionary petitions form a 
larger thai' typical share of lAC filings. 
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Six states offer a very different pattern, with most 
filings in the COLR rather than the lAC: Hawaii, Idaho, 
Iowa, New Mexico, North Dakota, and South Carolina. 
The pattern is perhaps clearest in New Mexico. In that 
state, 62 percent of mandatory appeals and 80 percent of 
discretionary petitions were filed in the COLR (Table 2, 
Part III, p. 74). That basic pattern applies to those states 
in which the lAC hears cases on assignment from the 
COLR.22 

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 peti­
tions. The Alaska COLR has mandatory jurisdiction to 
hear civil appeals and discretionary jurisdiction over other 
appellate casetypes, while that state's lAC has manda­
tory jurisdiction over criminal cases but no jurisdiction in 
civil cases. 

Alabama and Tennessee have separate lACs for civil 
and criminal appeals. The 1988 case load in Tennessee 
conforms to the most common pattern of a COLR with a 
limited share of the total caseload consisting mainly of 
discretionary petitions and an lAC with case filings in the 
form of mandatory appeals. The Alabama appellate 
case load is more evenly divided between the two court 
levels and the majority of COLR cases and all of the lAC 
cases are mandatory appeals. 

Texas has two COLRs, one with jurisdiction exclu­
sively over criminal appeals. The combined COLR 
case load 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 compo~ition of state 
appellate caseloads. That diversity reflects how states 
have 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 and grew at a more modest pace in the 
1980s.23 Some states conform to the standard perspec­
tive on structuring and allocating jurisdiction to their 
appellatp ~-:ourts. Other patterns can be identified, how­
ever, eVEln among states with two-tier systems. Local 
circumstances and needs tempered the application of the 
standard perspective in many states. In particular, the 
bulk of the appellate burden remains on the COLR in 
some states (e.g. Alaska and New Mexico) and some 
states (e.g. Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, South Carolina) have 

22 All lAC filings in Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, and North Dakota are filed 
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. In Oklahoma, 
all appeals in civil cases are directed to the Supreme Court, which 
then transfers cases to the Court of Appe",lco, Ihe state's lAC. 
23 "State appellate case loads 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. 
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retained substantial mandatory jurisdiction intheirCOLRs 
and others have allocated discretion to their lACs. 

These reported filing levels reflect court rules, defini­
tions of appellate jurisdiction, methods of counting filings, 
the incidental appellate jurisdiction aSSigned to trial courts, 
and the rate at which trial court filings result in trials, and 
thus generate isc;ues that can be the subject of an appeal. 
Variation in these factors will result in differences be­
tween states in filing rates and, if they were taken into 
consideration, would probably reduce the amount of 
variation among states in the same region and with similar 
sizes and economic bases. The variation found in Graph 
4 will be examined by appellate court structure. 

The rest of the appellate case load section considers, 
in turn, mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions. 
For mandatory appeals, the focus is on filing rates per 
100,000 population and dispositions as a percentage of 
filings. For discretionary petitions, the topics covered 
include filing rates, petitions disposed as a percentage of 
petitions filed, and the percentage of petitions granted. 
The information on mandatory appeals and number of 
petitions is then brought together by adding the number 
of petitions granted during 1988 to the numberof manda­
tory appeals filed, yielding a basic case load measure for 
many appellate systems: the number of cases to be 
heard and decided on the merits. Appellate opinions are 
the final topic considered. 

MANDATORY APPELLATE CASELOADS IN 1988. 
States reported 161,762 mandatory appeals in 1988, 
15.8 percent of which were filed in COLRs. Forty-eight 
states and the District of Columbia had appellate courts 
with mandatory jurisdiction. 

Mandatory Appeals Flied In State Appellate 
Courts. Graph 5 summarizes mandatory filings in 45 
states and the District of Colu mbia, based on the informa­
tion presented in Table 3, Part III (p. 88). Filings are 
expressed as rates per 100,000 population and filings in 
a COLR are differentiated from those in an lAC. 

The resulting range is substantial, from 23 per 1 00,000 
population in North Carolina to 263 per 100,000 popula­
tion in the District of Columbia. The median rate is 70.3, 
with nearly one-half of the states (22 of 46) falling within 
a band that includes Iowa (54 filings per 100,000 popula­
tion) and Pennsylvania (81 filings per 100,000 popula­
tion). There is a broad middle range of states with roughly 
comparable levels of mandatory appeals. 

There is no evident pattern linking filing rates to 
region, state population, or court structure. States with­
out an lAC tend to be small, located in New England orthe 
Great Plains, and tend to have a COLR with little or no 
discretionary jurisdiction. Yet, the 12 states meeting 
those criteria (including Mississippi and West Virginia) 
are scattered on the graph.24 

24 Mississippi (35.1), Rhode Island (41.3), and Maine (43.8) are at 
the low end; South Dakota (60.0) and Nebraska (68.9), fall below the 
median rate of 70.3; Delaware, Montana, and Wyoming are located 
slightly above the median; and Nevada (94.0) and Vermont (111.3) 
shew rates considerably above the median. 

r 



GRAPH 5: Mandatory Filings per 100,000 Population, 1988 
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Some of the rankings found in Graph 5 may be 
attributed to differences in the breadth of appellate court 
jurisdiction and to how cases are counted. The highest 
filing rate is in the District of Columbia, which has one 
appellate court system. and that court has very limited 
discretionary jurisdiction. Of the five states with the next 
highest per 100.000 population filing rate, two (Alaska 
and New Mexico) retain substantial mandatory jurisdic­
tion at the COLR level and three (Arizona. Florida and 
Oregon) do not. 

In some states, appeals in death penalty cases 
increasingly fill the dockets of courts of last resort. Thirty­
four of the 37 states with capital punishment statutes in 
effect du ring 1988 provide for the automatic review of 
death sentences. usually by the COLR. In California. 
which has such review, one commentator described the 
state supreme court as expending much of its effort 
during 1988 on death penalty cases. yet "after devoting so 
much energy to the death penalty backlog, the court 
finished its second year where it started. Its 73 decisions 
were matched by 73 new death penalty judgments."25 

25 Gerald Uelmen. "Mainstream Justice: A Review of the Second 
Year of the Lucas Court; California Lawyer, July. 1989, p. 40. 

• state does not have mandatory Jurlsdlotlon. 

The method of count also affects the filing rate. 
Appeals in tile California appellate courts, for example. 
are counted at the filing of the trial record. a point by which 
some appeals have been closed, and therefore not 
counted. Other states with low filing rates (Massachu­
setts. North Carolina. and South Carolina) also base their 
count on documents filed after the notice of appeal. 

Clearance Rates for Mandatory Appeals. Appel­
late courts that disposed of more cases than were filed 
during 1988 reduced their pending caseloads. Cases 
disposed during 1988 could have been filed in previous 
years. Text Table 4 combines the relevant 1988 informa­
tion from Table 3, Part III (p. 88) with the corresponding 
data from 1987. allowing a two-year comparison of clear­
ance rates for each COLR and each lAC. States are listed 
from lowest to highest 1988 clearance rates. 

A clearance rate could be calculated for COLRs in 30 
states and the District of Columbia. For 32 states, a 
clearance rate could be obtained for the lAC and is 
included in Text Table 4. In COLRs the percentages 
range from a low of 70.4 percent in Arizona to a high of 
144.9 percent in North Carolina. COLRs in 14 states are 
reducing their pending caseload (reporting clearance 
rates of over 100 percent) in 1988. This is a slight 
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TEXT TABLE 4: Appellate Court Clearance Rates 
for Mandatory Appeals, 1988 

Court of Last Resort 
State 1988 1987 

Arizona 70.4% 74.1% 
Maryland 75.6 95.3 

Hawaii 85.2 94.0 
Delaware 86.1 105.5 

Mississippi 96.3 93.3 
Idaho 86.9 102.1 

Minnesota 92.3 84.7 
Ohio 92.4 90.1 

Nevada 93.0 118.3 
Wyoming 93.6 94.4 
Missouri 95.2 
Vermont 95.7 98.0 

Maine 96.0 
New Jersey 97.8 109.2 

Rhode Island 98.3 124.5 
District of Columbia 98.7 106.3 

Texas 99.1 99.9 
Nebraska 99.2 80.6 

Illinois 103.3 97.9 
Florida 104.7 94.3 

South Dakota 108.2 
Alaska 108.5 79.1 

Louisiana 108.9 91.1 
North Dakota 110.4 93.5 

Iowa 112.2 107.6 
Arkansas 114.3 90.6 
Kentucky 117.1 103.8 
Alabama 119.9 101.9 

Washington 129.1 109.6 
Kansas 132.3 155.6 

North Carolina 144.9 106.1 

Intermediate Appellate Court 
State 1988 1987 

Idaho 71.4% 96.1% 
Arizona 83.0 97.7 

Kentucky 84.2 85.6 
Georgia 86.1 94.7 

Louisiana 86.4 87.9 
Oklahoma 89.2 78.2 

Iowa 91.9 93.5 
Arkansas 92.0 103.6 

Alaska 92.6 91.5 
Indiana 92.7 98.4 

North Carolina 94.2 103.6 
Illinois 94.2 93.7 

Minnesota 94.4 99.6 
Missouri 94.9 

Florida 95.5 98.1 
Californ:a 96.6 106.9 

Ohio 96.6 94.1 
Texas 96.8 99.6 

Michigan 99.3 91.6 
Kansas 99.8 104.4 

Maryland 100.5 103.7 
New Jersey 100.6 102.0 

Alabama 101.6 102.5 
Connecticut 103.1 94.1 
Washington 104.2 119.5 

Colorado 104.2 83.0 
Oregon 106.6 98.3 
Hawaii 107.5 106.0 

Wisconsin 110.3 101.0 
New York 118.7 136.0 

South Carolina 119.5 83.6 
North Dakota 144.4 

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

Source: Tables 2 and 3, Part III 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 
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improvement over 1987, when only 12 kept pace with the 
flow of new mandatory appeal filings. 

Mandatory clearance rates reported by lACs are 
somewhat lower than for COLRs. The percentages 
range from 71 .4 percent in Idaho to 144.4 percent in North 
Dakota. In 1988, only 12 lACs reported clearance rates 
in excess of 100 percent which is a slight improvement 
over the 11 lACs that reduced their pending caseloads in 
1987. 

DISCRETIONARY APPELLATE CASELOADS IN 
1988. This section examines the 60,032 petitions that 
were filed for review in state appellate courts. More than 
two-thirds (69 percent) of those petitions were filed in a 
COLA. 

In state courts, "appellate capacity at an intermediate 
level does not always spawn discretionary review at the 
top, as it did in the federal system."26 State COLRs often 
retain substantial mandatory jurisdiction and lACs are 
often created with discretionary jurisdiction. Thus, the 
division between the work of COLRs and lACs is not as 
clear in most states as in the federal appellate system. 

Appellate courts vary in the procedures to decide 
which petitions to accept for review. In 31 states, a 
decision to grant review in the COLR requires a majority 
of the members of the full court or of the panel, whichever 
is used to review petitions. In the remaining COLRs with 
discretionary jurisdiction, a minority (in several courts a 
singie justice) of the members of the court or of a panel 
can grant a petition. 

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

Discretionary Petitions Flied. The number of peti­
tions filed in each appellate court with discretionary 
jurisdiction can be found in Table 3, Part III (p. 88). Graph 
6 summarizes that information for 36 states and the 
District of Columbia. The remaining states either lack 
discretionary jurisdiction or did not provide the relevant 
data for all courts with discretionary jurisdiction. 

The median filing rate is 19.5 per 1 00 ,000 population. 
Filing rates range from no filings in Mississippi to a high 
of 153.3 per 100,000 population in Louisiana. Most filing 
rates, however, are less than 30 per 100,000 population. 
Louisiana (153.3 per 100,000 population), which allo­
cates substantial discretionary jurisdiction to both its 
COLR and lAC, and West Virginia (86.4 per 100,000 
population), a one-court appellate system without man­
datory jurisdiction, stand far above other state3 in the 
magnitude of their discretionary petition caseloads. 

There is greater uniformity among the states in dis­
cretionaryfiling rates than for rates of mandatory appeals. 
States fall into four main categories: those with discre­
tionary filing rates of less than 10 per 100,000 population 
(11 states); those with filing rates between 10 and 20 
petitions per 1 00,000 population (seven); those with filing 
rates between 20 and 31 petitions per 1 00 ,000 population 

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



GRAPH 6: DiscretIonary Filings per 100,000 Population, 1988 

State 
Mississippi 

Delaware 
South Carolina 

North Dakota 
Montana 

Hawaii 
Utah 

South Dakota 
Vermont 

Idaho 
Conneotlcut 

Dlstrlot 01 Columbia 
Iowa 

Texas 
Ohio 

North Carolina 
Alabama 

Rhode loland 
Maryland 
MlsDouri 

Kentucky 
New Mexloo 

MInnesota 
Wisoonsin 

Masaaohusetts 
Colorado 

Georg la 
Wash Ing ton 

Florida 
Arizona 
Ore g 0 n 

Call ,orn la 
Virginia 

New Hampshlro 
Alaskd 

West Virginia 
Louisiana 

-
- 0.61 - 0.75 - 0.9 
-!Jill 3.85 
-~ 4.09 
-~ 4.79 
- .. 4.91 
- 5.75 
-~ 7.58 
- 8.04 
-;;:;'9.87 
- 13.09 

15.79 
16.31 - 16.67 

18.64 
19,03 - 19.51 
20.54 - 20.68 - 20.98 

! - ,-n 122.6 - , 23.55 - 24.61 
24.99 - 27.05 

:::::J 28.5 
29.19 
30.9 
30.98 

40.11 
45.38 
46.41 

-
I I 

D lAC -COLR 

, 

I 
I 

, , 

, 

58.5 
86.41 , 

153.34 
I I I I 

o 
Medlall 

25 50 75 100 125 150 175 

Filings per 100,000 population 
The following states are not included: 
AR, IL, IN, KS, ME, MI, NY, NE, NV-, 
NJ, OK, PA, PR, TN, WY'. 

(12 states); and those with filing rates in excess of 40 
petitions per 100,000 (6 states). Louisiana and West 
Virginia are distinct. Their appellate court filing rates lie 
considerably far from the filing rate found in the state with 
the third highest rate, Alaska (59 per 1 00,000 population). 

lACs receive more discretionary petitions than the 
COLRs in California, Florida, Louisiana, and Massachu­
setts. A substantial proportion of all discretionary peti­
tions were filed in the lACs of Georgia, North Carolina, 
and Virginia. The filing rates in all of those states, except 
North Carolina, are above the median of 19.5 per 1 00,000 
population. 

There is a relationship between the size of mandatory 
and discretionary case loads. This is manifest at the high 
and low ends of the rankings. Alaska, Arizona, Florida, 
Louisiana, and Oregon have both high mandatory and 
high discretionary filing rates. Some of the states at the 
low end of the range for discretionary filings simply lack 
significant jurisdiction for discretionary petitions. How­
ever, Connecticut, Mississippi, and South Carolina, have 
low filing rates for both mandatory appeals and discre­
tionary petitions. 

Clearance Rates for Discretionary Petitions. Text 
Table 5 provides information on discretionary petitions 
that were decided during 1988 as a percentage of those 

• State does not have discretionary jurll!dlctlon. 

filed during the year (derived from Table 4, Part III, p. 94), 
as well as the corresponding information from 1987. 
Comparable filing and disposition data are available for 
COLRs of 29 states and the District of Columbia. 

The lowest clearance rate in a COLR is 75 percent, 
reported by the COLR in Delaware, and the highest is 115 
percent reported by the COLR in Virginia. Roughly one­
half (14 out of 30) of COLRs reported disposing of more 
petitions in 1988 than were filed. Relative to 1987, the 
number of COLRs with clearance rates in excess of 100 
percent improved substantiQlIy, frol118 {lU~ of 27 to 14 out 
of 30,27 Generally, pending discretionary case loads in 
COLRs during 1988 changed at the same pace as did 
pending case loads for mandatory appeals. 

Discretionary clearance rates in lACs are limited to 
13 states. lACs of six states are reporting clearance rates 
of 100 percent or greater and are thereby redUCing their 
pending case loads. These results are nearly identical to 
what the lACs experienced in 1987. In fact, the actual 
clearance rate levels varied little between the two years, 
with five of the states that reported clearance rates in 

Z1 Fourteen COLRs reduced the size of their pending caseload 
during 1988 compared to only eight in 1987. 
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TEXT TABLE 5: Discretionary Petitions Decided 
as a Percentage of Petitions 
Flied, 1988 

Court of Lasi Resort 
State 1988 1987 

Delaware 75.0% 100.0% 
Iowa 78.4 96.9 

Alabama 78.8 91.7 
New York 79.3 

North Dakota 83.3 
Louisiana 87.3 99.5 

Arizona 88.9 105.9 
Minnesota 90.0 88.7 

Ohio 91.6 86.6 
Califomia 93.1 87.9 

Hawaii 93.3 101.8 
Rhode Island 94.2 110.1 

Wisconsin 94.6 83.4 
Illinois 95.1 97.6 
Texas 98.0 116.6 

Kentucky 98.8 101.9 
Vermont 100.0 83.9 
Missouri 100.8 
Oregon 101.6 96.0 

New Jersey 103.3 102.1 
Alaska 104.5 105.5 

District of Columbia 106.6 90.6 
New Hampshire 107.7 87.4 

Florida 108.4 96.3 
West Virginia 109.5 93.7 

Idaho 110.5 92.7 
Washington 111.5 95.0 

Maryland 113.8 85.8 
North Carolina 114.3 94.2 

Virginia 115.0 81.1 

Intermediate Appellate Court 
State 1988 1987 

Wisconsin 71.1% 85.1% 
Florida 80.5 82.3 

Kentucky 83.7 78.9 
Georgia 95.3 95.6 

Louisiana 98.1 97.7 
Indiana 98.7 

Minnesota 99.7 97.7 
North Carolina 100.0 100.0 

Maryland 100.0 100.0 
Washington 104.3 112.1 

California 104.7 100.7 
Arizona 105.0 8J:12 
Alaska 106.5 100.0 

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

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

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

Discretionary Petitions Granted. The U.S. Su­
preme Court accepts for review about 5 percent of the 
discretionary petitions filed.28 State COLRs tend to ac­
cept a larger percentage of petitions filed. During 1988, 
state COLRs granted 16.4 percent of the discretionary 
petitions filed. 

2a Provine, supra '.1Ote 27, p. 783. 
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TEXT TABLE 6: Discretionary Petitions Granted 
as a Percentage of Total Discre­
tionary Cases Flied In COLRS, 
1988 

State 

Alaska 
District of Columbia 

Hawaii 
Illinois 

Louisiana 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Missouri 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

North Carolina 
Ohio 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

Texas 
Virginia 

West Virginia 
Wisconsin 

Number of 
Petitions 

Flied 

244 
61 
45 

1,558 
2,657 

682 
563 

2,662 
651 

1,056 
1,354 

252 
636 

1,770 
857 

2,207 
2,659 
1,439 
1,621 

915 

Number of Percentage of 
Petitions Petitions 
Granted Granted 

29 11.9% 
9 14.8 

10 22.2 
210 13.5 
395 14.9 
140 20.5 
196 34.8 
79 3.0 

137 21.0 
114 10.8 
126 9.3 
40 15.9 
57 9.0 

203 11.5 
121 14.1 
230 10.4 
482 18.1 
192 13.3 
789 48.7 
181 19.8 

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

That percentage is derived from Text Table 6, which 
shows the number of petitions filed, the number and the 
percentage granted, for the COLRs of 19 states and the 
District of Columbia. The percentage granted ranges 
from the low of 3 percent in Michigan to a high of 48.7 
percent in We~t Virginia. The COLRs in Michigan (3 
percent), North Carolina (9 percent), and New Jersey (9.3 
percent) granted fewer than one of every ten petitions 
filed. Where an lAC has been established, the precise 
boundaries of the COLR's jurisdiction become important 
to understanding the flow of cases to the COLR and, 
possibly, the percentage of petitions that are granted. For 
example, the types of cases that would go to the lAC in 
Michigan are filed instead in the COLR in West Virginia, 
where no lAC has been established and the Supreme 
Court has exclusively discretionary jurisdiction. 

The two Texas COLRs, one for civil and one for 
criminal cases, granted 18.1 percent of the total discre­
tionary petitions filed. Tho Texas Supreme Court, which 
hears appeals on civil matters, recmved three mandatory 
appeals and 1,243 discretionary petitions, granting 14.1 
percent of the petitions. The Texas Court of Criminal 
Appeals received 3,578 mandatory appeals and 1416 
discretionary petitions, granting 21.7 percent of the peti­
tions. The Texas lAC has exclusively mandatory jurisdic­
tion, and recorded 8,250 filings. These caseload statis­
tics are taken from Table 2, Part III (p. 74). and the 
jurisdictional information from the court structure charts in 
Part IV. 

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 III (p. 
74) j provides information on the percentage of discretion­
ary petitions granted In eight lACs: California Courts of 
Appeal, 8.6 percent; Indiana Court of Appeals, 51.3 
percent; Louisiana Courts of Appeal, 29.3 percent; Mary­
land Court of Special Appeals, 10 percent; Minnesota 
Court of Appeals, 35 percent; New Mexico Court of 
Appeals, 23.4 percent; and North Carolina Court of 
Appeals, 15.9 percent. With the exception of Maryland, 
the lAC grants a higher percentage of discretionary 
petitions filed than does the state COLR. 

Discretionary jurisdiction enables courts to control 
their dockets. Generally, courts are selective in the 
petitions that are granted. The use of discretion, how­
ever, is exercised very differently among the states. lACs 
also exercise discretionary power differently than COLRs, 
reflecting their respective roles ii': state appellate systems 
and, perhaps, the capacity of lACs to expand the number 
of authorized judgeships in the face of rh3ing case loads. 

MANDATORY APPEALS AND PETITIONS 
GRANTED IN 1988. Appellate courts decide two types of 
cases: mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions 
that have been granted. Courts differ in the process 
through which discretionary petitions are reviewed, re­
sulting in varying workload implications for the court and 
its justices. Therefore, the most comparable and perhaps 
most important index of the work carried out by state 
appellate courts in 1988 is the total number of mandatory 
appeals and discretionary petitions granted. This is the 
pool of cases that the courts will decide on the merits. 

The number of relevant cases can be calculated from 
all of the appellate courts in 17 states and the District of 
Columbia using information in Table 5, Part III (p. 100). 
Text Table 7 displays filings per 100,000 population of 
mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions that were 
subsequently granted. States are grouped according to 
their appellate structure. The filing rate includes all 
mandatory appeals and all discretionary petitions that 
were subsequently granted. 

Filing rates range from 25.1 in North Carolina to 146.5 
in Oregon for states with one COLR and one 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 (62.7 percent 
of the total). Contrasting the filing rates from these courts 
with those with either no lAC or multiple COLRs does not 
appear to show any systemic variation. The one possible 
exception is the District of Columbia, where the filing rate 
far exceeds the level found in all states. The 1988 filing 
rates parallel those found for 1987 (Text Table 4, p. 13, 
State Court Case/oad Statistics: 1987 Annua/ Report). 
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 
forthe rate of mandatory appeals per 100,000 population 
(see Graph 5). The Louisiana appellate courts, how/aver, 
move ahead of Ohio and New Mexico, and the Minnesota 
appellate courts move ahead of the North Dakota courts 
when both granted petitions and mandatory appeals are 
used to calculate the rate of appeals. Compared to the 
appellate systems of Ohio and New Mexico, Louisiana's 

TEXT TABLE 7: Mandatory Appeals Flied and 
Discretionary Petitions Granted 
per 100,000 Population, 1988 

Apellate Structure/State 

States with one COlR and one lAC 

North Carolina 25.1 
South Carolina 27.6 

California 42.7 
Maryland 46.7 

North Dakota 56.4 
Minnesota 60.1 

Missouri 67.9 
Hawaii 76.9 

Ohio 98.7 
New Mexico 118.1 

Louisiana 127.6 
Oregon 146.5 

State with no lAC 

West Virginia 
Wyoming 

Nevada 
District of Columbia 

State with multiple COLRS 

Texas 
Oklahoma 

Source: Tables 2, 3, and 5, Part III 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

42.1 
74.5 
94.0 

264.2 

73.1 
103.8 

courts both receive a large proportion of their total filings 
as discretionary petitions and grant a high percentage (23 
percent) of the petitions filed. 

Graph 7 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 population in Alaska. Granted petitions 
constitute the majority of cases decided by the COLRs of 
Louisiana, Massachusetts, Missouri, and Pennsylvania. 
In California, the number of appeals and the number of 
granted petitions are nearly equivalent. 

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

APPELLATE COURT OPINIONS IN 1988. The 
preparation of full written opinions "has been caned the 
single most time-consuming task in the appellate proc­
ess. ''29 Rising appellate case loads have led to both 
curtailment of full opinions to decide cases and to concern 

29 American Bar Association, JUdicial Administration Division, supra 
note 23, p. 21. 
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GRAPH 7: Mandatory Filings and Petitions Granted per 100,000 Population In COLRs, 1986 
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overthe availability of sufficient judicial time to prepare full 
opinions in important cases. 

Table 6, Part 11\ (p. 106), presents the number of 
signed opinions issued by state appellate courts during 
1988. The table also provides supplementary information 
that describes whether the count is by case or by written 
document and whether majority opinions, per curiam 
opinions, and memorandums/orders are included in the 
count. Information is also provided on the number of 
justioes or judges serving on each court and the number 
of support staff with legal training that the court employs. 
The number of justices or judges is particularly Signifi­
cant, as appellate courts, and especially 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 Ap­
peals, 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 88-judge 
California Courts of Appeal. 

The restricted size of COLRs and the nature of their 
responsibilities tends to limit the number of signed opin­
ions to several hundred in a year (the U.S. Supreme Court 

typically decides about 150 cases a year by opinion).30 
Generally, courts can determine how they decide cases, 
whether by full explanatory opinion or by order, and thus 
control their workload. Therefore, the number of Signed 
opinions is not directly related to the number of cases 
decided by the court on the merits during 1988. Among 
COLRs, they range from 55 in Delaware to 672 in Ala­
bama. 

lACs vary considerably in the number of signed 
opinions issued during 1988. The highest number was 
reported by the California Courts of Appeal: 8,693 
(comp3r~d to the 122 opinions reported by the California 
Supreme Court). The lACs in Florida, rv::chigan, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, and Texas reported more than 4,000 signed 
opinions. 

Appellate courts decide appeals in other ways that 
also state the facts of the case and reasons forthe court's 
decision. These inciude memorandum decisions, which 
are signed, and per curiam opinions, which are for the 

30 The U.S. Supreme Court disposed of 156 cases by signed opinion 
(133 consolidated opinions) and 12 cases by per curiam opinion 
(statistics supplied by the Office of the Clerk, Supreme Court of the 
United States). 
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court and generally very brief, but in some appellate 
courts they state the court's reasoning. What differenti­
ates a signed opinion from a memorandum decision 
varies among appellate courts. All unpublished opinions 
are designated memorandum decisions by some courts 
and are counted separately fiOm the signed opinions 
shown in Table 6, Part III. Other' courts merge memoran­
dum decisions with the count of signed opinions. There­
fore, despite their significance, statistics on opinions are 
the least comparable element to appellate court caseloads. 

Appellate Courts in 1988: A Summary 
NatIonally, there were 4.2 percent more appelfate 

filings in 1988than in 1987. Of course, thisdoos not mean 
that filings in all courts increased; rather, more COLFis 
and lACs reported increases than reported dt,creases. 
The general increase, based on courts reportinlJ compa­
rable data in the two years, should be viewed in the 
context of increasing appellate case loads over the paat 
three decades. 

The combined state court appellate filings in 1988 
consisted of 11.5 percent mandatory appeals to COLRs, 
18.8 percent discretionary petitions to COLRs, 61.4 per­
cent mandatory appeals to lACs, and 8.3 percent discre­
tionary petitions to lACs. 

Most two-tier appc;iate 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 number of states to 
which that pattern does not apply. In som~\ states, the 
COLR continues to hear and decide most of the filings, 
often in the form of mandatory appeals. The lACs in these 
and other states have been allocated significant discre­
tionary jurisdiction. 

The rate at which appeals are filed per 100,000 
population varies substantially among the states. When 
mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions are exam­
ined separately, however, there is a large middle ground 
of states with broadly similar filing rates. Differences in 
appellate procedure and jurisdiction are shown in the 
percentages by which courts grant discretionary peti­
tions. Generally, lACs grant a higher percentage of 
petitions than do COLRs, but information on the number 
9f petitions granted is not made available by most appel­
late courts. 

Appellate courts in most states disposed of more 
cases in 1988 than were filed during the year. A case 
disposed of in 1988 could, of CoUl se, have originated in a 
filing several years previously. Appellate courts that re­
port clearance rates of substantially less than 100 percent 
accumulated a larger pending caseload during 1988 and 
cases must be heard and decided more expeditiously in 
1989 and subsequent years if these courts are to remain 
current. 

Trial Court and Appellate Court 
Caseload Trends, 1984-88 

This section describes change over a five-year pe­
riod in the case loads of state trial and appellate courts. 

Such a more-broadly based appraisal of the work of the 
state courts during the mid-1980s serves several pur­
poses. First, it indicates whether the differences among 
states and the patterns highlighted in the preceding 
sections for 1988 are stable features of state court sys­
tems. Second, it outlines the direction, if any, in which 
courts and court users nationally are now moving. Clear 
trends allow us to infer probable future situations from 
previous circumstances. The examination of recent 
trends begins with trial court case filings, focusing on 
felony and tort cases. 

Trends in Civil and 
Criminal Trial Court Filings, 1984-88 
This analysis places 1988 trial court filings in the 

context of recent case load trends. Two questions are 
addressed. First, to what extent are filing rates for 
individual states and courts essentially stable over time? 
If filing rates change dramatically and unsystematically 
from year to year, then the rankings of states reported in 
the preceding section for civil, criminal, and juvenile filing 
rates are probably attributable to short-term or random 
factors. Stability in ran!<ing suggests that durable charac­
teristics such as state legal systems, economies, and 
demographics are influential iii determining the size and 
composition of court caseloads. 

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

The baseline used for this section is the case load 
reported by state trial courts in 1984.31 The trends 
describe subsequent changes in felony and tort case 
filings. Contract and real property rights cases are also 
briefly examined to determine if such civil cases are 
changing in the same direction and at the same pace as 
tort cases. Felony, tort, contract, and real property rights 
cases tend to consume more court resources than other 
case categories and to speak directly to the concerns and 
questions court managers, legislators, and the public 
have about the work of the state courts. 

The data used in this section consists of case load 
information reported in the State Court Case/Dad Statis­
tics: Annua/ Report series, 1984 to 1988. Examining 

31 The caseload statistics series published by the National Center for 
State Courls begins in 1975. However, the period 1984 to 1988 is 
the longest continuous time span for which caseload data compa­
rable 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 case loads was collected and published by the U.S. 
Bureau of the Census. The last volume in that series reported 1946 
statistics. 
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CHART 5: Felony and Tort Trial Court Filings, 
1984-88 Trends 
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trends limits the data to states that reported statistics in 
comparable terms over the entire time span, Therefore, 
some states that have refined their data collection proce­
dures in recent years may have relevant statistics in the 
1988 report but are excluded from the trend analysis, 
which includes those states that provided data through­
out the five-year span. 

TRENDS IN FELONY FILINGS, 1984-88. Felonies 
are serious criminal offenses. The line dividing felonies 
from other criminal offenses and the specific offenses 
included varies among the states but felony case filings 
always include the most serious offenses and exclude 
minor offenses. Typically, a felony is an offense for which 
the minimum prison sentence is one year or more,32 

Comparable felony filing data can be obtained from 
32 statewide general jurisdiction trial court systems for 
the period 1984to 1988. The numberotfelony cases filed 
per year in each court system is detailed in Table 15, Part 
III (pp.171-74). The combined felony caseloadsofthe 32 
states rose by nearly one-third (32.2 percent) between 
1984 and 1988, Chart 5 depicts the trend that links the 
filing levels in those two years. The largest year-to-year 
change was in 1985-86, when filings rose by 1 0.8 percent 
(see Table 15, Part '"). 

Text Table 8 summarizes the experiences overthose 
}- , of the general jurisdiction courts in each of the 32 

32 Wayne Logan, Lindsay Stellwagen, and Patrick Langan, Felony 
Sentencing Law of the 50 States and the District of Columbia, 1986. 
Washington D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice 
Statistics (NCJ-105066), 1988. 
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states, using filing rates per 100,000 adult population. 
States are ranked by the magnitude of the overall per­
centage change in filing rates over the five years. Per­
centage changes between adjacent years are also shown, 
The use of population based rates implicitly imposes a 
burden for a trend analysis in which court caseloads must 
rise more rapidly than the state population to show an 
increase, Population adjusted rates, however, are used 
to be consistent with previous sections and to facilitate 
comparisons by identifying the relative size of the 
case loads confronting the various states. The subsection 
on tort trends discusses the implications of population­
adjusted filing rates. 

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

Filings per 100,000 population increased in approxi­
mately two-thirds of the courts reporting relevant data for 
each set of adjacent years. Between 1987 and 1988, six 
states registered a decrease, (although the change in 
four states was 2 percent or less) and 26 registered an 
increase. The patterns of change observed over this 
most recent period were roughly similar to tl10se occur­
ring throughout the past five years. 

Increases tended to be substantial. While very few 
state courts reported a decrease of more than 10 percent, 
and most decreases were less than 5 percent, many 
courts reported year-to-year increases of 10 to 20 per­
cent. Of the 32 states reporting relevant data, 13 Ghowed 
continuous yearly increases across the five-year span. 
There were, however, fluctuations for most courts despite 
the strong underlying trend toward higher felony filings. 
Montana, for example, registered little change between 
1985-86, a 5 percent decrease between 1986-87, and a 
12 percent increase between 1987-88. No state regis­
tered four successive decreases during the five-year 
period and only two states with relevant data (Hawaii and 
Oklahoma) failed to register at least one increase of 5 
percent or more, In all, 29 of the 32 states showed an 
increase in felony filings over the last five years. 

Despite the general trend in increasing filings, there 
are important differences among the states in the pat­
terns that characterize the annual rates of change. The 
experience of the states in changing levels of felony filings 
per 100,000 population between 1984 and 1988 falls into 
four main patterns. First, strong and consistent upward 
trends (1 percent or more per year) are identifiable in 
California (a cumulative increase of 41.5 percent), Con­
nectiCUt (55.5 percent), the District of Columbia (106.3 
percent), Indiana (52.4 percent), Minnesota (30.3 per­
cent), New Hampshire (42.5 percent), New York (34.5 
percent), Oregon (27.4 percent), Texas (33.9 percent), 
and Washington (52.3 percent). 

Second, seven other states manifest a pattern that 
can be categorized as having a clear upward trend, but 
without consistent year-to-year increases exceeding 1 
percent over the time period (some years changes in 
felony filing rates were in the -1 percent to 1 percent 



TEXT TABLE 8: Trends In Felony FIlIngs per 100,000 Adult Population Percentage 
Change by Year and Over Five-Year Period 

(Sorted by Five-Year Percentage Change) 

General Jurisdiction Courts 

Felony Felony 
Filings Filings 

per Percent Percent Percent Percent per Percent 
100,000 Change Change Change Change 100,000 Change 

Court 1984 84·85 85-86 86-87 87·88 1988 Overall 

HAWAII Circuit- 395 -4.6% -2.9% ·5.1% 3.2% 358 -9.3% 
WEST VIRGINIA Circuit 332 -0.3 -3.1 8.1 -11.7 307 -7.7 

MISSOURI Circuit 976 16.1 5.7 -23.0 4.7 965 .1.1 
WISCONSIN Circuit 390 6.8 -1.2 -5.3 3.7 404 3.7 

KANSAS District 638 -8.1 4.4 2.9 5.1 662 3.7 
WYOMING District 417 1.0 -1.3 -4.7 10.7 438 5.1 
VERMONT District 471 2.0 13.0 -4.5 -2.0 508 7.9 

MAINE Superior 375 13.3 -3.2 -0.7 -0.7 406 8.2 
OKLAHOMA District 1017 2.0 3.2 3.7 -0.8 1102 8.3 
COLORADO District 637 4.9 0.3 -0.1 6.8 715 12.3 

NEW JERSEY Superior 656 1.1 0.2 6.2 5.5 744 13.5 
IOWA District 360 4.8 -3.1 7.0 4.4 409 13.5 

OHIO Court of Common Pleas 471 -2.2 5.5 2.0 9.6 543 15.3 
MONTANA District 404 7.5 1.3 -5.2 11.8 467 15.4 

VIRGINIA Circuit 1013 -0.2 3.8 6.1 5.6 1176 16.0 
NORTH DAKOTA District 263 2.2 5.7 7.9 0.9 309 17.6 

ARKANSAS Circuit 1060 18.0 1.6 12.2 -11.1 1267 19.5 
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit 521 18.0 1.4 2.3 -1.1 631 21.1 

NORTH CAROLINA Superior 924 -5.1 8.9 12.0 6.4 1139 23.3 
ILLINOIS Circuit 548 -0.6 1.8 -2.2 24.9 677 23.7 

ARIZONA Superior 699 6.9 14.7 1.3 0.6 874 25.0 
OREGON Circuit 1013 3.3 7.0 7.7 7.0 1291 27.4 

MINNESOTA District 581 7.8 1.4 9.7 8.6 757 30.3 
TEXAS District 774 4.9 16.6 6.8 2.5 1037 33.9 

NEW YORK Supreme and County 369 3.2 10.6 11.1 6.0 496 34.5 
CALIFORNIA Superior 392 7.5 13.1 8.0 7.8 555 41.5 

NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior 526 7.1 12.4 10.3 7.3 750 42.5 
WASHINGTON Superior 484 14.5 7.5 5.0 17.8 737 52.3 

RHODE ISLAND Superior 575 11.9 -9.4 -3.0 55.0 876 52.4 
INDIANA Superior and Circuit 342 9.2 22.8 6.5 6.8 521 52.4 

CONNECTICUT Superior- 161 7.2 7.4 9.4 23.4 251 55.5 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior 2169 15.7 32.3 23.8 8.8 4473 106.3 

-Figures for felony filings do not match those reported in the 1984, 1985, and 1986 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports. For 
Connecticut Superior, the felony filings have been adjusted to include only triable felonies so as to be comparable to 1987 and 
1988 data. For Hawaii Circuit, misdemeanor cases have been included to allow comparability with 1987 and 1988 data. 

Source: Table is, Part '" 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

range). These states (and the percent increase recorded 
between 1984 and 1988) are Arizona (25.0 percent), 
Colorado (12.3 percent), New Jersey (13.5 percent), 
North Dakota (17.6 percent), Oklahoma (8.3 percent), 
South Dakota (21.1 percent), and Virginia (16.0 percent). 

Third, there is a pattern of mixed increases and 
decreases in the yearly changes experienced by Arkan­
sas,lIIinois, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Montana, North Caro­
lina, Ohio, Rhode Island, Vermont, Wisconsin, and 
Wyoming. It should be noted that the percentage change 
for the five years as a whole was positive in all these 
courts. However, the direction of year-to-year changes 
was not consistent. 

Lastly, three states (Hawaii, Missouri, and West 
Virginia) appear to have experienced downward trends. 

Filing rates in those states tended to decline over the 
1984-88 period but not conSistently. 

In sum, felony filings nationally manifest a clear 
upward trend. The time span covered is still brief and data 
are not available for some states. But virtually all states 
with relevant data, states drawn from all regions of the 
country, demonstrate a pattern of riSing felony case 
filings. 

TRENDS IN TORT FILINGS, 1984-88. Torts are 
allegations of injury or wrong committed either against a 
person or against a person's property by a party who 
either failed to do something that they were obligated to 
do or did something that they were obligated not to do. 
The case load statistics reports for 1985, 1986, and 1987 
contained a separate section devoted to trends in tort 
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TEXT TABLE 9: Trends In Tort Filings per 100,000 Population Percentage Change by Year and Over 
Five-Year Period 

(Sorted by Five-Year Percentage Change) 

General Jurisdiction Courts 

Tort Tort 
Filings Filings 

per Percent PerCfant Percent Percent per Percent 
100,000 Chan~e Chani$ Chan~e chanie 100,000 Change 

Court 1984 84-8 85-8 86-8 87-8 1988 Overall 

ALASKA Superior 261 54.1% 9.3% -27.9% -43.5% 179 -31.4% 
NEW YORK Supreme and County 213 -6.3 -9.9 6.7 -10.8 171 -19.7 

MAINE Superior 180 -1.2 -2.1 -13.7 -2.0 147 -'.8.2 
IDAHO District 173 15.8 5.7 -16.7 -17.7 145 -16.1 

WASHINGTON Superior 207 6.9 97.8 -59.6 6.6 188 -9.0 
UTAH District 87 -12.7 100.5 -47.6 4.7 83 -4.1 

MONTANA District 199 13.7 -1.0 -1.2 -13.6 191 -3.8 
TEXAS District 214 7.3 -0.2 5.9 -10.5 217 1.5 
HAWAII Circuit 155 2.6 3.5 0.2 -4.2 158 1.9 

PUERTO RICO Superior 121 10.6 3.9 5.3 -15.8 124 1.9 
NORTH DAKOTA District 80 -6.8 10.5 -0.8 0.9 83 3.2 

COLORADO District 132 6.3 33.9 -40.9 22.7 137 3.3 
KANSAS District 165 0.2 4.8 1.8 4.1 184 11.3 

FLORIDA Circuit- 244 7.5 10.9 -4.1 -0.5 278 13.9 
MARYLAND Circuit 249 -7.4 20.3 2.9 7.4 306 23.1 

CALIFORNIA Superior 379 12.2 13.6 3.0 -5.9 468 23.4 
OHIO Court of Common Pleas 206 15.3 10.5 3.8 -3.2 264 28.0 

NEW JERSEY Superior 555 0.4 7.3 1.8 19.6 728 31.1 
MICHIGAN Circuit" 255 -1.8 42.1 -9.3 3.6 335 31.2 
ARIZONA Superior 300 12.2 6.2 1.1 62.2 587 95.5 

Limited Jurisdiction Courts 

ALASKA District 116 42.3 362.5 -73.3 -58.3 85 -26.6 
OHIO County 5 -10.5 -0.3 -12.6 0.3 4 -21.8 

HAWAII District 67 -7.3 12.2 24.6 -17.9 71 6.5 
OHIO Municipal 126 -3.7 7.7 10.4 -1.5 142 12.8 

PUERTO RICO District 47 1.9 12.7 -3.0 6.9 56 19.0 
TEXAS County-Level 45 12.7 17.1 14.3 7.4 72 62.0 

'Figures for tort filings do not match those reported in the 1986,1987, and 1988 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports. 
Professional tort cases in Florida Circuit have been removed so as to be comparable to 1984 and 1985 data. 

"Data from 4 counties was unavailable for the 1984 total tort figures. 

Source: Table 16 , Part III 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

litigation. This report updates selected indicators of 
trends in torts and general civil case filings.33 

Comparable tort filing data can be obtained from 20 
general jurisdiction courts for the period 1984 to 1988. 
The actual number of tort filings per year are detailed in 

33 Before 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, 1987, and 1988, 
civil filing statistics from those courts are based on a count taken at 
the "request for judicial intervention, n 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. n The change in the 
point of count is of great significance for the caseload data. The 
New York supreme and county courts reported 126,776 civil case 
filings in 1985 and 284,560 in 1986. To make the trend tables 
prepared by the NCSC Court Statistics Project consistent over time, 
Table 16 in Part III is based on a count of filings taken at the "trial 
(lote of issue" using information provided by the New York state 
office of court administration. 

Table 16, Part III (p. 175). Text Table 9 summarizes the 
change experienced by each court in each year by 
showing the rate of filings per 1 00,000 population (in 1984 
and 1988) and the percentage change between adjacent 
years and forthe five-year period as a whole. The courts 
are ranked by the percentage change in the rate of tort 
filings per 100 ,000 population over the past five years. 

The data suggest three consistencies in tort filings. 
First, tort filing rates in most states fluctuate rather than 
remain stable. Second, there is a national direction to the 
fluctuation in a given year. Third, despite the fluctuations, 
there is an apparent underlying upward or downward 
trend in some states. 

The first consistency answers the question about 
stability in filing rates. Filing rates in most states fluctuate 
from year-to-year, often substantially. The more extreme 
year to year changes in tort filinQlevels are often the short­
term effects of tort reform legislation that make it advan­
tageous for litigants to file a lawsuit either before or after 
a particular date. This issue is examined by linking the 
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timing of recent statutory changes in Alaska, Arizona, 
Michigan, New Jersey, Washington, and Utah to ob­
served abrupt shifts in the level of tort filings in those 
states. 

Tort reform legislation during 1986 and 1987 revised 
several aspects of Alaska's civil law. In 1986 a $500,000 
ceiling on noneconomic damages in personal injury cases 
was established.34 In addition, the Alaska legislature in 
1987 did away with pure joint and several liability for joint 
tortfeasors (defendants).35 The result is that a plaintiff can 
no longer recover all damages from one tortfeasor; rather, 
each tortfeasor is now respcnsible for an amount of 
damages based upon his or her percentage of fault. The 
substantial rise in tort filings du ring 1985 and 1986 is likely 
to represent an effort by people to have their cases 
decided under the old law. The sharp declines during 
1987 and 1988 to levels roughly in line with pre-1985 filing 
rates support this reasoning. 

Arizona offers a clear example of the potential impact 
of change in filing incentives brought about by changes in 
the legal framework. In 1987, the Arizona legislature 
abolished joint and several liability with the statute taking 
effect on January 1, 1988.36 The impact was dramatic. 
"Of the 17,128 tort cases pending in Maricopa County as 
of December 30, 1987, 8,223 were filed in that very 
month, precisely to take advantage of the old doctrine. 
The court administrator's office reports that the average 
number of new tort filings per month in tJ1aricopa County 
is 615."37 This change undoubtedly underlies the 62 
percent increase in the tort filing rate per 100,000 popu­
lation between 1987 and 1988.38 

In 1986, the Michigan legislature established a case 
evaluation panel to screen most civil actions in order to 
identify and penalize frivolous law suits (especially tort 
actions).39 The panel became effective on October 1, 
1986. When the panel determines that an action is 
frivolous, the plaintiff proceeds to trial at the risk of serious 
penalties shoulo the judgment be against him or her. rhis 
statute seemingly accounts for the large increase in the 
number of tort filings in 1986 (the last year before the 
evaluation panel came into effect). 

On December 27, 1987, New Jersey statute law 
established mandatory arbitration for personal injury 
actions involving less than $20,000.40 Because arbitra­
tion is generally less expen~ive for the litigants, this 
change in the law provides a strong incentive for the 
plaintiffs with relatively small personal injury claims to 
bring suit where they otherwise would not. This statute is 
one factor responsible for the nearly 20 percent increase 

34 Section 09.17.101 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 
3S Chapter 16 of the Code of Civil Procedure was repealed in 1987. 
36 Section 12-2506 of the Arizona Revised Statutes. This change 
became effective January 1, 1988. 
:II Elliot Talenfeld, "Instructing the jury as to the effect of joint and 
several liability: time for the court to address the issue on the 
merits,· Arizona State Law Journal, 20:925, 1988. 
38 Although the new statute took effect January 1, 1988, its impact 
was felt on the 1988 filing rates because Arizona is on a July 1-June 
30 reporting period. 
39 Section 600.4963 of the Michigan Compiled Laws. 
4() Section 2A:23A-20 of the New Jersey Revised Statutes. 

in tort filings per 100,000 population the state recorded 
during 1988. 

Tort reform legislation in Utah during 1986 set a cap 
on the amount of noneconomic damages that a plaintiff 
could recover, modified the doctrine of joint and several 
liability, and required structured settlements for certain 
categories of awards. Tort filings in Utah doubled be­
tween 1985 and 1986 and then decreased by 48 percent 
between 1986 and 1987. Thereafter, the upheaval dissi­
pated, with tort filings remaining relatively constant be­
tween 1987 and 1988 (a slight increase of just under 5 
percent). The net effect was minor when considered in 
relation to population: there were 76 tort filings per 
100,000 population in the Utah District Court in 1985, 
spiked to 152 filings per 100,000 population in 1986, and 
dropped to 83 per 100,000 population in 1988. 

The sharp fluctuations noted forthe state of Washing­
ton appear to reflect the same pattern of a sharp rise in 
response to incentives to file in one year followed by an 
equally precipitous decline back to a rate near the original 
filing level. Tort filings doubled between 1985 and 1986 
and then fell by 59 percent in 1987. The 1988 statistics 
suggest the short-term nature of this jolt as the tort filing 
rate in 1988 is quite similar to the pre-1986 levels. 

Otherfluctuations may reflect changes overthe 1980s 
in the maximum dollar amount jurisdiction for cases filed 
in courts of limited jurisdiction and for small claims proce­
dures. In most states, those maximums have increased 
substantially. Limited jurisdiction courts and small claims 
procedu res are now viable alternatives to filing a tort case 
in the general jurisdiction courts of many states. This 
adds weight to the significance of the increases observed 
in tort filings, since case filings in general jurisdiction 
courts perhaps represent a declining share of total claims 
for tort damages. For example, on July 1, 1986 (the start 
of the court reporting year), the maximum dollar amount 
of a small claims filing in the Alaska District Court rose 
from $1,000 to $5,000. This change, in addition to the 
change in tort law discussed earlier, may account for the 
large decreases in the tort filing rate per 100,000 popula­
tion in both the Alaska Superior and Alaska District Courts 
during the 1986 to 1988 period. 

A second consistency in tort filing rates in the latter 
half of the 1980s speaks to the question of national 
patterns. There is some consistency among states in the 
timing of upward and downward fluctuations. Filing rates 
tended to increase in 1985 and again in 1986. Between 
1984 and 1985, 140f 20 states registered increases inthe 
rate at which tort cases were filed in their general jurisdic­
tion trial court. Between 1985 and 1986, 16 of 20 states 
registered an increase. This upward trend seems to be 
leveling off in that the changes between 1986 and 1987 
and betwee n 1987 and 1988 both showed an even mix of 
increases and decreases. 

This appearance of a leveling off in tort filings is 
further confirmed by examining the aggregate number of 
tort filings for the 20 states being examined, as shown in 
Chart 5 (Table 16, Part III, p. 175). For those states, there 
was an overall increase in tort filings of 24.7 percent 
during the past five years. Most of this growth occurred 
between 1984 and 1986 (23.8 percent). Although some 
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growth has continued between 1986 and 1988, it is slight 
(just under 1 percent). This consistency suggests factors 
operating at a national or perhaps regional level that 
affect the extent and direction of change to tort filing rates. 
Thus despite the link between extreme fluctuations in 
some states and specific legislative initiatives, there is 
nevertheless some evidence of a national direction in tort 
filings. This may reflect the pervasiveness of the wave of 
tort reform in the mid-1980s or other factors that affect 
incentives to litigate. 

A third consiste nt pattern is that the directio n of trends 
in filings is upward. Maine is the only state in Text Table 
9 in which tort filings decreased each year during the five­
year period. Despite the apparent slowing in tort growth 
overthe pasttwo years, enough states are still experienc­
ing increases in their general jurisdiction court filings 
during the 1984-88 period to support a general upward 
trend. Kansas, New Jersey, and Arizona experienced 
four successive increases, while 13 of the 20 states 
showed an overall increase in tort filings between 1984 
and 1988. 

Some of the increases over the full 1984-88 period 
are substantial indeed. Tort filings per 100,000 popula­
tion increased by 95 percent in Arizona, 23 percent in 
California, 31 percent in Michigan and New Jersey, and 
28 percent in Ohio. Most increases were more modest 
and the story that emerges from the case filing statistics 
will vary depending on which states are regarded as the 
most significant bellwethers of change. Some tentative 
trends can be discerned, however, based on the 1984-88 
tort filing data. Each trend is distinctive in terms of the 
consistency and direction of change in filing rates. 

First, tort filings in three states have grown consis­
tently over the 1984-88 period: Arizona, Kansas, and 
New Jersey. Second, there was an apparent upward 
trend in eight states, broken only in cine year. The 
following states show an increase in tort filings for all 
years except: (a) 1984-85-Maryland; (b) 1986-87-
Colorado and Washington; and (c) 1987-88-Galifornia, 
Hawaii, Ohio, Puerto Rico, and Texas. Third, filings in 
seven states do not manifest a clear direction, fluctuating 
from year to year. Those states showing substantial 
fluctuation over the five-year period are: Alaska, Idaho, 
and Utah. Those states that have exhibited rela!!veiy 
minor year-to-yearchange are: Florida, Montana, North 
Dakota, Michigan, and New York. 

Maine suggests a fourth trend that ma~' also be 
present instates not included in TextTable 9. MaIne isthe 
only state offering consistent evidence of a downward 
trend; the decrease, however, has been slight in most 
years. 

To summarize, the available state court data suggest 
that overall tort filings are currently increasing at much 
more modest rates than earlier in the decade. This trend 
is less apparent at the state level where a great deal of 
variability exists. Over the last five years, the courts 
examined include three states with a consistent upward 
trend and eight additional states with a predominant 
upward trend despite some yearly fluctuation. The filing 
rate has consistently decreased in only one state. There 

is no satisfactory basis for attributing a direction to the 
filing data for the eight remaining states. 

Torts are a type of court case likely to consume 
substantial court resources and are used as a key meas­
ure in the debate on whether the level of litigation in this 
country is riSing. This section has laid the groundwork by 
examining the growth of tort filings as a distinct casetype. 
The next subsection extends the analysis by examining 
the growth of tort filings relative to other categories of civil 
caseload. 

TORTS AND OTHER CIVIL LITIGATION, 1984-88. 
The trends just identified are short-term. The available 
information covers too brief a time span to draw firm 
conclusions about the extent and direction of fundamen­
tal change in tort filings. It would buttress the tentative 
conclusions considerably, however, if even in the short­
term, tort filings were increasing more rapidly than other 
types of civil cases. 

This is pursued by providing a broader context to 
gauge what is now happening in tort litigation. The first 
method considers torts as a percentage of total civil filings 
between 1984 and 1988. Since torts are a component of 
total civil filings, a change in this percentage indicates 
whether torts are becoming a larger component of state 
court caseloads. This index provides another way to 
judge the amount of change in tort litigation. 

The second method is to offer a more refined stan­
dard by which to judge the degree of change in tort 
litigation. This takes the form of a comparison of the five­
year trends in tort, contract, and real property rights 
cases. Examining trends in these select casetypes 
allows us to draw conclusions on whether torts are 
increasing more sharply and more consistently than other 
major forms of civil cases. 

Torts as a Percentage of Total Civil Filings. It is 
possible to calculate the percentage tort cases represent 
of total civil filings in 20 general jurisdiction state court 
systems. The number of tort cases filed annually in each 
court system is shown in Text Table 10; total civil filings 
are taken from Table 9 in the various annual caseload 
reports for the years under consideration. 

In 12 states the percentage was essentially un­
changed over the five-year period; in one state the 
percentage consistently increased; and in seven states 
there were mixed increases and decreases.41 

The only state to show a continual increase in the 
percentage of tort cases was Arizona. Torts represented 
10.7 percent of Arizona's 1984 civil filings and 19.1 
percent of 1988 filings. This increase reflects the effects 
of tort reform di~\cussed earlier. There were several 
states that showod pronounced increases in specific 
years or fN certain periods in the five-year span. Califor­
nia, Hawaii, and T(~xas all showed an increasing percent­
age of tort filings from 1984 to 1987 before a slight decline 

41 A more formal analysis would take into consideration that a 
change from 21 percent to 22 percent is not proportional to a change 
fro n: , say 3 percent to 4 percent. The standard procedure is a 
logarithmic transformation of the data. 
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TEXT TABLE 10: Tort Filings as a Percentage of Civil Filings 

Court 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
ALASKA Superior 7.8% 11.4% 14.2% 11.0% 6.4% 

ARIZONA Superior 10.7 11.1 11.6 12.1 19.1 
CALIFORNIA Superior 16.2 17.9 19.9 20.4 19.6 

COLORADO District 4.8 5.0 5.8 3.5 4.1 
FLORIDA Circuit 7.0 7.1 8.0 8.0 7.6 

HAWAII Circuit 6.2 6.4 6.7 6.9 6.4 
IDAHO District 2.9 3.3 3.5 3.1 2.5 

KANSAS District 3.4 3.2 3.2 3.1 3.2 
MAINE Superior 30.7 28.8 30.9 29.9 26.0 

MARYLAND Circuit 11.1 10.1 11.6 12.2 12.6 
MICHIGAN Circuit 15.5 15.3 18.9 17.4 17.2 
MONTANA District 6.2 6.8 6.5 6.7 6.3 

NEW JERSEY Superior 7.4 7.1 7.3 7.3 8.2 
NEW YORK Supreme and County 29.9 28.0 26.7 28.2 26.7 

NORTH DAKOTA District 4.0 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.2 
OHIO Court of Common Pleas 7.6 8.8 8.7 8.7 8.3 

PUERTO RICO Superior 6.3 7.0 6.7 7.4 6.7 
TEXAS District 7.7 8.3 9.1 9.2 8.0 

UTAH District 4.8 4.1 7.6 4.5 4.7 
WASHINGTON Superior 8.0 8.0 14.4 6.2 6.5 

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

in 1988. After a small decline in 1985, the percentage of 
tort filings in Maryland has increased from 10.1 percent to 
12.6 percent in 1988. Given the legislative initiatives 
previously discussed, it is predictable that Utah and 
Washington show large increases in 1986 in the share tort 
cases represent of total civil filings. Again, the change in 
tort filings relative to total civil filings underscores the 
importance of tort reform for the composition of total civil 
caseloads. 

A pattern of continuously smaller percentages is not 
found. However, all courts except Arizona had at least 
one yearwhere torts as a percentage of total civil caseload 
declined. 

Torts as a percentage of total civil filings offers an 
indicator of change that is not linked to state population. 
The size of the populati0n is growing in most states, and 
if the absolute number of filings remains constant from 
one year to the next the result is a decreased filing rate. 
The use of population adjusted filing data therefore im­
poses a more difficult standard for upward trends than for 
downward trends. Also, population change for individual 
states is often influenced by net migration, which can 
cause rapid change to the population size of states in 
some regions.42 

In general, the use of percentages in this section 
tends to support the conclusions drawn using tort filing 
trends and rates per 100,000 population of the last 
section. Overall, in 11 of the 20 states torts were increas­
ing more rapidly than other civil filings between 1984-88. 

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

There was, however, a sharp upward swing in tort filings 
between 1985 and 1986: torts increased as a percent of 
total civil filings in 15 of 20 courts reporting comparable 
data. Although that degree of increase did not recur for 
most states in either 1986-87 or 1987-88, there is more 
evidence in support of rising tort filings than in support of 
declining tort filings. 

Trends In Tort, Contract, and Real Property Rights 
Filings, 1984-88. Torts are a small component of civil 
filings in most general jurisdiction trial courts. The range 
in 1988 was from 3 percent (in Kansas) to 26 percent (in 
Maine), with the majority being less than 10 percent. 
Therefore, when comparing torts as a percentage of total 
civil filings, large increases in tort filings may be partially 
concealed because torts are so small a percentage of all 
civil cases. This section attempts to alleviate this concern 
by narrowing the field of inquiry to an examination of the 
relationship between tort, contract, and real property 
rights cases. 

Contract case is a major classification category for 
civil cases that includes disputes over a promissory 
agreement between two or more parties. Real property 
rights cases arise out of contention on the ownership, 
use, or dispOSition of land or real estate (State Court 
Model Statistical Dictionary>. Examining trends in these 
two major forms of civil litigation in relation to tort cases 
provides a further means of assessing the change in tort 
litigation. Specifically, are these two casetypes changing 
more consistently and substantially than tort filings? This 
is the case in the federal courts, where contract cases are 
increasing more rapidly than tort filings.43 

43 Marc Galanter, "The Life and Times of the Big Six; or, the Federal 
Courts Since the Good Old Days," Wisconsin L::Iw Review, 1988, 
No.6, pp. 921-954. 
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TEXT TABLE 11: Tort, Contract, and Real Property Rig hts Filings Per 100,000 Total Population 

Tort Filings per 100,000 Total Population 

Tort Tort 
Filings Filings 

per per 
100,000 100,000 

Court 1984 1985 

ARIZONA Superior 300 337 
COLORADO District 132 140 

FLORIDA Circuit 244 263 
HAWAII Circuit 155 159 

KANSAS District 165 166 
MARYLAND Circuit 249 230 
MONTANA District 199 226 

NEW JERSEY Superior 555 557 
NORTH DAKOTA District 80 75 
PUERTO RICO Superior 121 134 

TEXAS District 214 230 
UTAH District 87 76 

WASHINGTON Superior 207 221 

HAWAII District 67 62 
OHIO County 5 4 

OHIO Municipal 126 121 

Contract Filings per 100,000 Total Population 

Contract Contract 
Filings Filings 

per per 
100,000 100,000 

Court 1984 1985 

ARIZONA Superior 661 690 
COLORADO District 480 469 

FLORIDA Circuit 352 413 
HAWAII Circuit 205 174 

KANSAS District 1722 1890 
MARYLAND Circuit 126 119 
MONTANA District 542 582 

NEW JERSEY Superior 2413 2635 
NORTH DAKOTA District 592 571 
PUERTO RICO Superior 133 135 

TEXAS District 320 352 
UTAH District 122 104 

WASHINGTON Superior 319 340 

HAWAII District 1148 1213 
OHIO County 53 47 

OHIO Municipal 1389 1406 

Complete and comparable data on tort, contract, and 
real property rights filings are available for 13 of the 20 
general jurisdiction courts discussed in the last section. 
Annual filing rates per 100,000 population for the three 
types of civil cases and the overall percentage changes 
in filing rates between 1984 and 1988 are summarized in 
Text Table 11. The courts are categorized by the five­
year percentage change. 

The consistencies identified for tort filing rates also 
apply to contract and real property cases over the 1984-
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General Jurisdiction Courts 

Tort Tort Tort 
Filings Filings Filings Overall 

per per per Percent 
100,000 100,000 100,000 Change 

1986 1987 1988 84-88" 

358 362 587 95.5% 
188 111 137 3.3 
291 280 278 13.9 
165 165 158 1.9 
174 177 184 11.3 
277 285 006 23.1 
224 222 191 -3.8 
598 608 728 31.1 
83 82 83 3.2 

140 147 124 1.9 
229 243 217 1.5 
152 79 83 -4.1 
437 176 188 -9.0 

Limited Jurisdiction Courts 

69 87 71 6.5 
4 4 4 -21.8 

130 144 142 12.8 

General Jurlsdlctlon Courts 

Contract Contract Contract 
Filings Filings Filings Overall 

per per per Percent 
100,000 100,000 100,000 Change 

1986 1987 1988 84·8S· 

777 758 740 12.0% 
561 576 525 9.2 
475 475 485 37.7 
170 156 164 -20.2 

2103 2126 2142 24.4 
141 161 170 34.4 
622 523 393 -27.4 

2693 2667 2741 13.6 
579 535 548 -7.5 
151 151 159 20.0 
333 339 279 -12.9 

18 5 9 -92.9 
349 316 301 -5.9 

Limited Jurisdiction Courts 

1235 1331 1328 15.7 
48 45 47 -12.3 

1477 1579 1610 16.0 

Continued on next page 

88 period. During the five-year period, the change in all 
three casetypes was upward in most states. Aggregating 
the data from all 13 courts shows that between 1984 and 
1988 tort filings increased by 26.4 percent while contract 
filings increased 16.9 percent and real property rights 
filings rose by 35.1 percent. 

This overall upward trend characterizes the experi­
ence of the individual states. Between 1984 and 1988,7 
of the 13 states reported increases in contract filings, 8 
states reported increases in real property rights filings, 



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

Real Property Filings per 100,000 Total Population 

General Jurisdiction Courts 

Real Real Real Real Real 
Prorrerty Prorrerty Profrerty Prorrerty Prorrerty 
FII ngs FII ngs FII ngs FII ngs FII "Ils Overall 

per per per per p~r Percent 
100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,090 Chane,e 

Court 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 84-8 * 

ARIZONA Superior 8 13 16 18 16 106.5% 
COLORADO District 395 502 713 844 982 148.3 

FLORIDA Circuit 277 338 407 407 437 57.4 
HAWAII Circuit 24 24 21 18 20 -17.9 

KANSAS District 456 499 587 627 616 35.1 
MARYLAND Circuit 7 6 6 5 4 -40.5 
MONTANA District 66 81 86 96 78 17.9 

NEW JERSEY Sl)perior 1622 1685 1711 1732 1869 15.2 
NORTH DAKOTA District 155 189 218 245 211 36.3 
PUERTO RICO Sl)perior 299 289 318 272 240 -19.6 

TEXAS District 3 3 3 3 3 -16.1 
UTAH District 66 54 61 58 59 -9.9 

WASHINGTON Superior 236 276 273 302 325 37.9 

Umlted Jurisdiction Courts 

HAWAII District 130 146 153 143 170 30.6 
OHIO COl)nty 31 35 32 31 37 22.3 

OHIO Municipal 546 573 602 636 705 29.2 

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

while 10 states reported increases in tort filings. The 
highest rate of increase in tort filings over the past five 
years was in Arizona-growing by over 95 percent. This 
was substantially more than the growth in contract filings 
(12.0 percent), but less than tne 106.5 percent growth in 
real property rights filings (although the absolute number 
of real property rights filings is substantially less than 
either tort or contract filings). At the other extreme, tort 
filings in Utah declined by 4 percent between 1984 and 
1988, but torts still increased relative to contract and real 
property rights filings in that these two declined even 
further, 92.9 percent and 9.9 percent, respectively. In ali, 
tort filings rose relative to contract and real property filings 
in four stateS-Hawaii, New Jersey, Texas, and Utah. 
Contract filings rose relative to tort and real property 
filings in two courts (Maryland and Puerto Rico) and the 
remaining seven courts showed real property rlgiltS fil­
ings increasing more rapidly than either tort or contract 
filings. 

The change in tort filings relative to contract and real 
property rights varies considerably when state-by-state 
and year-to-year changes are examined. Aggregating 
the data from the 13 courts shows that both contract and 
real property filings increased relative to tort filings be­
tween 1984 and 1985. Only in Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and 
Utah did torts increase more rapidly than contract and real 
property rights case filings. The years 1985 and 1986 
were marked by substantial increases in filing rates in all 
three categories of civil filings, but particularly in torts. 
Aggregating the 13 states, tort filings increased by 15.8 

percent during the 1985-86 period, substantially faster 
than either contract (5.7 percent) or real property filings 
(9.0 percent). This appears to reflect the prevalence of 
tort reform during 1986. In fact, torts rose relative to both 
contract and real property rights filings in 6 of the 13 
courts. 

Following the rather large increases in civil caseload 
filings in 1985-86, the 1986-87 period showed substan­
tially slower growth. In aggregate, tort filings declined by 
4.3 percent between 1986 and 1987. In comparison, 
contract filings rose by 2.3 percent and real property 
rights filings increased by 4.3 percent. 

During 1987 and 1988, both aggregate tort and real 
property right filings recorded large increases, 8.3 per­
cent and 9.1 percent, respectively. Aggregate contract 
filings also Increased slightly (0.1 percent) for the fifth 
straight year, although it should be noted, increases in 
contract filings became progressively smaller over the 
five years. Tort filings rose relative to contract and real 
property rights filings in six states. Overall, on a yearly 
basis, tort filings show the most pronounced variation. It 
seems reasonable to attribute this to specific tort reform 
legislation. 

There is little consistency over the 1984-88 period in 
the relative growth in tort, contract, and real property 
rights filings within specific states. Only Florida shows a 
continual increase in one of the three civil casetypes 
relative to the others across the five years being studied, 
with real property rights filings increasing relative to both 
tort and contract filings. Real property rights cases in four 
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additional states (Arizona, Colorado, North Dakota, and 
Washington) grew relative to both tort and contract filings 
for three of the four pairs of adjacent years. In only two 
states (Hawaii and New Jersey) did tort filings rise relative 
to contract and real property rights filings a majority of the 
time. Maryland, Puerto Rico, Texas, and Utah experi­
enced a relative increase in torts across two of the four 
pairs of adjacent years. There is no identifiable pattern to 
the changes in Kansas, Montana, Texas, and Utah. 

Overall, the evidence presented here indicates that 
tort filings are not increasing at rates that greatly exceed 
other major categories of civil filings. In fact, only in the 
1985-86 period did the aggregate growth in torts exceed 
both contract and real property rights filings. Within the 
states, the results show more variation, but no state 
recorded a continual, yearly relative rise in tort filings 
during the 1984-88 period. There are sufficient differ­
ences between tort, contract, and real property rights 
case filing patterns to suggest that the factors promoting 
increased or decreased levels of tort litigation in states 
are not having a similar effect on contract and real 
property rights litigatiol1. 

CASE FILING TRENDS, 1984-88: A SUMMARY. 
This section reveals 50me dynamics underlying the 1988 
trial court case load statistics. Change rather than conti­
nuity characterizes filing levels for felony and civil case 
filings. Specifically, civil filing rates in general jurisdiction 
courts ~end to fluctuate from year to year. The direction 
is toward higher rather than lower case filings, but few 
courts consistently demonstrate annual increases even 
over the limited time period considered here. 

The addition of 1988 data to the tort filing time series 
is far from conclusive in establishing clear trends. Be­
tween 1985 and 1986 tort filing rates increased in most 
states reporting data, often substantially. This was largely 
reversed between 1986 and 1987 with tort filings leveling 
off, often near pre-1986 levels in 1988. An underlying 
tendency toward higher filing rates can be identified. but 
the assessment of its strength depends on the impor­
tance given to different states and to different ways of 
presenting the trends. A conclusive assessment awaits 
the accumulation of more time points in the trend series. 

The trend analysis also suggests that tort filings are 
changing overtime in a mannerthat differs from other civil 
case categories. It is possible that much of the variation 
in tort filing rates is attributable to specific legislative 
changes enacted by states during the second wave of 
major tort reform (the previous wa.ve was in the late 
1970s). 

This implies that the identification of national patterns 
in civil filings is tentative. The consistencies must be 
balanced against the substantial variation that is present 
among the states and, for most states, over the 1984-88 
period. 

By contrast, felony case filings are clearly experienc­
ing an upward trend. The result is a growth in the portion 
of criminal case loads that carries the most substantial 
implications for court staffing and resources. Most courts 
were processing far more felony cases in 1988 than at the 
start of the decade. 

Appellate Court Case/Dad Trends, 
1984-88 
Recent trends in appellate court case loads can 

address two main questions. First, are changes in the 
filing and disposition rates of individual states and courts 
consistent from year to year? A five-year timeframe 
indicates whether growth or decline recorded in 1988 is 
attributable to long-term patterns or short-term factors. 
The initial step is to measure the magnitude and consis­
tency of changes over the five years. The second step is 
to compare the experiences of courts of last resort with 
intermediate appellate courts. The final step is to deter­
mine if caseloads in states that have adopted the now 
standard two-level appellate system are changing in 
ways that differ from states with one-level systems. 

Second, is there sufficient consistency among courts 
and states to draw conclusions about changes in appel­
late caseload volume on a national level. Here, the 
overall growth in appeals is of crucial importance. Appel­
late case loads soared over recent decades, doubling 
from the mid-1960s to the mid-1970s and then doubling 
again in the period up to 1984. The 4.2 percent growth in 
filings recorded by appellate courts in 1988 suggests a 
more modest rate of growth.44 Is this characteristic of the 
mid-1980s? 

SOURCES OF DATA. Filing and disposition statis­
tics are drawn from information reported in the State 
Court Case/oad Statistics: Annual Report series, 1984 to 
1988. Most state appellate courts are included, although 
the states included in the trend analysis were limited to 
those that provided relevant data throughoutthe five-year 
span. Still, differences exist among states in what is 
included in certain case categories and care should be 
taken when making comparisons among states. Trends 
describe changes in: (1) mandatory filings and disposi­
tions, and (2) discretionary filings, discretionary petitions 
granted, and dispositions of discretionary appellate cases. 

TYPES OF ANALYSIS. During the 1984-88 period, 
mandatory appeals comprised 68.6 percent of all cases, 
the remaining 31.4 percent were discretionary petitions. 
Overall, mandatory appeals increased by 10.3 percent 
over the five years. Discretionary petitions increased by 
13.1 percent. 

Breaking these figures into separate growth rates for 
the two levels of appellate courts shows that the total 
number of mandatory appeals grew in the COLRs by 16.7 
percent and by 9.1 percent in the lACs (see Chart 6). 
During this same time span, the number of discretionary 
appeals increased by 2.7 percent in the COLRs and by 
30.6 percent in the lACs. The overall growth rates forthe 
combined appellate courts therefore conceals important 
differences between COLRs and the lACs. The trend 

"" Earlier examinations of appellate case load growth include: Victor 
E. Flango and Nora F. Blair, ·Creating an Intermediate Appellate 
Court: Does It Reduce the Caseload of a State's Highest Court?: 
Judicature, 64, August, 1980 and The Growth of Appeals, U.S. 
Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics Bulletin, 
February, 1985. 
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CHART 6: Mandatory and Discretionary 
Appellate Court Filings, 
1984-88 Trends 
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analysis therefore treats COLR and the lAC case loads 
separately. 

The main source tables for the trend analysis are 
located in Part III. Table 13 (p. 154) lists the number of 
mandatory appeals filed and disposed annually between 
1984 and 1988, while Table 14 (p. 164) provides similar 
information for discretionary petitions. Text tables draw 
from those sources to present filing levels and clearance 
rates, as well as supplementary information, such as the 
percentage of discretionary petitions granted by the courts. 
Change in filing rates is measl1:-ed for adjacent years and 
for the five-year period as a whole. Clearance rates are 
calculated by dividing the number of cases disposed of by 
the court during the year by the number filed in that same 
year. A rate of 1 00 percentorgreatermeansthatthe court 
reduced the size of its pending case load during the year. 
A rate of less than 100 percent means that the court did 
not keep up with the volume of new cases being filed, and 
thus ended the year with a larger pending case load than 
it had at the start. 

MANDATORY FILINGS IN APPELLATE COURTS, 
1984-88. A mandatory case refers to an "appeal of right" 
which the appellate court must hear and decide on the 
merits. The trend analysis includes information from 39 
COLRs in 38 states and the District of Columbia and from 
33 lACs in 31 states. The number of filings and the 
percentage change by year and for the five-year period 
for both COLRs and lACs are shown in Text Table 12. 

Two broad trends in mandatory filings emerge. First, 
mandatory filing levels are not stable; most states show 
broad fluctuations. Second, despite the increases re­
corded in previous decades, courts are almost as likely to 

be experiencing a downward trend in mandatory filings as 
upward. 

The first trend answers the question of patterns of 
change in appellate filings. Filing rates in most states 
fluctuate widely from year to year. Over the five-year 
period, the growth in mandatory filings in the COLRs 
ranges widely, from a decline of 55 percent in Pennsylva­
nia, to an increase of 138 percent in the Illinois Supreme 
Court. If one examines the percentages, or even merely 
the direction, of the yearly percentage change columns 
for COLRs, it is apparent that roughly one-half of these 
courts experience a decline in filings between any two 
given years. Only the Washington and Utah45 courts of 
last resort show a sustained decline in mandatory filings 
over the five-year period. In the other direction, five 
COLRs-in Hawaii, Illinois, Kansas, South Dakota, and 
Texas-had a continuous rise in mandatory filings over 
the last five years. 

Nearly all of the lACs experienced one or more years 
in which filing rates declined. But in comparison to the 
abrupt changes COLRs recorded, lAC filing rates tend to 
be relatively constant over the five-year period. Still, the 
variation among lACs is considerable, extending from a 
decline of nearly 27 percent in Connecticut to an increase 
of 73 percent in Oklahoma. No I~C manifested a contin­
ual decline in mandatory filings over the five-year span. 
lACs in Alabama, Arizona, Colorado, Florida, Idaho, 
Ohio, and Pennsylvania experienced yearly increases in 
mandatory filings between 1984-88. A particularly telling 
example of the variability in lAC mandatory filings is found 
in the data from Oklahoma. This court showed the largest 
overall increase in mandatory filings despite declines 
recorded in two of the five years examined. 

The structure of the appellate system seems to make 
little difference. Changes in filing rates for COLRs without 
an lAC or with multiple lACs are evenly distributed with 
those appellate courts having one COLR and one lAC. 

States with large increases in mandatory COLR 
filings over the five years experienced a much smaller 
increase, or a decline, in lAC mandatory filings (i.e., 
California, Illinois, Kansas, New Mexico, Ohio, and South 
Carolina). Likewise, lACs recording large increases in 
mandatory filing rates tended to be in states in which the 
mandatory filing rates of the COLR decreased or in­
creased slightly (i.e., Arizona, Colorado, Florida, Idaho, 
and Oklahoma). Filings at both court levels recorded a 
considerable increase only in one state-Hawaii. 

The second trend suggests a major national shift in 
mandatory appellate court filing trends. For the past few 
decades, appellate case loads were rising at a brisk pace 
indeed, doubling in each decade. One striking measure 
of the rapidity with which new cases were reaching 
appellate courts was the finding that mandatory appeals 
of final judgments rose between 1973 and 1982, ten times 
faster than the national population and three times faster 
than new appellate judgeships.46 

4& Much of the decline in mandatory filings in the Utah COLR is 
attributable to an lAC being established in 1987. 
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TEXT TABLE 12: Trelilds In Total Mandatory Cases Flied, Percentage Change by Year** 
and Over Five-Year Period 

(Sorted by Five-Year Percentage Change) 

Courts of Last Resort 

Type of Mandatory Percent Percent Percent Percent Mandatory Percent 
Appellate Filings Change Change Change Change Filings Change 

Court Jurisdiction 1984 84-85 85-86 86-61 87-88 1988 Overall 

Texas Supreme Court 4 0 3 
Pennsylvania Supreme Court 4 268 -47.0% -35.2% -13.0% 51.3% 121 -54.9% 

Washington Supreme Court 1 228 -14.9 -16.5 -16.7 -13.3 117 -48.7 
North Carolina Supreme Court 1 230 -3.5 12.2 -26.9 -19.2 147 -36.1 

Massachusetts Supreme JUdicial Court 1 141 -8.5 -33.3 -16.3 33.3 96 -31.9 
Utah Supreme Court 1 640 -1.9 -0.8 -23.9 -6.5 443 -30.8 

Colorado Supreme Court 1 256 -21.9 2.5 4.4 -7.9 197 -23.0 
Michigan Supreme Court 1 5 4 -20.0 
Arkansas Suprem<t Court 1 479 -8.4 -6,4 11.7 -12.9 400 -16.5 

Louisiana Supreme Court* 1 147 -46.3 41.8 20.5 -8.9 124 -16.3 
Florida Supreme Court 1 587 1.7 5.4 -7.6 -12.2 510 -13.1 

District of Columbia Court of Appeals* 2 1810 -2.2 -12.1 -3.6 8.3 1624 -10.3 
Oregon Supreme Court 1 205 -12.2 -19.4 21.4 9.1 192 -6.3 
Georgia Supreme Court 1 663 4.4 -11.0 3.9 -0.2 639 -3.6 

New Jersey Supreme Court 1 368 -38.3 4.0 47.9 2.3 357 -3.0 
North Dakota Supreme Court 2 370 -8.6 11.5 1.3 -3.9 367 -0.8 

Vermont Supreme Court* 2 623 -7.7 -4.3 -2.2 15.2 620 -0.5 
Rhode Island Supreme Court 2 409 -1.5 -3.5 -17.0 26.9 410 0.2 

Oklahoma Supreme Court 4 789 43.0 -30.1 40.2 -26.8 809 2.5 
Arizona Supreme Court 1 105 -22.9 45.7 -1.7 -3.4 112 6.7 

Wyom!'1g Supreme Court 2 331 -7.6 11.8 -6.4 11.6 357 7.9 
Idaho Supreme Court 1 349 -0.3 -17.2 0.3 32.2 382 9.5 

Mississippi Supreme Court 2 838 -2.7 23.9 -11.8 3.1 919 9.7 
Maryland Court of Appeals 1 220 -0.9 9.2 -2.1 3.9 242 10.0 
Nebraska Supreme Court 2 1002 -0.5 1.7 17.9 -7.8 1103 10.1 
Alabama Supreme Court 4 745 7.1 3.6 20.7 -16.9 829 11.3 

Alaska Supreme Court 1 320 4.4 -4.8 15.7 -1.4 363 13.4 
Kentucky Supreme Court 1 221 27.6 -11.0 4.0 -1.1 258 16.7 

Nevada Supreme Court 2 799 -2.8 9.8 0.4 15.8 991 24.0 
South Dakota Supreme Court 2 344 4.1 1.4 16.3 1.4 428 24.4 

South Carolina Supreme Court 1 479 -5.8 15.1 -1.5 22.1 624 30.3 
Delaware Supreme Court 2 331 22.7 2.7 -4.8 19.1 473 42.9 
California Supreme Court 1 222 27.9 -16.9 33.5 1.3 319 43.7 

Ohio Supreme Court 1 338 30.8 11.1 -14.1 18.5 500 47.9 
Hawaii Supreme Court 1 471 5.S 21.8 2.0 16.1 715 51.8 

New Mexico Supreme Court 1 635 2.7 14.1 44.9 -0.2 1076 69.4 
Texas Court of Criminal Appeals 4 1959 2.0 11.2 10.3 46.0 3578 82.6 

Kansas Supreme Court 1 169 4.7 6.8 13.2 62.1 347 105.3 
Illinois Supreme Court 1 371 32.9 14.2 0.9 55.3 882 137.7 

'The composition of cases included in the court's total mandatory filings varied during the five-year period. However, it was determined 
that the variation had only a slight impact on the reported trends. See the footnotes in Table 13 (Part III) for information on the 
changes that affected comparability. Courts were excluded when there was a change in case composition that significantly 
influenced the five-year trends. 

"Percentage change by year only shown for courts where mandatory filings exceed 10. 

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: l=COLR with one lAC; 2=COLR without an lAC; 4=Mixed-COLR with mUltiple 
lACs or one of two COLRs 

Such an expansion did not carry beyond the early 
19805. Overall, COLRs and the lACs experienced growth 
in mandatory filings since 1984, but rates of change 
varied substantially from state to state. Sixteen of 39 
COLRs actually experienced a decline in their mandatory 

46 The Growth of Appeals, U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of 
Justice Statistics Bulletin, February, 1985. 
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case load between 1984 and 1988. Roughly one-quarter 
of the lACs experienced falling case loads over the five­
year span. Further, the 16.7 percent overall increase in 
COLR filings was primarily driven by large increases in 
one court-thfJ Texas Court of Criminal Appeals. The 
influence of ~his one court is exceptional when one 
considers that lhe 3,578 filings in that court during 1988 
represent 16,.f; percent of the total mandatory appeals 
filed in COLRs. The five-year increase in COLR manda­
tory filings is rt1duced from 16.7 percent to 8.9 percent if 



TEXT TABLE 12: Trends In Total Mandatory Cases Flied, Percentage Change by Year and Over Five-Year Period, r:ontinued 

Intermediate Appellate Courts 

Type of Mandatory Percent Percent Percent Percent Mandatory Percent 
Appellate Filings Change Change Change Change Filings Change 

Court Jurisdiction 1984 84-85 85·86 86·87 87-88 1988 Overall 

Connecticut Appellate Court· 3 1362 ·31.4% 2.0% -0.8% 5.3% 995 ·26.9% 
South Carolina Court of Appeals 3 404 -3.2 -10.2 25.4 -30.2 307 -24.0 

Pennsylvania Commonwealth Court·· 5 3920 -11.6 7.9 -18.9 4.4 3164 -19.3 
Alaska Court of Appeals 3 467 -4.5 13.2 -7.1 -7.2 435 -6.9 

Wisconsin Court of Appeals 3 2239 5.3 -12.9 6.4 -1.7 2147 -4.1 
Oregon Court of Appeals 3 3828 4.0 4.1 3.8 -13.1 3739 -2.3 

Kentucky Court of Appeals 3 2725 15.8 -12.3 -2.8 -1.0 2665 -2.2 
Maryland Court of Special Appeals 3 1777 -7.6 0.1 4.3 2.3 1754 -1.3 

Alabama Court of Civil Appeals 5 532 3.0 -3.3 10.2 -9.4 529 -0.6 
Massachusetts Appeals Court 3 1375 -5.4 3.9 6.1 -2.8 1394 1.4 

Louisiana Courts of Appeal· 3 3870 -7.5 3.3 4.1 3.1 3967 2.5 
North Carolina Court of Appeals 3 1314 4.6 0.4 -8.4 6.8 1351 2.8 

New Jersey Appellate Div. Superior 3 6224 -3.0 1.1 2.8 2.9 6458 3.8 
Arkansas Court of Appeals 3 855 -1.1 12.4 -0.2 -5.3 899 5.1 

Indiana Court of Appeals 3 1150 -9.8 3.5 7.1 6.4 1222 6.3 
Ohio Court of Appeals 3 9383 1.5 1.7 3.1 0.2 10005 6.6 

California Courts of Appeal 3 10118 1.3 -2.1 -0.5 9.7 10954 8.3 
Washington Court of Appeals 3 2866 14.1 8.1 -8.4 -2.5 3157 10.2 
Pennsylvania Superior Court 5 5793 1.5 1.9 2.5 4.9 6439 11.2 

Georgia Court of Appeals 3 2070 -6.0 37.0 -22.3 11.3 2306 11.4 
Texas Courts of Appeals 5 7386 7.7 -1.5 0.3 5.0 8250 11.7 
Kansas Court of Appeals 3 1041 4.4 4.0 -0.4 4.3 1176 13.0 

New Mexico Court of Appeals 3 572 15.7 1.4 -10.0 7.3 648 13.3 
Illinois Appellate Court 3 7134 6.7 -O.!:! 5.4 2.1 8119 13.8 

Missouri Court of Appeals 3 2852 11.0 -D.6 -2.9 8.5 3315 16.2 
Hawaii Intermediate Court of Appeals 3 101 30.7 0.0 1.5 -10.4 120 18.8 

Florida District Courts of Appeal 3 11770 4.2 10.1 2.7 2.4 14195 20.6 
Colorado Court of Appeals 3 1580 2.9 14.5 3.7 0.8 1946 23.2 

Alabama Court of Criminal Appeals 5 1400 8.6 1.1 10.3 5.3 1784 27.4 
Iowa Court of Appeals 3 5S9 28.3 -24.4 12.0 17.8 728 27.9 

Arizona Court of Appeals 3 ~753 3.3 17.9 3.0 13.1 3902 41.7 
Idaho Court of Appeals 3 146 2.1 16.8 4.0 25.4 227 55.5 

Oklahoma Court of Appeals 5 788 -19.4 52.9 -4.1 46.3 1362 72.8 

'The composition of cases included in the court's total mandatory filings varied during the five-year period. However, it was determined 
that the variation had only a slight impact on the reported trends. See the footnotes in Table 13 (Part III) for information on the 
changes that affected comparability. COUi1s were excluded when there was a change in case composition that significantly 
influenced the five-year trends. 

"Figures fur mandatory filings in 1984 and 1985 do not match those shown in Table 13 (Part III). Cases transferred from the Superior 
Gourt and Court of Common Pleas have been removed so as to be comparable to 1986-88 data. 

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 3=IAC; 5=Mixed-IAC with multiple COLRs or one of two lACs 

Source' Table 13, Part III 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

the Texas Court of Criminal Appeals is excluded from the 
total. 

Comparing the rate of growth in mandatory filings to 
population and appellate judgeship changa indicates that 
case loads are still expanding, but not at an explosive 
pace. Text Table 13 provides the overall change in 
population and appellate judgeships for the states in­
cluded in the trend analYSis. One interpretation is that an 
increase in mandatory filings equivalent to the rise in 
population or appellate judgeships does not indicate a 
growing propensity to litigate or that increasing strain is 
being placed on the appellate system. 

Population in the states being considered increased 
by 4.7 percent, intermediate app\~lIate court judgeships 
increased by 6.5 percl9nt, and there was no change to 

supreme court judgeships over the five years. The 
primary implication is that the number of mandatory 
appeals per appellate court judgeship continues to in­
crease, and thus cause c.oncern, but at slower rates than 
earlier in the decade. Of course, appellate courts are still 
striving to contend with the massive inflow of appeals 
experienced in the 1970s and early 1980s that vastly 
expanded the number of appeals before state courts. 

DISPOSITIONS OF MANDATORY FILINGS, 1984-
88. Beyond charting the growth in mandatory filings, a 
principal concern is the response of the courts to the 
challenge of rising case loads. The analysis therefore 
turns to changes in clearance rates. 

Are the courts keeping up with case load demands? 
The answer depends on the productivity of the couris as 
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TEXT TABLE 13: Changes In State Population, 
Mandatory Filings, and 
Appellate Judgeships, 1984-88 

Factor Increase 

Population 4.7% 

COLR Judgeships 0.0% 

lAS Judgeships 6.5% 

COLR Mandatory Filings 16.7% 

lAC Mandatory Filings 9.1% 

shown in the overall number of case dispositions, the 
number of cases disposed of relative to the number filed, 
and the number of cases disposed of per judge. To 
undertake this analysis, the courts included have been 
further restricted to those reporting statistics on both 
mandatory filings and dispositions over the five years. 
Twenty-four COLRs and 27 lACs are included. The 
change in case dispOSitions in those courts is shown in 
Table 13, Part III (pp. 154-62). 

On averarS-l the number of COLR case dispositions 
rose 26.5 percent over the five-year period. But, there 
was considerable variability with roughly one-third of the 
COLRs recording a decline in the number of case dispo­
sitions. The downward trend in many COLRs is not 
unexpected, since nearly one-half of COLRs experi­
enced declining rates of mandatory filings during the 
same period. Comparing filing and disposition numbers 
indicates that the decline in dispositions registered in the 
COLRs of New Jersey, North Carolina, and Washington 
paralleled declining mandatory filings. Similarly, large 
increases in mandatory filings in the COLRs in Hawaii, 
Illinois, Kansas, Ohio, and Texas accompanied large 
incr€J:ases in dispositions over the five-year span. 

/Dispositions in lACs increased by 7.9 percent. The 
variability in dispositions was less pronounced in lACs 
than in COLRs, ranging from a decline of 16.8 percent in 
Kentucky to an increase of 80.6 percent in Connecticut. 
As with COLRs, declining numbers of dispositions mirror 
declining rates of mandatory filings (Le., Alasl<a, Ken­
tucky, Maryland, and South Carolina), while increasing 
rates of dispositions were associated with rising rates of 
mandatory filings (Le., Arizona, Colorado, Iowa, and 
Oklahoma). The one anomaly appears to be Connecti­
cut, where filings of mandatory filings decreased by 26.9 
percent and the largest increase in dispOSitions (80.6 
percent) was recorded. 

The relationship between mandatory filings and dis­
positions in the appel/ate court system is most directly 
expressed by computing a clearance rate. Text Table 14 
provides illformation on mandatory QPpea~s that were 
decided as a percentage of those filed for each of the last 
five years for both COLAs and lACs. The resulting clear­
ance rates show considerable variation. Explanations for 
this variance may, include such factors as large increases 
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in filings due to transfers of jurisdiction to decide appeals, 
special efforts to clear backlog through the use of tempo­
rary judges, or the introduction of new procedures to 
expedite cases. Clearance rates are unrelated to state 
size, region of the country, or appellate court struc~ure. 

To summarize, appellate courts are keeping up with 
mandatory case load demands. The overall five-year rate 
of change for the 24 COLRs reporting statistics on both 
filings and dispositions shows that filings increased by 
20.3 percent while dispositions increased by 26.5 per­
cent. Filings in lACs rose by 11.2 percent and disposi­
tions increased by 7.9 percent over the same five years 
in question. These percentages would seem to indicate 
that courts are unwilling to respond to increasing caseloads 
by increasing delay and backlog. Rather, the upward 
trend in filings is being met by increasing the output of 
dispositions. In the period 1984 to 198f1, the overall 
number of dispOSitions of mandatory cases per judge in 
the COLRs grew from 68.4 to 87.1. Overt he same period, 
the average numberof dispositions per judge in the lACs 
rose from 172.6 to 176.1. 

TRENDS IN DISCRETIONARY FILINGS AND DIS­
POSITIONS, 1984-88. Trends in filings and dispositions 
of discretionary petitions are the next topic. Once again, 
the central questions are: (1) What are the patterns of 
change exhibited by individual states and courts?, and (2) 
Does sufficient consistency exist among states and courts 
to draw conclusions on a national level? The relevant 
data can be found in Table 14, Part III (pp. 164-70). 

On average, the discretionary component of the 
appellate court system case load constitutes just over 30 
percent of the total caseload. This figure is misleading as 
an indicator of the allocation of the appellate workload. 
The vast majority of lAC filings are mandatory cases 
(approximately 84 percent). By contrast, less than 35 
percent of all filings in COLRs are mandatory appeals. 
During the period 1984-88, roughly 66 percent of all 
discretionary petitions were filed in COLRs. 

The courts included in this section of the analysis are 
restricted to those providing information on discretionary 
appeals filed over the full five years. Statistics on discre­
tion~ry appeals are available from 36 GOLRs in 34 states 
and the District of Columbia. Data are also available from 
12 lACs in 12 states. Text Table 15 displays the number 
and percentage rates of change for discretionary filings. 

Turning first to the COLRs, it is apparent that patterns 
of change are not readily identifiablEI. When the rate of 
change between any two adjacent years is examined, 
one-half of the courts had a decline in discretionary filings. 
However, the direction of change for a particular court 
rarely holds constant for consecutivEI years. New Hamp­
shire is the only court to show a decmase in discretionary 
petitions in each of the five years. On the other hand, only 
Missouri and Wisconsin, show a consistent increase in 
discretionary filings over the period. The remaining 
courts have varying patterns of increases and decreases 
over the five-year span. 

Variability is also apparent in the intermediate appel­
late courts. From 1984 to 1986, the 12 lACs show a 
dominant upwa.rd trend in discretionary filings. This is 



--------------------------------------------------------------

TEXT TABLE 14: Clearance Rates for Mandatory Appeals, 1~84·88 

Courts of Last Resort 

Type of Clearance Clearance Clearance Clearance Clearance 
Appellate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate 

Court Jurisdiction 1984 1985 19116 1987 1988 

Alaska Supreme Court 1 108.4% 85.9% 111.S% 79.1% 108.5% 
Arizona Supreme Court 1 105.7 107.4 59.3 74.1 70.5 

Arkansas Supreme Court 1 93.5 102.7 98.3 90.S 114.3 
Delaware Supreme Court 2 106.9 91.9 99.5 105.5 8S.0 

District of Columbia Court of Appeals 2 83.4 88.S 100.8 106.3 98.S 
Florida Supreme Court 1 90.3 107.0 102.4 94.3 104.7 
Hawaii Supreme Court 1 9S.4 104.0 114.4 94.0 85.2 
Idaho Supreme Court 1 100.9 95.7 124.7 102.1 8S.9 

Illinois Supreme Court 1 83.3 100.S 94.1 97.9 103.3 
Kansas Supreme Court 1 203.0 194.4 175.1 155.S 132.3 

Kentucky Supreme Court 1 12S.7 91.8 100.8 103.8 117.1 
Maryland Court of Appeals 1 104.5 10S.4 79.0 95.3 75.S 
Mississippi Suprema Court 2 7S.0 104.7 90.3 93.3 86.3 

Nevada Supremq Court 2 98.S 111.S 100.1 118.3 93.0 
New Jersey Supreme Court 1 110.9 110.6 100.4 109.2 97.8 

North Carolina Supreme Court 1 95.2 82.4 98.4 105.5 144.9 
North Dakota Supreme Court 2 89.5 99.1 94.7 93.5 110.4 

Ohio Supreme Court 1 Q4.7 86.7 84.3 90.0 92.4 
Rhode Island Supreme Court 2 109.3 97.5 122.9 124.5 98.3 

Texas Court of Criminal Appeals 4 114.2 104.3 91.3 99.9 99.1 
Texas Supreme Court 4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Vermont Supreme Court 2 85.4 88.0 97.3 98.0 95.6 
Washington Supreme Court 1 77.2 94.8 129.0 109.6 129.1 

Wyoming Supreme Court 2 75.5 113.4 95.6 94.4 93.S 

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 
lACs or one or two COLRs 

1=COLR with one lAC; 2",COLR without an lAC; 4=Mixed-COLR with multiple 

Intermediate Appellate Courts 

Type of Clearance Clearance Clearance Clearance Clearance 
Appellate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate 

Court Jurisdiction 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 

Alabama Court of Civil Appeals 5 100.8% 94.2% 103.4% 88.7% 108.9% 
Alabama Court of Criminal Appeals 5 105.7 93.7 113.5 107.3 99.4 

Alaska Court of Appeals 3 96.1 91.0 116.6 91.5 92.6 
Arizona Court of Appeals 3 94.4 103.9 102.8 97.7 83.0 

Arkansas Court of Appeals 3 96.7 105.8 88.3 103.6 92.0 
Colorado Court of Appeals 3 89.3 85.9 85.4 83.0 104.2 

Connecticut Appellate Court 3 41.7 93.9 110.7 94.5 103.1 
Florida District Courts of Appeal 3 101.5 102.3 95.1 98.1 95.5 

Hawaii Intermediate Court of Appeals 3 123.8 79.5 100.0 106.0 107.5 
Idaho Court of Appeals 3 119.9 189.3 100.0 96.1 71.4 
Illinois Appellate Court 3 96.6 91.5 92.8 93.7 94.2 

Indiana Court of Appeals 3 98.9 102.4 104.0 98.3 93.0 
Iowa Court of Appeals 3 93.5 87.3 106.7 93.5 91.9 

Kansas Court of Appeals 3 100.4 91.0 97c8 101.4 99.8 
Kentucky Court of Appeals 3 98.9 87.4 96.1 85.6 84.2 

Maryland Court of Special Appeals 3 105.6 110.0 94.4 103.7 100.5 
Missouri Court of Appeals 3 110.8 100.3 101.9 106.7 94.9 

New Jersey Appellate Div. Superior 3 100.6 100.3 108.3 102.0 100.6 
North Carolina Court of Appeals 3 107.5 106.5 117.7 103.6 94.2 

Ohio Court of Appeals 3 97.2 99.7 96.0 94.1 96.6 
Oklahoma Court of Appeals 5 101.6 109.1 88.2 78.2 89.2 

Oregon Court of Appeals 3 98.2 95.1 96.8 98.3 106.6 
Pennsylvania Superior Court 5 102.0 142.1 123.7 101.9 99.6 

South Carolina Court of Appeals 3 109.2 101.& 106.6 83.6 119.5 
Texas Courts of Appeals 5 112.0 100.3 104.2 99.6 96.8 

Washington Court of Appeals 3 9.5.0 91.6 91.6 119.5 104.2 
Wisconsin Court of Appeals 3 99.3 106.1 106.1 101.0 110.3 

The TYPE variable indic ,tes the appellate court structure: 3=IAC; 5=Mixed-IAC with multiple COLRs or one of two lACs 

Source: Table 13, Part '" 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 
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TExr TABLE 15: Trends In Discretionary Petitions Flied, Percentage Change by Year** 
and Over Five-Year Period 

(Sorted by Five-Year Percentage Change) 

Courts of Last Resort 

Type Cif Disc. Percent Percent Percent Percent Disc. Percont 
Appellate Filings Chan~e Change Chan~e Change Filings Change 

Court Jurisdiction 1984 84·8 85·86 86·8 87·88 1988 Overall 

Mississippi Supreme Court 2 2 0 
Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court 1 1246 7.2% 10.3% -77.2% 67.6% 563 -54.8% 

Kentucky Supreme Court- 1 986 -17.5 4.2% -18.2 -1.0 686 -30.4 
District of Columbia Court 2 85 -4.7 -6.::: 26.3 -36.5 61 -28.2 

Virginia Supreme Court 1 1915 -45.5 14.4 20.8 -0.1 1439 -24.9 
Oklahoma Supreme Court 4 388 -24.0 15.3 -13.8 0.7 295 -24.0 
Delaware Supreme Court- 2 5 4 -20.0 

New Hampshire Supreme Caurt- 2 603 -4.8 -7.0 -3.4 -2.3 504 -16.4 
Utah Supreme Court 1 72 -41.7 21.4 -41.2 103.3 61 -15.3 

Maryland Court of Appeals 1 761 -6.3 -14.9 7.9 4.1 682 -10.4 
Illinois Supreme Court 1 1675 -5.7 3.7 2.2 -6.9 1558 -7.0 

Rhode Island Supreme Court 2 202 42.6 -41.7 30.4 -13.7 189 -6.4 
Oregon Supreme Court 1 870 3.8 9.6 9.7 -21.1 857 -1.5 
Arizona Supreme Court 1 1016 14.3 -.4 -13.9 2.3 1018 0.2 

Colorado Supreme Court 1 813 -5.7 2.1 -3.4 9.1 825 1.5 
Ohio Supreme Court 1 1704 -3.5 5.4 6.5 -4.1 1770 3.9 

Georgia Supreme Court 1 941 3.6 .5 2.7 -0.8 998 6.1 
Alabama Suprem~ Court 4 712 -14.9 25.9 -6.6 7.3 765 7.4 

Washington Supreme Court 1 881 2.8 -1.0 28.3 -17.2 953 8.2 
California Supreme Court 1 3991 8.9 10.6 -5.2 -4.5 4351 9.0 

Texas Supreme Court 4 1130 3.5 5.0 -4.2 5.7 1243 10.0 
Alaska Supreme Court 1 221 -12.2 61.3 -30.0 11.4 244 10.4 

Texas Court of Criminal Appeal 4 1281 6.2 0.0 -1.5 5.8 1416 10.5 
Michigan Supreme Court 1 2347 -11.8 -1.3 2.0 27.9 2662 13.4 

North Carolina Supreme Court 1 541 14.6 18.5 -8.0 -5.9 636 17.6 
New Jersey Supreme Court 1 1142 -7.8 31.2 0.0 -2.0 1354 18.6 

Florida Supreme Court 1 1056 11.3 -6.6 15.8 3.6 1316 24.6 
Missouri Supreme Court 1 846 16.0 .8 4.4 2.2 1056 24.8 

Louisiana Supreme Court- 1 2126 8.8 6.1 8.9 -0.6 2657 24.9 
West Virginia Supreme Court of Appeals 2 1282 7.0 15.5 28.5 -20.4 1621 26.4 

Idaho Supreme Court 1 60 53.3 -16.3 6.5 -7.3 76 26.7 
Wisconsin Supreme Court 1 718 6.0 9.9 3.9 5.3 915 27.4 

Vermont Supreme Court 2 25 -24.0 26.3 29.2 3.2 32 28.0 
South Dakota Supreme Court 2 27 -37.0 88.2 -15.6 29.6 35 29.6 

Hawaii Supreme Court 1 32 28.1 4.9 32.6 -21.1 45 40.6 
New Mexico Supreme Court 1 174 -10.9 30.3 49.0 -16.3 252 44.8 

·The composition of cases included in the court'S total mandatory filings varied during the five-year period. However, it was determined 
that the variation had only a slight impact on the reported trends. See the footnotes in Table 14 (Part III) for information on the 
changes that affected comparability. Courts were excluded when there was e change in case composition that significantly 
influenced the five-year trends. 

"Percentage change by year only shown for courts where discretionary filings exceed 10. 

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 1=COLR with one lAC; 2=COLR without an lAC; 4=Mixed-COLR with multiple 
lACs or one of two COLRs 

Intermediate Appellate Courts 

Type of Disc. Percent Percent Percent Percent Disc. Percent 
Appell&te Filings Change Change Change Change Filings Change 

Court Jurisdiction 1984 84·85 85·86 86·87 87·88 1988 Overall 

Maryland Court of Special Appeals 3 308 -37.7% 25.0% 22.5% -25.2% 220 -28.6% 
Wisconsin Court of Appeals 3 245 -6.9 5.7 -8.3 3.2 228 -6.9 

North Carolina Court of Appeals 3 471 2.8 H! .. 8 -11.5 -7.7 446 -5.3 
Alaska Court of Appeals 3 63 1.6 29.7 -34.9 14.8 62 -1.6 

New Mexico Court of Appeals 3 57 19.3 -23.5 9.6 12.3 64 12.3 
Georgia Court of Appeals 3 623 2.9 0.9 13.3 -2.2 717 15.1 

Florida District Courts of Appeal 3 1970 0.3 16.2 -0.5 0.1 2285 16.0 
Kentucky Court of Appeals 3 79 21.5 -2.1 -4.3 2.2 92 16.5 
California Courts of Appeal 3 5838 1.7 5.0 8.0 4.1 7005 20.0 

Arizona Court of Appeals 3 50 -20.0 22.5 4.1 17.6 60 20.0 
Washington Court of Appeals 3 263 21.7 15.9 -6.7 7.5 372 41.4 

Louisiana Courts of Appeal 3 1842 37.8 18.8 17.4 9.5 3877 110.5 

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 3=IAC; 5=Mixed-IAC with multiple COLRs or one of two If.Cs 

Source: Table 14. Part III 
National Center for State Courts. 1990 
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TEXT TABLE 16: Discretionary Petit/ons Flied and the Percentage Granted 

Courts of Last Resort 

Type of Disc. Percent Disc. Percent Disc. Percent Disc. Percent Disc. Percent 
Appellate Filings Granted Filings Granted Filings Granted Filings Granted Filings Granted 

Court Jurisdiction 1984 1984 1985 1985 1986 1986 1987 1987 ie98 1988 

California Supreme Court 1 3991 8.0% 4346 7.3% 808 5.8% 4558 4.9% 4351 5.1% 
Georgia Supreme Court 1 941 16.8 975 15.0 980 13.0 1006 11.8 998 14.6 

Hawaii Supreme Court 1 32 15.6 41 26.8 43 16.3 57 17.5 45 22.2 
Illinois Supreme Court 1 1675 12.2 1579 10.4 1637 9.5 1673 9.1 1558 13.5 

Louisiana Supreme Court 1 2126 16.9 2313 20.3 2455 17.4 2673 20.7 2657 14.9 
Maryland Court of Appeals 1 761 17.9 713 12.6 607 17.1 655 15.9 682 20.5 

Massachusetts Supreme 
Judicial Court 

1 1246 14.8 1336 15.7 1473 13.9 336 61.9 563 34.8 

Michigan Supreme Court 1 2347 4.0 2069 6.0 2042 6.1 2082 2.9 2662 3.0 
Missouri Supreme Court 1 846 12.5 981 10.8 989 6.7 1033 7.6 1056 10.8 

New Mexico Supreme Court 1 174 35.1 155 42.6 202 33.2 301 15.0 252 15.9 
North Carolina Supreme Court 1 541 12.6 620 10.8 735 7.8 676 8.9 636 9.0 

Ohio Supreme Court 1 1704 8.6 1644 10.5 1733 11.7 1846 10.5 1770 11.5 
Oregon Supreme Court 1 870 12.1 903 10.3 990 14.1 1086 12.6 857 14.1 
Virginia Supreme Court 1 1915 16.1 1043 22.9 1193 16.0 ~441 10.8 1439 13.3 

Wisconsin Supreme Court 1 718 12.3 761 12.9 836 12.3 869 23.7 915 19.8 
West Virginia Supreme 2 1282 42.4 1372 35.2 1585 36.6 2037 38.5 1621 48.7 

Court of Appeals 
Oklaroma Supreme Court 4 388 21.6 295 22.0 340 22.6 293 19.1 295 21.7 

Pennsylvania Supreme Court 4 2761 6.9 4067 5.5 3709 6.8 1936 12.2 2207 10.4 
Texas Court of Criminal Appeals 4 1281 23.4 1360 19.1 1360 15.4 1339 27.4 1416 21.7 

Texas Supreme Court 4 1130 9.3 1169 14.7 1228 11.6 1176 15.1 1243 14.1 

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 1=COLR with one lAC; 2=COLR without an lAC; 4=<Mixed-COLR 
with multiple lACs or one of two COLRs 

Source: Table 5, State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annual Reports, 1984 - 1988 Editions 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

partially reversed in 1987, when 6 of the 12 courts record 
a decline and several others only a small increase. The 
trend is once again upward in 1988. Despite the preva­
lence of rising case!oads, only the California and Louisi­
ana lACs havb consistent increases over the five-year 
period. Moreover, those two courts account for the vast 
majority of lAC discretionary cases. No lAC out of the 12 
examined recorded a consistent downward trend in dis­
cretionary filings. 

With regard to the question of national trends, the 
information on discretionary filings is inconclusive. Total 
discretionary filings in COLRs increased by 7.2 percent 
from 1984 to 1980, fell 5.1 percent in 1987, and grew by 
less than 'j pal cent during 1988, for a cumulative five-year 
increase of 2.7 percent. Nearly 40 percent of the COLRs 
experienced a decline and 60 percent an increase in 
discretionary filings over the five years. 

The association between filing trends and jurisdiction 
for discretionary petitions is no strongerthan was evident 
for mandatory filings. West Virginia and New Hampshire, 
the two states with completely discretionary jurisdiction, 
are distinct. While West Virginia shows an overall rise of 
26.4 percent in discretionary filings (placing it in the upper 
quartile), New Hampshire is the only state with a consis­
tent decline in filings over the five-year period (placing it 
in the lower quartile). In addition, there does not appear 
to be a clear relationship between discretionary filings 
and state appellate structure. 

DISPOSITIONS OF DISCRETIONARY PETITIONS, 
1984·88. The number of petitions filed provides a meas­
ure of the volume of business brought to the appellate 

courts. The number of petitions granted and the total 
disposed represent the outputs of a court during a specific 
period of time. Trends for COLRs in those two measures 
complete the riiscussion of discretionary petitions. Few 
lACs provide complete statistics on the number of discre­
tionary petitions granted and the total number of discre­
tionary petitions disposed of overthe past five years. Any 
generalizations based on so few courts would be prob­
lematic at best. 

Discretionary Jurisdiction cases Granted Review. 
Filing a discretionary petition does not 19nsure appellate 
review. The court decides whether to exercise its discre­
tionary power to consider the case on its merits. Text 
Table 16 reports the total number of discretionary peti­
tions filed and the number and percentage granted review 
for the 20 COLRs providing complete data. 

Viowing the information by state, the primary consis­
tency is that the percentage of discretionary petitions 
granted remains relatively constant. There is, of course, 
some variability by year, sometimes extreme, but the 
overall pattern is one of consistency. The COLRs that 
granted review of a small percentage of discretionary 
cases in 1988 (5 percent or less) tended to grant a small 
percentage throughout the five-year period (e.g., Califor­
nia and Michigan). Most states remain within a range of 
about 10 to 25 percent. West Virginia, whose COLR has 
no mandatory jurisdiction, and which has no lAC, consis­
tently grants the highest percentage of discretionary 
petitions: nearly 50 percent in 1988. In Massachusetts 
and New Mexico, the number of petitions granted has 
remained relatively constant but the percentage has 
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TEXT TABLE 17: Appellate Court Clearance Rates for Discretionary Appeals, 1984-88 

Courts of Last Resort 

Type of Clearance Clearance Clearance Clearance Clearance 
Appellate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate 

Court Jurisdiction 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 

Alaska Supreme Court 1 99.5% 101.5% 92.7% 105.5% 104.5% 
Arizona Supreme Court 1 103.1 92.9 100.0 105.9 88.9 
Florida Supreme Court 1 100.4 95.6 114.9 96.3 108.4 
Hawaii Supreme Court 1 109.4 95.1 104.7 101.8 93.3 
Idaho Supreme Court 1 91.7 107.6 92.2 92.7 110.5 

Illinois Supreme Court 1 102.4 106.0 99.1 97.6 95.1 
Kentucky Supreme Court 1 80.4 128.4 106.0 101.9 98.8 

Maryland Court of Appeals 1 103.2 95.1 115.3 85.8 113.8 
Missouri Supreme Court 1 96.0 99.9 96.4 96.5 100.8 

New Jersey Supreme Court 1 94.1 97.3 99.7 102.1 103.2 
North Carolina Supreme Court 1 86.0 107.3 101.8 94.2 114.3 

Ohio Supreme Court 1 75.9 86.9 88.4 86.6 91.6 
Virginia Supreme Court 1 100.2 126.7 91.8 81.1 115.0 

Washington Supreme Court 1 102.7 100.1 87.6 95.0 111.5 
Wisconsin Supreme Court 1 100.4 91.9 91.5 83.4 94.6 
Delaware Supreme Court 2 100.0 66.7 100.0 100.0 75.0 

Mississippi Supreme Court 2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
New Hampshire Supreme Court 2 91.2 104.9 77.7 87.4 107.7 

Rhode Island Supreme Court 2 107.9 76.0 118.5 110.0 94.2 
Vermont Supreme Court 2 104.0 105.3 87.5 83.9 100.0 

West Virginia Supreme Court of Appeals 2 87.7 92.4 88.1 93.7 109.5 
Texas Court of Criminal Appeal 4 84.4 76.9 80.9 124.9 101.5 

Texas Supreme Court 4 91.5 101.5 95.0 107.2 94.0 

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 1=COLR with one lAC; 2=COLR without an lAC; 4=Mixed-COLR with multiple 
lACs or one of two COLRs 

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

fluctuated widely due to broad changes in the number of 
discretionary petitions being filed. 

Over the five years, the number of discretionary 
petitions filed rose by 2.7 percent in the 20 COLRs, while 
the number granted has increased by 14.8 percent. The 
result is an increase in the percentage granted from 13 to 
15 percent for those courts. 

Discretionary Petitions Disposed. Trends in dis­
cretionary petition dispositions indicate the extent to 
which appellate courts are keeping up with their discre­
tionary caseloads. This issue will be addressed by 
examining the productivity of the courts in terms of the 
overall numberof discretionary petitions disposed of and 
the number of discretionary petitions disposed of relative 
to the number filed. The growth and percentage change 
in discretionary decision output forthe 24 COLRs provid­
ing information on both discretionary filings and disposi­
tions is shown in Table 14, Part III (p.164). 

As with mandatory case dispositions, there is consid­
erable variability among the courts. No court experienced 
a continual decline during the five-year period, but nearly 
one-half of the courts recorded a decline in the number of 
discretionary petitions between any pair of adjacent years. 
In addition, for the majority of courts, there appears to be 
no consister.t pattern to the direction of change between 
years. Only Ohio shows a consistent increase in discre­
tionary dispositions throughout the five-year span. For 

courts that disposed of more than five cases per year, six 
of the eight that had declining disposition rates also had 
declining discretionary filing rates over the five-year pe­
riod. 

The relationship between filings and dispositions is 
more directly seen by examining clearance rates. Text 
Table 17 displays the five-year trend in clearance rates 
for 23 COLRs. The most noticeable feature is again the 
wide variability in clearance rates. The extent of the range 
and the sharp fluctuations from year to year suggest that 
clearance rates vary in response to short-term factors 
that affect the work of the appellate courts. 

Appellate caseload trends, such as those just exam­
ined, are often shaped by changes to jurisdiction. An 
abrupt rise or decline in the filings of a court in a two-tier 
appellate system may reflect the transfer of jurisdiction 
between the COLR and lAC. A common transfer in recent 
years shifts the jurisdiction to hear appeals involving a 
sentence of life imprisonment from the COLR to the lAC. 
In other states, however, the shift has been in the reverse 
direction, with all mandatory appeals of convictions for 
offenses such as first degree homicide falling within the 
jurisdiction of the COLR. More generally, sentencing 
reform can change the role of a state's appellate courts in 
the review of sentences. 

Changes to state constitutions and statutes govern­
ing civil law can have a similar impact. For example, in 
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Pennsylvania mandatory jurisdiction over appeals of 
decisions by certain administrative agencies shifted in 
1983 from the COLR to the commonwealth court, one of 
the state's two lACs. The COLR's review became 
discretionary.47 Court rules or policies can also change 
in ways that redistributes appellate jurisdiction, particu­
larly in those states in which the COLR assigns cases to 
the lAC. 

New legislation can also generate a large number of 
appeals in the short term. Tort reform or sentenCing 
reform legislation, for example, can initially lead to a large 
numberof appeals, but as the COLR develops the law the 
number of resulting appeals will dwindle. The Texas 
Court of Criminal Appeals during 1988 experienced a 
substantial increase in the number of writs filed. Much of 
the increase can be traced to the Texas Prison Manage­
ment Act, which deals with the accumulation of "good 
time" credits in the state prison system.4B Cases raising 
issues relating to that act were consolidated and the issue 
decided during the year. 

APPELLATE CASELOAD TRENDS, 1984-88: A 
SUMMARY. The trend tables highlight consistency and 
variation among state appellate courts. Rates of change 
of mandatory and discretionary filings and dispositions 
vary significantly among states reporting complete and 
comparable data between 1984 and 1988, both for courts 
of last resort and intermediate appellate courts. 

While the data presented here are not conclusive 
evidence, they suggest that the rate of increase in appel­
late court filings over the past five years is substantially 
slower than that experienced from the mid-1960s to the 
mid-1980s. In addition, this overall moderate growth in 
filings has been accompanied by a concomitant growth in 
dispositions, indicat.ing that the state appellate courts as 
a whole are successful in keeping pace with the growth 
in filings. This ability may reflect the substantial innova­
tion over the 1970s and early 1980s in appellate court 
structure and procedure. However, it must be stressed 
that it is very difficult to draw national gena ralizations 
because of continuing state-by-state and year-to-year 
variations in the data. The rates of filings and dispositions 
are increasing in some states, decreasing in others, and 
remaining essentially unchanged in still other jurisdic­
tions. Therefore, it is not surprising that there remains a 
considerable breadth of opinion as to the existence of any 
national trends in appellate case loads. 

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 

47 The relevant statute is 42 Pa. Cons. Stat. sees. 723(a), 763, as 
interpreted by the state supreme court in O'Brien v. State 
Employee's Retirement System, 503 Pa. 399, 469 A.2d 1008, cert. 
denied, 469 U.S. 816 (1983). 
48 Texas Prison Management Act, Art. 61840. 

relate the similarities and differences to the manner in 
which states organize their court systems and to other 
state characteristics. The third is to assess changes over 
time in state court case loads. 

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

Differences in appellate court systems include the 
extent to which filings are mandatory appeals of'discre­
tionary petitions and the percentage of discretionary 
petitions that are granted. Two-tier appellate systems 
differ in the degree to which they conform to the pattern 
in which the COLR has discretionary control of its docket 
and the lAC hears mandatory appeals. 

Among trial court systems, there was broad similarity 
in the rate of civil case filings per 100,000 population. 
Rates of criminal ca~"3 filings were more varied, but a 
middle range could be identified. For civil, criminal, and 
juvenile cases, states shared problems of increasing 
pending case loads. 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 1988. Compared to 
civil and criminal cases, the variation in juvenile filings 
was substantial. Trial court systems also differ in the use 
made of general and limited jurisdiction courts to hear 
cases. 

Many of the 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 clearances rates. 
Trial courts in a one-tier system, for example, are not 
more or less likely than courts in a two-tier system to keep 
pace with their incoming caseloads. 

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

The analysis of trends, which allows each state to 
serve as its own point of comparison, produced more 
patterns. National appellate filings and national trial court 
filings both increased during 1988. At the appellate level, 
the trends in mandatory filings and discretionary petitions 
show a great deal of state-by-state and year-to-year 
variation. This lack of consistent change makes it difficult 
to draw firm conclusions as to the existence of national 
trends. The data appear to suggest, however, that 
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appellate filings have assumed a more modest growth 
rate in the latter half of the 1980s relative to the experi­
ence of the 1970s and early 1980s. In addition, the 
growth in dispositions appears to be keeping pace with 
the growth in filings. 

Within the trial courts, a strong' upward trend in felony 
filing rates can be identified for the 1984-88 period. The 
result was a substantial increase in the number of serious 
offenses moving through the state courts. 
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On the civil side, the 1984-88 period was marked by 
substantial fluctuation in the rate of tort filings. Tort 
reform legislation appears to underlie some of the abrupt 
fluctuations in tort filing rates, particularly in 1985 and 
1986. Overall, the evidence presented here indicates 
that tort filings do not appear to be increasing at rates in 
excess of other important components of civil caseload 
such as contract or real property rights cases. 
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Method of Case Disposition in State Trial Courts 

What happens to trial court cases once they are filed? 
We know from research studies that most civil and crimi­
nal cases end because they have been withdrawn or 
settled by the parties, dismissed by the court, or not 
prosecuted. Few cases reach a trial. However, what we 
know about patterns in case dispositions is far from 
definitive. Research typically describes dispositions in 
one trial court or in a small group of trial courts over a 
limited period of time. National statistics are needed to 
strengthen what we know about disposition methods in 
state trial courts. 

National statistics contribute both greater precision 
and meaningful context. Currently, we can only approxi­
mate the proportion of cases that are disposed of by each 
method. A rigorous framework for classifying disposi­
tions would permit clear statements on the relative fre­
quency of jury trials, bench trials, pretrial dismissals, and 
other disposition methods. National statistics put single 
jurisdiction research into context. Does the proportion of 
cases disposed of by various methods vary among the 
states? Within a state, do the proportions change over 
time? 

The pre(.ljsion and context offered by national statis­
tics are important. A jury trial rate of 3 percent imposes 
substantially different demands on trial court resources 
than a rate of 6 or9 percent. Trial courts in which one -third 
of all civil cases are dismissed before trial are likely to 
process cases quite differently than systems with dis­
missal rates of 60 percent or more. If we can explain such 
differences, we have the potential to understand the 
processes that determine need for court resources. We 
can also relate disposition rates to court backlogs, the 
impact of alternative dispute resolution programs, and 
case management systems. 

There are, however, significant obstacles to achiev­
ing comprehensive national statistics on case dispo~ition 
methods. First, many states do not routinely collect such 
information. Second, the categories states use to collect 
method of disposition inbrmation are often not compa­
rable. Even the definition of what constitutes a jury trial 
varies: some states count only cases that reach a verdict, 
while others count any case in which a witness is sworn 
as a disposition at trial regardless of whether a dismissal 
or settlement ensues. Third, method of disposition statis­
tics usually refer to a broad mix of either civil or criminal 
cases. The coverage is so wide that the usefulness of the 
information is blunted by the diversity of cases that are 
being described. 

This part reports on efforts to devise a framework for 
collecting and displaying information on 1988 case dispo­
sitions. The framework serves three objectives. First, it 
catalogues factors that inhibit the use of the information 
now available. Second, similarities and differences 
among states are described in the use of dismissals, 
guilty pleas, jury trials, and bench trials to dispose of 
criminal and civil cases. Third, suggestions are offered 
for improving the statistics that state court administrative 
offices and individual trial courts maintain on method of 
disposition. While Part II provides the best available 
information on dispositions, prudence requires that as 
much attention be given to the methodological limitations 
of the information as to their descriptive content. 

The main products of this effort are carefully foot­
noted compilations of method of dispotiition statistics. 
Two tables at the end of Part II summarize the data 
provided to the Court Statistics Project for 1988. Table 1 
reports on method of disposition in criminal cases. Table 
2 reports on method of disposition in civil cases.1 

Data Completeness and Comparability 

How much information on case disposition method is 
currently available and to what extent is it comparable 
across states? Tables 1 and 2 provide the basis for the 
answers offered in this section. For each statewide trial 
court sys'lem included, the tables indicate the total num­
ber of t~ases disposed of through basic disposition cate­
gories during 1988, as well as the total number of case 
dispositlo'1s. Supporting material in each table desig­
nates the underlying definitions of trials and methods for 
counting cases and trials used in the state, as well as the 
casetypes for which data can be obtained. The tables 
were generated from statistics published in state court 
annual rdports or unpublished tabulations made avail­
able by state court administrative offices. This section 
provides a guide to issues that affect the completeness 
and the comparability of the data in the tables. This is an 

1 The summary tables permit direct comparisons between states only 
after careful consideration of various of factors. Part" discusses those 
factors that are specific to method of disposition statistics, such as 
whether the trial count consists of cases that reach trial regardless of 
outcome or only cases that reach a verdictattrial. Differences in subject 
matter jurisdiction, court structure, and units for counting cases, as 
discussed in Part I, also have a bearing on the use of method of 
disposition statistics. 
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TEXT TABLE 1: Trial Definition In Criminal and Civil Cases 

Number of states 
which use definition for 

Definition Criminal Civil 

A) A jury trial is counted at jury selection, 22 23 
empaneling, or when jury is sworn. 
A non-jury trial is counted when evidence is 
first introduced or first witness is sworn. 

B) A jury trial is counted at introduction of 2 0 
evidence or swearing of first witness. 
A nonjury trial is counted when evidence is 
first introduced or swearing of first witness. 

C) A jury trial is counted at verdict or decision. 12 13 
A nonjury trial is counted at the decision. 

essential step. Across states, the measurement of dispo­
sition methods encounters many of the problems that 
existed 15 years ago for case filing and disposition 
case load statistics. 

Completeness 
Thirty-six statewide general jurisdiction court sys­

tems provide criminal disposition data; 36 states provide 
civil disposition data.2 Yet, Tables 1 and 2 reveal serious 
gaps in the available data. Even for the 36 states 
reporting method of disposition data, the available infor­
mation offers an incomplete picture of disposition out­
comes. For criminal cases, three states report the total 
number of trials without distinguishing between jury or 
bench trial. Only nine states record whether trials re­
sulted in acquittal or conviction during 1988. 

Comprehensive, complete disposition data are avail­
able only for a handful of states. This is often attributable 
to a lack of specificity in the reporting categories used to 
collect and collate disposition method statistics. Several 
distinct disposition methods may be subsu med under one 
heading. For example, civil cases terminated through a 
default judgment may be merged with dismissals as part 
of the "other" method of disposition category; criminal 
cases concluded through guilty pleas may be combined 
with dismissals in criminal cases when nontrial disposi­
tion methods are not disaggregated. Lack of specificity in 
reporting categories is the main obstacle to a more 
comprehensive view of method of case disposition. 

Comparability 
Practices and procedures for collecting civil and 

criminal case disposition data vary widely among the 

2 The following tables refer only to general jurisdiction courts. In the 44 
states with both general and limited jurisdiction courts, most of the trial 
court case load is disposed of in the limited jurisdiction courts. Before 
making comparisons among states it is important to consult the individ­
ual court structure charts in Part IV to determine the subject matter of 
cases heard in courts of general jurisdiction. 

states. This complicates the inevitable difficulties of 
combining information describing 52 different jurisdic­
tions (the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto 
Rico) with distinctive laws and court structures. 

There are, however, some key definitional and 
measurement characteristics that groups of states share. 
Comparability is possible where states count trials simi­
larly, use similar methods for counting what is a case, and 
report information for a similar range of casetypes.3 

In current practice, the point at which a state counts 
a jury trial varies widely. Some court systems count trials 
when the first juror is examined; some when the first 
evidence is introduced; some when a verdict is reached; 
and some at other intervening points. Text Table 1 
shows the relative use of alternative trial definitions forthe 
courts displayed in Tables 1 and 2. Two-thirds of the 
states share a trial definition in which a jury trial is counted 
when the jury is selected, empaneled, or sworn, and a 
bench trial is counted when the first evidence is intro­
duced or first witness sworn. 

The impact on state trial rates from definitional differ­
ences is high lighted by a recent study of the lengths of civil 
and criminal trials in three general jurisdiction courts 
located in each of three states: California, Colorado, and 
New Jersey.4 Text Table 2 summarizes the percentage 
of criminal and civil trials tried to a juri verdict or a bench 
judgment after trial commenced. A substantial percent­
age of cases that begin tile trial process ''wash out" before 
a verdict is reached. For example, fully one-quarter of 
both civil and criminal jury trials in the California sites are 
not tried to verdict. This implies that the jury trial rate in 
California, which counts a case as disposed at trial once 
the jury selection process begins, is significantly higher 

3 Suggested definitions for key terms are supplied in the State Court 
Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989. 
~ Dale A. Sipes, On Trial, National Center for State Courts, 1988. The 
sites were: California (superior courts in Oakland, Monterey, and 
Marin County); Colorado (district courts in Denver, Colorado Springs, 
and Golden); and New Jersey (superior courts in Jersey City, Pater­
son, and Elizabeth). 
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TEXT TABLE 2: Percentage of Civil and 
Criminal Cases Tried to Verdict 
by Jury and Bench Trial 

California 

Colorado 

New Jersey 

California 

Colorado 

New Jersey 

Criminal Cases 
Jury Bench 

71 % 

85 

82 

100% 

83 

75 

Civil Cases 
Jury Bench 

74% 

77 

63 

90% 

90 

81 

Source: Dale Sipes, On Trial, National Center for State Courts, 
1988 

than it would be if a trial disposition was defined as a jury 
verdict being reached. 

Trial definitions for each court system are displayed 
under the "trial definition" column in Tables 1 and 2. 
These definitional differences undoubtedly explain some 
of the variation in trial rates that will be examined later. 
Generally, most states providing data define a trial in a 
way that overstates the number of cases concluded at 
trial. That definition could, however, provide court man­
agers with guidance on the number of trial settings that 
need to be scheduled by judicial district. 

At a more fundamental level, the size of the total pool 
of criminal. cases available for disposition is affected by 
definitional considerations. Courts differ in the point at 
which a case is initially counted as filed, ranging from the 
filing of the information or indictment to the time of the 
arraignment. Given that a certain number of cases will 
drop out of the system between those two points-usually 
through a plea or dismissal-those courts that use an 
early count will tend to have a higher rate of nontrial dis­
pOSitions for purely definitional reasons. 

Courts also differ in the case unit of count. This is 
particularly important for criminal cases, where courts 
variously use charges, defendants, or indictments as the 
basic unit for collecting statistics. A single criminal inci­
dent involving two defendants can be counted as one 
case (a single incident) or two cases (one for each 
defEmdant) or as more than two cases if each count 
against each defendant is considered a case. Table 1 
summarizes the point and unit of count underlying the 
statistics reported for each court system. 

The casetypes for which method of disposition data 
were sought are shown as headings to the right of each 
table. The "+" symbol is used to designate if a casetype 
is included in a particular row of information. Where pos-

sible, disposition methods are displayed separately for 
each casetype. Where the "0" symbol appears, reported 
data do not include that particular casetype.5 

For most states, disposition data describe a mix of 
casetypes. This obscureS' the implications of the resulting 
trial rate, because different types of cases require differ­
ing amounts of time to decide depending on the comple;.:­
ityofthe issues. Forexample, an uncontested divorce will 
typically require only a few minutes of court time, while the 
average contract case disposed by jury trial requires two 
days (14 hours and 2 minutes of trial timeS). Some types 
of cases have an inherently high trial rate. Statutes in 
many states provide that appeals of administrative agency 
decisions are to be resolved through bench trials in the 
general jurisdiction court. This inflates the bench trial rate 
for court systems in which such appeals are included in 
the base of case dispositions for which a rate is calcu­
lated. Generally, Tables 1 and 2 report the most detailed 
breakdowns of disposition method data available. 

The lack of complete and comparable information for 
all states makes it impossible to offer a definitive assess­
ment of how trial court cases are decided. It is possible, 
however, to remain within the limits of what is prudent 
given the state of the data and still draw conclusions. The 
states reporting data represent a broad cross-section of 
regions, population sizes, court structures, and criminal 
and civil case load sizes. 

Patterns of Trial Court DispOSitions, 1988 

The following sections describe national patterns on 
the method of disposing of criminal and civil cases in 
1988. Criminal and civil cases are treated separately but 
through a similar framework. First, court procedures are 
outlined to develop issues for discussion using the data 
and to highlight the various methods of disposition. Then, 
the relative frequency is examined for trials, guilty pleas, 
and dismissals as methods for disposing of criminal 
cases and for trials, defaults, and settlements in civil 
cases. Where possible, jury and bench trial rates are 
examined separately. The discussion respects the limits 
of comparability and completeness, while still addressing 
matters of substantive concern to the court community. 

Criminal Dispositions 

Stages in the 
Disposition of a Criminal Case 
Criminal cases enter the court system at the decision 

to file charges. Charges are initiated by the prosecutor, 
although the official charging document differs between 

5 For example, if one is interested in criminal dispositions in the 
Wisconsin Circuit Court, turn to Table 1. The first of the three rows under 
Wisconsin has a + sign under the F casetype, which indicates that the 
disposition information in that row contains information on felony 
caseloads. The second a:;,~ third rows provide exclusive disposition 
information on, respectively, misdemeanors and DWIIDUI cases. 
6 Sipes, supra note 4, at p. 10. 
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felony and misdemeanor offenses and varies among the 
states (and often by district, circuit, or county within 
states). In one-half of the states, felony charges require 
an indictment by a grand jury unless the defendant waives 
that right. In states without a grand jury, charges are 
initiated by an information signed by the prosecutor. 
Misdemeanor cases typically are initiated through the 
filing of a complaint. 

Once an indictment or information is filed with the 
trial court, defendants are scheduled for arraignment. At 
the arraignment, defendants are formally charged, ad­
vised of their rights, and called upon to plead. If the 
defendant pleads guilty or nolo contendere, the judge can 
either accept or reject the plea. A date for sentencing is 
then set if the plea is accepted. The plea may be rejected 
if, for example, the judge believes that defendants do not 
fully understand their rights. The case would then pro­
ceed to trial. 

A trial date is set if the defendant pleads not guilty. 
The defendant has the right to either a trial by jury or a 
bench trial. In both instances, the prosecution and 
defense present their statements and evidence and the 
judge rules on issues of law in jury trials and on both law 
and fact in bench trials. Although most trials result in 
either an acquittal or conviction, a mistrial is another pos­
sible outcome, Further, guilty pleas are sometimes 
entered during the course of a trial and cases are dis­
missed on the motion ofthe prosecutor, defense counsel, 
or the judge. 

Criminal Dispositions 
by Case type, 1988 
The available information permits an overview of the 

use of trials, guilty pleas, and dismissals in 1988.7 Table 
1 presents the summary data on the method of disposition 
for criminal cases. 

TRIAL. Few criminal cases are resolved by formal 
trial proceedings. The overwhelming majority of criminal 
cases are disposed by either a guilty plea or a dismissal. 
Text Table3 shows the percentage of dispositions reached 
through the trial process by state and in the aggregate 
nationally. Overall, approximately 6 percent of criminal 
cases were disposed at trial in 1988. States vary substan­
tially, however, in the frequency with which trials were 
held. The trial rate ranges from lows of less than 1 percent 
in Connecticut (misdemeanors only) and Texas (misde­
meanors only) to highs of 25 percent in Missouri (misde­
meanors only), 33 percent in Virginia (misdemeanors and 
other criminal cases only), and 38 percent in Hawaii (DUI 
cases only). Some of this variation undoubtedly can be 
attributed to inconsistencies in the criminal case types 
included in the reported trial rates and the definition of a 
trial. As can be seen in Table 1, the trial rates may include 
any combination of felony, misdemeanor, DUI/DWI, or 
other criminal cases. The varying patterns of consolidat­
ing the different criminal casetypes apparent in Text 

7 See the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989 for standardized 
definitions of the disposition terms used in this section. 

Table 3 make it difficult to interpret and compare the 
published trial rates. 

Text Table 4 narrows the field to felony cases. In 12 
states and the District of Columbia a trial rate specifically 
for felony cases could be determined. Trial rates ranged 
from a low of 3 percent in Texas (2 percent jury and 1 
percent bench) to a high of 28 percent in Virginia (6 
percent jury and 22 percent bench). The figure for 
Virginia is twice the rate of the second highest felony trial 
rate of 14 percent in Missouri. 

JURY TRIALS. Aggregating data for the 32 states 
reveals a virtually even split between jury and bench 
trials, with jury trials representing 47.4 percent of all trials 
held and bench trials the remaining 52.6 percent (Text 
Table 3). Aggregation, however, conceals the fact that 
jury trial rates exceed bench trial rates in 19 of the 32 
states. Further, 19,703 of the 51,478 reported criminal 
bench trials occurred in Virginia. The influence of this one 

. court system is extreme. If the data from Virginia is 
excluded from the total, the split between jury and bench 
trial reverses, with jury trials representing 57 percent and 
bench trials 43 percent of all trials. The percentage of total 
dispositions by jury trial ranges from a low of less than 1 
percent in Connecticut (misdemeanor data only) to a high 
of 11 percent in Hawaii (a combination of felony, misde­
meanor, and other criminal cases).B 

A focus on felony cases again adds precision. In­
deed, Text Table 4 shows jury trial rates for felonies 
occupy a narrow range: from 2 percent in Texas to 7 
percent in Alaska and the District of Columbia. In addi­
tion, jury trial rates in felony cases exceed bench trial 
rates in 10 of the 13 reporting states. 

BENCH TRIALS. Most states report bench trial rates 
in the range of 1 to 4 percent. In Text Table 3, bench trials 
represent less than 1 percent of all dispositions in ten 
states9 and the District of Columbia. Although bench trials 
account for 31 percent of dispositions in Hawaii (DUI 
cases only) and Virginia (misdemeanor and other crimi­
nal cases only), only in two other states-Missouri (22 
percent) and North Dakota (15 percent)-do bench trial 
rates exceed 10 percent. 

The high bench trial rates in Hawaii, Missouri, North 
Dakota, and Virginia may reflect peculiarities associated 
with the types of cases being reported (e.g., DUI in 
Hawaii); distinctive definitions forwhat is to be counted as 
a bench trial, including proceedings tllat are not treated as 
trial settings in other states (e.g., probation revocation 
hearings); or jurisdictional or procedural factors that 
promote the use of bench trials to decide cases. 

Returning to felony cases, in 13 courts the field is 
narrowed to a well-defined type of case. Text Table 4 
displays bench trial rates in 13 states, including Missouri 
and Virginia. The courts in 12 of the 13 states have felony 
bench trial rates of less than 10 percent. These rates are 
comparable with those reported in a 1987 study of 26 

8 Twenty-four of the 32 states publishing the appropriate data had jury 
trial rates of 5 percent or less. 
9 These states are: Alaska, Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, 
Florida, Minnesota, New Jersey, Texas, and Vermont. 
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TEXT TABLE 3: Percentage of Criminal Dispositions Reached at Trial, 
1988 

Percent Percent Percent 
State Trial by Jury by Bench FMDO 

Alaska 7.2% 6.9% 0.3% +000 
Arizona 4.1 3.7 0.4 ++++ 

California 6.8 4.6 2.0 ++++ 
Colorado 4.5 4.0 0.5 +00+ 

Connecticut 0.4 0.1 0.3 0+00 
Delaware 6.2 5.7 0.5 ++0+ 

District of Columbia 7.1 6.9 0.2 +000 
4.3 2.7 1.6 0+00 

Florida 2.9 2.6 0.4 ++0+ 
Hawaii 14.6 10.7 4.0 ++0+ 

38.4 7.7 30.6 00+0 
Indiana 12.5 6.0 6.5 +000 

Iowa 4.3 1.5 2.8 ++++ 
Kansas 5.8 4.2 1.7 +00+ 

4.2 0.9 3.3 0+00 
Maine 6.7 5.1 1.6 ++++ 

Maryland 8.3 3.6 4.7 ++0+ 
Michigan 10.9 4.5 6.4 +00+ 

Minnesota 5.4 4.6 0.8 +000 
2.1 1.7 0.3 0+00 

Missouri 13.6 4.2 9.4 +000 
25.4 3.5 21.8 0+00 

Montana 9.6 5.4 4.3 ++0+ 
New Jersey 5.3 4.9 0.4 +000 

New York 7.7 6.4 1.3 +0+0 
North Dakota 18.7 3.7 15.0 ++0+ 

Ohio 8.3 4.3 4.0 +000 
Oklahoma 6.9 3.7 3.1 +00+ 

5.3 0.6 4.7 0+0+ 
4.7 0.7 4.0 00+0 

Oregon 7.9 4.5 3.5 +000 
Pennsylvania 7.2 3.1 4.1 +++0 
South Dakota 5.6 4.3 1.3 +000 

1.4 0.1 1.3 0++0 
Texas 3.1 2.1 1.0 +000 

0.9 0.6 0.3 0+00 
Vermont 3.5 3.0 0.5 +000 

1.5 1.0 0.5 0+++ 
Virginia 28.3 6.4 21.9 +000 

33.1 2.6 30.5 0+0+ 
Washington 8.2 6.6 1.7 +00+ 

Wisconsin 6.8 4.9 1.9 +000 
2.2 1.2 1.0 0+00 
2.7 1.8 0.9 00+0 

Wyoming 8.6 3.8 4.8 +00+ 

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

Percentage 
Variables Total of Total 

Dispositions 1,618,012 

Trials 97,873 6.1% 
Jury 46,395 2.9 (47.4% of Total Trials) 

Bench 51,478 3.2 (52.6% of Total Trials) 

Casetypes: F=Felony; M=Misdemeanor; D=DUIIDWI; O=Other Criminal 

urban trial courtS.10 'Jirginia remains atypical, however, 
with a felony bench trial rate of 22 percent. When coupled 

10 John Goardt et aI., Examining Court Delay: The Pace of Litigation in 
26 Urban Trial Courts, 1987, National Center for State Courts, 1989. 
The data appendix to !his report shows bench trial rates ranging from a 
low of less than 1 percent in Miami, Minneapolis, and Newark to a high 
of 9 percent in Portland. 

with the high bench trial rates for misdemeanor and other 
criminal cases, this suggests that perhaps some Virginia 
general jurisdiction courts use a broader measure of 
bench trial rates than other courtS.11 

VARIATION IN TRIAL RATES. How trials are de­
fined offers a likely explanation for the variation in trial 
disposition rates among states. Examining Table 1 in 
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TEXT TABLE 4: Percentage of Felony 
Dispositions at Trial, 1988 

Slate 

Alaska 
District of Columbia 

Indiana 
Minnesota 

Missouri 
New Jersey 

Ohio 
Oregon 

South Dakota 
Texas 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Percent 
Trial 

7.2% 
7.1 

12.5 
5.4 

13.6 
5.3 
8.3 
7.9 
5.6 
3.1 
3.5 

28.3 
6.8 

Per<;ent Percent 
by Jury by Bench 

6.9% 0.3% 
6.9 0.2 
6.0 6.5 
4.6 0.8 
4.2 9.4 
4.9 0.4 
4.3 4.0 
4.5 3.5 
4.3 1.3 
2.1 1.0 
3.0 0.5 
6.4 21.9 
4.9 1.9 

conjunction with Text Table 4 provides information on 
both the definition of a trial and the trial rate for felony 
cases. States with low bench trial rates like Alasl<a and 
New Jersey count a case as disposed only if the case is 
tried to decision. This contrasts with the practice of states 
that report comparatively high bench trial rates. In Mis­
souri and Virginia a case is counted as disposed by a 
bench trial once the opening statements are made. 
However, this explanation is not fully satisfactory. The 
District of Columbia, for example, reports a bench trial 
rate of less than 1 percent using the same definition as 
Virginia, where the rate ~s 22 percent. 

It appears, therefore, that other, more substantive 
factors may be at work. One of these may be the size of 
the court's case load. A full-fledged trial is an expensive 
proposition both in terms of judicial time and limited 
courtroom and other court resources. Most states have 
a relatively fixed capacity (e.g., limited number of judges 
and courtrooms) with which to handle trials. This sug­
gests that rising caseloads may be counterbalanced by 
decreasing percentages of cases disposed at trial. Prose­
cutors recognize the limitations and become more selec­
tive in the cases that they take to trial. 

Such reasoning may help to explain why states with 
a higher ratio of case load to court capacity tend to have 
relatively fewer trials. As expanding case loads impinge 
on a fixed court size, increasing congestion and delay 
may boost the incentive to seek alternatives to formal trial 
dispositions. Therefore, while the absolute number of 
trials may be larger in such courts, the percentage of 
cases disposed of at trial may be smaller. A comparison 
of Hawaii and California is illustrative. California has 
approximately 1 0 times as many bench trials and 20 times 
as many jury trials as Hawaii. Yet trials represent 7 
percent of California's total crIminal dispositions, com­
pared to the 17 percent of cases in Hawaii that are 

11 This viewpoint is supported by Goerdt et aI., which showed bench trial 
rates for two large urban courts in Virginia: Fairfax (7%) and Norfolk 
(6%). There is variation between these figures and those published for 
the two circuits in the 1987 Virginia Annual Report: Fairfax showed a 
bench trial rate of 44% and Norfolk showed a bench trial rate of 7%. 
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disposed of through trial. Other factors underlying the 
variation in trial rates are less readily measured within the 
confines of this study. However, these "unmeasured 
explanations forthe variation in trial disposition rates may 
involve various idiosyncracies relevant to state laws, 
prosecutorial philosophies and case screening policies, 
state legal cultures and norms, and the formal involve­
ment of judges in the pretrial resolution stage."12 

TRIAL VERDICTS. The number and frequency of 
trials is of interest to judges and court administrators. 
There is probably wider interest in the verdicts that result 
from those trials. 

Anticipating the rate at which defendants are con­
victed or acquitted at trial is challenging. The number of 
cases terminated by formal trial proceedings is quite 
small, the product of a lengthy screening process. Since 
most defendants are convicted by a plea of guilty (a topic 
discussed in the next section), can one characterize tho 
type of case that proceeds to trial? 

Incentives from prosecutors in the form of charge 
reductions and recommendations for reduced sentences, 
as well as the risk of longer sentences following a trial 
conviction, are strong inducements to most clearly guilty 
defendants to plead guilty prior to trial.13 In addition, 
defendants facing questionable evidence or prosecution 
witnesses whc are less than credible are likely to be 
offered even more substantial plea bargains as incen­
tives. 14 This implies that most of the prosecution's "strong" 
cases, as well as many cases with more tenuous evi­
dence will be settled by plea agreement. 

To forgo attractive prosecutorial offers and risk an 
extended prison sentence implies that many defendants 
who proceed to trial estimate a relatively high probability 
of acquittal. Of course, not every such decision is based 
on rational, calculated decision-making. Some defen­
dants will go to trial regardless oj the strength of the 
prosecution's case. And we cannot discount the situation 
of defendants who indeed are innocent and believe that 
the trial process will bear that out. 

Text Table 5 shows the jury and bench trial convic­
tion rates for9 of the 36 states. The data from those states 
demonstrate that whatever the perception underlying 
decisions to proceed to trial, the rate of acquittal is low. 
Approximately two-thirds of all defendants who went to 
trial in those states' general jurisdiction courts in 1988 
were convicted. IS These results seem to be consistent 

12 Victor E. Flango et a!., The Business of State Trial Courts, National 
Center for State Courts, 1983, p. 40. 
13 The existence of differential sentencing (the belief that a defendant 
who pleads guilty will receive a less severe sentence than one who is 
conVicted at trial) has been confirmed in a wide variety of studies. For 
a review of the literature, see William F. McDonald, Plea Bargaining: 
Critical Issues and Common Practices, U.S. Dept. of Justice, National 
Institute of Justice, 1985. 
14 Both the decision to plead guilty rather than go to trial and the extent 
of the offered plea agreement are reported by virtually all researchers 
to depend on case strength. See, e.g., Joan Jacoby, The American 
Prosecutor: A Search for Identity, Lexington Books, 1980. 
15 There is some variation between courts, especially with regard to 
bench trial rates. Florida and New Jersey both report bench trial 
conviction rates of less than 50 percent. 



TEXT TABLE 5: Conviction Rate at Trial, '1988 

Slate 

California 
Delaware 

Florida 
Kansas 

Maine 
Montana 

New Jersey 
Texas 

Vermont 

Percent 
Jury 

Convict 

81.3% 
66.0 
58.6 
77.6-
75.0-
69.8 
73.3 
68.9 
83.4 
72.0 
66.2 
61.0 

Percent 
Bench 

Convict 

74.2% 
68.2 
42.1 

60.8 
92.5 
31.4 
64.4 
92.3 
54.5 
74.2 

FMDO 

++++ 
++0+ 
++0+ 
+00+ 
0+00 
++++ 
++0+ 
+000 
+000 
0+00 
+000 
0+++ 

-The Kansas conviction rate combines both jury and bench trials. 

Casetypes: F=Felony: M=Misdemeanor; D=DUIIDWI; 
O=Other Criminal 

overtime, meshing with 1978 figures reported for a similar 
mix of courts in an earlier NCSC Court Statistics Project 
publication, The Business of State Trial Courts, as well as 
several classic case studies. 16 

GUlL TV PLEAS. Text Table 6 indicates that 66 
percent of all criminal case are disposed of by a guilty 
plea.17 Most states conform rather closely to that rate. 
Departures from the two-thirds norm are often for specific 
types of cases. However, California reports that guilty 
pleas were obtained in 87.2 percent of all cases while 
Pennsylvania reports guilty pleas in 46.7 percent of 
cases. 

When consideration is restricted to felony cases, as 
shown in Text Table 7, guilty pleas range from relatively 
low rates of 46 percent in Texas and 51 percent in South 
Dakota and Virginia to relatively high rates of 71 percent 
in Ohio and 84 percent in Rhode Island. 

THE GUlL TV PLEA PROCESS. Because the deter­
mination of guilt is so critical, there is a well-defined 
process and a number of constitutional guarantees that 
underlie a plea of gUilty. At the point of the arraignment, 
the defendant must decide whether to proceed to trial or 
admit guilt. There are several plea alternatives if the 
defendant opts to forgo trial. First, the defendant may 
plead guilty to the charges. A second alternative, avail­
able in most jurisdictions, is a plea of nolo contendere, or 
no contest, to the charges. A third alternative is a plea of 
not guilty by reason of insanity or mental illness. 

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

16 James Eise~stein and ~erbert Jacob, Fe/ony Justice, Uttle, Brown, 
1977; Vera Institute of Justice, Fe/ony Arrests, Longman Inc., 1981 ; and 
Abraham S. Blumberg, Crimina/Justice, Quadrangle Books, 1970. 
17 This is the percentage of filings that were disposed of by a guilty plea. 
An estimate of the number of convictions disposed of by a guilty plea can 
be obtained by first subtracting the number of cases dismissed from the 
filing total. This gives a guilty plea rate of 79 percent of convictions. 

TEXT TABLE 6: Nontrlal Criminal Dispositions, 
1988* 

Percent Percent Percent 
State Plea Dismiss Other FMDO 

Alaska 64.8% 26.9% 1.1% +000 
California 87.2 6.0 - ++++ 
Delaware 70.4 19.8 3.6 + +0+ 

District of Columbia 60.0 13.0 18.5 +000 
30.3 23.5 41.9 0+00 

Florida 74.8 13.6 5.9 ++0+ 
Hawaii 52.3 24.0 9.1 + +0 + 

33.2 2.2 26.2 0+00 
Indiana 62.7 21.3 - +0 00 
Kansas 59.7 21.8 12.7 + 00+ 

48.8 33.5 13.5 0+0 0 
Maine 51.1 26.9 15.3 + +++ 

Michigan 57.4 13.4 19.4 + 00 + 
Missouri 70.4 11.2 0.7 + 000 

41.2 30.0 0.7 o +00 
Montana 66.0 24.4 - + +0 + 

New Jersay 64.5 18.2 - + 000 
New York 83.1 8.5 1.5 + 0 +0 

North Carolina 63.4 29.9 2.9 + 000 
North Dakota 78.9 - - + +0 + 

Ohio 71.1 9.6 9.8 + 000 
Oklahoma 60.0 33.1 - + 00 + 

60.4 29.1 5.2 o +0 + 
82.1 12.3 0.9 00+0 

Pennsylvania 46.7 8.2 38.0 + ++0 
Rhode Island 84.4 11.8 0.3 + 000 

59.5 23.2 5.2 0+++ 
South Carolina 63.6 2:1.7 6.3 + +++ 

South Dakota 51.2 43.2 - + 000 
85.0 13.6 - 0++0 

Texas 46.0 17.8 21.1 + 000 
35.1 23.3 36.0 o +00 

Vermont 64.1 25.0 0.5 + 000 
68.9 23.9 - o +++ 

Virginia 51.6 15.7 4.5 + 000 
36.1 27.0 3.9 o +0+ 

Washington 69.9 15.5 5.5 + 00 + 
Wisconsin 67.2 19.1 6.9 +000 

64.7 32.1 1.0 o +00 
81.0 15.8 0.5 00+0 

Wyoming 63.5 16.9 11.0 +00+ 

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

- =Not available. 

Casetypes: F=Felony; M=Misdemeanor; D=DUIIDWlj 
O.:Other Criminal. 

judge and the defendant to ensure that the plea was fully 
explained and the consequences of the plea understood. 
This dialogue establishes an adequate record that the 
defendant knowingly waived the privilege against self­
incrimination, the right to trial by jury, and the right to face 
one's accusers; ensures that the nature of the offense 
was fully explained to the defendant; and verifies that the 
plr.a was fully explained and the consequences of the 
ph:la understood. Another requirement is that the defen­
dant be represented by counsel to provide an informed 
and impartial analysis of the prospects at trial relative to 
a guilty plea. 

The plea process is certainly swifter than the formal 
trial process, but it need not be less fair. Although fairness 
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TEXT TABLE 7: Nontrlal Felony Dispositions, 
1988 

Percent Percent Percent 
State Plea Dismiss Other 

Alaska 64.8% 26.9% 1.1% 
District of Columbia 60.0 13.0 18.5 

Indiana 62.7 21.3 
Missouri 70.4 11.2 0.7 

New Jersey 64.5 18.2 
North Carolina 63.4 29.9 2.9 

Ohic 71.1 9.6 9.8 
Rhode Island 84.4 11.8 0.3 
South Dakota 51.2 43.2 

Texas 46.0 17.8 21.1 
Vermont 64.1 25.0 0.5 
Virginia 51.6 15.7 4.5 

Wisconsin 67.2 19.1 6.9 

-= Not available 

is a difficult quality to measure, the overwhelming preva­
lence of guilty pleas provides strong evidence that the 
plea process is more desirable to both defendants and 
prosecutors than trial. Both sides benefit. Prosecutors 
benefit because they are able to secure high conviction 
rates without incurring the uncertainty and cost of trial. 
Defendants presumably prefer the outcome of the nego­
tiation to the exercise of their trial rigilts or the deal would 
not have been struck. The defendant also saves the 
uncertainty and cost of trial.1B 

THE PREVALENCE OF GUlL TV PLEAS. J\pproxi­
mately 79 percent of all criminal convictions occurthrough 
a guilty plea. Often this involves an explicit bargain or 
agreement between the defense and prosecution. The 
prevalence of plea bargaining has been explained by the 
impact of caseload pressure upon criminal court opera­
tions.19 As cc.seload pressure increases, it is argued, 
overworked prosecutors substitute compromise (plea 
bargaining) fortraditional due process methods and guilty 
pleas replace trials as the primary form of disposition. 
Furthermore, this situation can only be remedied by 
reducing case load pressures through a large infusion of 
resources into the criminal justice system. 

18 The debate !;lVer the efficacy of plea bargaining has created a large 
literature. See, e.g., Lynn Mather, Plea Bargaining or Trial?, Lexington 
Books, 1979. 
19 See, AlbertAlschuler, "The Prosecutor's role in Plea Bargaining," 36 
University of Chicago Law Review (1968). The theory of caseload 
pressure should be contrasted with Malcom Feely, "Plea Bargaining 
and the Structure of the Criminal Process,· Justice SYi,1em Journal, vol. 
7, no. 3, 1982, p. 338. Rather than issues of caseload pressure, 
efficiency considerations, or resource conservation underlying the 
prevalence of plea bargaining, Feeley argues that changes in the 
structure of the criminal justice system (e.g., expansion of criminal law 
and procedural rights, the rise of criminal justice professionals) has 
increased the level of adversariness. This increased adversariness has 
led to increased negotiation resulting in a more evenly balanced 
relationship between the state and the defendant. 
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This conventional wisdom is challenged by several 
recent studies. A study conducted in the Connecticut 
Superior Court found that the trial rate had remained 
relatively unchanged at about 8.7 percent from 1880 to 
1959 although caseloads considerably increased. Simi­
lar results were found in a more statistically rigorous study 
of the Chicago courts, where variations in case load did 
not affect the guilty plea rate or the decision to pursue a 
case to trial. 20 

Examining this issue using felony disposition data, 
Text Table 7, in conjunction with Table 15 (Part III, p.xxx), 
provides some support for these recent findings. There 
is no evidence of a relationship between case load levels 
and the number of guilty pleas.21 For example, the per­
centage of guilty pleas in states with large felony case loads 
such as Texas (46%) and New Jersey (65%) do not differ 
greatly from the percentage of guilty pleas in low criminal 
case load states such as Alaska (65%) and South Dakota 
(51%). Although such comparisons are far from conclu­
sive, they support the view that case load pressure alone 
does not explain the prevalence of guilty pleas'and, by 
inference, of plea bargaining. It is therefore highly un­
likely that an increase in criminal justice resources, on its 
own, would lead to the elimination of plea bargaining. 
Prosecutors would still have incentives to plea bargain in 
cases where questions exist over the credibility of wit­
nesses, cases where key evidence might not stand up at 
trial, and in many other situations. Prosecutors, however, 
mention case load pressures as one important reason for 
engaging in plea bargaining.22 A reasonable conclusion 
is that case load pressures are but one ingredient in the 
plea bargaining decision. Caseload pressure is a general 
impetus to plea bargain, but does not determine which 
specific cases will be bargained or the generosity of any 
particular bargain. 

DISMISSALS. In a pretrial meeting, the defense 
attorney may ask the prosecutor to dismiss the charges 
against the client. An unqualified dismissal involves 
neither a plea by the defendant nor an exchange by the 
prosecutor; rather, a dismissal is a decision by the trial 
court to terminate all charges against a defendant. Dis­
missals typically point to questions over the sufficiency of 
the evidence. Eyewitness identification may be uncer­
tain, victims reluctant to testify, and the evidence circum­
stantial. 

Text Table 6 indicates that approximately 20 percent 
of all criminal cases are dismissed, making it the second 
most common method of case disposition. The lowest 
dismissal rate for felony cases (Text Table 7) are 10 
percent in Ohio and 11 percent in Missouri. The highest 

1(\ 

20 See, e.g., Milton Heumann, Plea Bargaining, University of Chicago 
Press, 1978; Peter Nardulli, "The Caseload Controversy and the Study 
of Criminal Courts," 70 Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology(1979). 
21 These figures should only be viewed as suggestive since they do not 
control for the staffing size of the courts or the prosecutor's offices. 
22 For an example of research based on prosecutor interv;aw data which 
has found case load pressure to have a direct effect on case determina­
tion, see William F. McDonald, Plea Bargaining: Critical Issues and 
Common Practice, National Institute of Justice, 1985. 



rates are in North Carolina (30 percent) and South Dakota 
(43 percent). It is noteworthy that the lowest dismissal 
rate is higher than the average trial rates. 

Civil Dispositions 

The proceedings and outcomes of civil cases do not 
possess the peculiar fascination that the public and press 
find in serious criminal cases. Only the occasional multi­
million dollar judgment brings the civil courts into the 
limelight. This obscures reality because most of the 
workload of general jurisdiction courts consists of civil 
cases.23 

There are some important procedural differences 
between criminal and civil cases. This section outlines 
the stages of a civil action from t~e filing of the initial 
complaint to case termination. A"n analysis of the fre­
quency with which civil cases are disposed by trial, 
settlement, dismissals, and default then follows. 

Stages in the 
Disposition of a Civil Case 
All states have established rules of civil procedure 

that mandate the way that civil actions are to be initiated 
and processed. The process begins when a complaint is 
filed with the clerk of the court outlining the facts of the 
case, the alleged civil wrong, and a request for a court 
ordered remedy such as monetary damages. The defen­
dant is informed of the complaint through a summons and 
is required to respond to the complaint within a limited 
time period; otherwise, default judgment may be entered 
against the defendant. 

Once a civil action has been initiated, it may be 
several years before the trial stage is reached. This 
underscores the lackot binding rules concerning ttle pace 
of civil litigation (23 states have nonbinding "goals" for 
increasing the pace of civil cases) that contrast with the 
speedy trial rules enforced for criminal cases.24 

Both parties are likely to use the interim period to 
prepare their cases through the discovery process. This 
may take the form of verbal questioning under oath 
(depositions) or by asking detailed and specific written 
questions (interrogatories). This process allows each 
party to clarify exactly what is disputed by the other party, 
and which witnesses the opposing party will use to prove 
its case. At the completion of discovery, many courts 
schedule a pretrial conference with the opposing parties 
and the judge to examine the legal issues and discuss the 
possibility of settlement. 

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

21 In 1988, Table 7 (Part III, p. 111) shows that 71 percentofthe general 
jurisdiction caseload was civil cases with the remaining 29 percent 
being criminal cases. 
24 The difference in case processing time between civil and criminal 
cases is substantial. The NCSC publication, Examining Court Delay: 
The Pace of Utigation in 26 Urban Trial Courts, 1987, p. 12, 54, shows 
the median time from complaint to disposition in civil cases to be 333 
days and the median time from arrest to disposition in felony ~ses to 
be 119 days. 

in favor of the plaintiff, the jury also sets the monetary 
amount of the award. This varies from the standard 
practice in most criminal courts where the jury determines 
guilt or innocence, but the sentencing is left to the judge. 
In other respects, the form of a civil trial is similar to a 
criminal trial. 

Civil Dispositions by Casetype, 1988 
This section now turns to an analysis of specific 

patterns that are evident for dispositions by trial and by 
settlement, dismissal, or default. Table 2 displays sum­
mary data on the method of disposition of civil cases in 
1988. The civil casetypes included as well as bench and 
jury trial definitions are also shown for each court in Table 
2. 

TRIAL. Most civil cases are settled prior to trial. 
Therefore, as with criminal cases, the formal trial process 
is the least used method of civil case disposition. Text 
Table 8 displays civil trial rates by state and in aggregate. 

Overall, trials account for 9.2 percent of all civil 
dispositions in 1988. Of the 34 states reporting relevant 
information, 21 have combined jury and bench trial rates 
of 9 percent or less for all civil casetypes. The remaining 
courts show considerable variation, with trial rates reach­
ing to as high as 35 percent in Oklahoma (small claims 
cases only) and 39 percent in Missouri (small claims 
cases only). 

As with criminal trial rates, it is likely that the various 
combinations of general civil (tort, contract, and real 
property), small claims, domestic relations, and other civil 
cases shown in Text Table 8 complicate interpretation of 
civil trial rates. Text Table 9 presents trial rate informa­
tion for general civil cases only.25 As can be seen, there 
is still considerable variation in trial rates. The range 
however is more restricted, with highs of 20 percent in 
North CarOlina and 24 percent in Oklahoma. Fifteen of 
the 27 states publishing data on general civil case loads 
report trial rates of 7 percent or less.26 

JURY TRIALS. Aggregating over the 34 states in 
Text Table 8 finds that 12.5 percent of all civil trials were 
jury trials; the remaining 87.5 percent were before the 
bench. There is little variation in jury trial rates, with all 
states reporting civil jury trial rates of less than 6 per­
cenV7 In only six states do jury trial rates exceed bench 
trial rates. 

In many instances, Text Table 9 allows an examina­
tion of jury trial rates for the components of general civil 
caseload. Forthe 10 states that report such specific data, 
it can be seen that jury trial rates in tort cases are all below 

25 The reported general civil trial rates may include some "other civil" 
cases if they cannot be separated from tort, contract, and real property 
cases. It is important to focus on this grouping as general civil excludes 
case!ypes such as small claims where a jury trial is not an option. 
26 These results do not significantly differ from th!Jse found by Goerdt 
et al. In unpublished data from Examining Court De/ay: The Pace of 
Litigation in 26 Urban Trial Courts, 1987, the civil trial rate ranged from 
a low of 2 percent in Dayton to highs of 18 percent in Portland and 20 
percent i;'l Fairfax. 
'Zl Again, these rates mirror the levels found in Goard! et aI., supra note 
10, p. 24. 
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TEXT TABLE 8: Percentage of Civil Dispositions 
Reached at Trial, 1988 

Percent Percent PerCE'nt 
State Trial by Jury by Bench TCRS DO 

Alaska 6.0% 1.4% 4.6% +++00+ 
Arizona 2.9 1.0 1.9 +++00+ 

California 3.9 1.6 2.3 +00000 
17.0 5.0 11.9 00+000 

Colorado 2.5 0.9 1.7 +++00+ 
Connecticut 2.9 1.1 1.9 +++00+ 

Delaware 2.8 1.7 1.1 +++00+ 
District of Columbia 1.6 0.8 0.8 ++000+ 

Florida 5.7 4.7 1.0 +00000 
4.2 0.8 3.4 0+0000 
3.7 0.2 3.5 00+000 
0.9 0.2 0.7 00000+ 

Hawaii 2.8 1.9 0.9 +00000 
1.7 0.5 1.2 0+0000 
0.4 0.4 0.0 00+000 
1.1 0.3 0.8 00000+ 

Indiana 19.9 1.1 18.8 +++00+ 
Iowa 10.4 1.0 9.4 +++0++ 

Kansas 5.9 0.6 5.3 +++00+ 
Maine 5.9 4.0 1.9 +++0++ 

Maryland 9.1 1.3 7.8 +++0++ 
Massachusetts 6.5 2.3 4.2 +00000 

10.3 1.4 8.9 0+0000 
15.0 1.6 13.4 00+000 

Michigan 3.3 2.9 0.4 +00000 
2.2 0.6 1.5 0++00+ 

Minnesota 16.2 4.5 11.8 +00000 
5.6 1.4 4.2 0+0000 
2.3 0.5 1.8 00+000 
1.1 0.3 0.8 00000+ 

Missouri 19.3 0.6 18.7 +++00+ 
38.8 0.0 38.8 000+00 

New Jersey 7.5 0.4 7.1 ++++0+ 
New York 10.4 4.5 5.9 +++0++ 

North Carolina 20.2 5.7 14.5 +++00+ 
North Dakota 12.9 0.4 12.5 +++0++ 

Ohio 7.3 3.2 4.1 +00000 
18.6 0.8 17.8 0++00+ 

Oklahoma 24.6 1.1 23.5 +++000 
35.2 0.0 35.2 000+00 

Oregon 5.9 3.6 2.2 +++000 
Pennsylvania 11.0 4.4 6.6 +++00+ 
Rhode Island 8.6 4.4 4.2 +++00+ 
South Dakota 6.5 1.1 5.4 +++00+ 

Texas 13.4 3.9 9.5 +00000 
9.5 1.0 8.6 0+0000 

19.4 2.1 17.3 00+000 
13.3 1.0 12.3 00000+ 

Vermont 14.5 1.5 13.0 +++00+ 
Virginia 18.9 2.9 16.0 +++00+ 

Washington 6.4 4.6 1.8 +00000 
3.4 0.4 3.0 0+0000 
2.4 0.1 2.3 00+000 
1.3 0.2 1.1 00000+ 

Wisconsin 5.5 4.1 1.4 +00000 
2.5 0.3 2.2 0+0000 
2.8 0.0 2.8 000+00 
5.1 0.3 4.8 00000+ 

Wyoming 28.4 0.5 27.9 +++0++ 
Casetype: T = Tort; C=Contract; R=Real Property; S=Small 

Claims; D=Domestic Relations; O=Other Civil 

Ag~regate Trial Rates for COliirts Reporting Disposition, 
Jury Trial, and Bench Trial Information, 1988 

Percentage 
Variables Total of Total 

Dispositions 2,835,491 

Trials 260,980 9.2% 
Jury 32,563 1.2 (12.5% of Total Trials) 

Bench 228,417 8.1 (87.5% of Total Trials) 
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TEXT TABLE 9: PerC6i1tage of General Civil 
Dispositions Reached at Trial, 
1988 

Percent Percent Percent 
State Trial by Jury by Bench TeRO 

Alaska 6.0 1.4 4.6 ++++ 
Arizona 2.9 1.0 1.9 ++++ 

California 3.9 1.6 2.3 +000 
17.0 5.0 11.9 00+0 

Colorado 2.5 0.9 1.7 ++++ 
Connecticut 2.9 1.1 1.9 ++++ 

Delaware 2.8 1.7 1.1 ++++ 
District of Columbia 1.6 0.8 0.8 ++0+ 

Florida 5.7 4.7 1.0 +000 
4.2 0.8 3.4 0+00 
3.7 0.2 3.5 00+0 
0.9 0.2 0.7 000+ 

Hawaii 2.8 1.9 0.9 +000 
1.7 0.5 1.2 0+00 
0.4 0.4 0.0 00+0 
1.1 0.3 0.8 000+ 

Indiana 19.9 1.1 18.8 ++++ 
Kansas 5.9 0.6 5.3 ++++ 

Massachusetts 6.5 2.3 4.2 +000 
10.3 1.4 8.9 0+00 
15.0 1.6 13.4 00+0 

Michigan 3.3 2.9 0.4 +000 
2.2 0.6 1.5 0+++ 

Minnesota 16.2 4.5 11.8 +000 
5.6 1.4 4.2 0+00 
2.3 0.5 !.8 00+0 
1.1 0.3 0.8 000+ 

Missouri 19.3 0.6 18.7 ++++ 
North Carolin'l 20.2 5.7 14.5 ++++ 

Ohio 7.3 3.2 4.1 +000 
18.6 0.8 17.8 0+++ 

Oklahoma 24.6 1.1 23.5 +++0 
Oregon 5.9 3.6 2.2 +++0 

Pennsylvania 11.0 4.4 6.6 ++++ 
Rhode Island 8.6 4.4 4.2 ++++ 
South Dakota 6.5 1.1 5.4 ++++ 

Texas 13.4 3.9 9.5 +000 
9.5 1.0 8.6 0+00 

19.4 2.1 17.3 00+0 
13.3 1.0 12.3 000+ 

Vermont 14.5 1.5 13.0 ++++ 
Virginia 18.9 2.9 16.0 ++++ 

Washington 6.4 4.6 1.8 +000 
3.4 0.4 3.0 0+00 
2.4 0.1 2.3 00+0 
1.3 0.2 1.1 000+ 

Wisconsin 5.5 4.1 1.4 +000 
2.5 0.3 2.2 0+00 
5.1 0.3 4.8 000+ 

Casetype: T = Tort; C=Contract; R=Real Property; O=Other Civil 

5 percent. For contract and real property rights cases, 
jury trial rates do not exceed 2 percent and 5 percent, 
respectively. 

BENCH TRIALS. Whereas criminal trials were split 
nearly equally between bench and jury trials, approxi­
mately 87 percent of all civil trials are bench trials. Given 
the fixed nature of jury trial rates, the wide variation in 
overall trial rates is obviously driven by the variation in 
bench trial rates. Bench trial rates range from as low as 
less than 1 percent in Florida (other civil cases only), 
Hawaii (tort and real property rights cases onl,'), Michigan 
(tort cases only), and Minnesota (other civil cases only) to 



as high of 35 percent in Oklahoma (small claims cases 
only) and 39 percent in Missouri (small claims cases 
only). 

Restricting the analysis to general civil caseloads, 
Text Table 9 shows the bench trial rates to be highest in 
Missouri (19 percent for general civil plus other civil), 
Indiana (19 percent for general civil plus other civil), and 
Oklahoma (23 percent for general civil).28 

Refining the analysis one step further, the bench trial 
rate in tort cases (anges as high as 12 percent in Minne­
sota, although it is 4 percent or less in 8 of the 10 states 
providing such speci.fic data. Likewise, bench trial rates 
in contract cases range as high as 9 percent in Massachu­
setts and Texas, while bench trials in real property rights 
cases are highest in Texas (17 percent). 

One reason for the apparent preference for bench 
trials is that jury trials are not suitable or even not 
permitted for the most common civil casetypes (e.g., 
domestic relations and small claims). The influence of 
these high volume casetypes on the disposition totals 
dilutes the impact of relatively high jury trial rate casetypes, 
such as torts. As with criminal cases, jury and bench trial 
rates vary greatly by civil casetype. 

SETILEMENTS, DISMISSALS, AND DEFAULTS. 
Rising civil caseloads have prompted a shift in resources 
and decision mechanisms away from formal trial pro­
ceedings and toward pretrial settlements in many civil 
courtS.29 The broad acceptance of the role of settlement 
in meeting the civil objectives of a "just, speedy, and an 
inexpensive determination of every action"30 reflects the 
emergence of the judge as manager. "Today the need for 
judges to actively exercise control over the progress of 
and preparation of civil cases is accepted as a philosophi­
cal concept and is written into rules in a number of 
instances.''31 Encouraging the use of settiement, where 
applicable, is a principal tool of civil case management in 
many states and individual trial courts. To an unknown 
degree, this shift in emphasis may have reinforced the 
importance of nontrial methods of disposition in civil 
cases. 

The data in Table 2 reflect the importance of settle­
ment as a dominant method of civil case disposition. Text 
Table 10 shows the percentage of civil dispositions 
occurring through a dismissal or settlement, default, or 
other disposition. Cases that are either settled or dis­
missed represent between one-quarter to three-quarters 
of total dispositions in most courts. The total disposition 
figures include, however, a large number of cases that 
were initiated but quickly terminated or never fully pur­
sued. These are cases settled by default (the defendant 
did not respond to the plaintiff's allegations in the initial 

28 The range of bench trials published by the state courts exhibits a 
slightly wider scope than found by Goerdt et al. In that study (available 
in unpublished data), bench trials ranged from 1 percent in Dayton, 
Colorado Springs, District of Columbia, Detroit, Jersey City, and Newark 
to highs of 9 percent in Portland and 11 percent in Fairfax. 
29 There is a substantial body of thought which stresses the benefits of 
the settlement process over trial. See, e.g., Julius M. Title, "New 
Settlement Techniques for Civil Cases," 18 Judges Journal 42 (1979). 
30 Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 4. 
31 American Bar Association, The Improvem3nt of the Administration of 
Justice, ABA Press, 1981, p. 137. 

TEXT TABLE 10: Non-Trial Civil DisposItions, 
1988* 

Percent 
Dismiss! Percent Percent 

State Settled Default Other TCRSDO 

Alaska 47.9% 6.2% 30.9% +++00+ 
Delaware 77.6 10.2 9.4 +++00+ 

Florida 69.1 20.4 4.8 +00000 
46.9 43.1 5.8 0+0000 
37.3 56.8 2.2 00+000 
10.9 10.9 2.2 00000+ 

Hawaii 84.2 1.8 9.8 +00000 
65.8 14.8 13.7 0+0000 
42.9 0.0 51.0 00+000 
27.1 2.3 26.9 00000+ 

Indiana 39.5 26.2 14.4 +++00+ 
Kansas 44.5 42.8 7.3 +++00+ 

Maine 56.3 1.7 23.6 +++0++ 
Massachusetts 71.8 - 21.7 +00000 

71.8 - 18.0 0+0000 
80.9 - 4.2 00+000 

Michigan 62.5 16.6 17.7 +00000 
48.7 23.8 25.4 0++00+ 

Minnesota 28.0 - 32.7 +00000 
33.3 - 46.4 0+0000 
54.7 - - 00+000 
11.6 - 16.6 00000+ 

Missouri 37.0 42.0 1.8 +++00+ 
34.5 25.7 0.9 000+00 

Montana 16.0 4.4 48.2 +++0++ 
New Jersey 48.8 42.8 0.9 ++++0+ 

North Carolina 55.5 6.1 18.2 +++00+ 
Ohio 72.0 4.0 16.8 +00000 

48.8 23.3 9.3 0++00+ 
Oklahoma 39.3 36.0 - +++000 

15.5 49.2 - 000+00 
Pennsylvania 67.3 - 21.6 +++00+ 
Rhode Island 77.8 - - +++00+ 

Texas 46.0 3.1 37.5 +00000 
50.1 24.5 15.9 0+0000 
42.6 6.6 31.4 00+000 
53.4 10.9 22.5 00000+ 

Vermont 48.7 38.8 - +++00+ 
Virginia 44.9 6.5 29.7 +++00+ 

Washington 87.8 5.0 0.8 +00000 
67.9 28.0 0.7 0+0000 
42.4 55.0 0.1 00+000 
67.3 31.0 0.4 00000+ 

Wisconsin 41.8 - 52.7 +00000 
39.5 - 58.0 0+0000 
7.3 - 89.9 000+00 

35.7 - 59.2 00000+ 
Wyoming 28.1 33.1 10.4 +++0++ 

*These disposition rates exclude trial rates and will not sum to 
100 percent. 

- = Not available 

Casetype: T-Tort; C-Contract; R-Real Property; S-Small 
Claims; D-Domestic Relations; O-Other Civil 

~omplaint) or placed in the "other" category (cases that 
h.we been consolidated or placed on inactive status). If 
cases so disposed are removed, the average number of 
civil cases disposed through settlement approaches 75 
percent. 

Text Table 11 displays the nontrial disposition rates 
foraeneral civil cases. The variation is considerable even 
within a specific casetype. Tort cases show both the 
highest (88 percent in Washington) and the lowest (28 
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TEXT TABLE 11: Nontrlal General Civil 
Dispositions, 1988 

Percent 
Dlsmlssl Percent Percent 

State Settled Default Other TCRO 

Alaska 47.9 6.2 30.9 ++++ 
Delaware 77.6 10.2 9.4 ++++ 

Florida 69.1 20.4 4.8 ,.000 
46.9 43.1 5.8 0+00 
37.3 56.8 2.2 00+0 

Hawaii 84.2 1.8 9.8 +000 
65.8 14.8 13.7 0+00 
42.9 0.0 51.0 00 +0 

Indiana 39.5 26.2 14.4 ++++ 
Kansas 44.5 42.8 7.3 ++++ 

Massachusetts 71.8 - 21.7 +000 
71.8 - 18.0 0+00 
80.9 - 4.2 00+0 

Michigan 62.5 16.6 17.7 +000 
48.7 23.8 25.4 0+++ 

Minnesota 28.0 - 32.7 +000 
33.3 - 46.4 0+00 
54.7 - 97.2 00+0 

Missouri 37.0 42.0 1.8 ++++ 
North Carolina 55.5 6.1 18.2 ++++ 

Ohio 72.0 4.0 16.8 +000 
48.8 23.3 9.3 0+++ 

Oklahoma 39.3 36.0 - +++0 
Pennsylvania 67.3 - 21.6 ++++ 
Rhode Island 77.8 - - ++++ 

Texas 46.0 3.1 37.5 +000 
50.1 24.5 15.9 0+00 
42.6 6.6 31.4 00+0 

Vermont 48.7 38.8 - ++++ 
Virginia 44.9 6.5 29.7 ++++ 

Washington 87.8 5.0 0.8 +000 
67.9 28.0 0.7 0+00 
42.4 55.0 0.1 00+0 

Wisconsin 41.8 - 52.7 +000 
39.5 - 58.0 0+00 

- = Not available 

Casetype: T = Tort; C=Contract; R=Real Property; O=Other Civil. 

percent in Minnesota) percentage of cases dismissed or 
settled. Contract cases are nearly as diverse. The 
dismissal/settlement rate for contract cases ranges from 
33 percent in Minnesota to 72 percent in Massachusetts. 
Real property rights cases have rates that range from 37 
percent in Florida to 81 percent in Massachusetts. 

Overall, some important similarities are found forthe 
patterns of disposition in civil and criminal cases. Most 
importantly, the percentage of dispositions by trial and 
nontrial methods are similar. The percentages can, 
however, obscure the point that substantially more gen­
eral jurisdiction civil cases are being filed and disposed 
than criminal cases. Table 7, in Part III, indicates that the 
total number of civil dispositions is nearly two and one­
half times greater than the total criminal dispositions in 
general jurisdiction courts in 1988. Therefore, while the 
relative mix of disposition methods may be similar in civil 
and criminal cases, the actual number of civil disposi-

------~--I 

tions, and the consequent inlpact on the court system, 
exceeds the criminal side. 

CONCLUSION. The disposition data available from 
general jurisdiction courts in 1988 indicate that most 
cases, civil as well as criminal, are not disposed at trial. 
However, although the trial rate forthe country as a whole 
is less than 10 percent, there is a good deal of variation 
between states. Felony trial dispositions range from 
about 1 percent to 24 percent, while general civil trial 
dispositions range from approximately 1 percent to 28 
percent of all cases. Most criminal convictions, however, 
are obtained through guilty pleas and most civil cases are 
disposed through settlement. 

Thus, despite the widespread availability of a trial be­
fore a jury of their peers, overseen by an impartial 
judiciary, few litigants exercise this option. Although a 
large number of cases are being disposed without formal 
trial proceedings, there is an increasing concern by the 
public and legal community about rising costs, delay, and 
inefficiency. In addition, there is the perception by some 
that the most common methods of case termination-the 
guilty plea in criminal cases and settlement in civil cases­
are lacking in fairness.32 In order to fully explore these 
issues, accessible and reliable disposition statistics from 
the nation's state courts are essential. 

Observations and Recommendations 

The most telling comment on the current status of 
information about method of trial court dispositions is that 
little has changed in the last ten years. Roughly the same 
number of general jurisdiction court systems were in­
cluded in The Business of the State Tria/ Courts, which 
described state court activity in 1978, as are found in 
Tables 1 and 2.33 Many states are not currently in a 
position to publish statistics that speak directly to the 
concerns that the public, judges, the legal profession, and 
court administrators have on how courts dispose of 
cases. 

This is true despite great strides in automating court 
records and the extensive development of information 
systems for tracking criminal and civil cases. The exten­
sive research that accompanied the move toward sen­
tencing guidelir.es and determinate sentencing systems 
(and tort reform legislation and alternative dispute reso­
lution in civil law) has not led to the ready availability of 

32 For example, it was these sorts of concerns that led the Senate 
Judiciary Committee to convene a task force of major participants in the 
civil justice system in 1988 to explore ways to reduce court congestion, 
delay, and cost. The results are published in Justice for All: Reducing 
Costs and Delay in Civil Litigation, The Brookings Institute, October 
1989. 
33 In 1978, 27 general jurisdiction court systems had relatively complete 
information on plea, dismissal, and overall trial rates (no distinction was 
made between jury and bench trial rates). On the civil side, 33 states 
had information on overall trial rates. However, only 7 ot these states 
also reported information on settlement and dismis!';al rates. 

i 
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statistics on trial rates, dismissals, guilty pleas, or acquit­
tals at trial. 

Ourfocus is on the statistics published in annual state 
court reports or readily available from the administrative 
offices of the courts. But that is the main official source 
available to those interested in examining the patterns of 
case outcomes. Special studies of case disposition 
methods often exist. Part II of this report is intended to 
encourage the more systematic and widespread incorpo­
ration of such data collection efforts into state court 
annual reports. 

Clearly, more attention should be placed on the 
quantity and quality of information administrative offices 
of the court collect and report on the method of case 
disposition. Two steps are necessary if that is to occur. 

First, more consideration needs to be given to the 
purposes for which such information is collected. What is 
it that the public, presiding judges, and court administra­
tors need to know on a regular basis? The way in which 
scarce court system resources are allocated between 
alternative disposition procedures depends on their rela­
tive use. For example, the number of trials per judge 
offers a basic index of the adequacy of formal trial 
resources. Similarly, effective differentiated case man­
agement requires information on varying time to disposi­
tion statistics for each disposition alternative. 

Moreover, method of case disposition statistics pro­
vide a context for more standard case load measures like 
the number of case filings and dispositions. Clearance 
rates, for example, may fall in a period of stable case 
filings if more cases are going to trial. 

Further, it is helpful to distinguish information on the 
method by which cases are decided from the type of 
decision. Criminal cases are resolved at jury trial or 
bench trial, by a guilty plea or a dismissal before trial, or 
through a nolle prosequi. Cases can also be disposed of 
in a court by transfer to another court's jurisdiction; some 
cases are in practice disposed of when the defendant fails 
to appear. Civil cases are disposed of by jury trial, bench 
trial, as uncontested, or when they are dismissed, with­
drawn, settled, or submitted to arbitration before trial. Tile 
method of disposition categories used should cover the 
range of options that matter, grouping those options that 
are similar in their consequences and implications for 
court schedules and staffing. 

The type of decision overlaps with method of dispo­
sition for most nontrial methods in criminal cases. Statis­
tics are needed on the number of cases that reach trial but 
are dismissed, settled, or resolv6d by a plea. In addition, 

there is substantial interest in the rates of acquittal and 
conviction at trial. Public perception of court performance 
often hinges on the perceived fairness of dispositional 
outcomes. Forcivil cases, a different classification scheme 
is needed. The prototype statistical profile for court 
reporting in Appendix C (as elaborated in the 1989 edition 
of the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary) is a good 
starting point.34 It is recommended, however, that the 
prototype be modified to include an additional disposition 
category for sUmnt3ry judgments. Summary judgment 
allows the court to enter judgment in a case when the 
court determines that there are "no genuine issues of 
material fact'>35 so as to avoid the time and expense of trial. 
It may be that some courts are including summary judg­
ments in the trial category thereby inflating the published 
trial rate. Clearly distinguishing between summary judg­
ment and trial would increase the precision of method of 
disposition statistics for civil caseloads. 

Second, once a clear set of purposes are agreed, it 
is necessary to establish clear rules for categorizing and 
counting dispositions. The State Court Model Statistical 
Dictional/recommends that a jury trial be counted when 
the jury is sworn and the first evidence is introduced; a 
bench trial is counted when the first evidence is intro­
duced. Once begun, a trial is counted regardless of 
whether a judgment is reached. 

Clearly stated rules are also.needed on what is being 
counted. It is recommended that defendants be the unit 
for criminal cases and the complaint the unit for describ­
ing method and type of decision. Rules and conventions 
need to be devised and publiShed for treating such 
complicating factors as counterclaims and multiplaintiff 
and multidefendant civil actions. A meaningful break­
down of types of cases needs to be adopted for collecting 
and reporting method of disposition information. In all 
instances, the rule or convention should respond to the 
purposes for which the information is being collected. 

Finally, it would be advantageous if these steps were 
taken in tandem by states and, within states, by all court 
systems with relevant jurisdiction. The current patchwork 
of information available on courts of general jurisdiction is 
inadequate as a basis for describing how court cases are 
resolved. 

34 This prototype, however, has not yet been modified to include 
categories reporting type of decision in civil cases. 
30 Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 56(c). 
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PART II Table 1: CrimInal Dispositions by Casetype for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988. 

State/Court nama: 

ALASKA 
SUporior Court 

ARIZONA 
SUporior Court 

CAUFORNIA 
Superior Court 

COLORADO 
District Court 

CONNECTICUT 
SUporior Court 

DELAWARE 
Superior Court 

DISTRICTOF COLUM61A 
Superior Court 

FLORIDA 
Circuit Court 

HAWAII 
Circuit Court 

INDIANA 
SUporior and Circuit Court 

IOWA 
District Court 

KANSAS 
District 

MAINE 
District 

MARYLAND 
Circuit Court 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit Court 

MINNESOTA 
District Court 

MiSSOURI 
Circuil Court 

MONTANA 
District Court 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior Court 

NEWYORK 
Supremo and County Court 

Unlt Trial 
Case type of defini-

F M. Eo 0 ~ tion 

+ 0 0 0 

+ + + + 

+ + + + 

+ 0 0 + 

+ 0 0 0 
o + 0 0 

+ + 0 + 

+ 0 0 0 
o + 0 0 

+ + 0 + 

+ + 0 + 
o 0 + 0 

+ 0 0 0 

+ + + + 

7-A C-E 

4-A A-D 

2-A A-D 

4-C A-D 

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

2-A A-D 

2-6 A-D 
2-6 A-D 

5-6 A-D 

1-6 A-D 
1-6 A-D 

7-EI C-E 

2-A A-D 

+ 0 0 + 2-ElA A-D 
o + 0 0 2-ElA A-D 

+ + + + 

+ + 0 + 

+ 00+ 

+ 000 
o + 0 0 

2-A A-D 

2-A A-D 

2-A C-E 

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

+ 0 0 0 ll-NC B-D 
o + 0 0 ll-NC B-D 

+ + 0 + 7-A C-E 

+ 0 0 0 2-6 C-E 

+ 0 + 0 7-A B-D 

Number of 
dlsposJ.­
lions (or 

casetypes 

~ 

2,392 

24,006 

111,120 

18,021 6 

5,245 
147,354 6 

4,528 

10,677 
17,611 

163,923 B 

2,449C 
271 A 

16,713 

46,963 A 

13,215 
15,407 

10,703 B 

52,039 C 

54,018 

12,835 
13,0466 

18,6676 
2,8746 

3,754 

39,086 

64,611 A 
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Number 
of 

173 

985 

7,553 

8088 

162 
656 

281 

759 
757 

4,7918 

358 C 
104A 

2,092 

2,023 A 

7148 

4,320 C 

5,909 

696 
2686 

2,5438 
729 8 

362 

2,084 

Number 
of 

jury 

~ 

166 

888 

5,138 

7148 

NA 
216 B 

259 

737 
483 

4,2028 

261 C 
21 A 

1,009 

720 A 

550 
135 

5436 

1,864 C 

2,433 

593 
2268 

783 8 
1028 

202 

1,925 

4,996 A 4,154 A 

Number 
of 

nonjury 

~ 

7 

97 

2,415 

948 

NA 
4408 

22 

22 
274 

Number 
of 

~ 

1,549 

NA 

96,909 

NA 

NA 
NA 

3,188 

6,401 
5,335 

589 8 122,633 6 

97C 
83A 

1,083 

1,303 A 

219 
~16 

1718 

2,456C 

3,476 

103 
42 B 

1,7608 
6278 

160 

159 

842 A 

1,281 C 
90A 

10,478 

NA 

7,888 
7,514 

5,4728 

NA 

31,012 

NA 
NA 

13,144 6 
1,183 8 

2,476 

25,204 

53,700 A 

Number 
of 

644 

4,374 

6,658 

NA 

NA 
NA 

898 

1,383 
4,136 

22,2788 

587C 
6A 

3,566 

NA 

2,879 
5,164 

2,8748 

NA 

7,239 

109 
498 

2,085 E; 

8616 

916 

7,098 

5,523 A 

------------1 

Number 
of other 

dispositions 

26 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 
NA 

161 

1,979 
7,383 

9,738 8 

223C 
71 A 

NA 

44,940 A 

1,679 
2,078 

1,6426 

NA 

10,484 

12,030 
12,729 6 

133 8 
218 

NA 

NA 

955 A 

I 



Table 1: Criminal Dispositions by Case type for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988. (continued) 

Slate/Court name: . 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior Court 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District Court 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 

OKLAHOMA 
District Court 

OREGON 
Circull Court 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Court 01 Common pleas 

RHODE ISLAND 
SUperior Court 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
CIrcuit Court 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
CIrcuit Court 

TEXAS 
DistrIct Court 

VERMONT 
Superfor and District Courts 
District Court 

VtRGINIA 
Circuit Court 
Superior Court 

WASHINGTON 
SuperIor Court 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit Court 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit Court 

WYOMING 
District Court 

Unit Trial 
Casetype of deilnl-

£.. M D O~tlon 

+ 0 0 0 

+ + 0 + 

+ 000 

+ 0 0 + 
o + 0 + 
o 0 + 0 

+ 000 

2-A A-D 

2-A C-E 

2-E A-D 

9-A C-E 
9-A C-E 
9-A C-E 

5-6 C-E 

+ + + 0 2-ND C-E 

+ 000 
o + + + 

+ + + + 

+ 0 0 0 
o + + 0 

+ 000 
o + 0 0 

+ 000 
o + + + 

+ 0 0 0 
o + 0 + 

+ 0 0 + 

+ 0 0 0 
o + 0 0 
o 0 + 0 

+ 000 
o + 0 0 
o 0 + 0 

+ 0 0 + 

4-A C-E 
4-A C-E 

2-A C-E 

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

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

2-A C-E 
2-A C-E 

I-A A-D 
I-A A-D 

7-A A-D 

9-A A-D 
9-A A-D 
9-A A-D 

4-E A-D 
4-E A-D 
4·E A-D 

9-A A-D 

Number of 
disposi­
tions for 

casetypes 
described 

53,420 6 

1,5616 

42,604 

22,107 
27,050 
11,716 

25,142 A 

109,698 A 

5,488 
8786 

53,762 

2,994 
164,487 

151,098 
4,276 

2,167 
17,233 

50,705 
28,2046 

2~,i92 

4,6626 
2,1376 

243 6 

13,260 
34,323 
18,885 A 

1,427 A 

Number 
of 

trials 

NA 

2926 

3,545 

1,516 
1,440 

545 

1,989/\ 

7,B68A 

125 
296 

1,397 

168 
2,279 

4,613 
38 

76 
253 

Number 
of 

jury 
trials 

2,0106 

586 

1,827 

826 
168 
78 

1,120 A 

3,413 A 

NA 
NA 

NA 

128 
140 

3,117 
25 

65 
164 

~4,36O 3,261 
9,3246 720 6 

1,880 

NA 
NA 
NA 

905 
765 
513A 

123A 

1,494 

2516 
806 
276 

655 
418 
340 A 

54A 

Number 
of 

nonjury 
trials 

NA 

234 6 

1,718 

690 
1,272 

467 

869 A 

Number 
of 

~ 

33,8826 

1,2316 

30,280 

13,272 
16,331 
9,617 

NA 

4,455 A 51,242 A 

NA 
NA 

NA 

40 
2,139 

1,496 
13 

11 
89 

11,099 
8,604 6 

386 

NA 
NA 
NA 

250 
347 
173A 

69A 

4,634 
5226 

34,173 

1,533 
139,881 

69,488 
1,503 

1,388 
11,882 

26,150 
10,1716 

15,921 

NA 
NA 
NA 

8,914 
22,199 
15,304 A 

906 A 

Number 
of 

15,984 6 

NA 

4,104 

7,319 
7,883 
1,446 

NA 

8,951 A 

645 
2046 

14,882 

1,293 
22,327 

26,887 
997 

542 
4,114 

7,937 
7,605 6 

3,528 

NA 
NA 
NA 

2,532 
11,029 
2,975 A 

241 A 

Number 
01 other 

dispositions 

1,544 6 

NA 

4,170 

NA 
1,396 

108 

NA 

41,637 A 

18 
466 

3,370 

NA 
NA 

31,879 
1,538 

10 
NA 

2,258 
1,104 6 

1,257 

4,4116 
2,0576 

2166 

909 
331 
93A 

157 A 
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Table 1: Criminal Dispositions by Casetype for Genaral Jurisdiction Courts, 1988. (continued) 

Note: An NA Indicates that the data are not available or 
that the calculations are Inappropriate. States 
omitted from this table did not specifically report 
criminal trial data in sufficient detail. State courts 
with the possibility of jury trials can be Identified in 
the state court system charts located In Part III of 
this report. 

Other dispositions Include transfers and other 
disposition types that are specific to Individual states. 

NA,. Not available. 
+ - Data are given for these casetypes. 
o • Data do not Include these casetypes. 

Key: 
F Felony 
M = Misdemeanors 
o ,. DWI/OUI 
o ,. Other Criminal 

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

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

swearing of first witness. 
C ,. A jury trial Is counted at verdict or decision. 
o '" A nonjury trial Is counted when evidence is first 

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

Criminal case use of count codes: 
Contents of case (number of defendants/number of charges): 
1 '" Single defendanVslngle charge 
2 Single defendanVsingle incident 
3 Single delendanVsingle incident (maximum number 

of charges) 
4 ,. Single delendanVone or more incidents 
5 Single delendanVvaries with prosecutor 
6 One or more defendants/single charge 
7 a Ona or more defendants/single Incidents 
8 ,. One or more defendants/single incidents (maximum 

number of charges) 
9 '" One or more defendants/one or more Incidents 

10 One or more defendants/varies with prosecutor 
11 Varies with prosecutorNaries with prosecutor 

Point at which case is counted: 
A a At the filing of the information or Indictment 
B ,. At the filing 01 the information or complaint 
C At the filing of the complaint (warrant or accusation) 
o - At the assigning 01 a docket number 
E At the arraignment (first appearance) 
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A: Data are incomplete: 
Hawaii-Circuit Court-All criminal casetypes do not 

Include reopened prior cases. 
Iowa-District Court--Misdemeanor and DWI/DUI 

disposed data do not Include some cases. 
New '(Ork--Stipreme and County-Criminal disposed 

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

Include appeals. 
Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Criminal 

disposed data do not inclUde some appeal cases. 
Wisconsin--Circuit Court-DWI/DUI data does not Include 

Milwaukee County. 
Vlyoming--Dlstrict Court--Disposed data do not Include 

criminal appeals. 

B: Data are overinclusive: 
Colorado-Superior Court-Criminal disposition data 

Include extraditions, revocations, parole, and release 
from commitment hearings. 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Misdemeanor data include 
ordinance violation cases. 

Florida--Circuit Court-Felony data include 
misdemeanors, DWI/DUI and miscellaneous criminal 
cases. 

Iowa-District Court--Felony data Incillde some DWIIDUI 
cases. 

Maine-Superior Court-Misdemeanor disposition data 
Include some criminal appeal cases. Unclassified 
criminal Include ordinance Violations, miscellaneous 
criminal, and other proceedings. 

Minnesota--Distrlct Court--Misdemeanor disposition data 
include ordinance violation and some OWI/DUI cases. 

Missourl--Clrcuit Court-Felony and misdemeanor 
disposition data include some DWI/DUI cases. 

North Carolina--Superior Court-Criminal appeals 
disposed data include misdemeanor cases. 

North Dakota-District Court-Criminal disposed data 
include other proceedings. 

Oklahoma--Felon)' data include some miscellaneous 
criminal cases. Misdemeanor data include ordinance 
violations and some miscellaneous criminal cases. 

Rhode Island-Superior Court-Criminal appeals 
disposed data inclUde misdemeanor and DWI/DUI 
cases. 

Virginia--Circuit Court--Criminal appeals disposed data 
Include misdemeanor and ordinance violation cases. 

West Virginia-Circuit Court--Crlminal case types include 
postconviction remedy proceedings. 

C: Data are incomplete and overlncluslve: 
Hawaii-Circuit Court-Felony data Include misdemeanor 

cases, but do not inclUde reopened prior cases. 
Maryfand--Circuit Court-Felony data include 

misdemeanors but do not include some cases. 



PART II Table 2: Civil Dispositions by Casetype for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988. 

Stale/Court name: 

ALASKA 
Superior Court 

ARIZONA 
Superior Court 

CAUFORNIA 
Superior Court 

COLORAL.O 
District Court 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior Court 

DELAWARE 
Superior Court 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior Court 

FLORIDA 
Circuil Court 

HAWAII 
CirculI Court 

INDIANA 
Superior and CirculI Court 

IOWA 
District Courl 

KANSAS 
District Court 

MAINE 
Superior Court 

MARYLAND 
Circuit Court 

MASSACHusms 
Superior Court 

MICHIGAN 
Clrcuil Court 

MINNESOTA 
DistrIct Court 

Casetype for Which Trial 
trial data given deftnl· 

.1 .2. l!. s .e. 0 tion 

+ + + 0 0 + 

+ + + 0 0 + 

+ 000 0 0 
00+ 0 0 0 
Q + 0 0 + + 

+ + + 00+ 

+ + + 00+ 

+ + + 00+ 

+ + 0 0 0 + 

+ 0 0 0 0 0 
o + 0 0 0 0 
00+ 0 0 0 
o 0 0 0 0 + 

+ 0 0 000 
o + 000 0 
00+ 000 
000 00+ 

+++00+ 

+++0++ 

+ + + 00+ 

+++0++ 

+++0++ 

+ 0 0 000 
o + 0 000 
00+000 

+00000 
0++ 00+ 

+00000 
o + 0 0 0 0 
00+ 000 
o 000 0 + 

3-5 

1·4 

1·4 
1·4 
1·4 

1·4 

1·4 

3-5 

1·4 
1·4 
1·4 
1·4 

1·4 
1·4 
1·4 
1·4 

3-5 

3-5 

1·4 

1·4 

1-4 

1·4 
1·4 
1·4 

3·5 
3·5 

1-4 
1·4 
1·4 
1-4 

Number of 
disposl· 
tions for 

casetypes 

~ 

4,380 B 

54,132 

103,822 
795 

162,893 

65,135 

47,487 

4,491 

12,458 

33,411 
54,529 
51,062 

101,765 B 

1,635 A 
1,554 A 

247 A 
5,039 A 

53,109 A 

56,586C 

81,027 

6,361 A 

97,n2 

17,767 A 
5,646 
2,382 A 

35,531 
45,931 

10,807 
8,899 

17,353 
40,940 

Number 
of 

trials 

264 B 

1,548 

4,031 
135 

49,904 

1,643 

1,393 

125 

194 

1,903 
2,306 
1,880 

948 B 

46A 
27 A 
1 A 

54A 

10,555 A 

5,913C 

4,767 

374 A 

8,879 

1,155 A 
580 
357 A 

1,159 
1,005 

1,755 
496 
395 
444 

Number 
of 

jury 
trials 

61 B 

526 

1,610 
40 
NA 

567 

508 

n 

99 

1,575 
448 

98 
200B 

31 A 
8A 
1 A 

16A 

5nA 

578C 

455 

252 A 

1,287 

406 A 
78 
37 A 

1,020 
298 

481 
122 
81 

113 

Number 
of 

nonjury 
trials 

203B 

1,022 

2,421 
95 
NA 

1,076 

885 

48 

95 

328 
1,858 
1,782 

748 B 

15A 
19A 
OA 

38A 

9,978 A 

5,335C 

4,312 

122A 

7,592 

749 A 
502 
320 A 

139 
707 

1,274 
374 
314 
331 

Number 
of 

273 B 

11,010 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

6,S22 
23,507 
28,999 
11,064 B 

30A 
23QA 

OA 
117 A 

13,933 A 

NA 

34,695 

110A 

NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

5,892 
10,918 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

Number 
of 

dismissed! 

~ 

2,100 B 

NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 

NA 

3,485 

NA 

23,093 
25,555 
19,057 
11,074 B 

1,376 A 
1,023 A 

106 A 
1,366 A 

20,967 A 

NA 

36,063 

3,582 A 

NA 

12,765 A 
4,052 
1,926 A 

22,206 
22,360 

3,025 
2,966 
9,492 
4,734 

Number 
of 

other 
dis positions 

1,355 B 

853 

99,791 
660 

NA 

NA 

NA 

423 

NA 

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

161 A 
213A 
126A 

1,358 A 

7,654 A 

5O,670C 

5,912 

1,503 A 

NA 

3,847 A 
1,014 

99A 

6,274 
11,648 

3,538 
4,13~ 

NA 
6,785 
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Table 2: Civil Dispositions by Casetype for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988. (continued) 

MISSOURI 
Circuit Court 

MONTANA 
District Court 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior Court 

NEW YORK 

+ + + 0 0 + 
000+00 

+++0++ 

++++0+ 

Supreme Court and County Crt + + + 0 + + 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior Court 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District Court 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 

OKLAHOMA 
District Court 

OREGON 
Circuit Court 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Court of Common Pleas 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior Court 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit Court 

TEXAS 
District Court 

VERMONT 
Superior Court 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit Court 

WASHINGTON 
Superior Court 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit Court 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit Court 

WYOMING 
District Court 

+ + + 00+ 

+++0++ 

+ 000 0 0 
o + + 00+ 

+++000 
000+00 

+ + + 000 

+++00+ 

+ + + 00+ 

+++00+ 
o 0 0 + 0 0 

+ 0 0 0 0 0 
o + 0 000 
00+ 0 0 0 
o 0 0 00+ 

+++00+ 

+++00+ 

+ 0 0 0 0 0 
0+0000 
00+ 000 
o 0 0 00+ 

+++0++ 

+ 0 0 000 
o + 000 0 
o 0 0 + 0 0 
o 0 0 0 0 + 

+ + + 0 + + 

1·4 
1-4 

3-5 

3-5 

3-5 

1-4 

3-5 

1-4 
1·4 

3·5 
3·5 

1-4 

3-5 

3-5 

1-4 
1-4 

1-4 
1-4 
1·4 
1·4 

3-5 

1-4 

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

1·4 

1·4 
1·4 
1·4 
1·4 

1·4 

143,747 
19,600 

18,020 A 

509,104 

114,916C 

15,685 

18,776 

29,302 A 
59,932 A 

64,828 
74,467 

26,3788 

34,124 A 

2,449 

10,637 
18,856 

40,674 
55.878 

439 
127,450 

5,189 

54,511 

10,888 
13,237 
13,192 
i9,843 

38,652 

16,949 
64,340 

211,613 
~6,471 

8,8198 
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27,788 
7,606 

5,643 A 

38,147 

11,960C 

3,174 

2,430 

2,128 A 
11,129 A 

15,957 
26,221 

1,5498 

3,762 A 

210 

694 
2,475 

5,461 
5,332 

85 
16,901 

752 

10,301 

700 
452 
320 
257 

NA 

928 
1,632 
5,897 
2,367 

2,508 8 

928 
o 

NA 

2,234 

5,180C 

896 

79 

936 A 
455 A 

724 
3 

956 8 

1,513A 

108 

121 
NA 

1,592 
535 

9 
1,266 

76 

1,573 

501 
51 
19 
34 

509 

692 
203 
29 

152 

488 

26,860 
7,606 

5,643 A 

35,913 

6,780 C 

2,278 

2,351 

1,192 A 
10,674 A 

15,233 
26,218 

5938 

2,249 A 

102 

573 
2,475 

3,869 
4,797 

76 
15,635 

676 

8,728 

199 
401 
301 
223 

NA 

236 
1,429 
5,868 
2,215 

2,460 8 

60,304 
5,044 

799 A 

217,661 

NA 

962 

10,988 

1,174 A 
13,960 A 

23,369 
36,667 

NA 

NA 

NA 

7,934 
16,381 

1,271 
13,682 

29 
13,905 

2,011 

3,521 

544 
3,709 
7,258 
6,157 

NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

2,916 B 

53,137 
6,767 

2,887 A 

248,568 

NA 

8,702 

NA 

21,088 A 
29,263 A 

25,502 
11,579 

NA 

22,979 A 

1,906 

NA 
NA 

18,692 
27,996 

187 
68,027 

2,529 

24,490 

9,560 
8,985 
5,597 

13,346 

NA 

7,087 
25,416 
15,443 
16,~ 

2,479 8 

-------1 
1 

2,518 
183 

8,691 A 

4,728 

NA 

2,847 

NA 

4,912 A 
5,580 A 

NA 
NA 

NA 

7,383 A 

NA 

2,009 
NA 

15,250 
8,868 

138 
28,617 

NA 

16,199 

84 
91 
17 
83 

38,143 

8,934 
37,292 

190,273 
27,521 

9168 

I 
I 



"able 2: Civil Dispositions by Casetype for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988. (continued) 

Note: All available data are entered In the table and all 
appropriate calculations are InclUded. An NA 
indicates that the data are not available, or 
calculations are Inappropriate. 

A civil case Is counted when It has reached Issue. 

Cosetypes: 

T '" Tort 
C - Contract 
R - Real Property 
D - DO"1estlc Relatlons 
S - Small Claims 
o - Other Civil 

NA ,. Not avallable. 
+ .. Data are given for these casetypes. 
o '" Data do not Include these casGI1'Pes. 

Trial definition: 
1 = A Jury trial Is counted at jury selection, empaneling, or 

when the jury is swom. 
2 '" A jury trial is counted at Introductlon of evidence or 

swearing of first witness. 
3.. A jury trial Is counted at verdict or decision. 
4.. A nonJury trial Is counted when first evidence is 

Introduced or first witness Is swom. 
5.. A nonjury trial Is counted when the decision Is made. 

Other dispositions Include transfers, arbitratlons, and 
categories that are specirlC to individual states. 

A: Data are not complete: 
Hawaii-Circuit Court-All casetypes do not Include 

some cases reported as reopened prior cases. 
Indiana--Superior Court and Circuit 

Court--AII civil case disposition figures do not 
h=lude some cases reported as "redocketed" In 
Indiana. 

Maine-Superior Court-Domestic relations do not 
include support/custody (which Is not counted 
separately from marria(le dissolution) or 
patemltyibastardy cases. Civil appeals do not 
include administrative agency appeals. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of Commonwealth-Tort 
data do not include data from Boston Municipal 
and District Court Departments. Real property 
rights disposed data do not include summary 
process and civil cases from the Housing Court 
Department. 

Montana-District Court-Total civil data do not 
include some trial court appeals. 

Ohio-Disposition data are missing wrongful death 
torts and miscellaneous civil cases. 

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Civil data do 
not Include arbitr~tion cases. 

B: 

C: 

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

data Include tort, contract, real property, 
miscellaneous civil cases, and postconviclion 
remedies. 

Florida-Circuit Court-Unclassified civil data Include 
miscellaneous civil cases. 

Oregon--Clrcult Court-Civil disposed data Include 
postconvlction remedy proceedings. 

Wyomlng--Dlstrict Court--Juvenile cases and criminal 
appeals are included In the civil data. 

Data are incomplete and overincluslve: 
Iowa-District Court--Civil disposed da\Q\ Include 

postconvlcUon remedy proceedings, but do not 
Include some miscellaneous domestic relations 
cases. 

New York--Supreme and County Court-Civil data 
Include postconvlction remedy proceedings, but do 
not include trial court appeals. 
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TABLE 1: Reported National Caseload for State Appellate Courts, 1988 

Reported Casetoad 

Courts of last resort: 

I. Mandatory jurisdiction cases: 

A. Number of reported complete casas •.••.•••.••••••.•...•.•. 
Number of courts reporting complete data ..••..••......••...• 

Number of states with courts of last resort reporting 
complete mandatory jurisdiction data •.•••••.•.••••••..•••. 

Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction 
lO/Jresented by complete data ••.•..•••••••......••...... 

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

some discretionary petitions .•.•••..•..••.•.•.••••..•... 
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting complete mandatory 

jurisdiction data that include some discrelionary petitions ••.•..••• 
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction 

represented by complete data that include some discretionary petitions 

C. Number of reported casas that are either Incomplete, or incompiete and 
include some discretionary petitions ••.•.•.•..•..•.••..•.. 

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

Number of states with courts of last resort reporting either Incomplete 
mandatory jurisdiction data or data thai are both Incomplete and include 
some discretionary petitions ••..•••..•.............•.•• 

Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction 
represented by incomplete daia, or incomplete and include some 
discretionary petitions ••.••.•..•••••...••.••...•...•. 

II. Discretionary jurisdiction petitions: 

A. Number of reported complete petitions •..•.•.•••••••.•.•.•.• 
NUmber of courts reporting complete petitions .•••••••.•.•..•.• 
Number 01 states with courts of last resort reporting complete 

discretionary jurisdiction petitions •.•••••..••.•.•.•..•..•. 
Percent of the totat population of states wl!h discretionary jUrisdiction 

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

B. Number of reported complete peUtions that include some mandatory cases 
Number of courts reporting complete petitions with some mandatory cases 
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting complete petitions 

that Include some mandatory casas .••••.••.•••••••...... 
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jUrisdiction 

represented by complete data that include some mandatory cases 

C. Number 01 reported petition!; that are either incomplete, or incomplete and 
include some mandatory cases •••.••••••.••.....••••••• 

Number of courts reporting incomplete petitions, or incomplete and include 
some mandatory casas •••••••.••••••.••..•••••...•.. 

Number 01 states with courts of last resort reporting either Incomplete 
petilfons or Incomplete and include seme mandatory cases ..•.•.. 

Percent of the total p'"iJulation of states with discretionary jurisdiction 
represented by incomplete data, or Incomplete and Include some mandatory 
ca.ses ._ .. , ••.....••.•.•.•.......•............•. 
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Flied 

18,641 
34 

33 

61% 

5,555 

10 

10 

18% 

1,359 

4 

4 

14% 

35,824 
36 

35 

79% 

1,018 
1 

1% 

4,845 

8 

8 

14% 

Dl:.posad 

15,103 
24 

23 

51% 

6,969 

13 

13 

12% 

1,144 

4 

4 

14% 

28,870 
29 

28 

67% 

6,832 
5 

5 

11% 

2,879 

6 

6 

9% 
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TABLE 1: Reported National Case load for State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued) 

Reported Case load 

Intermediate appellate courts: 

I. Mandatory jurisdiction cases: 

A. Number of reported complete cases •..•••••..••••••••••.••• 
Number of courts reporting complete data •.••.•..••••.••.••.. 
Number of sta!l.ls with Intermediate appellate courts reporting complete 

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

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

B. Number of reported complete cases that Include some discretionary cases 
Number of courts reporting complete data with some discretlonulY petitions 
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete 

data that include some discretionary petitions •.••.••..••••.•• 
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction 

represented by complete data th<l\ include some discretionary pelitions 

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

Number of courts reporting Cilta that are either Incomplete, or 
Incomplete and include !;Ome discretionary petitions •••••••••••• 

Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting data 
that are either Incompfete, or Incomplete and Include some discretionary 
petitions ••.••••••••••.••.••.••.•.•..••••..••.••• 

Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction 
represented by data that are either incomplete, or incomplete and 
include some discretionary petitions ••••••...•••••••..•••. 

II. Discretionary jurisdiction petitions: 

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

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

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

B. Number of reported complete petitions that inclUde some mandatory cases 
Number of courts reporting complete petitions that Include some mandatory 

cases ..•••.•.••••••••...•••..••••••••••••••.•.• 
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete 

petitions that include some mandatory cases •••••••••••••••. 
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jUrisdiction 

represented by complete data that include some mandatory cases 

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

Number of courts reporting Incomplete data, or incomplete and include 
some mandatory cases •••••••••.•••••.••••.•••• ••••• 

Number of states with Intermediate appellate courts reporting either 
incomplete petitions or incomplete and include; some mandatory cases 

Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction 
represented by Incomplete data, or IncoJr4)lete and include some mandatory 
cases •.•••.•••••••••••••••••.•••..•.•.•.••••••• 

Summary section for all appellate courts: 

A. Number of reported complete cases/petitions .•••••••••.••• 
B. Number of reported complete cases/petitions that include other case 

types ••.•••••••••••...•••••••••••..••••.•.••• 
C. Number of reported caseslpetitions that are either Incomplete, or 

incomplete and include other casetypes •••••••.•.•••.•.•• 

Total 

COLR 

54,465 

6,573 

6,204 

67,242 

Filed 

84,309 
31 

29 

62% 

48,734 
10 

9 

32% 

3,164 

5% 

18,014 
20 

19 

49% 

o 
o 

o 

0% 

331 

2% 

Disposed 

n,449 
26 

25 

56% 

56,384 
14 

11 

33% 

o 

o 

o 

0% 

15,252 
13 

13 

37% 

1,454 

2"10 

365 

2 

2 

4% 

Reporter.! filings 
lAC 

102,323 

48,734 

3,495 

154,552 

10iaf 

156,788 

55,307 

9,699 

221,794 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1988 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory 
cases and cases and 

discretionary discretionary 
Total petitions petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary flied sranted 
mandatory discretionary petitions Flied Filed 

cases petitions filed per per 
State/Court name: filed tiled sranted Number ~ Number ~ 

States with one court of last resort and one Intermed!ate appellate court 
ALASKA 

Supreme Court 363 244 29 607 121 392 78 
Court of Appeals 435 62 NA 497 166 
State Total 798 306 1,104 138 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 112 A 1.018 B NA 1,130 226 
Court of Appeals 3,902 60 NA 3,962 220 
State Total 4,014 • 1,078· 5,092 221 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 400 C (C) NA 400 57 
Court of Appeals 899 NJ NJ 899 150 899 150 
State Total 1,299· 1,299 100 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 319 A 4,351 222 A 4,670 667 541 77 
Courts of Appeal 10,954 7,005 599 17,959 204 11,553 13'1 
State Total 11,273 • 11,356 821 • 22,629 238 12,094 127 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 197 825 NA 1,022 146 
Court of Appeals 1,946 NJ NJ 1,946 150 1,946 150 
State Total 2,143 825 2,968 148 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court 86 162 A NA 248 35 
Appellate Court 995 98 NA 1,093 121 
Stale Total 1,081 260· 1,341 84 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 510 1,316 NA 1,826 261 
District Courts of Appeal 14,195 2,285 NA 16,480 358 
State Total 14,705 3,601 18,306 345 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 639 B 998 146 A 1,637 234 785 112 
Court of Appeals 2,306 B 717 (B) 3,023 336 2,306 256 
State Total 2,945· 1,715 4,660 291 3,091 193 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory 

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

mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary petitions cases 
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are 

State/Court name: diseosed diseosed diseosed diseased diseosed ~ counted 

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

Supreme Court 394 255 NA 649 COLR 
Court 01 Appeals 403 66 23 469 426 lAC 
State Total 797 321 1,118 

ARIZONA 
SUpre'l'le Cc.urt 79 A 9058 61 8 984 140 COLR 6 
Court of Appeals 3,240 63 NA 3,303 lAC 6 
State Total 3M9" 968 • 4,287 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 457 C (C) (C) 457 457 _COLR 2 
Court of Appeals 827 NJ NJ 827 827 lAC 2 
State Total 1,284 • 1,284 1,284 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 101 A 4,052 NA 4,153 COLR 6 
Courts of Appeal 10,577 7,334 NA 17,911 lAC 2 
State Total 10,678 • 11,386 22,064 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court (6) 1,001 6 NA 1,001 COLR 
Court of Appeals 2,028 NJ NJ 2,028 2,028 lAC 
State Total 1,001 " 3,029 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court (C) 278 C NA 278 COLR 
Appellate Court 1,026 NA NA lAC 
State Total 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 534 1,426 NA 1,960 COLR 
District Courts of Appeal 13,559 1,839 NA 15,398 lAC 
State Total 14,093 3,265 17,358 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court (6) 1,615 6 NA 1,615 COLR 2 
Court of Appeals 1,9866 683 (8) 2,669 1,986 lAC 2 
State Total 2,298 • 4,284 

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

TOTAL CASc:S FILED 

Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory 
cases and cases and 

discretionary discretionary 
Total petitions petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary filed granted 
mandatory discretionary petitions Filed Filed 

cases petitions filed per per 
State/Court name: filed filed granted Number ~ Number ~ 

HAWAI! 
Supreme Court 715 45 10 760 152 725 145 
Intermediate Court of Appeals 120 NJ NJ 120 40 120 40 
State Total 835 45 10 880 110 845 106 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 382B 76 NA 458 92 
Court of Appeals 227 NJ NJ 227 76 227 76 
State Total 609 • 76 685 86 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 882 1,558 210 2,440 349 1,092 150 
Appellate COL"'"! 8,119 B (B) NA 8,119 239 
State Total 9,001 • 10,559 258 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court NA NA NA 
Court of Appeals 1,146 76 39 1,222 102 1,185 99 
State Total 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 801 B 371 A NA 1,172 130 
Court of Appeals 728 NJ NJ 728 121 728 121 
State Total 1,529 • 371 • 1,900 127 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 347 NA 133 480 69 
Court of Appeals 1,176 B (B) NA 1,176 118 
State Total 1,523· 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 258 686 A NA 944 135 
Court of Appeals 2,665 92 NA 2,757 197 
State Total 2,923 778 • 3,701 176 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court .~ 124 2,657 395 2,781 397 519 74 
Courts of Appeal 3,967 3,877 1,136 7,844 163 5,103 106 
State Total 4,091 6,534 1,531 10,625 193 5,622 102 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory 

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

mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary petitions cases 
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are 

State/Court name: disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed ~ counted 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 609 8 42 (8) 651 609 COLR 2 
Intermediate Court of Appeals 129 NJ NJ 129 129 lAC 2 
State Total 738· 42 780 738 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 3328 84 (8) 416 332 COLR 1 
Court of Appeals 162 NJ [.1,.1 162 162 lAC 4 
State Total 494 .. 84 578 494 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 911 1,482 153 2,393 1,064 COLR 
Appellate Court 7,6488 (8) NA 7,648 lAC 
State Total 8,559· 10,041 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court 380 494 36 874 416 COLR 6 
Court of Appeals 1,062 75 38 1,137 1,100 lAC 6 
State Total 1,442 569 74 2.011 1,516 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 8998 291 A 51 A 1,190 950 COLR 1 
Court of Appeals 669 NJ NJ 669 669 lAC 4 
State Total 1,568 .. 291 • 51 • 1,859 1,619 

MNSAS 
Supreme Court 459 NA NA COLR 5 
Court of Appeals 1,1748 (8) N.A. 1,174 lAC 5 
State Total 1,633· 

KENTUCild 
Supreme Court 302 678 A NA 980 COLR 6 
Court of Appeals 2,243 77 NA 2,320 lAC 3 
State Total 2,545 755 .. 3,300 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court •• 132 2,320 411 2,452 543 COLR 2 
Courts of Appeal 3,429 3,802 1,156 7,231 4,585 lAC 2 
State Total 3,561 6,122 1,567 9,683 5,128 

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

TOTAL CASES FILED 

Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory 
cases and cases and 

discretionary discretionary 
Total petitions petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary filed sranted 
mandatory discretionary petitions Filed Filed 

cases petitions filed per per 
State/Court name: filed filed granted NUmber ~ Number ~ 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 242 B 682 140 924 132 382 55 
Court of Special Appeals 1,754 220 22 1,974 152 1,n6 137 
Stale Total 1,996· 902 162 2,898 145 2,158 108 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court 96 563 196 659 94 292 42 

Appeals Court 1,394 B 886 NA 2,280 228 

State Total 1,490 • 1,449 2,939 173 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 4 2,662 79 2,666 381 83 12 

Court of Appeals 8,559 B (B) NA 8,559 4'16 

State Total 8,563· 11,225 449 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court 271 651 137 922 132 408 58 

Court 01 Appeals 2,065 331 A 116 A 2,396 184 2,181 168 

State Total 2,336 982· 253· 3,318 166 2,589 129 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 63 1,056 114 1,119 160 177' 25 

Court of Appeals 3,315 NJ NJ 3,315 104 3,315 104 

State Total 3,378 1,056 114 4,434 114 3,492 90 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 357 1,354 A 126 A 1,711 244 483 69 

Appellate Dlv. Superior Court 6,458 B NA (B) 6,458 231 

State Total 6,8'15· 6,941 198 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court 1,076 252 40 1,328 266 1,116 223 

Court of Appeals 648 64 15 712 102 663 95 

State Total 1,724 316 55 2,040 170 1,n9 148 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 147 636 57 783 112 204 29 

Court of Appeals 1,351 B 446 71 1,797 150 1,422 119 

State Total 1,498 • 1,082 128 2,580 136 1,626 86 

78 • State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annual Report 1988 



TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory 

Total mandatory cases and Point at 
Total Total discretionary cases and dlscretkmary whIch 

mandatory discretionary petitions discretIonary petitions cases 
cases petitIons granted petitions granted Court are 

State/Court name~ dis~osed dis~osed dis~osed dis~osed dis~osed ~ ~d 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 1838 776 NA 959 COLR 2 
Court of Special Appeals 1,762 220 NA 1,982 lAC 2 
State Total 1,945 • 996 2,941 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme JudIcIal Court (8) NA 288 B 288 COLR 2 
Appeals Court NA NA NA lAC 2 
State Total 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court (8) 2,2548 NA 2,254 COLR 
Court of Appeals 8,4978 (8) NA 8,497 lAC 
State Tolal 10,751 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court 250 586 117 836 367 COLR 
Court of Appeals 1,949 330 A 122 A 2,279 2,071 lAC 
State Total 2,199 916 • 239 • 3,115 2,438 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 60 1,064 177 1,124 237 COLR 
Court of Appeals 3,145 NJ NJ 3,145 3,145 lAC 
State Total 3,205 1,064 177 4,269 3,3S2 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 349 1,398 A NA 1,747 COLR 
Appellate Div. Superior Court 6,4948 NA (8) 6,494 lAC 
State Total 6,843 • 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court NA NA NA COLR 5 
Court of Appeals 690 B (8) NA 690 lAC 5 
State Total 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 213 727 62 940 275 COLR 2 
Court of Appeals 1,2728 446 (8) 1,718 1,272 lAC 2 
State Total 1,485 • 1,173 2,658 1,547 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1988_ (continued) 

TOTAL CA8F.S FILED 

Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory 
cases and cases and 

discretionary discretionary 
Total petitions petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary filed aranted 
mandatory discretionary petitions Filed Filed 

cases petitions filed per per 
State/Court name: filed filed aranted Number ~ Number ~ 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 367 6 0 373 75 367 73 
Court of Appeals 9 NJ NJ 9 9 
State Tolal 376 6 0 382 76 376 75 

OHIO 
Supreme Court 500 1,nO 203 2,270 324 703 100 
Court of Appeals 10,005 NJ NJ 10,005 173 10,005 173 
State Total 10,505 1,nO 203 12,275 189 10,7Q8 165 

OREGON 
Supreme Court 192 857 121 1,049 150 313 45 
Court of Appeals 3,739 NJ NJ 3,739 374 3,739 374 
Slate Total 3,931 857 121 4,788 282 4,052 238 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 624 26 A 26 650 130 
Court of Appeals 307 NJ NJ 307 51 307 51 
State Total 931 26· 26 957 87 957 87 

UTAH 
Supreme Court 443 61 NA 504 101 
Court of Appeals 721 20 NA 741 106 
State Total 1,164 81 1,245 104 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court NA 1,439 192 
Court of Appeals 455 1,291 250 A 1,746 175 705 71 

Slate Total 2,730 442· 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 1238 947 A NA 1,070 119 

Court of Appeals 3,157 372 NA 3,529 221 
State Total 3,280· 1,319 • 4,599 184 

WISCONSIN 

Supreme Court NJ 915 181 915 131 181 26 

Court of Appeals 2,147 228 NA 2,375 183 

State Total 2,147 1,143 3,290 165 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory 

Total mandatory cases and Point at 
Total Total discretionary cases and discretionary INhlch 

mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary petitions cases 
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are 

State/Court name: disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed ~ counted 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 405 5 0 410 405 COLR 
Court of Appeals 13 NJ NJ 13 13 lAC 
State Total 418 5 0 423 418 

OHIO 
Supreme Court 462 1,621 151 2,083 613 COLR 
Court of Appeals 9,668 NJ NJ 9,668 9,668 lAC 
State Total 10,130 1,621 151 11,751 10,281 

OREGON 
Supreme Court 3228 871 (8) 1,193 322 COLR 
Court of Appeals 3,985 NJ NJ 3,985 3,985 lAC 
State Total 4,307 • 871 5,178 4,307 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 3858 (8) NA 385 COLR 2 
Court of Appeals 367 NJ NJ 367 367 lAC 4 
State Total 752 • 752 

UTAH 
Supreme Court 617 B (8) NA 617 COLR 
Court of Appeals 6378 (8) NA 637 lAC 
State Total 1,254 • 1,254 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court NA 1,655 NA COLR 
Court of Appeals (8) 1,4548 NA 1,454 lAC 
Sete Total 3,109 • 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 154 8 1,060 A 84 1,214 238 COLR 
Court of Appeals 3,289 388 NA 3,677 lAC 
State Total 3,443 • 1,448 • 4,891 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court NJ 866 184 866 184 COLR 5 
Court of Appeals 2,368 162 NA 2,530 lAC 1 
State Total 2,368 1,028 3,396 

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

TOTAL CASES FILED 

Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory 
cases and cases and 

discretionary discretionary 
Total petitions petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary filed granted 
mandatory discretionary petitions Filed Flied 

cases petitions filed per par 
Slate/Court name: filed filed granted Number ~ Number ~ 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 
DELAWARE 

Supreme Court 473 B 4A NA 477 95 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 1,624 61 9 1,685 187 1,633 181 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court 528 C (C) NA 528 75 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court 919 0 NA 919 102 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court 597 31 NA 628 90 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court 1,1038 (B) NA 1,103 158 

NEVADA 
Suprema Court 991 NJ NJ 991 198 991 198 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court NJ 504 NA 504 101 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court 410 189 NA 599 120 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 428 B 35 A NA 463 93 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 620 32 NA 652 130 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals NJ 1,621 789 1,621 324 789 158 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court 357 NJ NJ 357 71 357 71 
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TOTAL CASES (,ISPOSED 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory 

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

mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary petitions cases 
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are 

State/Court name: disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed ~ counted 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 
DELAWARE 

Supreme Court 407 B 3A NA 410 COLR 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 1,602 65 4 1,667 1,606 COLR 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court 507 C (C) NA 507 COLR 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court 793 0 0 793 793 COLA 2 

MONTANA 
Suprsme Court 655 B (B) NA 655 COLR 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court 1,094 B (B) NA 1,094 COLR 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court 922 NJ NJ 922 922 COLR 2 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court NJ 543 NA 543 COLR 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court 403 178 NA 581 COLR 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 463 B (B) NA 463 COLF~ 2 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 593 32 NA 625 COLR 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals NJ 1,775 756 1,775 756 COLR 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court 334 NJ NJ 334 334 COLR 

(continued on next page) 
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TA8LE 2: Reported Total Case/oad for All State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued) 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory 
cases and cases and 

discretionary discretionary 
Total petitions petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary filed granted 
mandatory discretionary petitions Filed Filed 

cases petitions filed per per 
State/Court name: filed filed granted Number ~ Number ~ 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALA8AMA 
Supreme Court 829 765 NA 1,594 177 
Court of Civil Appeals 529 NJ NJ 529 176 529 176 
Court !)f Criminal Appeals 1,784 NJ NJ 1,784 357 1,784 357 
State Total 3,142 765 3,907 230 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals 324 8 4,280 NA 4,604 658 
Appellate Dlv. of the Supreme Court 10,740 8 (8) NA 10,740 229 
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt. 2,1928 (8) NA 2,192 146 
State Total 13,256 • 17,536 254 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 809 295 64 1,104 123 873 97 
Court of Criminal Appeals 1,0468 (8) 82 1,046 349 1,128 376 
Court of Appeals 1,362 NJ NJ 1,362 114 1,362 114 
State Total 3,217· 146 3,512 146 3,363 140 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court 121 2,207 C 230 C 2,328 333 351 50 
Superior Court 6,4398 NA (8) 6,439 429 
Commonwealth Court 3,164 A 45 NA 3,209 357 
State Total 9,724 • 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court 161 820 64 981 196 225 45 
Court of Appeals 994 103 12 1,097 91 1,006 84 
Court of Criminal Appeals 889 67 25 956 106 914 102 
State Total 2,044 990 101 3,034 117 2,145 83 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 3 1,243 175 1,246 138 178 20 
Court of Criminal Appeals 3,578 1,416 307 4,994 555 3,885 432 
Courts of Appeals 8,250 NJ NJ 8,250 103 8,250 10:3 
State Tolal 11,831 2,659 482 14,490 148 12,313 126 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory 

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

mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary petitions cases 
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are 

State/Court name: e!~posed disposed disposed disposed disposed ~ counted 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court 994 603 NA 1,597 COLA 
Court of Civil Appeals 576 NJ NJ 576 576 lAC 
Court of Criminal Appeals 1,774 NJ NJ 1,774 1,774 lAC 
State Total 3,344 603 3,947 

NEWYOAK 
Court of Appeals 369 3,392 160 3,761 529 COLA 1 
Appellate Div. of the Supreme Court 13,225 B (B) NA 13,225 lAC 2 
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt. 2,1248 (8) NA 2,124 lAC 2 
State Total 15,718 • 19,110 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 852 B 231 A NA 1,083 COLA 
Court of Criminal Appeals 693 291 NA 984 COLA 2 
Court of Appeals 1,215 NJ NJ 1,215 1,215 lAC 4 
State Total 2,760 • 522 • 3,282 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court NA NA NA COLA 6 
Superior Court 6,416 8 NA (B) 6,416 lAC 1 
Commonwealth Court 4,392 8 (8) NA 4,392 lAC 1 
State Total 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court (8) 1,057 B NA 1,057 COLA 
Court of Appeals 1,015·8 97 NA 1,112 lAC 
Court of Criminal Appeals 7948 35 A NA 829 lAC 
State Total 1,189 • 2,998 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 3 1,168 120 1,171 123 COLA 
Court of Criminal Appeals 3,546 1,437 233 4,983 3,779 COLR 5 
Courts of Appeals 7,984 NJ NJ 7,984 7,984 lAC 1 
State Total 11,533 2,605 353 14,138 11,886 
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Table 2: Reported total case load for all state appellate courts, 1988. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR - Court of last resort 
lAC a Intermediate appellate court 

POINTS AT WHICH CASES ARE COUNTED: 

1 co At the notice of appeal 
2 At the filing of trial record 
3 c At the filing of trial record and complete briefS 
4 .. At transfer 
5 .. Other 
6 ., Varies 

NOTE: 

NJ 

()= 

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

This case type Is not handled ir this court. 
Inapplicable 

Mandatory and discretionary JurIsdIction cases 
cannot be separately Identified. Dala are wported 
within the Jurisdiction where the court has the majority 
of its caseload. 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

An absence of a qualifying footnote indicales that ihe -:.iata 
are complete. 

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

"'Total discretionary peUtions filed, granted, and disposed in 
the Louisiana Supreme Court do not InclUde 224 writs that 
were granted and transferred. 

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

mandatory judge disciplinary cases. 
California-Supreme Court--Total m!mdatory flied 

data do not Include mandatory Judge disciplinary 
cases. Mandatory disposed data do not Include 
disciplinary cases which are estimated to make 
the total less than 75% complete. Total 
dIscretionary petitions granted do not include 
original proceedIng" and administrative agency 
cases. 

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

Delaware-Supreme Court--Data do not 
Include some dIscretionary Interlocutory 
decisIon cases, which are reported with 
mandatory Jurisdiction cases. 

Georgla--Supreme Court-Discretionary petitions 
granted do not Include Interlocutory decIsions. 

Iowa-Supreme Courl--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 nol Include some 
discretionary unclassified petitions. 

Mlnnesota--Oour! of Appeals--Tolat dtscretlonary 
petitions do not Include discretionary petitions 
of final Judgments that were denied. Total 
discretionary petitions granled do not Include 
·other· dIscretionary petitions granted. 

New Jersey-Supreme Court-Data do nC): include 
discretionary Interlocutory decls!.,ns. 

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Disposed data do not 
Include some discretionary petitions which are 
reported with mandatory Jurisdiction cases. 

Pennsylvania-Commonwealth Court-Filed 
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mandptory Jurisdiction cases do not Include 
transfers from Ihe Superior Court and the Court of 
Common Pleas. 

South Carollna--Supreme Court-Filed data do not 
Include discretionary petitions that were denied or 
otherwise dismissed/withdrawn, or settled. 

South Dakota--Supreme Court-Data do not include 
advisory opinions reported with mandptory 
Jurisdiction cases. 

Virginia--Court of Appeals--Filed data do not Include 
original proceeding petttions granted. 

Washington-Supreme Court--Data do not InclUde some 
discretionary petitions. 

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

Judge disciplinary cases. 
Colorado-Supreme Courl--Disposed dala include 

mandatory Jurisdiction cases. 
Delaware-Supreme Court--Data include some 

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

Georgia--Supreme Court-Tolal mandatory flied data 
Include a few discretionary petitions that were 
grantod and reWed as appeals. Discretionary 
petitions disposed data represent some double 
counting because they include all mandatory 
appeals and discretionary petitions granted that 
are remed as a mandatory case, 
-Court of Appeals--Total mandatory data include all 
dlscretJonary petitions that were granted and 
refiled as appeals. 

Hawaii-Supreme Court--Oata include a few 
discretionary petitions granted. 

Idaho--Supreme Court-Data include discretionary 
petitions reViewed on the merits. Mandatory 
disposed data InclUde petitions granted disposed. 

Illinois-Appellate Court-Data Include all discretionary 
petitions. 

lowa-,Supreme Court--Data inciude some 
discretionary petitions that were dismissed by the 
Court. 

Kansas--Court of Appeals--Data include all 
dh;cretlonary petitions. 

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

Massachusells--Supreme Court-Disposed data Include 
all mandatory appeals disposed. 
-Appeals Court-Data Include all discretionary 
petitions. 

Michigan-Supreme Court-Disposed data Include 
mandatory Jurisdiction cases. 
-Court of Appeals--Total mandatory data Include 
discretionary petitions. 

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

Nebraska-Supreme Court--Data inclUde all 
dIscretionary petitions. 

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

New Mexico-Court of Appeals--Dlsposed data include 
all dIscretionary petitions. 

New York--A;:>pellate Divisions of Supreme Court-Data 
include all discretionary petitions. 
-Appellate Terms of Supreme Court-Data InclUde iall 
discretionary petitions. 

North Carolina--Court of Appeals--Mandatory 1lIed data 
Inctude discretionary petitions that were granted 
and refiled as appeals. 

Oklahoma--Supreme Court-Disposed data include 
some discretionary petitions. 
-Court of Criminal Appeals--Mandatory filed data 
Include all discretionary petitions. 



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

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

Pennsylvania-Superior Court-Data Include all 
discretionary petitions that were granted. 
-Commonwealth Court-Disposed data Include aU 
discretionary petitions. 

South Carolina-Supreme Court-Disposed data 
Include all discretionary petition II that were 
disposed. 

South Dakota--Flled data Include discretionary 
advisory opinions. Mandatory Jurisdiction 
dispositions Include all discretionary petitions. 

Tennessee-8upreme Court-Discretionary petitions 
disposed data Include all mandatory Jurisdiction 
cases. 
-Court of Criminal Appeals--Mandatory 
Jurisdiction disposed data include some 
discretionary petitions. 

Utah-Supreme Court--Dlspcsed data Include all 
discretionary petitions. 
-Co uri of Appeals--Disposed data Include all 
discretionary petitions. 

Vlrginla--Court of Appeals--Dlscretlonary petitions 
disposed data Include ali mandatory Jurisdiction 
cases. 

Washlngton.-Supreme Court--Data Include some 
discretionary petitions. 

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

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

Connecticut-Supreme Courl--Disposed data inclUde 
mandatory cases, but do not Include some 
unclassified appeals and judge disciplinary 
cases. 

Maine-Supreme Judicial Court Silting as Law 
Court--Tolal mandatory Jurisdiction data InclUde 
discretionary petitions but do not Include 
mandatory disciplinary and advisory opinion 
cases. 

Pennsylvania-Supreme Court--Total discretionary 
Jurisdiction filed dc:\ta include non-case motions, 
but do not Include o'rlglnal proceeding petitions. 
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
In State Appellate Courts, 1988 

Disposed Filed 
asa Number Flied per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed of flied judges ~ population 

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

ALASKA 
Supreme Court COLA 363 394 109 5 73 69 
Court of Appeals lAC 435 403 93 3 145 83 
State Total 798 797 100 8 100 153 

AAIZONA 
Supreme Court COLA 112 A 79 A 71 5 22 3 
Court of Appeals lAC 3,902 3,240 83 18 217 112 
State Total 4,014· 3,319 • 83 23 175 115 

AAKANSAS 
Supreme Court COLA 400 C 457 C 114 7 57 17 
Court of Appeals lAC 899 827 92 6 150 38 
State Total 1,299· 1,284 • 99 13 100 54 

CALIFOANIA 
Supreme Court COLA 319 A 101 A 32 7 46 
Courts of Appeal lAC 10,954 10,577 97 88 124 39 
State Total 11,273 • 10,678· 95 95 119 40 

COLOAADO 
Supreme Court COLA 197 (6) 7 28 6 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,946 2,028 104 13 150 59 
State Total 2,143 2,028 20 107 65 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court COLA 86 NA 7 12 3 
Appellate Court lAC 995 1,026 103 9 111 31 
State Total 1,081 16 68 33 

FLOAIDA 
Supreme Court COLA 510 534 105 7 73 4 
District Courts of Appeal lAC 14,195 13,559 96 46 309 115 
State Total 14,705 14,093 96 53 277 119 

GEOAGIA 
Supreme Court COLA 6396 (6) 7 91 10 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,3066 1,9866 86 9 256 36 
State Total 2,945· 1,986 • 16 184 46 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court COLA 715 6 6096 85 5 143 65 
Intermediate Court of Appeals lAC 120 129 108 3 40 11 
State Total 835· 738· 88 a 104 76 

(continued on next page) 
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TA8LE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
in State Appellate Courts, 1988, (continued) 

Disposed Flied 
as a Number Filed per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
State/Court name: type Flied Disposed of filed Judges ~ population 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court COLR 3828 332 B 87 5 76 38 
Court of Appeals lAC 227 162 71 3 76 23 
State Total 609 • 494· 81 8 76 61 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme COJrt COLR 882 911 103 7 126 8 
Appellate Court lAC 8,1198 7,648 B 94 34 239 70 
State Total 9,001 • 8,559 • 95 41 220 78 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court COLR NA 380 5 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,146 1,062 93 12 96 21 
State Total 1,442 17 

IOWA 
Supreme Court COLR 801 B 8998 112 9 89 28 
Court of Appeals lAC 728 669 92 6 121 26 
State Total 1,529· 1,568 • 103 15 102 54 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court COLR 347 459 132 7 50 14 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,1768 1,174 B 100 10 118 47 
State Total 1,523 • 1,633 • 107 17 90 61 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court COLR 258 302 117 7 37 7 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,665 2,243 84 14 190 72 
State Total 2,923 2,545 87 21 139 78 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court COLR 124 132 106 7 18 3 
Courts of Appeal lAC 3,967 3,429 86 48 83 90 
State Total 4,091 3,561 87 55 74 93 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals COLR 2428 1838 76 7 35 5 
Court of Special Appeals lAC 1,754 1,762 100 13 135 38 
Stale Total 1,996· 1,945· 97 20 100 43 

MASSACHUSETIS 
Supreme Judicial Court COLR 96 (8) 7 '/4 2 
Appeals Court lAC 1,3948 NA 10 139 24 
Stale Total 1,490 • 17 88 25 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court COLR 4 (8) 7 0 
Court of Appeals lAC 8,559 B 8,497 B 99 18 476 93 
State Total 8,563 • 8,497 * 25 343 93 

(continued on next page) 
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'fABLE 3: Selected Case load and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
In State AppeIlate Courts, 1988. (continued) 

Disposed Filed 
as a Number Filed per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed ofmed Judges ~ population 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 271 250 92 7 39 6 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,065 1,949 94 13 159 48 
State Total 2,336 2,199 94 20 117 54 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court COLR 63 60 95 7 9 1 
Court of Appeals lAC 3,315 3,145 95 32 104 64 
State Total 3,378 3,205 95 39 87 66 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court COLR 357 349 98 7 51 5 
Appellate Dlv. Superior Court lAC 6,458 B 6,494 B 101 28 231 84 
State Total 6,815 • 6,843 • 100 35 195 88 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court COLR 1,076 NA 5 215 71 
Court of Appeals lAC 648 690 B 7 93 43 
State Total 1,724 12 144 114 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLR 147 213 145 7 21 2 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,351 B 1,272 B 94 12 113 21 
State Total 1,498 • 1,485 • 99 19 79 23 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 367 405 110 5 73 55 
Court of Appeals lAC 9 13 144 0 1 
State Total 376 418 111 5 75 56 

OHIO 
Supreme Court COLR 500 462 92 7 71 5 
Court of Appeals lAC 10,005 9,668 97 58 173 92 
State Total 10,505 10,130 96 65 162 97 

OREGON 
Supreme Court COLR 192 322 B 7 27 7 
Court of Appeals lAC 3,739 3,985 107 10 374 135 
State Total 3,931 4,307 • 17 231 142 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLR 624 385 B 5 125 18 
Court of Appeals lAC 307 367 120 6 51 9 
State Total 931 752 • 11 85 27 

UTAH 
Supreme Court COLA 443 617 B 5 89 26 
Court of Appeals lAC 721 637 B 7 103 43 
State Total 1,164 1,254 • 12 97 69 

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

Disposed Filed 
asa Number Filed per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed of filed Judges -~ population 

VIAGINIA 
Supreme Court COLA NA NA 7 
Court of Appeals lAC 455 (B) 10 46 8 
Slate Total '17 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court COLA 123 B 154 B 125 9 14 3 
Court of Appeals lAC 3,157 3,289 104 16 197 68 
State Total 3,280· 3,443 • 105 25 131 71 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court COLA NJ NJ 7 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,147 2,368 110 13 165 44 
State Total 2,147 2,368 110 20 107 44 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court COLA 473 B 407 B 86 5 - 95 72 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals GOlA 1,624 1,602 99 9 180 263 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court COLA 528 C 507 C 96 7 75 44 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court COlR di9 793 86 9 102 35 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court COLA 597 655 B 7 85 74 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court COLA 1,103 B 1,094 B 99 7 158 69 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court COlR 991 922 93 5 198 94 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court COLA NJ NJ 5 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court COLA 410 403 98 5 82 41 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 428 B 463 B 108 5 86 60 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court COLA 620 593 96 5 124 111 

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

Disposed Filed 
asa Number Filed per 

Court percent 01 per 100,000 
State/Court name: ~Ee Filed DlsEosed 01 flied Judges ~ p~:>pulation 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals COLR NJ NJ 5 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court COLR 357 334 94 5 71 75 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court COLR 629 994 120 9 92 20 
Court of Civil Appeals lAC 529 576 109 3 176 13 
COLirt of Criminal Appeals lAC 1,784 1,774 99 5 357 43 
State Total 3,142 3,344 106 17 185 77 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals COLR 324 B 369 B 114 7 46 2 
Appellate Div. of the Supreme Court lAC 10,740 B 13,225 B 123 47 229 60 
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt. lAC 2,192 B 2,124 B 97 15 146 12 
State Total 13,256 • 15,718 • 119 69 192 74 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court COLR 809 852 B 9 90 25 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 1,046 B 693 3 349 32 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,362 1,215 89 12 114 42 
State Total 3,217 • 2,760 • 24 134 99 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court COLR 121 NA 7 17 
Superior Court lAC 6,439 B 6,4168 100 15 429 54 
Commonwealth Court lAC 3,164 A 4,392 B 9 352 26 
State Total 9,724 • 31 314 81 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court COLR 161 NA 5 32 3 
Court of Appeals lAC 994 1,015 B 12 83 20 
Court of Criminal Appeals lAC 889 794 B 9 99 18 
State To!al 2,044 26 79 42 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court COLR 3 3 100 9 0 0 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 3,578 3,546 99 9 398 21 
Courts of Appeals lAC 8,250 7,984 97 80 103 49 
State Total 11,831 11,533 97 98 121 70 
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TABLE 3: Selected Case load and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases in State Appellatl) Courts, 1988. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR '" Court of Last Resort 
lAC .. Intermediate Appellate Court 

NOTE: 

NJ 

(B): 

NA Indlcales that the data are unavailable. Blank 
spaces Indicate Ihat a calculation is inappropriate. 

c This case type is not handled In this court 
Inapplicable 

Mandatory Jurisdiction cases cannot be separately 
Identified and are reported with discretionary 
petitions. (See Table 4) 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

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

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

disciplinary cases. 
California-Supreme Courl--Filed data do not Include 

Judge disciplinary cases. Discretionary disposed 
dala do not include disciplinary cases, which are 
estlmated to make the !oial less than 75% 
complete. 

Pennsylvania-Commonwealth Court--Filed data do 
not Include transfers from the Superior Court and 
the Court of Common Pleas. 

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

discretionary petitions and discretionary 
petitions that were granled. 

Georgia--Supreme Court--Mandatory Jurisdiction 
med data Include discretionary petitions that 
were granted and refiled as appeals. 
--Court of Appeals--Mandatory Jurisdiction data 
include discretionary petitions that were granted 
and refiled as appeals. 

Hawail--Supreme Court--Data inclUde discretionary 
petitions that were granted, and remed as 
appeals. 

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

IIlInols--Appellate Court-Data inclUde discretionary 
petitions. 

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

Kansas--Court of Appeals--Data include all 
dlscratlonary cases. 

Maryland--Court of Appeals--Data include 
dlscratlonary petltions that were granted and 
femed as appeals. 

C: 

MassachuselW-·Appeals Court-Flied data Include a 
small numbl)r of discretionary Intarlocutory 
dec!slon potltlons. 

Michigan--CoLlrt of Appeals--Data Include 
discretionary petitions. 

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

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

New JerseY-I~pellate Division of Superior Court­
Data Includl) discretionary petitions that were 
granted. 

New Mexico-Court of Appeals--Dlsposed data 
Include discretionary petitions. 

New York--Cc)Urt of Appeals--Data Include granted 
discretionary petitions that were disposed. 

-Appellate Divisions of Supreme Court--Data 
Include discretionary petitions. 
-Appellate Terms or Supreme Court--Data 
Include discretionary petitions. 

North Carolina--Court of Appeals--Data Include 
discretionary petitions that were gr:mted, and 
refiled as appeals. 

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Dlsposed data include 
granted discretionary petitions that were 
disposed. 
-Court 01' Criminal Appeals--Filed data include 
all discretionary Jurisdiction cases. 

Oregon--Supreme Court-Disposed data InclUde 
dlscretlol1ary petitions that were granted. 

Pennsylvania-Superior Court-Data Include all 
discretionary petitions that were granted. 
-Commonweaitl1 Court--Dlsposed data include 
discretionary petitions. 

South Carolina--Supreme Court-Disposed data 
InclUde all discretionary petitions that were 
disposed. 

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

Tennessee-Court of Criminal Appeals-Data 
Include some discretionary petitions. 
-Court of J~peals--Disposed data Include some 
dlscrotlonalry petitions. 

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

Washington-Supreme Court--Data Include some 
discretionary petitions. 

The following courts' data are both Incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data inclUde a few 
dlscretionar:v petitions, but do not include 
mandatory a:ttorney disciplinary cases and 
certified questions from the federal courts. 

Maine-SupremEl judicial Court Silting as Law 
Court--Data Include discretionary petition 
cases, but do not Include mandatory 
disciplinary clnd advisory opinion cases. 
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TABLE 4: Selected Case[oad and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 

in State Appellate Courts, 1988 

Disposed Filed 
asa Number Flied pel' 

Court percent of per 100,000 
Slate/Court name: ~ee ...!~- Diseased alflled Judges ~ eoeulation 

States with one court of laat resort and one Intermediate appellate court 

ALASf(A 
Supreme Court COLR 244 255 105 5 49 47 
CIJurt of Appeals lAC 62 66 106 3 21 12 
Stata Total 306 321 105 8 38 59 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,018 B 905 B 89 5 204 29 
Court 01 Appeals lAC 60 63 105 18 3 2 
Stale Total 1,078· 968· 90 23 47 31 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court COLR (C) (C) 7 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 6 
State Total 13 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court COLR 4,351 4,052 93 7 622 15 
Courts of Appeal lAC 7,005 7,334 105 88 80 25 
State Total 11,~56 11,386 100 95 120 40 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court COLR 825 1,001 B 7 118 25 
Court of Appeals lAC N,' NJ 13 
State Total 825 1,001 • 20 41 25 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court COLR 162 A 278 C 7 23 5 
Appellat.e Court lAC 98 NA 9 11 3 
State Total 260· 16 16 8 

FLORIDA 
Suprema Court COLR 1,316 1,426 108 7 188 11 
District Courts of Appeal lAC 2,285 1,839 80 46 50 19 
State Total 3,601 3,265 91 53 68 29 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court COLR 998 1,615 B 7 143 16 
Court of Appeals lAC 717 683 95 9 80 11 
Stale Tolal 1,715 2,298· 16 107 27 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court COLR 45 42 93 5 9 4 
Intermediate Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 3 
State Total 45 42 93 8 6 4 

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

Disposed Filed 
asa NUmber Flied per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed 01 filed Judges judge population 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court COLR 76 84 111 5 15 8 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 3 
State Total 76 84 111 8 10 8 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court COLR 1,558 1,482 95 7 223 13 
Appellate Court lAC (B) (B) 34 
State Total 41 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court COLR NA 494 5 
Court of Appeals lAC 76 75 99 12 6 
State Total 569 17 

IOWA 
Supreme Court COLR 371 A 291 A 78 9 41 13 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 6 
State Total 371 • 291 • 78 15 - 25 13 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court COLR NA NA 7 
Court of Appeals lAC (B) (B) 10 
State Total 17 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court COLR 686 A 678 A 99 7 98 18 
Court of Appeals lAC 92 77 B4 14 7 2 
State Total 778· 755· 97 21 37 21 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court COLA 2,657 2,320 87 7 380 60 
Courts of Appeal lAC 3,877 3,802 98 48 81 88 
State Total 6,534 6,122 94 55 119 148 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals COLR 682 776 114 7 97 15 
Court of Special Appeals lAC 220 220 100 13 17 5 
State Total 902 996 110 20 45 20 

MASSACHUSETIS 
Supreme Judicial Court COLR 563 NA 7 80 10 
Appeals Court lAC 886 NA 10 89 15 
State Total 1,449 17 85 25 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court COLR 2,662 2,2548 7 380 29 
Court of Appeals lAC (8) (8) 18 
State Total 25 

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

Disposed Flied 
asa Number Filed per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
Stale/Court name: type Filed Disposed offiJed judges ~ population 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 651 586 90 7 93 15 
Court of Appeals lAC 331 A 330 A 100 13 25 8 
state Total 982· 916· 93 20 49 23 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court COLR 1,056 1,064 101 7 151 21 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 32 
State Total 1,056 1,064 101 39 27 21 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court COLR 1,354 A 1,398 A 103 7 193 18 
Appellate Dlv. SuperIor Court lAC NA NA 28 
State Total 35 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court COLR 252 NA 5 50 17 
Court of Appeals lAC 64 (B) 7 9 4 
State Total 316 12 26 21 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLR 636 727 114 7 91 10 
Court of Appeals lAC 446 446 100 12 37 7 
State Total 1,082 1,173 108 19 57 17 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 6 5 83 5 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 0 
State Total 6 5 83 5 

OHIO 
Supreme Court COLR 1,770 1,621 92 7 253 16 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 58 
State Total 1,770 1,621 92 65 27 16 

OREGON 
Supreme Court COLR 857 8'71 102 7 122 31 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 10 
State Total 857 871 102 17 50 31 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLR 26 A (B) 5 5 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 6 
State Total 26· 11 2 

,..-' 
UTAH 

Supreme Court COLR 61 (B) 5 12 4 
Court of Appeals lAC 20 (B) 7 3 1 
State Total 81 12 7 5 

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

Disposed Flied 
asa Number Filed per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed of filed Judges Judge population 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,439 1,655 115 7 206 24 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,291 1,454 B 10 129 21 
State Total 2,730 3,109 • 17 161 45 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court COLR 947 A 1,060 A 112 9 105 20 
Court of Appeals lAC 372 388 104 16 23 8 
State Total 1,319 • 1,448· 1'10 25 53 28 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court COLR 915 866 95 7 131 19 
Court of Appeals lAC 228 162 71 13 18 5 
State Total 1,143 1,028 90 20 57 24 

Slates with no Intermediate appeilate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court COLR 4A 3A 75 5 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals COLR 61 65 107 8 8 10 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court COLR (B) (B) 7 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 9 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court COLR 31 (B) 7 4 4 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court COLR (B) (B) 7 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ 5 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court COLR 504 543 108 5 101 46 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court COLR 189 178 94 5 38 19 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 35 A (B) 5 7 5 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court COLR 32 32 100 5 6 6 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 4' ~elected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
In state Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued) 

Disposed Filed 
asa Number Filed per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed of filed judges ~ ~pulation 

WEST VIAGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals COLA 1,621 1,775 110 5 324 86 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ 5 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court COLR '/65 603 79 9 85 19 
Court of Civil Appeals lAC NJ NJ 3 
Court of Criminal Appeals lAC NJ NJ 5 
State Total 765 603 79 17 45 19 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals COLA 4,280 3,392 79 7 611 24 
Appellate Div, of the Supreme Court lAC (B) (B) 47 
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt. lAC (B) (B) 15 
State Total 69 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court COLR 295 231 A 9 33 9 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR (B) 291 3 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 12 
State Total 522· 24 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court COLR 2,207 C NA 7 315 18 
Superior Court lAC NA NA 15 
Commonwealth Court lAC 45 (B) 9 5 0 
State Total 31 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court COLA 820 1,057 B 5 164 17 
Court of Appeals lAC 103 97 94 12 9 2 
COlirt of Criminal Appeals lAC 67 35A 9 7 1 
State Total 990 1,189· 26 38 20 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court COLR 1,243 1,168 94 9 138 7 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 1,416 1,437 101 9 157 8 
Courts of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 80 
State Total 2,659 2,605 98 98 27 16 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions In Stat3 Appeliate Courts, 1988. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR c Court of Last Resort 
lAC =< Intermediate Appeliate Court 

NOTE: NA indicates that the data are unavailable. Blank 
spaces Indicate that a calcuation is inappropriate. 

NJ = 

(B): 

This case type is not handled in this court 
Inapplicable 

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

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence of a qualilying 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. 

A: The following courts' data are inco~lete: 
Connecticut-Supreme Court-Filed data do not 

Include disciplinary cases. 
Delaware-Supreme Court--Data do not include some 

discretionary Interlocutory petitions and some 
discretionary advisory opinions. 

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

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

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

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

Oklahoma--Supreme Court-Disposed data do nol 
include discretionary petitions granted and 
disposed. 

South Carolina--Supreme Court-Filed data do not 
inclUde dlscretionery petitions that were denied 
or otherwise dismissedlwithdrawn, or settled. 

South Dakota--Supreme Court-Filed data do not 
include advisory opinions which are reported with 
mandatory Jurisdiction cases. 

Tennessee-Court of Criminal Appeals-Disposed 
data do not include some cases which are 
reported with mandatory Jurisdiction ca!XlS. 

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

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

judge disciplinary cases. 
Colorado-Supremo Court-Disposed data include all 

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

mandatory Jurisdiction cases and discretionary 
petitions granted, that are refiled as a 
mandatory case. 

Michigan-Supreme Court-Disposed data include 
manoa tory jurisdiction cases. 

Tennessee-8upreme Court-Disposed data Include 
all mandatory Jurisdiction cases. 

Virginia--Court of Appeals-Disposed data include all 
mandatory Jurisdiction cases. 

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

Connecticut-Supreme Court--Disposed data include 
m!lndatory cases, but do not include some 
unclassified appeals and judge diSCiplinary 
cases. 

Pennsylvania-Supreme Court--Flled data ini:Jude non-case 
motions that could not be separated, but do not Include 
original proceeding petitions. 
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
In State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued) 

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed 
Eetltions: as a asa Numbar granted 

Court filed granted percent percent of per 
State/Court name: tyEe filed granted disEased of filed of granted Judges Judge 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court COLR 76 NA NA 5 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 3 
State Total 76 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court COLR 1,558 210 153 13 73 7 30 
Appellate COLlrt lAC NA NA NA 34 
State Total 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court COLR NA NA 36 5 
Court of Appeals lAC 76 39 38 51 97 12 3 
State Total 74 

IOWA 
Supreme COLlrt COLR 371 A NA 51 A 9 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 6 
State Total 371 • 51 • 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court COLR NA 133 NA 7 19 
Court of Appeals lAC NA NA NA 10 
State Total 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court COLR 686 A NA NA 7 
Court of Appeals lAC 92 NA NA 14 
State Total 778 • 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court COLR 2,657 395 411 15 104 7 56 
Courts of Appeal lAC 3,877 1136 1156 29 102 48 24 
State Total 6,534 1,531 1,567 23 102 55 28 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals COLR 682 140 NA 21 7 20 
Court of Special Appeals lAC 220 22 NA 10 13 2 
Stale Total 902 162 18 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court COLR 563 196 288 B 35 7 28 
Appeals Court lAC 886 NA NA 10 
State Total 1,449 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court COLR 2,662 79 NA 3 7 11 
Court of Appeals lAC NA NA NA 18 
State Total 

(continued on next page) 
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1 ABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
In State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued) 

D:J>cretionary GrantGd Disposed Filed 
eetitlons: asa as a Number granted 

Court flied granted percent percent of par 
State/Court name: tyee filed granted diseosed of filed of granted judges judge 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 651 137 117 21 85 7 20 
Court of Appeals lAC 33~ A 116 A 122 A 35 105 13 9 
State Total 982· 253· 239· 26 94 20 13 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court COLR 1,056 114 177 11 155 7 16 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 32 
State Total 1,056 114 177 11 155 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court COLR 1,354 A 126 A NA 9 7 1£1 
Appellate Dlv. Superior Court lAC NA NA NA 28 
State Total 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court COLR 252 40 NA 16 5 8 
Court of Appeals lAC 64 15 NA 23 7 2 
State Total 316 55 17 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLR 636 57 62 9 109 7 8 
Court of Appeals lAC 446 71 B NA 12 6 
State Total 1,082 128 • 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 6 0 0 5 
Court of Appeais lAC NJ NJ NJ 0 
State Total 6 0 0 0 

OHIO 
Supreme Court COLR 1,770 203 151 11 74 7 29 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 58 
State Total 1,770 203 151 11 74 

OREGON 
Supreme Court COLR 857 121 NA 14 7 17 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 10 
State Total 857 121 14 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLR 26 A 26 NA 5 5 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 6 
State Total 26· 26 

UTAH 
Supreme Court COLR 61 NA NA 5 
Court of Appeals lAC 20 NA NA 7 
State Total 81 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
in State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued) 

Discretionary Granted Disposed Flied 
eetitions: asa asa Number granted 

Court filed granted percent percent of per 
State/Court name: tyee filed granted disposed of filed of granted Judges Judge 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,439 192 NA 13 7 27 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,291 250 A NA 10 25 
State Total 2,730 442 • 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court COLR 947 A NA 84 9 
Court of Appeals lAC 372 NA NA 16 
State Total 1,319 • 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court COLR 915 181 184 2Q 102 7 26 
Court of Appeals lAC 228 NA NA 13 
State Total 1,143 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court COLR 4A NA NA 5 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals COLA 61 9 4 15 44 9 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court COLA NA NA NA 7 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court COLA 0 NA 0 9 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court COLA 31 NA NA 7 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court COLA NA NA NA 7 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ NJ 5 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court COLR 504 NA NA 5 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court COLA 189 NA NA 5 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 35 A NA NA 5 

V~RMONT 

Supreme Court COLA 32 NA NA 5 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
In State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued) 

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed 
eetltions: asa as a Number granted 

Court filed granted percent percent of per 
State/Court name: tyee filed granted disposed of Ii led of granted judges ~ 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals COLR 1,621 789 756 49 96 5 158 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court COLA NJ NJ NJ 5 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court COLA 765 NA NA 9 
Court of Civil Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 3 
Court of Criminal Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 5 
State Total 765 

NEWYOAK 
Court of Appeals COLA 4,280 NA 160 7 
Appellate Dlv. of the Supreme Court lAC NA NA NA 47 
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt. lAC NA NA NA 15 
State Total 

OKLAHOMA 
Suprema Court COLA 295 64 NA 22 9 7 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLA NA 82 NA 3 27 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 12 
State Total 146 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court COLR 2,207 C 230 C NA 10 7 33 
Superior Court lAC NA NA NA 15 
Commonwealth Court lAC 45 NA NA 9 
State Total 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court COLA 820 64 NA 8 5 13 
Court of Appeals lAC 103 12 NA 12 12 1 
Court of Criminal Appeals lAC 67 25 NA 37 9 3 
State Total 990 101 10 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court COLA 1,243 175 120 14 69 9 19 
Court of CrIminal Appeals COLA 1,416 307 233 22 76 9 34 
Courts of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 80 
State rotal 2,659 482 353 18 73 
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TABLE 5: Selecled Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted In Sta.te Appellate 
Courts, 1988. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR.. Courl of Last Resort 
lAC '" Intermediate Appellate Court 

NOTE: NA Indicates that the data are unavailable. 
Blank spaces Indicate that a calculation Is Inappropriate. 

NJ - This caserype Is not handled In this court 
Inapplicable 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

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

A: The following courts' data are Inco~lete: 
California-Suprema Court--Filed data do not 

Include orIgInal proceedIngs Initially 
heard In the Supreme Court that were 
granted. 

Connecticut-Supreme Courl--Dlscretlonary 
petitions filed data do not include 
disciplinary cases. 

Delaware-Supreme Courl--Dlscretlonary 
petitions filed data do not include some 
discretionary Interlocutory petitions 
and some discretionary advisory 
opInions. 

Iowa-Supreme Court--Disposed data do not 
Include some original proceedings. 

Kentucky-Supreme Court-Discretionary 
petitions flied data do not Include soma 
discretionary unclassified petitions. 

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

New Jersey-Supreme Court-Flied data do 
not Include discretionary Interlocutory 
petitions granted. 

Virginia--Court of Appeals--Flled data do not 
Include original proceedings petitions 
granted. 

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

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

Include mandatory judge discIplinary 
cases. 

Massachusetls--Supreme JUdicial Court 
-DIsposed data Include all mandatory 
JurIsdiction cases disposed. 

North Carolina--Court of Appeals--Data 
Include dIscretionary petitions granted 
that were disposed. 

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

Pennsylvania-Supreme Court--Fillng data 
Include motions that c.ould not be 
separated, but do not Include original 
proceeding petitions thaI were granted. 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1988 

Opinion Composition of 
count is bt 0einion count: Total Number of Number of 

per dispositions authorized lawyer 
written signed curiam memos! by signed justices! support 

Stale/Court name: case document oeinions opinions orders opinion Judges personnel 

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

ALASKA 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 0 193 5 11 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 110 3 8 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 86 5 16 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X some 284 18 51 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court X 0 X X X 378 7 14 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X 0 562 6 15 

CAliFORNIA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 122 7 48 
Courts of Appeal X 0 X X some 8,639 88 231 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 244 7 14 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 some NA 13 30 

CONNECTICUT 
SuprerT!g Court X 0 X X some 230 7 14 
Appellate Court X 0 X X some 462 9 16 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 222 7 15 
District Courts of Appeal X 0 X X 0 4,346 46 99 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 348 7 14 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 1,724 9 27 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 320 5 14 
Intermediate Court of Appeals X 0 X X X 120 3 6 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 0 X X X X NA 5 11 
Court of Appeals 0 X X X 0 NA 3 6 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 NA 7 26 
Appellate Court X 0 X X some 1,938 34 87 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 328 5 16 
Court of Appeals X X X X X 1,121 12 32 

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

Opinion Composition of 
count Is b~: 021nlon count: Total Number of Number of 

per dispositions authorized lawyer 
written signed curiam memos! by signed Justices/ support 

State/Court name: case document 021nions °2lnions orders 02inlon Judges personnel 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 0 X X 0 0 264 9 16 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 418 6 6 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 380 7 7 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X some 822 10 18 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some NA 7 11 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X some NA 14 19 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 0 X X X some 149 7 26 
Courts of Appeal 0 X X X X 2,972 52 138 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 112 7 14 
Court of Special Appeals X 0 X 0 0 230 13 29 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court 0 X X 0 0 253 7 20 
Appeals Court 0 X X X X 169 14 32 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 79 7 27 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X some 4,869 18 82 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 0 165 7 10 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 611 13 31 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 133 7 15 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X some 1,556 32 54 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 0 X X 0 0 68 7 21 
Appellate Diy. Superior Court X 0 X X X NA 28 54 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 some 220 5 10 
Court of Appeals 0 X X C 0 136 7 20 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 some 188 7 14 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 X 1,170 12 28 

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

Opinion Composition of 
count is b~: oeinion count: Total Number of Number of 

per dispositions authorized lawyer 
written signed curiam memos! by signed justices/ support 

Stale/Court name: case document oeinions oeinions orders oelnion Judges personnel 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 268 5 10 
Court of Appeals X 0 0 0 0 NA 3 .. 

OHIO 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 X NA 7 20 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 X 4,718 59 varies 

OREGON 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 128 7 9 
Court of Appeais X 0 X 0 0 606 10 16 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 123 5 16 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X 0 336 6 11 

UTAH 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 141 5 12 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X 0 289 7 10 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 183 7 15 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X 0 180 10 12 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 141 9 24 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X some 1,375 16 50 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 98 7 11 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 1,277 13 26 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 0 55 5 5 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X 0 249 9 26 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court 0 X X 0 0 343 7 11 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 X 475 9 21 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 0 363 7 14 

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

Opinion Composition of 
count is bz:: 0einion count: Total Number of NUmber of 

per dispositions authorized lawyer 
written signed curiam memos! by signed justices/ support 

State/Court name: case document oelnlons °einions orders oeinion Judges personnel 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X X 487 7 14 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court 0 X X X 0 116 5 20 

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

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

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

VERMONT 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 0 217 5 8 

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

WYOMING 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 178 5 12 

Slates with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 672 9 20 
Court of Civil Appeals X 0 X X X 401 3 6 
Court of Criminal Appeals X 0 X 0 some 377 5 10 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals 0 X X 0 0 119 7 30 
Appellate Div. of the Supreme Court 0 X X X some NA 47 136 
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt. 0 X X X some NA 15 25 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 199 9 29 
Court of Criminal Appeals X 0 X X 0 NA 3 16 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X X 1,215 12 19 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 0 268 7 NA 
Superior Court X 0 X X X 4,405 15 NA 
Commonwealth Court 0 X X X X 1,869 9 30 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued) 

Opinion Composition of 
count Is b~{ oEinion count: Total Number of Number of 

per dispositions authorized lawyer 
written signed curiam memos! by signed justices/ support 

State/Court name: (".ase document ~~ opinions orders opinion Judges personnel 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 182 5 9 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X some 811 12 12 
Court of Criminal Appeals X 0 X X some 725 9 9 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 0 X X 0 0 93 9 24 
Court of Criminal Appeals X 0 X 0 0 235 9 22 
Courts of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 5,066 80 140 

CODES: 

X - Court follows this method when counting opinions 
o - Court does not follow this method when counting opinions 
NA - Data are not available 
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TABLE 7: Reported National Civil and Criminal Caseload for State Trial Courts, 1988 

Reported Caseload 

Civil cases: 

l. General Jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete cases .••••.•.•.••••••...•..•• 
Number or courts reporting complete civil data •••.•.••••••.•••• 
Number of states with general Jurisdiction courts reporting complete 

data ...• t •• , • , • I I •• It' ••••• t ••••••••• , • t , • I • , •• 

Percent of the total population of "tates with general jurisdiction 
courts reporting complete civil data ••••.••.•••••• , •.••••• 

B. Number or reported complete clvii cases that Include other case types •. 
Number or courts reporting complete civil data that InclUde other 

case types .••••••.••.•••••••••••••••••.••.••.•.•• 
Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting complete 

cIVil data that Include other casetypes .•••••.•.•••••..•.•• 
Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction 

courts reporting complete civil data that Include other case types 

C. Number of reported cases that are either Incomplete or Incomplete and 
Include non civil casetypes ••..•.•••.••••...••.•..•.... 

Number of courts reporling cases that are Incomplete or Incomplele and 
include non civil case types ••.•.••..•.•.••.....•••••••. 

Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting cases Ihat 
are Incomplete or Incomplete and Include noncivif casetypes ....•• 

Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction courts 
reporting cases thai are Incomplete or incomplete and Include noncivll 
casetypes ••..•••.•••••••.••••.••••.•••.•.•••••• 

II. Limited Jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete cases ••.•...•.•....•......... 
Number of courts reporllng complete ciVil data .••••••••••••.••• 
Number of states with limited jurisdiction courts reporting complete data 
Percent of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction courts 

reporting complete civil data .•••••••.••••..•.•..•.•.••. 

B. Number of reported complete civil cases that InclUde other case types .• 
Number of courts reporting complete civil data that Include other case types 
Number of states with limited jurisdiction courts reporting comptete civil 

data that include other casetypEls •••.••••••.•••••.••••••• 
Percent or the total population of states with limited jurisdiction courts 

reporting complete civil data that inclUde other case types •.•.•.•. 

C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete or incomplete and 
Include nonclvll case types •.••••••••••.••..•...•..••.•. 

Number or courts reporllng cases that are Incomplete or Incomplete and 
Include non civil casetypes .••.•.••.•••••••...•••••..••• 

Number of states with limited jurisdiction courts reporting cases that 
are Incomplete or Incomplete arid InclUde nonclvil casetypes ••••.• 

Percent or the total population or states with limited jurisdiction courts 
reporting cases that are Incomplete or Incomplete and Include noncivil 
casetypes ..•••.•.•••••••••.•..••••..•..••••••.•• 

Flied Disposed 

3,601,482 2,814,275 
30 27 

25 22 

44% 41% 

3,003,957 2,186,789 

18 13 

18 13 

33% 26% 

1,767,346 2,743,920 

9 15 

9 15 

23"/0 30% 

5,677,889 4,114,149 
55 45 
30 27 

63% 59% 

184,497 211,906 
1 1 

7% 7% 

2,684,033 2,696,529 

18 22 

11 15 

31% 36% 
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TABLE 7: Reported National Civil and Criminal Case load for state Trial Courts, 1988. (continued) 

Reported Oaseload 

Criminal cases: 

I. General Jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete cases ••••••.•.•.•••••.•...•.• 
Number of courts reporting complete data .•.••••..•••..•....• 
Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting complete data 
Percent of the total population of states with general Jurisdiction courts 

reporting complete criminal data ••••••.•.•.•••••..•••.•. 

B. Number of reported complete criminal cases that Include other case types 
Number 01 courts reporting complete criminal data that Include other 

case types •••••.•••••••..•••••••.••.•••.•.••••... 
Number 01 slates with general jurisdiction courts reporting complete 

criminal data that Include other caselypas •••••••.••••••••.• 
Percent of the total population of states with general Jurisdiction courts 

reporting complete criminal data that Include other case types 

C. Number of reported cases that are either Incomplete or Incomplete and 
Include noncriminal casetypas ••..••••..••••.••••...•••• 

Number of courts reporting either Incomplete data or Incomplete data that 
Include noncriminal case types .••••.•••..•••••.••.•••••• 

Number of stales with general jurisdiction courts reporting either 
Incomplete criminal data or Incomplete data that include noncriminal 
casetypes ••••••••..•••...•••.•.....••••..••••.• 

Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction courts 
reporting either Incomplete criminal dala or incomplete data that 
Include noncriminal case types ••...••............•.•..•. 

II. Limited JUrisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete cases •.....••.•.....••....•.• 
Number of courts reporting complete data ••.....•.•..••••••.• 
Number of states with limited Jurisdiction courts reporting complete data . 
Percent of \he Ic!al population of states with limited jurisdiction courts 

reporting complete criminal data .•..•...•••••.•.....•••• 

8. Number of reported complete Grimlnal cases that include other case types 
Number of courts reporting complete criminal data that include other 

caselypes •.••..•..••••.•••.•...•••..•..••..•... 
Number of slates with limited Jurisdiction courts reporting complete 

criminal data that Include other caselypes .•.••.•.••.••••... 
Percent of the tolal population of states with limited jurisdiction courts 

reporting complele criminal data that Include other casetypes 

C, Number of reported cases that are eiUler Incomplete or Incomplete and 
Include noncriminal case types •••...•••••••..•.•.••.••.• 

Number 01 courts reporting either Incomplete data or Incomplete data that 
Include noncriminal case types ••.•••••••••.••.••••....•. 

Number of stales with limited jurisdiction courts reporting either 
Incomplete cr;minal data or incomplete data til at Include noncriminal 
casetypes .••••.••••••••.•.•••••.•••.••.•.•....• 

Percent of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction courts 
reporting either Incomplete criminal data or Incomplete data that 
Include noncriminal case types ....•...••.....•....•...•. 

Summary section for all trial courts: 

Filed 

832,847 
15 
15 

39% 

628,193 

17 

17 

24% 

1,952,593 

20 

20 

36% 

1,826,610 
9 
8 

22% 

1,399,949 

11 

10 

23% 

5,321,093 

42 

29 

60% 

Disposed 

855,916 
15 
15 

45% 

485,398 

16 

16 

18% 

1,457,861 

19 

19 

34% 

1,068,876 
7 
6 

14% 

1,264,107 

11 

10 

23% 

5,087,112 

37 

28 

61 % 

Genera/ 
Jurisdiction 

Civil Criminal 

Reported filings 
- Limited 

Jurisdiction 
Civil Criminal 

Total 
(Incomplete) 

Civil Criminal 
1. Total number of reported 

complete cases ••••••.•• 

2. Total number of reported 
complete cases that include 

3,601,482 

other casetypes ••••••••. 3,003,957 

3. Tolal number of reported cases 
that are either Incomplete, or 
Incomplete and Include other 
casetypes ••••••.••••• 1,767,346 

Tolal (Incomplete) 8,372,785 

832,847 

628,193 

1,952,593 

3,413,633 

5,677,889 

184,497 

2,684,033 

8,546,419 
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1,826,610 

1,399,949 

5,321,093 

8,547,652 

9,279,371 

3,188,454 

4,451,379 

16,919,204 

2,659,457 

2,028,142 

7,273,686 

11,961,285 



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

Grand total Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000 

Juris- unit of Support! qualifying and qualify- percentage total 
State/Court name: ~ Parking count custody footnotes Ine footnotes of filings Ro~ulatlon 

ALABAMA 
Circuit G 2 G 6 142,715 B 133,963 B 94 3,478 
District L 1 B 1 562,657 B 555,325 B 99 13,713 
Municipal L 1 M 1 NA NA 
Probate L 2 I 1 NA NA 
State Total 

ALASKA 
Superior G B 6 18,955 C 17,268 C 91 3,624 
District L 3 B 5 128,004 121,862 95 24,475 
State Total 146,959· 139,130· 95 28,099 

ARiZONA 
Superior G 2 D 6 143,835 134,379 93 4,123 
Justice of the Peace L 1 Z 1 608,432 A 581,781 A 96 17,439 
Municipal L 1 Z 1 1,160,302 1,152,778 99 33,256 
State Total 1,912,569· 1,868,938· 98 54,817 

ARKANSAS 
Chancery and Probate G 2 I 3 58,997 56,059 95 2,464 
Circuit G 2 A 1 64,564 70,750 B 2,697 
City L 1 A 1 23,210 14,141 61 970 
County L 2 I 5,231 A 3,108 A 59 219 
Court of Common Pleas L 2 I NA NA 
Municipal L 1 A 444,916 A 309,233 A 70 18,585 
Police L 1 A NA NA 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior G 2 8 6 881,494 788,607 89 3,113 
Justice L 3 8 599,534 8 498,026 B 83 2,117 
Municipal L 3 8 16,577,2058 13,872,079 8 84 58,546 
State Total 18,058,233· 1.5,158,712· 84 63,776 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G 2 D 3 142,1238 142,3108 100 4,305 
Water G 2 I 1 1,478 1,681 114 45 
County L 2 D 1 360,082 A 353,903 A 98 10,908 
MUnicipal L 1 I 1 NA NA 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior G E 5 549,781 C 479,464 C 87 16,995 
Probate L 2 I 1 54,367 NA 1,681 
State Total 604,148 • 18,675 

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

Grand total Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
Criminal filings and dispositions as a 100,000 

Juris- unit 01 Support! qualifying and qualify- percentage total 
State/Court name: diction Parking ~ custody footnotes Ins footnotes offilines p.°eulatlon 

DELAWARE 
Court of Chancery G 2 3,665 3,314 90 555 
Superior G 2 B 9,341 B 9,019 B 97 1,415 
Alderman's L 4 A 25,652 25,667 100 3,887 
Court of Common Pleas L 2 A 31,381 A 31,185 A 99 4,755 
Family L 2 B 3 38,094 A 37,552 A 99 5,772 
Justice of the Peace L 2 A 1 214,504 218,085 102 32,501 
Municipal Court of Wilmington L 4 A 1 34,132 A 34,322 A 101 5,172 
State Total 356,769 • 359,144 • 101 54,056 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior G 3 B 6 •• 226,115 226,812 100 36,588 

FLORIDA 
Circuit G 2 E 4 753,471 635,377 84 6,108 
County L 1 A 4,160,201 3,544,951 85 33,727 
State Total 4,913,672 4,180,328 85 39,835 

GEORGIA 
Superior G 2 G 3 233,863 221,564 95 3,688 
Civil L 2 M 1 NA NA 
County Recorder's L 1 M 1 NA NA 
Juvenile L 2 I 1 69,848 52,601 75 1,101 
Magistrate's L 2 B 1 315,542 A 273,419 A 87 4,975 
Municipal L 2 M 1 NA NA 
Municipal and City of Atlanta L 1 M 1 NA NA 
Probate L 2 B 1 92,481 A 64,723 A 70 1,458 
Stat'3 L 2 G 1 395,671 A 321,499 A 81 6,239 
State Total 

HAWAII 
Circuit G 2 G 6 50,775 B 43,814 B 86 4,6:::!0 
District L 4 A 1 856,053 769,664 90 77,894 
State Total 906,828 • 813,478 • 90 82,514 

IDAHO 
District G 3 G 6 356,103 C 352,587 C 99 35,504 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit G 4 G 6 8,737,406 B 5,105,4008 58 75,245 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit G 3 B 4 566,782 A 541,979 A 96 10,203 
City and Town L 3 B 1 199,716 201,095 101 3,595 
County L 4 B 1 243,974 239,499 98 4,392 
Probate L 2 I 1 3,690 3,334 90 66 
Municipal Court of Marlon County L 3 B 176,658 A 148,792 A 84 3,180 
Small Claims Court of Marlon County L 2 I 66,145 60,190 91 1,191 
State Total 1,256,965 • 1,194,889 • 95 22,628 

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

Grand total Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000 

Juris- unit i)f Support! qualifying and qualify- percentage total 
State/Court name: diction Parking count custody footnotes ing footnotes of filings f:i0pulation 

IOWA 
District G 3 B 6 934,509 B 925,748 C 32,975 

KANSAS 
District G 2 B 6 419,564 415,172 99 16,816 
MUnicipal L 1 B 166,072 A 157,576 A 95 6,656 
State Total 585,636 • 5n,748· 98 23,472 

KENTUCKY 
Circuit G 2 B 6 76,185 B 74,741 B 98 2,045 
District L 3 B 1 581,500 C 560,834 C 96 15,607 
State Total 657,685· 635,575 * 97 17,651 

LOUISIANA 
District G 2 Z 6 548,730 B NA 12,451 
Family and Juvenile G 2 I 4 ••• 26,219 NA 595 
City and Parish L 1 B 678,787 526,088 78 15,402 
Justice of the Peace L 1 I NA NA 
Mayor's L 1 I NA NA 
State Total 

MAINE 
Superior G 2 B 6 18,404 B 17,067 B 93 1,527 
Administrative L 2 I 283 286 101 23 
District L 4 B 5 321,557 B 306,491 B 95 26,685 
Probate L 2 I 1 NA NA 
State Total 

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

Orphan's L 2 I 1 NA NA 
State Totai 

MASSACHUSETIS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G D 4 2,324,596 A l,n6,401 A 39,480 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit G 2 B 4 234,911 242,317 103 2,543 
Court of Claims G 2 I 1 780 1,057 136 8 
District L 4 B 1 3,087,262 3,017,088 98 33,416 

MUnicipal L 4 B 1 54,224 49,527 91 587 
Probate L 2 I 1 124,726 A 65,806 A 1,350 

Stale Total 3,501,903· 3,375,795 * 37,903 

MINNESOTA 
District G 4 B 6 2,030,327 1,975,887 97 47,140 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988 

Grand total Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000 

Juris- unit of Support! qualifying and qualify- percentage total 
State/Court name: diction Parking count custody footnotes Ing footnotes of filings Ropulation 

MISSOURI 
Circuit G 3 Z 845,340 C 791,544 C 94 16,440 
Municipal L NA NA 
State Total 

MONTANA 
District G 2 G 3 29,421 26,468 90 3,655 
Water G NA NA 
Workers' Compensation G NA NA 
City L B NA NA 
Justice of the Peace L B NA NA 
Municipal L B NA NA 
State Total 

NEBRASKA 
District G 2 B 5 51,396 B 51,074 B 99 3,208 
County L 1 B 1 423,021 A 420,550 A 99 26,406 
Separate Juvenile L 2 I 1 2,388 NA 149 
Worker's Compensation L 2 I 1 360 344 96 22 
State Total 477,165· 29,786 

NEVADA 
District G 2 Z 2 36,520 A NA 3,465 
Justice L 1 Z 1 NA NA 
Municipal L 1 Z 1 NA NA 
State Total 

NEW HAMPSHiRE 
Superior G 2 A 5 30,131 A 25,869 2,774 
District L 4 A 1 379,249 A 785 A 34,922 
Municipal L 4 A 1 7,427 A NA 684 
Probate L 2 I 17,841 NA 1,643 
State Total 434,648 • 40,023 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior G 2 B 6 *. 854,980 846,100 99 11,075 
Municipal L 4 B 6,300,064 5,781,767 92 81,607 
Surrogates L 2 I NA NA 
Tax L 2 2,762 3,816 138 36 
State Total 

NEW MEXICO 
District G 2 E: 3 69,461 B 71,342 B 103 4,612 
Magistrate L 3 E 1 104,595 B 87,621 B 84 6,945 
Municipal L 1 I NA NA 
Probate L 2 I NA NA 
Metropolitan Ct of Bernalillo County L 4 E 325,690 A 169,682 A 21,626 
State Total 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988. 

Grand total Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000 

Juris- unit of Support! qualifying and qualify- percentage total 
State/Court name: ~ Parking count custody footnotes Ing footnotes of filings !,opulation 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County G 2 E 1 259,326 C 272,397 C 105 1,448 
Court of Claims L 2 I 1 2,064 1,888 91 12 
District and City L 4 E 1 1,865,966 A 1,832,358 A 98 10,419 
Family L 2 I 4 486,946 461,317 95 2,719 
Surrogates' L 2 I 1 107,644 58,009 A 601 
Town and Village Justice L 1 E 1 NA NA 
Civil Court, City of New York L 2 I 1 242,849 A 270,551 A 111 1,356 
Criminal Court, City of New York L 4 E 1 375,618 A 363,738 A 97 2,097 
State Total 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior G 2 8 192,598 182,047 95 2,968 
District L 3 C 3 1,983,056 A 1,919,543 A 97 30,556 
State Total 2,175,654 • 2,101,590 • 97 33,523 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District G 4 B 3 28,072 B 28,311 B 101 4,209 
County L 1 E 101,199 A 100,533 A 99 15,172 
Municipal L 1 B NA 47,620 A 
State Total 176,484 * 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas G 2 B 4 640,849 B 635,3n B 99 5,904 
County L 2 B 1 288,556 279,770 97 2,658 
Court of Claims L 2 I 4,945 5,930 120 46 
Mayor's L 1 M NA NA 
Municipal L 2 B 2,391,614 2,412,135 101 22,032 
State Total 

OKLAHOMA 
District G 2 J 6 461,519 A 427,070 A 93 14,240 
Court of Tax Review L 2 I 1 NA NA 
Municipal Court Not of Record L I 1 NA NA 
Municipal Criminal Court of Record L I NA NA 
State Told 

OREGON 
Circuit G 2 E 6 124,5988 101,741 C 4,505 
Tax G 2 I 1 207 204 99 7 
County L 2 I 1 NA NA 
DIstrict L 1 E 1 463,143 A 426,116 A 92 16,744 
Justice L 3 E 1 119,613 B 116,851 B 98 4,324 
MuniCipal L 3 A 1 227,447 212,330 93 8,223 
State Total 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988, 

Grand total Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000 

Juris- unit of Support! qualifying and qualify- percentage total 
State/Court name: diction Parking count custod~ footnotes ina footnotes of filings !>°Eulation 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Court of Common Pleas G 2 B 4 440,765 A 430,300 A 98 3,673 
District Justice Court L 4 B 2,129,929 1,913,846 90 17,748 
Philadelphia Municipal Court L 2 B 181,309 B 181,825 B 100 1,511 
Philadelphia Traffic Court L 1 I 1,012,811 306,005 30 8,439 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court L 4 B 399,358 A NA 3,328 
State Total 4,164,172· 34,699 

PUERTO RICO 
Superior G 2 A 6 100,650 C 100,084 C 99 3,056 
District L 2 A 1 176,836 B 166,848 B 94 5,368 
Justices of the Peace L NJ NJ 
Municipal L NA NA 
State Total 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior G 2 D 16,726 B 15,080 B 90 1,684 
District L 2 A 73,849 A 74,539 A 101 7,437 
Family L 2 I 6 15,235 A 10,476 A 1,534 
Municipal L 1 I 1 NA NA 
Probate L 2 I NA NA 
State Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Circuit G 2 B 112,377 B 105,769 B 94 3,238 
Family L 2 I 6 74,795 73,764 99 2,155 
Magistrate L 4 B 1 735,000 A 741,973 A 101 21,175 
MuniCipal L 4 B 1 393,212 A 390,268 A 99 11,328 
Probate L 2 I 1 20,220 16,646 82 583 
State Total 1,335,604· 1,328,420· 99 38,479 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit G 3 B 4 214,987 200,869 A 30,152 

TENNESSEE 
Circui~ Criminal, and Chancery G 2 Z 6 175,131 C 153,902 C 3,577 
General Sessions L 1 M 6 NA NA 
Juvenile L 2 I 1 NA NA 
Municipal L 1 M 1 NA NA 
Probate L 2 M 1 NA NA 
State Total 

TEXAS 
District G 2 B 3 608,612 B 588,301 B 97 3,614 
County-Level L 2 B 4 635,348 649,671 102 3,773 
Justice of the Peace L 4 A 1 2,422,206 A 2,070,995 A 86 14,384 
Municipal L 4 A 1 6,640,879 A 5,820,334 A 88 39,435 
State Total 10,307,045 " 9,129,301 • 89 61,206 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988, 

Grand total Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
Criminal filings and dispositions as a 100,000 

Juris- unit of SupporV qualifying and qualify- percentage total 
State/Court name: diction Parking count custody footnotes In9 footnotes of filings Ropulatlon 

UTAH 
District G 2 J 3 34,142 B 26,565 C 2,023 
Circuit L 4 B 1 403,385 B 323,705 C 23,897 
Justice .L 4 B 1 299,052 A 275,983 A 92 17,716 
Juvenile L 2 I 1 43,520 43,816 101 2,578 
State Total 780,099· 670,069· 46,214 

VERMONT 
District G 2 D 4 ....... 153,598 154,260 100 27,576 
Superior G 2 I 5 10,890 10,396 95 1,955 
Probate L 2 I 1 5,190 4,843 93 932 
State Total 169,678 169,499 100 30,463 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit G 2 A 3 177,107 169,557 96 2,944 
District L 4 A 4 3,050,358 3,052,714 100 50,704 
State Total 3,227,465 3,222,271 100 53,648 

WASHINGTON 
Superior G 2 G 6 185,220 B 160,608 B 87 3,985 
District L 4 C 1 821,728 A 810,480 A 99 17,679 
Municipal L 4 C 3 1,225,729 947,783 77 26,371 
State Total 2,232,677 • 1,918,871 • 86 48,035 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit G 2 J 5 54,282 B 52,144 B 9Ei 2,893 
Magistrate L 2 J 1 290,471 A 288,635 A 99 15,484 
Municipal L 1 A 1 NA NA 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit G 3 D 3 1,002,660 1,000,889 100 20,656 
Municipal L 3 A 1 NA 374,563 A 
State Total 1,375,452· 

WYOMING 
District G 2 J 5 10,062 B 10,246 B 102 2,101 
County L 1 J 4 110,239 A 103,439 A 94 23,Q14 
Justice of the Peace L 1 J 19,983 A 19,795 A 99 4,172 
Municipal L 1 A NA NA 
State Total 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

NOTE: The trial courts of Mississippi are not InclUded In 
this table, as neliher grand total caseload nor court 
Jurisdiction information Is <'vailable for 1988. All 
other state trial courts with grand total Jurisdiction 
are listed In the table, regardless of whether 
caseload data are available. Blank spaces In the 
table Indicate that a particular calculation, such as 
the total state caseload, Is not appropriate. State 
total "filings per 100,000 population" may not equal 
the sum of the filing rates for the IndiVidual courts 
due to rounding. 

NA,. Data are not aVailable. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G .. General Jurisdiction 
L .. Umited Jurisdiction 

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES: 

.. The court does not have jurisdiction over 
supporVcustody cases 

2 Q SupporVcustody caseload data are not available 
3 '" Only contested support/custody cases and all 

URESA cases (where the court has jurisdiction) are 
counted separately from marriage dissolution cases 

4 .. Both contested and uncontested supporVcustody 
cases and URESA cases (where the court has 
jurisdiction) are counted separately from marriage 
dissolution cases 

5 a SupporVcustody is counted as a proceeding of the 
marriage dissolution and thus a marriage dissolution 
that involves supporVcustody is counted as one case 

S .. SupporVcustody Is counted as a proceeding of the 
marriage dissolution but URESA cases are counted 
separately 
Nondlssolution support/custody cases are also 
counted separately 
Court has only URESA Jurisdiction 

PARKING CODES: 

1 .. Parking data are unavailable 
2 ~ Court does not have parking jurisdiction 
3 Only contested parking cases are Included 
4 Both contested and uncontested parking cases are 

Included 
5 .. Parking cases are handled administratively 
6 '" Uncontested parking cases are handled admin­

Istratively; contested parking cases are handled by the 
. court 

CRIMINAL UNIT OF COUNT CODES: 

M '" Missing Data 
I Q Data element Is Inapplicable 
A .. Single defendant--slngle charge 
B .. Single defendant--slngle Incident (one/more charges) 
C .. Single defendant--slngle incidenVmaximum number 

charges (usually two) 
D SIngle defendant--one/more incidents 
E .. Single dillendant--content varies wilh prosecutor 
F .. One/more defendants-single charge 
G .. One/more defendants-single Incident (one/more 

charges) 
H .. One/more defendants-single IncldenVmaximum 

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 

within the state 
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QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 
The absence of a qualifying footnote Indicates that data are 
complete. 

·See the qualilying footnote for each court within 
the state. Each footnote has an Impact on 
the state's total. 

A: The following courts' data are Incomplete: 
Arizona-Justice of the Peace Court--Grand total filed 

and disposed data do not InclUde limited felony 
cases. 

Arkansas--County Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include real property rights, 
miscellaneous domestic relations, and 
miscellaneous civil cases. 
-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not Include cases from several 
municipalities which did not report. 

Colorado-County Court--Grand totai filed and disposed 
data do not Include civil data from Denver County. 

Delaware-Court of Common Pleas-Grand total filed 
and disposed data do not inclUde most felony 
cases. 
-Family Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
do not Include status petitions and child-victim 
petitions. 
-Municipal Court of Wilmington--Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not InclUde limited felony cases. 

Georgia--Magistrate Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not InclUde cases from 19 
counties, and inclUde only partial data from 11 
counties. 
-Probate Court--Grand total filed data include cases 
from 75 of 159 counties, and are less than 75% 
complete. Disposed data do not include any civil 
cases, and partial criminal and traffic data from 84 
counties, and are less than 75% complete. 
-State Court--Grand total filed and disposed data 
Include data from 24 01 63 courts, and are less than 
75% complete. 

Indiana--Superlor and Circuit Courts--Grand total filed 
and disposed data do not inclUde civil appeals and 
criminal appeals cases. 
-Municipal Court of Marlon County-Grand tolal filed 
and disposed data do not include appeals of trial 
court cases. 

Kansas--Munlcipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data represent 119 of 390 municipal coUrts. 

Maryland--District Court-Grand total filed data do not 
Include ordinance vlolatlon and parking cases. 
Disposed data do not include civil, ordinance 
v:olatlon, and parking cases, and are less than 
75% complete. 

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the Commonweallh­
Grand total flied data do not Include parking cases. 
Disposed data do not InclUde civil cases from the 
Housing Court Department, miscellaneous ciVil data 
from the Probate/Family Court Department, criminal 
cases from the Boston Municipal, Housing and 
JUVenile Court Departments, moving traffic cases 
from the 80ston MuniCipal Court Department, 
parking, ordinance violation and miscellaneous 
traffic cases, and juvenile data from the Juvenile 

. Court Department, and are less than 75% complete. 
Michigan-Probate Court--Grand total filed data do not 

Include status petitions. Disposed data do not 
Include paternity/bastardy, miscellaneous domestic 
relations, mental health, miscellaneous civil, and 
status petition cases, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Nebraska-County Court--Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not InclUde limited felony and parking 
cases. 



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

Nevada-District Court-Grand total filed data do not 
include felony, misdemeanor, DWUDUI, 
miscellaneous criminal, and all Juvenile cases, 
and are less than 75% complete. 

New Hampshire-Superior Court-Grand total filed data 
do not Include some criminal appeals cases. 
·-District Court--Grand total filed data do not Include 
limited felony casas. Disposed data do not 
include criminal, traffic and Juvenile cases, are 
missing all cIvil casetypes except mental health, 
and are less than .75% complete. 
-Municipal Court-Grand lotal filed data do not 
Include limited felony cases. 

New Mexlco-Metropolilall Court of Bernalillo County­
Grand total filed data do not Include limIted felony 
cases. Disposed data do not include limited 
felony and miscellaneous traffic cases. 

Ne'.'.' York-District and City Courts-Grand total filed 
and disposed data do not include cIvil appeals 
cases. 
-Civil Court of the City of New York-Grand total 
filed and di&,;losed data do not inclUde cIvil 
appeals cases. 
-Criminal Court of the City of New York--Grand 
total filed and disposed data do not Include 
movIng traffic, miscellaneous traffic, and some 
ordinance violation cases. 
-Surrogates' Court--Grand total disposed data do 
not include miscellaneous estate cases, and are 
less than 75% complete. 

North Carolina--District Court--Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include limited felony cases. 

North Dakota-County Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include limited felony cases. 
-Municipal Court-Grand total disposed data do not 
include ordinance violation and parkIng cases, 
and are less than 75% corr.plete. 

Oklahoma--District Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not inclUde any Juvenile cases. 

Oregon--District Court--Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include felony and parking cases. 

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Grand total 
data do not inclUde some cIvil cases and 
postconvlctlon criminal appeals. 
-Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court-Grand total flied 
data do not include limited felony casas. 

Rhode Island-District Court--Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include administrative 
agency appeals, mental health, and limited 
felony cases. 
-Family Court-Grand total flied data do not include 
paternity/bastardy ~s. D~posed data do not 
include most marriage dissolution cases and all 
paternity/bastardy cases, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

South Carolina--Magistrate Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include limited felony cases. 
-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not Include limited felony caros. 

South Dakota-Circuit Court-Grand total disposed data 
do not include adoption, miscellaneous domestic 
relations, estate, mental health, administrative 
agency appeals, and Juvenile data. 

Texas-Justice of the Peace Court-Grand total filed 
and disposed data do not include limited felony 
cases and represent a reporting rate of 80%. 
-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include limited felony cases and 
represent'a reporting rate of n%. 

Utah-Justice Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include limited felony cases. 

Washington-District Court--Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include limited felony cases. 

West Virginia-Magistrate Court--Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include limited felony cases. 

Wisconsin--Municlpal Court-Grand total disposed data 
do not InclUde data from several municipalities. 

Wyoming--County Court-Grand total filed data do not 
include limited felony cases. Disposed data do not 
Include appeals of trial court cases, felony and 
criminal appeals cases. 
-Justice of the Peace Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not Include limited felony cases. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Alabama--Clrcuit Court-Grand total flied and disposed 

data include postC'onvlction remedy proceedings. 
-District Court--Grand total flied and disposed data 
Include preliminary hearing proceedings. 

Arkansas--Clrcuit Court--Grand total disposed data 
Include postconvit:tlon remedy and probation 
revocation proceedings. 

Califomia-JusUce Court-Grand total fi!ed anll disposed 
data inclUde preliminary hearing bind overs and 
transfers. 
-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include preliminary hearing bindovers and transfers. 

Colorado-District, Denver Juvenile, and Denver 
Probate Cour'l$-Grand total filed and disposed dala 
include exlraditlons, revocations, parole, and release 
from commilmenl hearings. 

Delaware-Superior Court-Grand lolal filed and 
disposed dala include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Grand tolal filed and disposed 
data Include criminal postconvlct!on remedy 
proceedIngs. 

IIlinois-Clrcuil Court~Grand lolal filed and disposed 
data Include preliminary hearIng proceedIngs. 

Iowa-District Court--Grand total filed data inclUde 
postconvlctlon remedy procaedlngs. 

Kentucky-Circuit Court-Grand lotal filed and disposed 
data include sentence review only and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedIngs. 

Louisiana-District Court-Grand total filed data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedIngs. 

Maine-Superior Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data Include postconvlctlon remedy and sentence 
revIew only proceedIngs. 
-Districl Court--Grand lotal filed and disposed data 
Include preliminary hearIng proceedings. 

Ma.-flanci--Clrcuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include some postconvlctlon remecly 
proceedings. 

Nebraska-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include por,tconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

New Mexico-District Court-Grand lotal filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 
-Magistrate Court-Grand lotal filed and disposed 
data include prelimInary hearing proceedings. 

North Dakota-District Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include sentence review only and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Ohio-Court of Common Pleas-Grand total filed and 
disposed dala include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedIngs. 

Oregon-Circuit Court--Grand tolal filed data Include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 
-Justice Court~Grand lotal filed and disposed data 
include preliminary hearing proceedings. 

Pennsylvania-Philadelphia Municipal Court--Grand lotal 
filed and disposed data include preliminary hearing 
proceedings. 

Puerto Rico-District Court--Grand lolal filed and 
disposed data include transfers and reopened cases. 

Rhode Island-Superior Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs.South Carolina-Circuil Court-Grand 
total filed and disposed data include poslconvlctlon 
remedy proceedings. 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Texas-District Court--Grand total filed and disposed 
data include some other proceedings (I.e., motions 
to revoke, etc.) 

Utah-Districl Court-Grand tolal filed data include 
postconvlct/on remedy and sentence review 
only proceedings. 
-Circuit Court--Grand lolal filed dala include 
postconvict/on remedy proceedings. 

Washing lon-Superior Court-Grand tolal filed and 
disposed dala include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 

West Virginia-Circuit Court--Grand total filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 

Wyoming--Dlstricl Court--Grand total filed and 
disposed data include postconvlction remedy 
proceedings. 

C: The following courts' data are Incomplele and 
overincluslve: 

Alaska-Superior Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings, 
but do not iilclude criminal appeals cases. 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Grand lotal filed data 
Include postt'onvlctlon remedy proceedings, but 
do not inciude some miscellaneous domestlc 
relallons cases. Grand total disposed data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings, but do not 
include some miscellaneous domestic relations, 
and most small claims cases. 

Idaho--District Court--Grand total filed and disposed 
data include postconvlct/on remedy and sentence 
review only proceedings, but do not include 
parking cases. 

Iowa-District Court--Grand total disposed data include 
postconvlction remedy proceedings, but do not 
include Juvenile cases and a few domestic 
relutions cases. 
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Kentucky-District Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include sentence review only 
proceedings, but do not Include limited felony 
cases. 

Missouri--Clrcuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings, 
but do not include some ordinance Violation and 
some parking cases. 

New York--Supreme and County Courts-Grand total 
filed and disposed data include postconvlct/on 
remedy proceedings, but do not Include civil 
appeals and criminal appeals cases. 

Oregon--Clrcuit Court--Grand total disposed data 
include postconvlction remedy proceedings, but 
do not Include adoption, mental health, and 
Juvenile cases. 

Puerto Rico-Superior Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include transfers and reopened 
cases, but do not Include URESA cases. 

Tennesseo-Clrcuit, Criminal, and Chancery Courts­
Grand total filt:<! data include postconvlction 
romedy proceedings, but do not include 
traffic/other violation cases. Disposed data 
include postctlnvlctJun remedy proceedings, but 
do nol include OWI/OUI, and traffic/other violation 
cases. 

Utah-District Court--Grand tolal disposed data include 
postconvlct/on remedy and sentence review only 
proceedings, but are incolll'lete due to conversion 
from a manual to an aulomaled data system which, 
at present, is incomplete. 
-Circuit Court--Grand total disposed data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings, but are 
incomplete due to conversion from a manual to an 
automated data system which, at present, is 
Incomplete. 



TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988 

Dispo-
Sueeortlcustod:l: Total civil Total civil slt/ons Filings per 

(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000 
Juris- of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total 

State/Court name: diction code co~s footnotes footnotes of filings Roeulation 

ALABAMA 
Circuit G 6" NF 80,681 C 80,699 C 100 1,966 
District L 159,872 165,732 104 3,896 
Probate L NA NA 
State Total 

ALASKA 
Superior G 6" R 14,587 B 13,485 B 92 2,789 
District L 5 NA 22,353 17,382 78 4,274 
State Total 36,940 " 30,867 " 84 7,063 

ARIZONA 
Superior G 6 R 107,170 98,894 92 3,072 
Justice of the Peace L 1 126,ln 118,142 94 3,616 
Municipal L 1 5,674 5,674 100 163 
State Total 239,021 222,710 93 6,851 

ARKANSAS 
Chancery and Probate G 3" R 54,891 52,096- 95 2,293 
Circuit G 28,356 31,512 111 1,184 
City L 225 84 37 9 
County L 5,231 A 3,108 A 5S 219 
Court of Common Pleas L NA NA 
Municipal L 43,451 A 19,036 A 44 1,815 
Police L NA NA 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior G 6 NC 676,691 591,991 87 2,390 
Justice L 1 37,059 28,338 76 131 
Municipal L 1 1,082,470 800,901 74 3,823 
State Total 1,796,220 1,421,230 79 6,344 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G 3 R 109,047 111,417 102 3,303 
Water G 1 1,478 1,681 114 45 
County L 114,947 A 118,273 A 103 3,482 
State Total 225,472 • 231,371 • 103 6,830 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior G 5"" NC 151,l53C 91,698 C 61 4,672 
Probate L 54,367 NA 1,681 
State Total 205,520 • 6,353 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total state Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. (contInued) 

Dispo-
SUBBorVcustodl: Total clvll Total civil sltIons Filings per 

(a) method (b) decree filings disposItIons as a per- 100,000 
Juds- of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total 

State/Court name: diction code counted as footnotes footnotes of filings Roeulatlon 

DELAWARE 
Court of Chancery G 3,665 3,314 90 555 
Superior G 4,999 4,491 90 757 
Alderman's L 0 0 
Court of Common Pleas L 4,988 4,884 98 756 
Family L 3" R 25,947 25,765 99 3,931 
Justice ot the Peace L 25,419 27,188 107 3,851 
State Total 65,018 65,642 101 9,851 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior G 6" R 152,782 154,387 101 24,722 

FLORIDA 
Circuit G 4 R 471,451 403,616 86 3,822 
County L 1 349,570 320,117 92 2,834 
State Total 821,021 723,733 88 6,656 

GEORGIA 
Superior G 3 NF 156,312 150,460 96 2,465 
Civil L 1 NA NA 
Magistrate's L 1 263,090 A 233,091 A 89 4,148 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
Probate L 1 23,197 A NA 366 
State L 1 162,634 A 121,895 A 75 2,564 
State Total 

HAWAII 
Circuit G 6 R 27,178 B 23,362 B 86 2,473 
District L 1 23,693 21,643 91 2,156 
sta!e Total 50,871 • 45,005 • 88 4,629 

IDAHO 
District G 60

' NF 58,717 59,030 101 5,854 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit G 6" R 662,465 B 607,183 B 92 5,705 

INDIANA 
SuperIor and Circuit G 5 R 257,994 A 253,457 A 98 4,644 
City and Town L 1 12,183 9,216 76 219 
County L 1 63,666 61,823 97 1,146 
Probate L 1 2,365 A 1,997 A 84 43 
MUnicipal Court of Marlon County L 1 11,432 A 12,002 A 105 206 
Small Claims Court of Marlon County L 66,145 60,190 91 1,191 
State Total 413,785 • 398,685 • 96 7,449 

IOWA 
District G 6 NF 175,037 B 181,048 C 6,176 

(continued on next page) 
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---------------------------- ~--------

TABLE 9: Reported Total State TrIa! Court Civil Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Dlspo-
SueeorVcustod~: Total civil Total civil sltlons FWngs per 

(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as a per- 1l'O,OOO 
Juris- of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage tctal 

State/Court name: dicticn code counted as footnotes footnotes of filings Ropulatiot. 

KANSAS 
District G 6" NC 143,851 143,078 99 5,76(> 

KENTUCKY 
Circuit G 6 R 63,373 B 62,035 B 98 1,701 
District L 1 127,966 A 119,239 A 93 ~.434 
State Total 191,339' 181,274' 95 5,135 

LOUISIANA 
District G 6 R 174,920 B NA 3,969 
Family and Juvenile G 4··· R NA NA 
CIty and Parish L 69,459 48,594 70 1,576 
Justice of the Peace L NA NA 
State Total 

MAINE 
Superior G 6 NC 6,838 6,361 93 567 
Administrative L 1 283 286 101 23 
District L 5 NC 60,258 56,624 94 5,001 
Probate L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

MARYLAND 
Circuit G 6U NF 112,645 97,772 87 2,436 
District L 679,424 NA 14,693 
Orphan's L NA NA 
State Total 

MASSACHUSETIS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G 5" R 515,957 487,692 A 8,763 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit G 6" NC 180,122 187,673 104 1,950 
Court of Claims G 780 1,057 136 8 
District L 395,382 392,600 99 4,279 
Municipal L 842 822 98 9 
Probate L 98,651 42,609 A 1,068 
State Total 675,777 624,761 ' 7,314 

MINNESOTA 
District G 6 NF 231,819 233,571 101 5,382 

MISSOURI 
Circuit G 6" NF 257,667 B 231,456 C 5,011 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Triai Court Civil Caseioad, 1988. (continued) 

Dispo-
SueeorUcustod:t:: Total civil Total civil sitions Filings per 

(a) method (b) decree filings dIspositions as a per- 100,000 
Juris- of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total 

Slale/Court name: diction code counted as footnotes footnotes of filings poeulation 

MONTANA 
District G 3 R 24,646 A 21,567 A 88 3,062 
City L 1 NA NA 
Justice of the Peace L 1 NA NA 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
state Total 

NEBRASKA 
District G 5 R 45,648 A 45,971 A 101 2,849 
County L 1 54,031 53,449 99 3,373 
Worke~s Compensation L 1 360 344 96 22 
State Total 100,039 • 99,764 • 100 6,245 

NEVADA 
District G 2 R 36,512 NA 3,464 
Justice L 1 NA NA 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
Slate Total 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior G 5 R 21,321 18,793 88 1,963 
District L 1 50,228 785 A 4,625 
MunicIpal L 404 NA 37 
Probate L 17,841 NA 1,643 
State Total 89,794 8,268 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior G 6" R 681,986 A 679,430 A 100 8,834 
Surrogates L NA NA 
Tax L 2,762 3,816 138 36 
State Total 

NEW MEXICO 
District G 6" R 51,072 B 53,423 B 105 3,391 
Magistrate L 11,065 8,283 75 735 
Probate L NA NA 
Metropolitan Ct of Bernalillo County L 9,097 8,944 98 604 
State Total 

NEW YORK 
Suprema and County G 5 R 192,149 C 207,786 C 108 1,073 
Court of Claims L 1 2,064 1,888 91 12 
Dlstrtct and City L 1 227,766 A 215,lSB A 94 1,272 
Family L 4 R 428,761 402,812 94 2,394 
Surrogates' L 1 107,644 58,009 A 601 
Town and Village Justice L 1 NA NA 
Civil Court of the City of New York L 1 242,849 A 270,551 A 111 1,356 
State Total 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9; Aeported Total State Trial Court Civil Caselcad, 1988, (continued) 

Dispo-
SUEE°rtlcustodl: Total civil Total civil sitJons Filings per 

(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000 
Juris- of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total 

State/Court name: diction code counted as footnotes footnotes of filings J)°Eulation 

NOATH CAAOLINA 
Superior G 103,650 96,924 94 1,597 
District L 6"" A 402,154 385,154 96 6,197 
State Total 505,804 482,078 95 7,794 

NOATH DAKOTA 
District G 6"" A 17,398 17,182 99 2,608 
County L 16,484 15,089 92 2,471 
State Total 33,882 32,271 95 5,080 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas G 6"" NF 344,946 B 344,068 B 100 3,178 
County L 24,422 23,529 96 225 
Court of ClaIms L 4,945 5,930 120 46 
Municipal L 376,514 387,758 103 3,469 
State Total 750,827· 761,285· 101 6,917 

OKLAHOMA 
District G 6 NF 200,332 190,095.. 95 6,181 
Court of Tax Aeview L NA NA 
State Total 

OREGON 
Circuit G 6"" R 79,414 B 76,599 C 2,871 
Tax G 207 204 99 i' 
County L NA NA 
DIstrict L 78,746 80,918 103 2,847 
Justice L 6,719 5,675 84 243 
State Total 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Court of Common Pleas G 4 NF 272,402 A 268,386 A 99 2,270 
District Justice Court L 1 218,079 209,630 96 1,817 
Philadelphia Municipal Court L 1 112,521 A 112,919 A 100 938 
Pittsburgh CIty Magistrates Court L 1 4,278 NA 36 
State Total 607,280· 5,060 

PUERTOAICO 
Superior G 6 A 60,687 C 61,349 C 101 1,842 
District L 1 54,577 C 50,757 C 93 1,657 
State Total 115,264 • 112,106· 97 3,499 

AHODE ISLAND 
Superior G 8,863 B 8,714 B 98 893 
District L 1 34,178 A 39,621 A 116 3,442 
Family L 6 A 8,077 A 3,962 A 813 
Probate L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

(continued on next page) 

Part III: 1988 State Court Caseload Tables • 127 



TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Dispo-
Su~~orVcustod~: Total civil Total civil sitions Filings per 

(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000 
Jurls- of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total 

State/Court name: diction code counted as footnotes footnotes ofmings Ro~ulallon 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Circuit G 53,506 B 52,007 B 97 1,542 
Family L 6" NF 60,707 60,512 100 1,749 
Magistrate L 124,950 134,744 108 3,600 
Probate L 20,220 16,646 82 583 
Slate Total 259,383 " 263,909 " 102 7,473 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit G 4 NO 40,209 33,922 A 5,639 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminai, and Chancery G 6"" A 117,384 B 105,862 B 90 2,398 
General Sessions L 6"" R NA NA 
Juvenile L NA NA 
Probate L NA NA 
State Total 

TEXAS 
District G 6"" NF 456,240 B 441,632 B 97 2,709 
County-Level l- 6"" NF 184,497 B 211,906 B 115 1,096 
Justlce of the Peace L 274,745 A 215,395 A 78 1,632 
Municipal L 721 A 721 A 100 4 
State Total 916,203 • 869,654 • 95 5,441 

UTAH 
District G 3 A 29,960 B 22,860 C 1,775 
Circuit L 1 103,576 58,107 C 6,136 
Justice L 1 3,240 2,720 84 192 
State Total 136,776· 83,687 • 8,103 

VEAMONT 
District G 4·'*· NC 18,618 19,092 103 3,343 
Superior G 5 NC 10,778 10,264 95 1,935 
Probate L 1 5,190 4,843 93 932 
State Total 34,586 34,219 99 6,209 

ViRGINIA 
Circuit G 3 A 94,484 90,648 96 1,571 
District L 4 A 974,286 A 982,828 A 101 16,195 
State Total 1,068,770 • 1,073,476 • 100 17,765 

WASHiNGTON 
Superior G 6 A 134,180 B 116,171 S 87 2,887 
District L 106,054 80,562 76 2,282 
Municipal L 4,183 4,076 97 90 '. 

State Total 244,417 • 200,809 • 82 5,259 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court CIvil Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Dispo-
SueeorVcustod~: Total civil 'Total civil sWons Filings per 

(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000 
Juris- of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total 

State/Court name: diction code counted as footnotes footnotes of filings Roeulation ----
WEST VIRGINIA 

Circuit G 5 R 40,402 38,652 96 2,154 
Magistrate L 1 50,631 48,832 96 2,699 
State Total 91,033 87,484 96 4,853 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit G 6" R 345,825 B 350,028 B 101 7,125 

WYOMING 
District G 5 R 7,340 B 8,819 B 120 1,532 
County L 4 R 16,415 16,466 A 3,427 
Justice of the Peace L 1 2,018 1,990 99 421 
State Total 25,773 * 27,275 • 5,381 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total Stale Trial Court Civil Casaload, 1988. (continued) 

NOTE: The trial courts of Mississippi are not Included In 
this table as neither civil caseload nor court 
jurisdiction Information Is available for 1988. All 
other state trial courts with civil Jurisdiction are listed 
In the table regardless of whether casaload data are 
avallable. Blank spaces In the table Indicate that a 
particular calculation, such as the total state 
caseload, Is not appropriate. State total "filings per 
100,000 population" may not equal the sum of the 
filing rates for the Individual COlJrts due to rounding. 

NA" Data are nol avallable 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G.. General Jurisdiction 
L .. UrrJled Jurisdiction 

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES: 

1 .. The court does nol have Jurisdiction over 
supporVcuslody cases 

2 .. Supporlicustody caseload data are nol available 
3 " Only contested support/custody casas and all URESA 

cases (where the court has Jurisdiction) are counted 
separately from marriage dissolution casas 

4 .. Both contested and uncontested supporVcustody 
cases and URESA cases (where the court has 
jurisdiction) are counted saparately from marriage 
dissolution cases 

5 SljpporVcustody Is counted as a proceeding of the 
marriage dissolution and thus a marriage dissolution 
that involves supporVcustody Is counted as one case 

6 " SupporVcustody is counted as a proceeding of the 
marriage dissolution but URESA cases are counted 
separately 

"Nondissolutlon supportlcustody casas are also counted 
separately 

'''Court has only URESA jurisdiction 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

'See the qualifying footnote for each court within the -;tate. 
Each footnote has an impact on the state's total. 

A: The following CQurts' data are Incomplete: 
Arkansas-County Court-Total cIvil filed 

and disposed data do not Include real property 
rights, miscellaneous domestic relations, and 
miscellaneous civil casas. 
-Municipal Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
do not include data from 10 municipalities, and 
partial data from 21 others. 

Colorado-County Court--Total civil filed 
and disposed data do nol include cases from 
Denver County. 

Georgla--Magistrate Court-Total civil 
filed and disposed data do not include any casas 
from 19 of 159 counties, and partial dala from 11 
counties. 
-Probate Court--Total civil filed data include casas 
from 75 of 159 counties, and are less than 75% 
complete. . 
-State Court-Total cIvil filed and disposed data 
Include cases from 24 of 63 courts, and are 
therefore les.'> than 75% complete. 

Indiana--5uperlor and Circuit Courts-Total 
cIvil filed and disposed data do not Include cIvil 
appeals, miscellaneous domestic relations, and 
some support/custody cases. 
-Probate Court--Total civil filed and disposed data 
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do nol InclUde mIscellaneous domestic relations 
cases. 
-Municipal Court of Marion Counly-Total cIvil filed 
and disposed data do not Include appeals of trial 
court casas. 

Kentucky-District Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data do not Include paternity/bastardy cases. 

Massachuselts--Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Tt;>tal 
civil disposed data do not Include real property 
rights and small claims casas from the Housing 
Court Department and miscellaneous civil cases 
from the Probate/Family Court Department. 

Michigan-Probate Court--Total civil disposed data do 
not Include paternity/ bastardy, mlscellan90us 
domestic relations, mental health, and 
miscellaneous civil casas, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Montana-District Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data do not include some appeals of trial court 
cases. 

Nebraska-Districl Court--Total civil filed and disposed 
data do not Include civil appeals. 

New Hampshire-District Court--Total civil disposed 
data do not Include tort, contract, real property 
rights, small claims, and miscellaneous domestic 
relations cases, and are less than 75% complete. 

New Jersey-Superior Court-Total civil filed and 
'disposad data do not include a few domestic 
relations cases. 

New York--Dlstrict and City Courts-Total civil filed and 
disposad data do not InclUde civil appeals casas. 
-Civil Court of the City of New York-Total civil tiled 
and disposed data do not include civil appeals 
cases. 
-Surrogates' Court--Total civil disposed data do nol 
include miscellaneous estate casas, and are less 
than 75% complete. 

Pennsylvania-Court 01 Common Pleas-Total civil data 
do not Include some unclassified civil cases. 
-Philadelphia Municipal Court--Total civil filed and 
disposad data do not include miscellaneous 
domestic relations cases. 

Rhode Island-District Court--Total civil filed and 
disposed data do not Include administrative agency 
appeals and mental health casas. 
-Family Court-Total civil filed data do not includ9 
paternity/bastardy and adoption cases. Disposed 
data do not include most marriage dissolution 
cases, all adoption and paternity/bastardy casas, 
and are less than 75% complete. 

South Dakota--Circuit Court--Total civil disposed data 
do not Include adoption, miscellaneous domestic 
relations, estate, mental health, and 
administrative agency appeals cases. 

Texas-Justice 01 the Peace Court-Total civil filed and 
dlsposad data represant a reporting rate of 80%. 
-Municipal Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
represent a reporting rate of 77%. 

Utah-Circuit Court--Total civil disposed data do not 
Include some cases. Conversion from a manual to 
an automated data system is incomplete and 
disposition data, at presant, are incomplete. 

Virginia--District Court--Total civil filed and disposed 
data do not include some mental health and some 
domestic relations cases. 

Wyoming-County Court-Total civil dispt;>sad data do 
not include appeals of trial court cases. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Alaska-Superior Court-Total civil filed and disposed 

data Include postconvlctlon remedy proceedlrlgs. 
Hawaii-Circuit Court-Tolal civil filed and disposud 

data include criminal postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings and some criminal and traft/ctc/ther 
violation cases. 

Illinois-Circuit Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data include mlscell"neous criminal casas. 
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Iowa-District Court-Total civil flied data Include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Kentucky-Olrcult Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data Include some postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 

Louisiana-District Oourt-Total civil filed data include 
postconvlction remedy proceedings. 

Missouri-Circuit Court-Total civil filed data Include 
postconvlction remedy proceedings. 

New Mexico-District Court--Total civil filed, and 
disposed data include postconvlction remedy 
proceedings. 

Ohio-Court of Common Pleas-Total civil filed and 
disposed data Include postconvlction remedy 
proceedings. 

Oregon-Circuit Court--Total civil filed data include 
criminal appealS cases and postconvlction 
remedy proceedings. 

Rhode Island-Superior Court-Total civil filed and 
disposed data Include postconvlction remedy 
proceedings. 

South Carolina--Circuit Court-Total civil filed and 
disposed data include criminal appeals and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Tennessee-Circuit, Criminal, and Ohancery Court-­
Tolal civil filed and disposed data include 
postconvlction remedy proceedings and 
miscellaneous criminal cases. 

Texas-District Court--Total civil filed and disposed 
data Include child-victim petition cases and some 
other proceedings. 
-County-Level Courts--Total civil filed and disposed 
data Include child-victim petition cases. 

Utah-District Oourt-Total civil filed data Include 
postconvlction remedy proceedings. 

Washington-Superior Court-Total civil filed and 
disposed data Include postconvlction remedy 
proceedings. 

Wisconsin-Circuit Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data include criminal appeals cases. 

Wyoming-District Court--Total civil filed data include 
criminal appeals cases and postconvlction 
remedy proceedings. Total civil disposed data 
Include criminal appeals, Juvenile cases and 
postconvictlon remedy proceedings. 

C: The following courts' dala are incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

Alabama-Circuit Oourt-Total civil filed and disposed 
data Include postconvlction remedy proceedings, 
but do not InclUde URESA cases. 

Oonnecticut-Superior Court-Total civil flied data 
Include postconvlction remedy proceedings, but 
do not Include some miscellaneous domestic 
relations cases. Disposed data InclUde 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings, but do not 
Include some miscellaneous domestic relations, 
most smail claims cases, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Iowa-District Court-Total civil disposed data Include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings, but do not 
Include a few domestic relations cases. 

Missouri-Circuit Court-Total civil disposed data 
include postconvlction remedy proceedings, but 
do not include adoption and miscellaneous 
domestic relations cases. 

New York-5upreme and Oounty Oourts--Total civil 
flied and disposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedings, but do not Include civil 
appeals cases. 

Oregon-Olrcuit Court--Total civil disposed data 
Include criminal appeals and postconvlction 
remedy proceedings, but do not Include adoption 
and mental health cases. 

Puerto Rico-Superior Court-Total civil flied and 
disposed data Include transfers and reopened cases, 
but do not Include URESA.cases. 
-District Oourt--Total ciVIl flied and disposed data 
Include transfers and reopened cases, but do not 
Include small claims cases. 

Utah-District Court--Total civil disposed data Include 
postconvlction remedy proceedings, but do not 
Include some cases. Conversion from a manual to 
an automated data system Is Incomplete, and 
disposition data, at present, Is Incomplete. 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Case load, 1988 

Total Dispo- Filings 
Total criminal sltions per 

criminal dispositions as a 100,000 
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult 

Jurls- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popule--
State/Court name: diction count ~ footnotes footnotes filings tion 

ALABAMA 
Circuit G G A 34,161 B 31,410 B 92 1,143 
District L B B 118,373 B 109,866 B 93 3,962 
Municipal L M B NA NA 
State Total 

ALASKA 
Superior G B A 2,526 A 2,392 A 95 710 
District L B B 25,762 8 24,629 B 96 7,237 
State Total 28,288· 27,021 • 96 7,946 

ARIZONA 
Superior G D A 25,297 24,171 96 997 
Justice of the Peace L Z B 65,102 A 56,639 A 87 2,566 
Municipal L Z B 239,790 225,049 94 9,452 
State Total 330,189· 305,859 • 93 13,015 

ARKANSAS 
Circuit G A A 29,193 31,999 B 1,673 
City L A B 6,537 B 4,567 B 70 375 
Municipal L A B 131,860 C 104,355 C 79 7,556 
Police L A B NA NA 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior G B A 119,441 114,718 96 574 
Justice L B B 60,126 C 47,021 C 78 289 
Municipal L B B 913,008 C 755,147 C 83 4,385 
State Total 1,092,575 • 916,886· 84 5,247 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G D B 18,431 B 18,021 B 98 758 
County L D B 42,265 C 40,558 C 96 1,738 
State Total 60,6~6 • 58,579 • 97 2,496 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior G E A 159,858 C 152,599 C 95 6,459 

DELAWARE 
Superior G B A 4,342 B 4,528 B 104 879 
Alderman's L A B 3,875 B 3,701 B 96 784 
Court of Common Pleas L A B 26,393 A 26,301 A 100 5,343 
Family L B B 4,098 4,112 100 830 
Justice of the Peace L A B 45,547 A 45,723 A 100 9,220 
MunIcipal Court of Wilmington L A B 14,707 C 14,596 C 99 2,977 
State Total 98,962 • 98,961 • 100 20,033 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Total Dispo- Filings 
Total criminal sltlons per 

criminal dispositions asa 100,000 
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult 

Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count ~ footnotes footnotes filings tlon 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior G B G 42,036 A 40,944 A 97 8,758 

FLORIDA 
Circuit G E A 185,709 164,933 89 1,947 
County L A B 394,444 340,390 86 4,135 
State Total 580,153 505,323 87 6,081 

GEORGIA 
Superior G G A 77,551 B 71,104 B 92 1,698 
Civil L M M NA NA 
County Recorder's L M M NA NA 
Magistrate's L B B NA NA 
Municipal L M M NA NA 
Municipal and City of AUanta L M M r·).'" NA 
Probate L B A 3,C"0 A 2,827 A 92 67 
State L G A 67,972 A 53,729 A 79 1,489 
State Total 

HAWAII 
C,rc~a G G B 5,667 A 3,029 A 1'53 698 
District L A C 32,847 A 30,372 A 92 4,045 
State Total 38,514 • 33,401 • 87 4,743 

IDAHO 
District G D F 56,391 B 54,205 B 96 8,067 

iLLINOIS 
Circuit G G A 569,124 C 553,052 C 97 6,611 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit G B A 79,494 A 75,893 A 95 1,942 
City and Town L B F 35,523 B 39,353 B 111 868 
County L B F 46,854 47,019 100 1,144· 
Municipal Court of Marion County L 8 F 52,437 50,553 96 1,281 
State Total 214,308· 212,818· 99 5,235 

IOWA 
District G 8 A 49,704 A 46,963 A 94 2,345 

KANSAS 
District G 8 C 35,853 38,012 106 1,946 
Municipal L 8 C 4,047 A 4,559 A 113 220 
State Totat 39,900· 42,571 • 107 2,166 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Total Dispo- Filings 
Total criminal sitions per 

criminal dispositions asa 100,000 
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult 

Jurls- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count ~ footnotes footnotes filings tion 

KENTUCKY 
Circuit G B A 12,812 B 12,706 B 99 467 
District L B F 142,731 C 135,180 C 95 5,200 
State Total 155,543 • 147,886· 95 5,666 

LOUISIANA 
District G Z A 89,897 A NA 2,890 
City and Parish L B F 128,076 C 108,527 C 85 4,117 
State Total 217,973· 7,007 

MAINE 
Superior G E A 8,730 C 7,965 C 91 969 
District L E F 35,366 C 31,428 C 89 3,925 
State Total 44,096· 39,393· 89 4,894 

MARYLAND 
Circuit G B A 57,753 B 51,880 B 90 1,661 
District L B A 198,587 144,061 A 5,711 
State Total 256,340· 195,941 • 7,372 

MASSACHUSETIS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G D B 357,273 A 9,275 A 7,842 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit G B A 54,789 54,644 100 807 
District L B B 261,611 C 239,591 C 92 3,855 
Municipal L B B 3,416 C 3,318 C 97 50 
State Total 319,816 • 297,553· 93 4,713 

MINNESOTA 
District G B B 182,288 C 177,165 C 97 5,720 

MISSOURI 
Circuit G H A 124,048 110,604 89 3,239 

~.-=-~ 

r-.:",)NTANA 
District G G A 3,400 B 3,754 B 582 
City L B B NA NA 
Justice of the Peace L B B NA NA 
Municipal L B B NA NA 
State Total 

NEBRASKA 
District G B A 5,748 B 5,1038 89 488 
County L 8 F 67,867 C 64,457 C 95 5,756 
State Total 73,615· 69,560 • 94 6,244 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Total Dlspo- Filings 
Total criminal sltlons per 

criminal dispositions asa 100,000 
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult 

Jurls- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count ...!!!!illL footnotes footnotes filings tlon 

NEVADA 
District G Z A 8A NA 
Justice L Z B NA NA 
Municipal L Z B NA NA 
State Total 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior G A A 8,810 A 7,076 1,086 
District L A B 46,692 A NA 5,757 
Municipal L A B 978 A NA 121 
State Total 56,480 • 6,964 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior G B A 47,063 42,131 90 799 
Municipal L B B 370,863 342,241 92 6,298 
State Total 417,926 384,372 92 7,097 

NEW MEXICO 
District G E A 10,256 9,748 95 970 
Magistrate L E B 41,200 B 35,3668 86 3,898 
Metropolitan Ct of Bernalillo County L E B 44,116 C 50,524 C 115 4,174 
State Total 95,572· 95,638 • 100 9,042 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County G E A 67,177 A 64,611 A 96 496 
District and City L E D 228,143 B 207,143 B 91 1,683 
Town and Village Justice L E B NA NA 
Criminal Court of the City of New York L E D 282,525 A 269,263 A 95 2,084 
State Total 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior G E A 88,948 85,123 96 1,832 
District L E G 529,319 C 515,138 C 97 10,905 
State Total 618,267 " 600,261 " 97 12,737 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District G B A 1,5-54 B 1,561 B 100 321 
County L E F 16,301 A 17,058 A 105 3,368 
Municipal L B B NA NA 
State Total 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas G B C 43,613 42,604 98 543 
County L B E 40,751 B 39,384 B 97 507 
Mayor's L M M NA NA 
Municipal L B E 389,278 B 394,236 B 101 4,847 
State Total 

(continued on next page) 

Part 11/: 1988 State Court Caseload Tables· 135 



TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continut3d) 

Totai Dispo- Filings 
Tota! criminal sitlons per 

criminal dispositions asa 100,000 
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult 

Jurls- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction (Nunt ~ footnotes footnotes ~ lion 

OKLAHOMA 
District G J A 68,096 B 60,873 B 89 2,887 

OREGON 
Circuit G E G 26,859 A 25,142 A 94 1,291 
DistrIct L E G 62,416 A 57,205 A 92 3,001 
Justice L E B 7,709 B 7,821 B 101 371 
Municipal L A B 30,321 C 27,291 C 90 1,458 
State Total 127,305 • 117,459 • 92 6,120 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Court of Common Pleas G B A 113,605 A 109,698 A 97 1,241 
DIstrict Justice Court L B B 502,798 B 398,041 B 79 5,493 
Philadelphia Municipal Court L B B 41,577 C 42,474 C 102 454 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court L B B 15,513 C NA 169 
State Total 673,493 • 7,358 

PUERTO RICO 
Superior G J B 32,316 B 31,036 B 96 1,569 
DistrIct L J B 47,933 C 45,748 C 95 2,327 
State Total 80,249 • 76,784 • 96 3,896 

RHODE ISLAND 
SuperIor G D A 7,863 6,366 81 1,031 
District L D B 39,671 C 34,918 C 88 5,199 
State Total 47,534 • 41,284 • 87 6,230 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
CIrcuit G B A 58,871 A 53,762 A 91 2,334 
Magistrate L B E 124,950 C 133,383 C 107 4,954 
Municipal L B E 76,725 A NA 3,042 
State Total 260,546 • 10,331 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuli G B B 33,869 15,730 A 6,564 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery G Z A 57,747 A 48,040 A 83 1,585 
General Sessions L M M NA NA 
Municipal L M M NA NA 
State Total 

TEXAS 
District G B A 140,929 B 132,882 1,189 
County-Level L B F 429,728 362,046 A 3,625 
Justice of the Peace L A B 577,484 A 399,615 A 69 4,872 
Municipal L A B 509,947 A 449,731 A 88 4,302 
State Total 1,658,088 • 1,344,274 • 13,988 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Total Dlspo- Filings 
Total criminal sltlons per 

criminal dispositions as a 100,000 
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult 

Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count .J!!!illL footnotes footnotes ~ lion 

UTAH 
District G J A 4,182 B 3,705 C 395 
Circuit L B A 63,191 C 54,136 C 86 5,967 
Justice L B B 52,500 C 44,329 C 84 4,958 
State Total 119,873 • 102,170 • 11,319 

VERMONT 
District G D C 21,299 B 21,267 B 100 5,120 
Superior G I I 112 112 100 27 
State Total 21,411 • 21,379 • 100 5,147 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit G A A 82,623 B 78,909 B 96 1,817 
District L A E 438,457 A 439,845 A 100 9,645 
State Total 521,080 • 518,754 • 100 11,462 

WASHINGTON 
S\.:perior G G A 26,793 22,792 85 775 
District L C B· 119,735 A 93,740 A 78 3,463 
Municipal L C B 89,809 59,512 66 2,597 
State Total 236,337· 176,044 • 74 6,834 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit G J A €;,605 B 7,042 B 107 472 
Magistrate L J E 137,163 A 142,279 A 104 9,804 
Municipal L A B NA NA 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit G D C 71,439 A 66,469 A 93 1,995 
Municipal L A B NA NA 
State Totai 

WYOMING 
District G J A 1,480 A 1,427 A 96 438 
County L J B 13,314 A NA 3,939 
Justice of the Peace L J B 2,752 A NA 814 
Municipal L A B 1,502 NA 444 
State Total 19,048 • 5,636 
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TABLE 10: Reported Tolal State TrIal Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (conlinued} 

NOTE: The trial courts of Mississippi are not included In 
Ihis table, as neilher criminal caseload nor court 
Jurisdiction Information is available for 1988. All 
other state trial courts with criminal Jurisdiction are 
listed In Iha table regardless of whether caseload 
data are available. Blank spaces In the table 
lndi~le thaI a particular calculallon, such as Ihe 
lotal stale caseload, Is not appropriate. Slate lotal 
"filings per 100,000 population" may not equal the 
sum of Ihe filing rates for the individual courts due 
10 roun~ing. 

NA '" 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--slngle charge 
B '" ~11ngle defendant--single incident (one/more charges} 
C '" Single defendant-·single IncidenVrnaximum number 

charges (usually two) 
o '" Single defendant--one/more Incidents 
E Single defendant--content varies with prosecutor 
F '" One/more defendants-single charge 
G .. One/more defendants-single Incident (one/more 

charges) 
H '" One/more defendants-single IncidenVrnaximum 

number charges (usually two) 
J '" One/more defendants-one/more Incidents 
K c One/more defendants-content varies with 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 Informationlindictment 
B '" At the filing of the complaint 
C When defendant enters plea/initial appearance 
o '" When docketed 
E c At issuing of warrant 
F '" At filing of InformationlcorrtPlalnl 
G Varies (al filing of Ihe complainl, information, 

Indictment) 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence of a qualifying (oolnote indicates that data are 
complete. 

~See the qualllying footnote (or each court 
within the state. Each footnote has an 
Impact on the state's tota!. 

A: The following courts' data are Incomplete: 
Alaska-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and 

disposed data do not Include crimInal appeals 
cases. 

Aritona-Justice of the Peace Court--Total crIminal 
filed and disposed data do not include limIted 
felony cases. 

Delaware-Court of Common Pleas-Total criminal filed 
and disposed data do nol Include mosl flliony 
cases. 
-Justice of the Peace Court-Total crIminal filed 
and disposed dala do not InclUde most DWl/OUI 
cases. 

District of Columbl~--Superior Court--Total crimInal 
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filed and disposed data do not Include DWIIDUI cases. 
Georgia-Probate Court-·Tolal criminal filed and 

disposed data Include cases (rom 75 of 159 counties, 
do not Include OWI/OUI cases, which are reported 
with tratflc/othllr violation data, and are less than 
75% cofllJlete. 
-State Court-Tolal crlmlnalliled and disposed data 
Include cases from 24 of 63 courts, do not InclUde 
some DWIIDUI cases, which are reported with 
traffic/other violation data, and are less than 75% 
cofllJlete. 

HawaiI-Circuli Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data do not Include reopened prior cases. 
-District Court-Total crlmli'lal filed and disposed 
data do not Indude some misdemeanor cases. 

Indiana-8uperior and Circuit Courts-Total crimInal 
filed and disposed data do not Include criminal 
appeals cases. 

Iowa-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data do not include some mlsdemeflnor cases. 

Kansas-Municipal Court-Total crimInal filed and 
disposed data represent 119 of 390 municipal courts. 

Louisiana-District CoLJrt-This figure is estimeted by the 
Stale Court Administrator's Office on the basis that 
75% of criminal cases reported are traffic cases. 
Filed data do not include OWI/DUI cases. 

Maryland-District Court-Total criminal disposed dala 
do not Include DWI/OUI cases. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Tolal 
crimInal filed data do not Include some 
mIsdemeanor and some OWI/OUI cases. Disposed 
data do not include felony, misdemeanor, DWI/OUI, 
miscellaneous crimInal and some crIminal appeals 
cases, and are less Ihan 75% complete. 

Nevada-District Court-Total crimInal filed data do nol 
include felony, mIsdemeanor, OWl/DUI, and 
miscellaneous criminal cases, and are less than 
75% cofllJlete. 

New Ha/lllshire-Superior Court-Total crimInal filed 
data do not include some crIminal appeals cases. 
-District Court-Total criminal filed data do not 
Include limited felony cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total criminal filed dala do not 
Include limited felony cases. 

New York-8upreme and County Courts-Total crimInal 
filed and disposed data do not Include crIminal 
appeals cases. 
-Criminal Court of the City of New York--Total 
criminal Iiled and disposed data do not InclUde 
limited felony cases. 

North Dakota-County Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data do not Include limited fehmy cases. 

Oregon-Circuit Court-Total criminal iiled and disposed 
data do not include criminal appeals cases. 
-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data do not include limited felony cases. 

Ponnsylvanla-Court of Common Pleas-Total crimInal 
filed and disposed data do not include some 
criminal al'pell\s cases. 

South Carolina-Circuil Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed dala do not Include crimInal appeals 
cases. 
-Municipal Court-Tolal criminal filed dala do not 
InclUde limited felony cases. 

South Dakota-CIrcuit Court-Total crimInal disposed 
data do not Include mo~t misdemeanor and some 
crimInal appeals cases, and are less than 75% 
cofllJlete. 

Tennessee-Circuit. Criminal. and Chancery Courts­
Total crIminal filed data do not Include 
miscellaneous criminal cases. Disposed data do 
not include OWI/OUI and miscellaneous crimInal 
cases. 

Texas-County-Level Courts-Total crIminal disposed 
data do not Include some crimInal appeels cases. 



TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

-Justice of the Peace Court-Total criminal filed 
and disposed data do not Include limited felony 
cases and represent a reporting rate of 80%. 
-Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data do not Include limited felony cases and 
represent a 77% reporting rate. 

Virginia--Districl Court--Total criminal filed and 
disposed data do not Include OWliOUI cases. 

Washington-District Courl--Total criminal filed and 
disposed data do not Include limited felony cases. 

West Virginia-Magistrate Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data do not Include limited felony cases. 

Wisconsin-Circuit Courl-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data do not Include any criminal appeals 
cases, or OWl/OUI cases from District 1. 

Wyoming-District Courl--Total criminal filed and 
disposed data do not include criminal appeals 
cases. 
-County Courl-Total criminal filed data do not 
Include limited felony cases. 
-Justice of the Peace Court-Total criminal filed 
data do not Include limited felony cases. 

B: The following courl,~' dala are overincluslve: 
Alabama-Circuit Courl-Total criminal filed and 

disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 
-District Courl--Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude preliminary hearing proceedings. 

Alaska-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data in dude some moving traffic cases and all 
ordinance violation cases. 

Arkilm.'as-Circuit Court--Total criminal disposed data 
include postconvlctlon remedy and probation 
revocation proceedings. 
-City Court-Total crlmlnel filed and disposed data 
include ordinance violation cases. 

Colorado-District, Denver Juvenile, and Denver 
Probate Courts-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude extraditions, revocations, parole, and 
release from commitment hearings. 

Delaware-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 
-Alderman's Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude ordinance violation cases. 

Georgia-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include ali traffic/other violation cases. 

lOaho--Dislrict Court--Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude ordinance vloletlons, postconvlctlon 
remedy and sentllnce review only proceedings. 

Indiana-City and Town Courts-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data Inr:lude some ordinance violation 
and some other traffic cases. 

Kentucky-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data inclUde sentence review only and 
some postconvlction remedy proceedings. 

Maryland-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include some postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 

Montana-District CoUrl-Total criminal filed data 
include appeals of trial court cases. Disposed 
data indude all civil appeals cases. 

Nebraska-District Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data Include civil appeals cases and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

New Mexico-Magistrate Court-Total criminal filed and 
dLc;posed data Include preliminary hearing 
proceedings. 

New York-Districl and City Courts-Total criminal filed 
and disposed data Indude ordinance violation 
cases. 

North Dakota-District C<;Jrt-Tolal criminal filed and 
disposed data Include sentence review only and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Ohlo--County Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 

data InclUde ordinance violation cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data Indude ordinance violation cases. 

Oklahoma-District Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data InclUde ordinance violation cases. 

Oregon-.Justice Court--Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include preliminary hearings. 

Pennsylvania-District Justice Courl-Total criminal filed 
and disposed data Indude ordinance violation 
casas. 

PUerto Rlco--Superior Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data Include transfers and reopened cases. 

Texas-District Cour\--Total criminal filed data indude 
some other proceedings. 

Utah-District Court--Total criminal filed data Indude 
postconvlctlon remedy and all sentence review 
only proceedings. 

Vermont-District Court--Total criminal filed and 
disposed data Include ordinance vlolatlon cases. 

Virginia--Clrcuit Court--Total criminal filed and disposed 
data Indude ordinance violation cases. 

West Virginia-Circuit Court--Total criminal filed and 
disposed data InclUde postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and 
overincluslve: 

Arkansas--Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data Include ordinance v!olatlon cases, 
but do not inclUde folony cases and data from 
several municpalities. 

Callfomla-Justice Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include preliminary hearing blndovers 
and transfers, and some ordinance violation cases, 
but do not InclUde OWl/OUI cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude preliminary hearing blndovers and 
transfers and some ordinance VIolation cases, but 
do not include OWl/OUI cases. 

Colorado-County Court--' otal criminal filed and 
disposed data include some preliminary hearings, 
but do not include OWliOUI cases. 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data Include ordinance violation casas, 
but do not include OWliOUI cases. 

Delaware-Municipal Court of Wilmington--Tolal 
criminal filed and disposed data include ordinance 
violation cases, but do not include limited felony 
and most OWUDUI cases. 

illinoiS-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data Include some p(ellmlnary hearings and some 
ordinance violation cases, but do not Indude 
DWUDUI and mlscollaneous criminal cases. 

Kentucky-District Court-Total criminal med and 
disposed data include ordinance Violation cases 
and sentence review only proceedings, but do not 
include limited felony cases. 

Louisiana-City and Parish Courts-Total criminal filed 
and disposed data indude ordinance violation 
cases, but do not include OWl/OUI cases and are 
less than 75% complete. 

Maine-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and 
disP')sed data include ordinance vIolation cases, 
and postconvlctlon remedy and sentence review 
only proceedings, but do not Indude OWl/OUI and 
some criminal appeals cases. 
-District Court--Total criminal filed and disposed 
data Indude preliminary hearings, do not include 
OWUDUI and some misdemeanor cases, and are 
less than 75% complete. 

Michigan-District Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data Include ordinance violation cases, 
but do not Include OWliOUI cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude ordinance violation cases, but do not 
Incl~de OWl/OUI cases. 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Minnesola--Dislrict Court--Tolal criminal filed and 
disposed data include ordinance violation cases, 
but do not Include some DWI/DUI cases.Nebraska-­
County Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
include ordinance violations, but do not include 
limited felony cases. 

New Mexico-Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo County­
Total criminal filed and disposed data Include 
ordinance violation cases, but do not Include 
limited felony cases. 

North Carolina--District Court--Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include ordinance violations, but do 
not include limited felony cases. 

Oregon--Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include ordinance violation cases, 
but do not include OWI/OUI cases. 

Pennsylvania-Philadelphia Municipal Court--Totai 
criminal filed and disposed data include prellminklry 
hearing proceedings, but do not include some 
misdemeanor cases. 
-Pitlsburgh City Magistrates-Total criminal filed 
chta InclUde ordinance violation cases, but do not 
Include IImll\3d felony cases. 

PUerto Rico-District Court--Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include transfers and reopened cases, 
and ordlnaMe violation cases, but do not InclUde 
limited felony and OWIIDUI cases. 
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Rhode Island-District COUl1--Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include moving traffic violaiJol1 and 
ordinance violation cases, but do not incllJde 
limited felony cases. 

South Carolina--Magistrate Court-Total criminal filed 
and disposed data include miscellaneous JUvenile 
cases, but do not include felony and OWI/OUI 
cases, and are less than 75% complete. (Filed data 
were estimated using percentages provided by the 
AOC). 

Utah-District court--Total criminal disposed data 
include postconvlctlon remedy and sentence 
review only proceedings, but do not Include some 
cases. Conversion from a manual to an automated 
data system Is incomplete, and the dispostion data, 
at present, is incomplete. 
-Circuit Court--Totai criminal filed and disposed data 
include postconvlction remedy proceedings, but do 
not include some miscellaneous criminal cases. 
DispoStld data do not inclUde some cases due to 
conversion from a manual to an automated data 
system. The conversion process Is incomplete, 
rendering the dispostion data incomplete at the 
present time. 
-JUStiCA Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data include some moving traffic violation cases, 
but do not include limited felony cases. 



~-----.--------------------------

TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1988 

Dispo- Filings 
Total traffic Total traffic sitions per 
filings and dispositions asa 100,000 

Juris- qualifying and qualifying percentage total 
State/court name: diction Parking footnotes footnotes oflillngs p.2E.u~n 

ALABAMA 
District ' L' 2 250,547 248,046 99 6,106 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

ALASKA 
DistrIct L 3 79,818 A 79,818 A 100 15,262 

ARIZONA 
Justice of the Peace L 417,153 407,000 98 11,956 
MunIcipal L 914,838 922,055 101 26,221 
State Total 1,331,991 1,329,055 100 38,177 

ARKANSAS 
City L 16,448 A 9,490 A 58 687 
Municipal L 269,605 A 185,842 A 69 11,262 
Police L NA NA 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Justice L 3 502,349 C 422,667 C 84 1,774 
Municipal L 3 14,581,727 C 12,316,031 C 84 51,498 
State Total 15,084,076 • 12,738,698 • 84 53,272 

COLORADO 
County L 2 202,870 B 195,072 B 96 6,146 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior G 5 225,178 C 221,607 C 98 6,961 

DELAWARE 
Alderman's L 4 21,n7 A 21,966 A 101 3,300 
Family L 2 508 438 86 77 
Justice of the Peace L 2 143,538 B 145,174 B 101 21,748 
Municipal Court of Wilmington L 5 19,425 C 19,726 C 102 2,943 
State Total 185,248 • 187,304 • 101 28,068 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBiA 
Superior G 6 17,572 B 17,700 B 101 2,843 

FLORIDA 
County L 5 3,416,187 2,884,444 84 27,695 

(cnntinued on neX! page) 
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____________________ . _________________________________ ,~~_~~w _____ _ 

TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Dlspo- Filings 
Total traffic Total traffic sltions per 
filings and dispositions as a 100,000 

Juris- qualifying and qualifying percentage total 
State/court name: diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings Ropulation 

GEORGIA 
Superior G 2 NA NA 
County Recorder's L 1 NA NA 
Juvenile L 2 12,750 10,015 79 201 
Magistrate's L 2 52,452 A 40,328 A 77 827 
Municipal and City of Atlanta L NA NA 
Probate L 2 66,214 C 61,896 C 93 1,044 
State L 2 165,065 C 145,875 C 88 2,603 
State Total 

HAWAII 
Circuit G 2 211 A 248 A 118 19 
District L 4 799,513 B 717,649 B 90 72,749 
State Total 799,724 • 717,897 • 90 72,768 

IDAHO 
District G 3 234,196 A 232,644 A 99 23,350 

iLLINOIS 
Circuit G 4 7,472,037 C 3,919,653 C 52 64,348 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit G 3 201,341 188,521 94 3,625 
City and Town L 3 152,010 A 152,526 A 100 2,736 
County L 4 133,454 130,657 98 2,402 
Municipal Court of Marion County L 3 112,789 86,237 76 2,030 
State Total 599,594 • 557,941 • 93 10,794 

IOWA 
iJlstrict G 3 703,0<1.1 B 697,737 B 99 24,807 

KANSAS 
District G 4 225,619 A 220,359 A 98 9,043 
Municipal L 1 162,025 A 153,017 A 94 6,494 
State Total 387,644 • 373,376 • 96 15,537 

KENTUCKY 
Dj!;uict L 3 280,690 A 279,268 A 99 7,533 

LOUISIANA 
District G 269,691 B NA 6,120 
City and Parish L 471,805 C 360,150 C 76 10,706 
Justice of the Peace L NA NA 
Mayor's L NA NA 
State Total 

(c,mlinued on next page) 
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Tf.II3LJ: 1": Reported Tota! State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Dlspo- Filings 
Total traffic Total traffic sltions per 
filings and dispositions asa 100,000 

Juris- qualifying and qualifying percentage total 
State!court.lli:!.."l.s:, diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings Ropuiatlon 

MAINE 
Superior G 2 2,836 C 2,741 C 97 235 
District L 4 221,216 B 214,366 B 97 18,358 
State Total 224,052· 217,107· 97 18,594 

MARYLAND 
District L 1,019,401 A 937,502 C 22,046 

MASSACHUSETIS 
Tr!al Court of the Commonwealth G 1,407,055 C 1,256,763 C 23,897 

MICHIGAN 
District L 4 2,430,269 C 2,384,897 C 98 26,304 
Municipal L 4 49,966 C 45,387 C 91 541 
Probate L 2 NA NA 
State Total 

MINNESOTA 
District G 4 1,549,060 C 1,498,169 C 97 35,966 

MISSOURI 
Circuit G 445,563 A 428,774 A 96 8,665 
Municipal L 2 NA NA 
State Total 

MONTANA 
City L NA NA 
Justice of the Peace L NA NA 
Municipal L NA NA 
State Total 

NEBRASKA 
County L 297,274 A 298,948 A 101 18,556 

NEVADA 
Justice L NA NA 
Municipal L NA NA 
State Total 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
District L 4 274,697 NA 25,294 
Municipal L 4 6,045 NA 557 
State Total 280,742 25,851 

NEWJEnSEY 
Municipal L 4 0,929,20. 5,439,526 92 76,803 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

DlspQoo Filings 
Total traffic Total traffic sltions per 
filings and dispositions asa 100,000 

Juris- qualifying and qualifying percentage total 
State/court name: diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings JXlpulation 

NEW MEXICO 
Magistrate L 3 52,330 43,972 84 3,475 
Metropolitan Ct of Bernalillo County L 4 272,477 A 110,214 A 18,093 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

NEW YORK 
Criminal Court of the City of New York L 4 93,093 A 94,475 A 101 520 
District and City L 4 1,410,057 A 1,410,057 A 100 7,873 
Town and Village Justice L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

NORTH CAROLINA 
District L 6 1,028,252 A 994,387 A 97 15,844 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District G 4 605 NA 91 
County L 68,414 A 68,406 A 100 10,257 
Municipal L NA 47,620 C 
Stale Total 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas G 2 128,454 127,875 100 1,183 
County L 5 223,383 A 216,857 A 97 2,058 
Mayor's L 1 NA NA 
Municipal L 5 1,625,822 A 1,630,141 A 100 14,978 
State Total 

OKLAHOMA 
District G 2 193,091 A 176,102 A 91 5,958 
Municipal Court Not of Record L 1 NA NA 
Municipal Criminal Court of Record L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

OREGON 
District L 321,981 A 287,993 A 89 11,641 
Justice L 3 105,185 103,355 98 3,803 
Municipal L 3 197,126 C 185,039 C 94 7,127 
State Total 624,292· 576,387· 92 22,570 

PENNSYLVANIA 
District Justice Court L 4 1,409,052 A 1,306,175 A 93 11,741 
Philadelphia Municipal Court L 2 27,211 B 26,1!32 B 97 227 
Philadelphia Traffic Court L 1 1,012,811 306,005 30 8,439 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court L 4 379,567 A NA 3,163 
State Total 2,82&,641· 23,570 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Dlspo- Filings 
Total traffic Total traffic sltions per 
filings and dispositions as a 100,000 

Juris- qualifying and qualifying percentage total 
State/court name: diction Parking foot:lotes footnotes of filings lJopulation 

PUERTO RICO 
District L 2 74,326 C 70,343 C 95 2,256 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

RHODE ISLAND 
District L 2 NA NA 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Family L 2 NA NA 
Magistrate L 4 485,100 B 473,846 B 98 13,976 
Municipal L 4 316,487 390,268 B 9,118 
State Total 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit G 3 137,653 151,217B 19,306 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery G 2 NA NA 
General Sessions L 1 NA NA 
Municipal L NA NA 
State Total 

TEXAS 
County-Level L 2 18,755 73,331 B 111 
Justice of the Peace L 4 1,569,977 A 1,455,9a5 A 93 9,323 
Municipal L 4 6,130,211 A 5,369,882 A 88 36,403 
State Total 7,718,943 • 6,899,198 • 45,837 

UTAH 
Circuit L 4 236,618 B 211,462 C 14,018 
Justice L 4 243,312 A 228,934 A 94 14,414 
Juvenile L 2 7,494 7,596 101 444 
State Total 487,424 • 447,992 • 28,876 

VERMOr .. T 
District G 2 111,937 A 112,229 A 100 20,096 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit G 2 NA NA 
District L 4 1,545,649 B 1,543,397 B 100 25,692 
State Total 

WASHINGTON 
District L 4 595,939 636,178 107 12,821 
Municipal L 4 1,131,737 884,195 78 24,349 
State Total 1,727,676 1,520,373 88 37,170 

(continued on next page) 
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iABLE 11: Reported Total Stale Trial Court TraHic/Other Vlo/ation Case/oad, 1988. (continued) 

Dispo- Filings 
Total traffic Total traffic sltions per 
filings and disposItions as a 100,000 

Jurls- qualifying and qualifying percentage total 
State/court name: diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings ROEulation 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Magistrate L 2 102,677 97,524 95 5,473 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
CIrcuit G 3 553,196 552,794 100 11,397 
Municipal L 3 NA 374,563 C 
State Total 927,357 • 

WYOMING 
County L 80,510 86,973 B 16,808 
Justice of the Peace L 15,213 17,805 B 3,176 
Municipal L NA NA 
State Total 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court TrafflclOther Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

NOTE: Parking violations are deOned as part of the 
trarticlother violation caseload. However, states and 
courts within a stato differ to the extent In which 
parking violatlons are processed through the courts. 
A code opposite the name of each court Indicates 
the manner In Which parking cases are reported by 
the cOUrt. Qualilylng footnotes In Table 11 do not 
repeat the Information provided by the code, and 
thus reCer only to the status of the statistics on 
moving trartlc, miscellaneous tralllc, and ordinance 
violations. The trial courts of Mississippi are not 
Included in this table as neither trarnclother violation 
caseload nor court Jurisdiction Information Is 
available for 1988. All other state trial courts with 
trarticlother violation Jurisdiction are listed In the 
table regardless of whether case load data are 
available. Blank spaces in the table Indicate that a 
particular calculation, such as the total state 
caseload, Is not appropriate. State total "filings per 
100,000 population" may not equal the sum of the 
filing rates for the Individual courts due to rounding. 

NA .. Data are nol available. 

JURISDtCTION CODES: 

G .. General Jurisdiction 
L c Limited Jurisdiction 

PARKING CODES: 

1 .. Parking data are unavailable 
2 c Court does not have parking jurisdiction 
3 c Only contested parking cases are included 
4 .. Both contested and uncontested parking c~.tses are 

Included 
5 .. Parking cases are handled administratively 
6 - Uncontested parking cases are handled 

administratively: contested parking cases are hanaled 
by the Court 

QUALtFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

'Se~ the qualifying footnote for each court within the state. 
Eacn footnote has an Impaci on the state's total. 

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 
Alaska--Distrlct Court-Total traffic/other violation 

flied and disposed data do not InclUde some 
moving traffic violation cases and ail ordinance 
violation cases. 

Arkansas--City Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data do not Include ordinance 
Violation cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data do not Include ordinance 
violation cases, and are missing all data from 10 
muniCipalities, and partial data from 21 others. 

Delaware-Alderman's Court-Total traffic/other 
violation flied and disposed data do not include 
ordinance violation cases. 

Georgia--Maglstrate Court-Total traffic/other violation 
llIed and disposed data do not Include any cases 
from 19 counties, and partial data from 11 counties. 

Hawaii--CII;"uit COlJrt-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data do not Include reopened prior 
cases. . 

Idaho--District Court--Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data do not inclUde ordinance 
violation and parking cases, and are less than 
75% complete. 

Indiana--Clty and Town Courts--Total traffic/other 
violation flied and disposed data do not Include 

some ordinance violation and some other traffic 
cases. 

Kansas--DIstrict Court--Total traffic/ other vlolatJon 
filed and disposed data do not Include juvenile traffic 
cases. 
-Municipal Court--Total traffic/other violation data 
represent 119 oC 390 municipal courts. 

Ktmtucky--DIstrict Court-Total traffic/other violation 
filed and disposed data do not include ordinance 
violation cases. 

Maryland--District Court-Total traffic/other violation 
filed data do not Include ordinance violation and 
parking cases, and are less than 75% complete. 

Missourl--Clrcult Court-Total traffic/other vlolatJon 
filed and disposed data do not Include ordinance 
violation and parking cases heard by Municipal 
judges. 

Nebraska-County Court--Total traffic/other vlolatJon 
data do not Include ordinance vlolatJon and 
parking cases. 

New MeXico-Metropolitan Court oC Bernalillo County," 
Total traffic/other violation filed data do not Inciude 
ordinance violation cases. Disposed data do nct 
InclUde ordinance violation and mlscel!aneous 
traffic cases. 

New York--District and City Courls-Total traffic/other 
violation filed and disposed dala do not Inciude 
ordinance violation cases. 
-Crirnina.l, Court of the City of New York--Tolal 
traffic/other vlolatJon filed and disposed data do 
not include moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, 
and some ordinance violation cases, and are less 
than 75% complete. 

North Carolina--Dlstrict Court--Total trafflclother 
violation filed and disposed data do not include 
ordlnanca violation cases. 

North Dakota-County Court-Total traffic/other 
violation data do not Include parking cases, and 
are less than 75% complete. 

Ohio--County Court--Total traffic/other vloiation filed 
and disposed data do not Inciude ordinance 
violation cases. 
--Municipal Court-Total traffic/other vloia~ion filed 
and disposed data do not include ordinance 
violation cases. 

Oklahoma .. -District Court--Tolal traffic/other violation 
filed and disposed data do not include ordinance 
vIolation cases. 

Oregon--Dlstrict Court--Total traffic/other vlolatJon 
filed and disposed data do not Include parking 
cases. 

Pennsylvania-District JustIce Court-Total traffic/other 
vioiatIol1 filed and disposed data do not include 
ordinance violation cases. 
-Pittsburgh City Magistrates-Total traffic/other 
vioiatIol1 filed data do not Include ordinance 
vlolatlol1 cases. 

Texas-Justice of the Peace Court-Total traffic/other 
violation filed and disposed data do not include 
some cases due to a reporting rate of 80%. 
-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other violation med 
and disposed data do not include some cases due 
to a reporting rate of 77%. 

Utah--JusUce Court--Totai traffic/other vloiation filed 
and disposed data data do not include some 
moving traffic cases. 

Vermont-District Court--Total traffic/other vlolat!on 
filed and disposed data do not Include ordinance 

. Violation cases. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Colorado-County Court--Tota! traffic/other violation 

filed and disposed data Include DWVDUI cases. 
Delaware-JustIce of the Peace Court-Tolal 

traffic/other violation filed and disposed data 
Include most of the DWI/CUI cases. 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

District of Colurnbia--Superior Court--Total traffic/other 
vloletlon filed and disposed data include OWI/OUI 
cases. 

HawaII-District Court-Tota! traffic/other violation 
filed and disposed data Include some misdemeanor 
cases. 

Iowa-District Court--Tolal traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed dala Include some misdemeanor 
cases. 

Louisiana-District Court-This figure is estimated by 
the State Court Administrator's Office on the basis 
that 75% of criminal cases reported (359,588) are 
traffic cases. Data Include OWI/DUI cases. 

Malne--District Court--Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data Include some misdemeanor and 
all OWl/OUI cases. 

Pennsylvania-Philadelphia Municipal Court--Total 
traffic/other violation filed and disposed dala 
Include miscellaneous domestic relations and 
some misdemeanor '.lases. 

South C?(ollna--M~gistrate Court-Total traffic/other 
vlolaUon flied and disposed data include DWl/OUI 
cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other violation 
dispo&ld dilta Include misdemeanor and OWl/OUI 
cases. 

South Dakota--Circuit CO'Jrt--Total traffic/other 
violation disposed data include some misdemeanor 
and some criminal appeals cases. 

Texas-County-Level Courts-Total traffic/other 
violation disposed data InclUde some criminal 
appeals cases. 

Utah-Circuit Court--Total traffic/other violation filed 
dala Include some miscellaneous criminal cases. 

Virginia--Dlstrlct Court--Total traffic/other violation 
flied and disposed data InclUde OWI/OUI cases. 

Wyoming--County Court-Total traffic/other violation 
disposed data Include misdemeanor and OWl/CUI 
cases. 
-Justice of the Peace Court-Total traffic/other 
violation disposed data Include misdemeanor, 
OWI/DUI, and criminal appeals cases. 

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and 
overincluslve: 

California-Justice Court-Total traffic/other violation 
filed and disposed data InclUde OWUDUI cases, but 
d~ not Include some ordinance violation cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total trafflc/othar violation filed 
and disposed data InclUde OWUDUI cases, but do 
not InclUde some ordinance violation cases. 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Total traffiC/other 
violation filed and disposed da\f,\ Inc/l,lde OWIIDUI 
cases, but do not InclUde ordinance Violation 
cases. 

Delaware-Municipal Court of Wilmlngton-Total 
traffic/other violation filed and disposed data 
Include most OWI/DUI cases, but do not include 
ordinance violation cases. 

Georgla--State Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data Include some OWIIDUI cases, 
represent data from 24 of 63 courts, and are less 
than 75% complete. 
-Probate Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data Include OWl/OUt cases, 
represent data from 75 of 159 counties, and are 
less than 75% complete. 

illinois-Circuit COUI1-Total traffic/other viola tlon filed 
and disposed dala Include OWUDUI cases, but do 
not Inc1ude 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 DWIIDUI 
cases, but do not Include ordinance violation 
cases. 
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Maine-Superior Court-Total traffic/other vlolat/on 
filed and disposed data Include OWIIDUI and some 
criminal appeals cases, but do not Include 
ordinance violation cases. 

Maryland--Dlstrlct Court-Total traffic/other violation 
disposed data Include OWl/OUI cases, but do not 
Include ordinance violation and parking cases, and 
are less than 75% complete. 

Massachusetts--Trlal Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
traffic/other violation filed data Include some 
misdemeanor and some OWl/OUI cases, but do not 
include parking cases. Disposed data Include some 
misdemeanor cases, but do not include ordinance 
violation, parking, miscellaneous traffic and some 
moving traffic cases. 

Michigan-District Court--Total traffic/other violation 
filed and disposed data Include OWl/DUI cases, but 
do not Include ordinance violation cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data Include OWI/DUI cases, but do 
not Include ordinance violation cases. 

Mlnnesota--District Co urt--To tal traffic/other violation 
filed and disposed data Include some OWl/DUI 
cases, but do not Include ordinance violation 
cases. 

North Dakota-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other 
violation disposed data Include OWI/DUI cases, but 
do not Include ordinance violation and parking 
cases, and are less than 75% complete. 

Oregon--Municipal Court-Total traffic/other violation 
filed and disposed data include OWIIDUI cases, but 
do not Include ordinance violation cases. 

Puerto RiCO-District Court--Total traffic/other violation 
filed and disposed data Include DWIIDUI cases, 
transfers, and reopened cases, but do not include 
ordinance violation cases. 

Utah-Circuit Court--Total traffic/other violation 
disposed data Include some miscellaneous criminal 
cases, but do not InclUde some cases. Conversion 
from a manual to an automated data system is 
Incomplete and the disposition data, at present, are 
Incomplete. 

Wisconsin--Municipal Court-Total traffic/other 
violation disposed data include DWIIDUI cases, but 
do not include cases from several municipalities. 



TABLE 12: Reported Total3tate Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1988 

Total Total Dlspo- filings 
juvenile juvenile sltlons per 

Point filings and dl"posltions asa 100,000 
Juris- of qualifying Clr1d qualifying percentage juvenile 

State/court name: diction ~ footnotes footnotes of filings ~opulation 

ALABAMA 
Circuit G A 27,873 B 21,854 B 78 2,500 
DistrIct L A 33,865 31,681 94 3,037 
State Total 61,738" 53,535 " 87 5,537 

ALASKA 
Superior G C 1,842 1,391 76 1,103 
District L I 71 33 46 43 
State Total 1,913 1,424 74 1,146 

ARIZONA 
Superior G C 11,368 11,314 100 1,194 

ARKANSAS 
Chancery and Probate G C 4,106 3,963 97 633 
Circuit G C 7,015 7,239 103 1,081 
State Total 11,121 11,202 101 1,714 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior G C 85,362 81,898 96 1.139 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G A 14,645 12,872 88 1,685 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior G r: 13,592 13,560 100 1,788 

DELAWARE 
Family L C 7,541 A 7,237 A 96 4,543 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior G B 13,725 13,781 100 9,946 

FLORIDA 
Clrcuil G A 96.311 66,828 69 3,446 

GEORGIA 
Juvenile L A 57,098 42,586 75 3,215 

HAWAII 
Circuit G F 17,719 17,175 97 6,174 

IDAHO 
District G C 6,799 6,708 99 2,237 

ILLINOIS 
CIrcuit G C 33,780 25,512 76 1,125 
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"""'"- TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Total Total Dlspo- Filings 
Juvenile juvenIle sltions per 

Point filings and dispositions as a 100,000 
Juris- of qualifyli1g and qualifying percentage juvenile 

State/court name: diction ...1!!!1 footnotes footnotes of filings p-opulatlon 

INDIANA 
SuperIor and Circuit G C 27,953 B 24,1088 86 1,913 
Probate L C 1,325 B 1,3378 101 91 
State total 29,278 • 25,445 • 87 2,004 

IOWA 
DistrIct G A 6,727 NA 942 

KANSAS 
District G A 14,241 B 13,723 B 96 2,181 

KENTUCKY 
District L A 30,113 B 27,1478 90 3,070 

LOUISIANA 
District G C 14,222 NA 1,097 
Family and Juvenile G C 26,219 B NA 2,023 
City and Parish L C 9,447 8,817 93 729 
State Total 49,888 • 3,849 

MAINE 
District L C 4,717 4,073 86 1,552 

MARYLAND 
Circuit G C 32,749 31,311 96 2,855 
District L C 2,906 2,490 86 253 
State Total 35,655 33,801 95 3,109 

MASSACHUSETIS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G C 44,311 22,671 C 3,327 

MICHIGAN 
Probate L C 26,075 C 23,197 C 89 1,063 

MINNESOTA 
District G C 67,160 66,982 100 5,996 

MISSOURI 
Circuit G C 18,062 20,710 B 1,3n 

MONTANA 
District G C 1,375 1,147 83 622 

NEBRASKA 
County L C 3,849 3,696 96 910 
Separate Juvenile L C 2,388 NA 565 
State TO;a\ 6,237 1,474 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Total Total Dispo- Filings 
juvenile Juvenile slUons per 

Point filings and disposlUons asa 100,000 
Juris- of qualifying and qualifying percentage juvenile 

State/court name: diction ~ footnotes footnotes of filings ~o~ulatlon 

NEVADA 
District G G NA NA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
District L C 7,632 NA 2,n5 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior G F 125,931 B 124,539 B 99 6,878 

NEW MEXICO 
District G C 8,133 8,171 100 1,811 

NEW YORK 
Family L C 58,185 58,505 101 1,336 

NORTH CAROLINA 
District L C 23,331 24,864 107 1,426 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District G C 8,515 9,568 B 4,653 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas G E 123,836 120,830 98 4,387 

OKLAHOMA 
District G G NA NA 

OREGON 
Circuit G C 18,325 NA 2,671 

PENNSYLVANiA 
Court of Common Pleas G F 54,758 52,216 95 1,923 

PUERTO RICO 
Superior G C 7,6478 7,6998 10'1 620 

RHODE ISLAND 
Family L C 7,1588 6,514 B 91 3,112 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Family L C 14,0888 13,2528 94 1,485 
Magistrate L I NA NA 
Stale Total 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit G 8 3,256 NA 1,653 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

Total Total Dlspo- Filings 
juvenile juvenile sitions per 

Point filings and dispositions as a 100,000 
Juris- of quailfylng and qualifying percentage Juvenile 

State/court name: diction ...!!JJ.illL footnotes footnotes of filings flopulation 

TENNFSSEE 
General Sessions L B NA NA 
Juvenile L B NA NA 
State Total 

TEXAS 
District G C 11,443 A 13,787 A 120 230 
County-Level L C 2,369 A 2,389 A 101 47 
State Total 13,811 • 16,175· 117 277 

UTAH 
Juvenile L C 36,026 36,220 101 5,728 

VERMONT 
District G C 1,744 1,672 96 1,237 

ViRGINIA 
District L A 91,966 B 86,644 B 94 6,256 

WASHiNGTON 
Superior G A 24,247 21,645 99 2,038 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit G C 7,275 6,450 99 1,525 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit G C 32,200 31,598 98 2,529 

WYOMING 
District G C 1,242 NA 991 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Case load, 1988. (continued) 

NOTE: The Irlal courts 01 Mississippi are nol Included In 
this table as nelther Juvenile caseload nor court 
Jurisdiction Information Is available lor 1988. AJI 
other state trial courts with Juvenile Jurisdiction are 
listed In the table regardloss 01 whether casoload 
data are avaliabie. Blank spaces In \he table 
Indicate \hal a particular calculation, such as \he 
tolal state caseioad, Is nol approprlato. Stato tolal 
"lilings per 100,000 population· may not equal the 
sum 01 Ihe Ollng rales lor the Individual courts due 
to rounding. 

NA • Data are nol aVallable, 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G '" General Jurisdiction 
L " Limited Jurisdiction 

POINT OF FILING CODES: 

M", Missing Data 
I Q Data element Is Inapplicable 
A '" Filing of complaint 
B '" AI Initial hearing (Intake) 
C '" Filing 01 petItion 
E -= Issuance of warrant 
F '" AI referral 
G" Varies 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence of a quail lying footnote Indicates that data are 
complete. 

·See the qualifying footnote for each court within the stale. 
Each foolnole has an Impacl on the stale's total. 

A: The following courts' data are Incomplete: 
Delaware-Family Court-Total Juvenile filed and 

disposed data do not Include status petition and 
child-victim petition cases, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Texas-District Court--Total Juvenile filed and disposed 
data do not Include child-victim petition cases. 
-County-Level Court-Total Juvenile filed and 
disposed data do not Include child-victim petition 
cases, and are less than 75% complele. 

B: The lollowing courts' data are overlncluslve: 
AJabama--Clrcult Court-Total Juvenile filed and 

disposed data Include URESA cases. 
Indlana--Superlor and Circuit Courts-Total Juvenile 

filed and disposed data include miscellaneous 
domestic relations and some support/custody 
cases, 
-Probale Court--Total Juvenile lIIed and disposed 
dala Include miscellaneous domestic relations 
cases. 

Kansas--Dlslrict Court--Total Juvenile lIIed and 
disposed data InclUde juvenile traffic/other violation 
cases. 

Kentucky-District Court--Tolal JUvenile lIIed and 
disposed riala InclUde paternity/bastardy cases. 

Louislana--Family and Juvenile Courts-Total Juvenile 
lIIed data Include support/custody, URESA, 
adoption, and mental heallh cases. 

Mls50Url·-Clrcuit Court-Total Juvenile disposed data 
Include adoption and miscellaneous domestic 
relations cases (I.e., termination 01 parental rights). 

New Jersey-Superior Court-Total Juvenile filed and 
disposed data Include termination 01 parental rights 
cases. 

North Dakota-District Court-Total Juvenile disposed 
data Include traHic/other violation cases. 

Puerto Rico-Superior Court--Total juvenile filed and 
disposed data Include transfers, reopened cases, 
and appeals. 

Rhode Island-Family Court-Total Juvenile filed and 
disposed dala Include ad~tlon cases. 

South Caroilna·-Famlly Court--Tolal Juvenile lIIed and 
disposed dala Include trafflc/o\her violation cases. 

Vlrglnla--Dlslricl Court--Total juvenile filed and 
disposed dala Include some mental health and 
domestic relations cases, 

C: The following courts' data are Incomplete and 
overlncluslve: 

Massachuselts--Trial Court of the Commonwealth·-Tolal 
Juvenile disposed dala InclUde juvenile traffic/other 
violation cases, bul do not Include any cases Irom 
the Juvenile Court Departmenl, and appeals Irom 
the District Court Department. The dala are less 
than 75% complele. 

Mlchlgan--Probale Court--Tolal JUVenile filed and 
disposed data InclUde traffic/other violation cases, 
bul do not include status petition cases. 

Part III: 1988 State Court Caseload Tabies • 153 



TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 .. 88 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1998 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 

Court qualifying qUalifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
state/Court name: ~ footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

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

ALASKA 
Supreme Court COLR 320 334 318 368 363 
Court of Appeals lAC 467 446 505 469 435 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court COLR 105 A 81 A 118 A 116 A 112 A 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,753 2,843 3,352 3,451 3,902 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court COLR 479 C 439 C 411 C 459 C 400 C 
Cou,t of Appeals lAC 855 846 951 949 899 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court COLR 222 A 284 A 236 A 315 A 319 A 
Courts of Appeal lAC 10,118 10,252 10,035 9,985 10,954 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court COLR 256 200 205 214 197 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,580 1,626 1,862 1,930 1,946 

CONNECTICUT 
Appellate Court lAC 1,362 B 934 B 953 B 945 995 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Couct COLR 587 597 629 581 510 
District Courts of Appeal lAC 11,770 12,262 13,502 13,861 14,195 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court COLR 663 B 692 B 616 B 640 B 639 B 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,070 B 1,946 B 2,666 B 2,071 B 2306 B 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court COLR 471 B 496 B 604 8 6168 7158 
Intermediate Court of Appeals lAC 101 132 132 134 120 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court COLR 349 B 348 B 288 B 289 B 382 B 
Court of Appeals lAC 146 149 174 181 227 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court COLR 371 493 563 568 882 
Appellate Court lAC 7,134 B 7,611 B 7,550 B 7,954 B 8,119 B 

INDIANA 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,150 B 1,037 B 1,073 B 1,149 B 1,222 B 
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.------------------...----.~ .. 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dlspositJons dispositions 
Court and qualify- and quallfy- and qualify- and quallfy- and quallfy-

State/Court name: ~ Ing footnotes Ing footnotes Ing footnotes Ing footnotes Ing footnotes 

States with one court or last resort and one Interm(~dlate appellate court 

ALASKA 
Supreme Court COLR 347 287 355 291 394 
Court of Appeals lAC 449 406 589 429 403 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court COLR 111 A 87 A 70 A 86 A 79 A 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,598 2,953 3,445 3,372 3,240 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court COLR 448 C 451 C 404 C 416 C 457 C 
Court of Appeals lAC 827 895 840 983 827 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
Courts of Appeal DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,411 1,396 1,590 1,602 2,028 

CONNECTICUT 
Appellate Court lAC 568 B 877 B 1,055 B 893 1,026 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court COLA 530 639 644 548 534 
DistrIct CC:Jrts of Appeal lAC 11,941 12,540 12,847 13,591 13,559 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
Court of Appeals DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court COLR 454 B 516 B 691 B 579 B 609 B 
Intermediate Court of Appeals lAC 125 105 132 142 129 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court COLR 352 B 333 B 359 B 295 B 332 B 
Court of Appeals lAC 175 282 174 174 162 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court COLR 309 496 530 556 911 
Appellate Court lAC 6,891 B 6,961 B 7,0078 7,451 8 7,6488 

INDIANA 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,1378 1,0625 ~.~:s :. 1,1308 i,137 B 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads In State Appellate Courts, 1984- 88. (continued) 

1984· 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 

Court qualifying qualifying qUalifying qualifying qualifying 
State/Court name: ~ footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

IOWA 
Court of Appeals lAC 569 730 552 618 728 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court COLR 169 177 189 214 347 
Court of Appoals lAC 1,041 B 1,087 B 1,131 B 1,127 B 1,176 B 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court COLR 221 282 251 261 258 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,725 3,156 2,769 2,691 2,665 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court COLR 147 B 79 B 112 135 124 
CC!.Jrts of Appeal lAC 3,870 B 3,578 B 3,695 3,846 3,967 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals COLR 220 B 218 B 238 B 233 B 242 B 
Court of Special Appeals lAC 1,777 1,642 1,644 1,714 1,754 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court COLR 141 129 86 72 96 
Appeals Court lAC 1,375 B 1,301 B 1,352 B 1,434 B 1,394 B 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court COLR 5 3 4 5 4 

MISSOURI 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,852 3,166 3,147 3,055 3,315 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court COLR 368 227 236 349 357 
Appellate Div. Superior Court lAC 6,224 B 6,037 B 6,106 B 6,277 B 6,458 B 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court COLR 635 652 744 1,078 1,076 
Court of Appeals lAC 572 662 671 304 648 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supmme Court COLR 230 222 249 182 147 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,314 B 1,375 B 1,381 B 1,265 B 1,351 B 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 370 338 377 382 367 

OHIO 
Supreme Court COLR 338 442 491 422 500 
Court of Appeals lAC 9,383 9,522 9,683 9,983 10,005 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
NUmber of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
Court and qualify- and qualify- and quallfy- and qualify- and qualify-

State/Court name: ~ ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes Ing footnotes 

IOWA 
Court of Appeals lAC 532 637 589 578 669 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court COLR 343 344 331 333 459 
Court of Ap'peais lAC 1.045 B 989 B 1.106 B 1.143 B 1.174B 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court COLR 280 259 253 271 302 
Court of Appeals lAC 2.696 2.757 2.661 2.304 2.243 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
Courts of Appeal DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals COLR 230 B 232 B 188 B 222 B 183 B 
Court of Special Appeals lAC 1.877 1.807 1.552 1.m 1.762 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
Appeals Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

MISSOURI 
Court of Appeals lAC 3.159 3.177 3.206 3.259 3.145 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court COLR 408 251 2S7 381 349 
Appellate Dlv. Superior Court lAC 6.262 B 6,056 B 6.611 B 6,400 B 6,494 B 

NEW ME:XICO 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
Court of Appeals DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLR 219 183 245 192 213 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,412 B 1.464 B 1.626 B 1.3108 1,2728 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 331 335 357 357 405 

OHIO 
Supreme Court COLR 320 383 414 380 462 
Court of Appeals lAC 9.124 9,491 9.296 9,393 9,668 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads In State Appellate Courts, 1984·88. (continued) 

tJ84 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of NUmber of Number of Number of NUmber of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 

Court qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
State/Court name: -!lT~ footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes ---
OREGON 

Supreme Court COLR 205 180 145 176 192 
Court of Appeals lAC 3,828 3,981 4,146 4,305 3,739 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLR 479 451 519 511 624 
Court of Appeals lAC 404 391 351 440 307 

UTAH 
Supreme Court COLR 640 628 623 474 443 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court COLR 228 B 194 B 162 B 135 B 123 B 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,866 3,270 3,535 3,238 3,157 

WISCONSIN 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,239 2,358 2,053 2,185 2,147 

States with no intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court COLR 331 B 406 B 417 B 397 B 473 B 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals COLR 1,810 B 1,770 B 1,556 1,500 1,624 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court COLR 838 815 1,010 891 919 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,002 B 997 B 1,014 B 1,196 B 1,103 B 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court COLR 799 n7 853 856 991 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court COLR 409 403 389 323 410 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 344 B 358 B 363 B 422 B 428 B 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court COLR 623 B 575 550 538 620 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court COLR 331 306 342 320 357 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Numbsr of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
Court and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify-

Slale/Court name: ~ ing footnotes Ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes Ing footnotes 

OREGON 
Supreme Court COLR 390 B 296 B 262 B 313 B 322 B 
Court of Appeals lAC 3,759 3,784 4,014 4,232 3,985 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Slipreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
Court of Appeals lAC 441 398 374 368 367 

.; 

UTAH 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court COLR 176 B 184 B 209 B 148 B 154 B 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,724 2,994 3,238 3,870 3,289 

WISCONSIN 
Court of Appeals :AC 2,223 2,501 2,178 2,206 2,368 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court COLR 354 B 373 B 415 B 419 B 407 B 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals COLR 1,510 B 1,568 B 1,568 B 1,595 1,602 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court COLR 637 853 912 831 793 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AV,I\ILABLE 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court COLR 788 867 854 1,013 922 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court COLR 447 393 478 402 403 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court COLR 532 B 506 535 527 593 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court COLR 250 347 327 302 334 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Case loads tn State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 88. (continued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of NUmber of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 

Court qualifying qUalifying qualifyIng qualifying qualifying 
State/Court name: ~ footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

States with multiple appl.JlJate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court COLR 745 A 798 A 827 A 998 A 829 A 
Court of Civil Appeals lAC 532 548 530 584 529 
Court of Criminal Appeals lAC 1,400 1,520 1,537 1,695 1,784 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court COLR 7B9 1,12B 78B 1,105 B09 
Court of Appeals lAC 788 635 971 931 1,362 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court COLR 268 142 92 80 121 
Commonwealth Court lAC 4,012 3,554 3,737 A 3,030 A 3/164 A 
Superior Court lAC 5,793 B 5,878 B 5,989 B 6,1378 6,439 B 

TENNESSEE 
Court of Appeals lAC 951 999 1.173 1,003 994 
Court of Criminal Appeals lAC 86B 8 8508 8B5 B 811 8 8B9 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court COLR 0 1 2 3 3 
Court ot Criminal Appeals COLR 1,959 1,998 2,221 2,450 3,578 
Courts of Appeals lAC 7,386 7,954 7,832 7,857 8,250 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
Court and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qUalify-

State/Court name: ~ Ing footnotes Ing footnotes .l!!9 footnotes Ing footnotes Ing footnotes 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
Court of Civil Appeals lAC 536 516 548 518 576 
Court of Criminal Appeals lAC 1,480 1,424 1,745 1,819 1,774 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court COLA 229 A 149 A 174 A 813 B 852 B 
Court of Appeals lAC 801 693 856 728 1,215 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
Commonwealth Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
Superior Court lAC 5,908 B 8,355 B 7,410 B 6,253 B 6,4168 

TENNESSEE 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,010 1,010 1,330 1,033 1,015 B 
Court of Criminal Appeals lAC 851 B 891 B 946 B 747 B 794 B 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court COLA 0 2 3 3 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLA 2,237 2,084 2,027 2,448 3,546 
Courts of Appeals lAC 8,274 7,981 8,161 7,824 7,984 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads In State Appellate Courts, 1984-88. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR .. Court of last resort 
lAC - Intermediate appellate court 

NOTE: NA Indicates that the data are 
unavailable. 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

An absence of a qudiiiying footnote Indicates that the data 
are complete. 

A: The following courts' data are Incomplete: 
Arizona-Supreme Court-Dala do nol Include 

mandatory judge dls::!pllnary cases. 
California-Supreme Court--Dala do nol include judge 

disciplinary cases. 
Oklahoma--Supreme Court-Disposed dala for 1984-

1906 do not inclUde mandatory appeals of final 
judgments, mandatory disciplinary cases and 
mandatory Interlocutory decisions. 

Pennsylvania-Commonwealth Court-Data do not 
Include transfers from the Superior Court and Court 
of Common Pleas. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
ConnecUcut-Appellate Court-Data for 1984-1986 

include a few discretionary petitions that were 
granted review. 

Delaware-Supreme Court-Data Include 
some cilscretlonary petitions and filed data 
inclUde discretionary petitions that were granted. 

District of Colurroia-Court of Appeals-Data for 1984 
and 1985 include discretionary petitions that 
were granted and refiled as appeals. 

Georgia--Suproroo Court-Total mandatory filed dala 
Include a few discretionary petitions that were 
granted and refiled as appeals. 
-Court of Appeals--Total mandatory data include 
all dlscretlonery petitions that were granted and 
refiled as appeals. 

Hawaii-Supreme Court-Data Include a lew 
discretionary petitions granted. 

ldaho--Supreme Court-Data include discretionary 
petitions that were granted. 

Illinois-Appellate Court-Data include all discretionary 
petitions. 

Indiana--Gourt of Appeals-Data Include all 
discretionary petitions. 
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Kansas--Court of Appeals--Filed data include a few 
discretionary petitions that were granted. 
Disposed data include all discretionary petitions. 

Louisiana-Supreme Court--Data for 1984 and 1985 
Include a few discretionary appeals. 
-Courts of Appeal-Data for 1984 and 1S85 Include 
refiled discretionary petitions that are granted 
review. 

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

Massachusetls--Appea6 Court-Data Include a few 
discretionary Interlocutory decision petitions. 

Nebraska-Supreme Court--Data inclUde discretionary 
petitions. 

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

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

OrJahoma--Supreme Court-Data for 1987 and 1988 
Include granted discretionary petitions that were 
disposed. 

Oregon--Supreme Court-Dh,posed data Include all 
discretionary petitions that were granted. 

Pennsylvania-Superior Court-Data Include all 
discretionary petitions that were granted. 

South Dakota--Supreme Court-Data include 
discretionary advisory opinions. 

Vermont-Supreme Court-Data for 1984 Include 
discretionary petitions that were granted and 
decided. 

Washington-Supreme Court--Data include some 
discretionary p(!tltlons. 

C: The following courts' data are both Incomplete and 
overlnclusive: 

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



TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseloads In State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 88 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of NUmber of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 

Court qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifyIng 
State/Court name: ~ f~s f~s footnotes f~s f~s 

States with one court of last resort and one IntermedIate appel/ate court 

ALASKA 
Supreme Court COLR 221 194 313 219 244 
Court of Appeals lAC 63 64 83 54 62 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,016 B 1,161 8 1,156 B 995 B 1,018 B 
Court of Appeals lAC 50 40 49 51 60 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court COLR 3,991 4,346 4,808 4,558 4,351 
Courts of Appeal lAC 5,838 5,938 6,234 6,732 ,",005 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court COLA 813 767 783 756 825 

FLOAIDA 
Supreme Court COLA 1,056 1,175 1,097 1,270 1,316 
District COllrts of Appeal lAC l,9'rO 1,975 2,294 2,282 2,285 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court COLA 941 975 980 1,006 998 
Court of Appeals lAC 623 641 647 733 717 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court COLA 32 41 43 57 45 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court COLA 60 92 77 82 76 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court COLR 1.675 1,579 1,637 1,673 1,558 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court COLA 986 813 847 693 A 686 A 
Court of Appeals lAC 79 96 94 90 92 

LOUISIANIA 
Supreme Court COLA 2,126 A 2,313 A 2,455 2,673 2,657 
Courts of Appeal lAC 1,842 2,538 3,016 3,541 3,877 

MAAYLAND 
Court of Appeals COLA 761 713 607 655 682 
Court of Special Appeals lAC 308 192 240 294 220 

MASSACHUSETIS 
Supreme Judicial Court COLR 1,246 1,336 1,473 336 563 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Numoer of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
Court and qualify- and quallfy- and qualify- and quallfy- and qualify-

State/Court name: ~ In£1 footnotes In£1 footnotes In£1 footnotes in£1 footnotes In£1 footnotes 

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

ALASKA 
Supreme Court COLR 220 197 2~\0 231 255 
Court of Appeals lAC 77 54 99 54 66 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court COLR 1.048 B 1.078 B 1.156 B 1.054 B 905 B 
Court of Appeals lAC 59 45 48 45 63 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
Courts of Appeal DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court COLR 1.060 1.123 1.260 1.223 1.426 
District Oourts of Appeal lAC 1.669 1.683 1.751 1.887 1.839 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
Court of Appeals DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court COLR 35 39 45 58 42 

IDAHO 
Suprsme Court COLR 55 99 71 76 84 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court COLR 1.715 1.673 1.622 1.633 1.482 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court COLR 793 1.044 898 706 A 678 A 
Court of Appeals lAC 73 87 107 71 77 

LOUISIANIA 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
Courts of Appeal DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals COLR 785 678 700 562 776 
Court of Special Appeals lAC 308 192 185 294 220 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
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TABU: 14: Dlscretlonary Caseloads In State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 88. (contlnued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 

Court qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
State/Court name: ~ f~s footnotes t~s f~s f~s 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court COLR 2,347 2,069 2,042 2,082 2,662 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court COLR 846 981 989 1,033 1,056 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court COLR 1,142 A 1,053 A 1,382 A 1,382 A 1,354 A 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court COLR 174 155 202 301 252 
Court of Appeals lAC 57 68 52 57 64 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLR 541 620 735 676 636 
Court of Appeals lAC 471 484 546 483 446 

OHIO 
Supreme Court COLR 1,704 1,644 1,733 1,846 1,770 

OREGON 
Supreme Court COLR 870 903 990 1,086 857 

UTAH 
Supreme Court COLR 72 42 51 30 61 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,915 1,043 1,193 1,441 1,439 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court COLR B81 C 906 C B97 C 1,151 C 947 A 
Court of Appeals lAC 263 320 371 346 372 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court COLR 718 761 836 869 915 
Court of Appeals lAC 245 228 241 221 228 

States with no Intermediate appel/ate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court COLR 5A 3A 3A 4A 4A 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals COLR 85 81 76 96 61 

M!SSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court COLA 2 4 3 2 0 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dlsposltlons dispositions dispositions 
Court and qualify- and qUalify- and qualify- and qualify- and quallfy-

State/Court name: ~ Ina footnotes Ina footnotes Ina footnotes Ina footnotes Ina footnotes 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court COLA 2,495 B 2,314 B 2,397 B 2,168 B 2,254 B 

MISSOUAI 
Supreme Court COLA 812 A 980 A 953 A 997 A 1,:'}64 

NEW JEASEY 
Supreme Court COLR 1,075 A 1,025 A 1,378 A 1,411 A 1,398 A 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
Court of Appeals DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLA 465 665 748 637 727 
Court of Appeals lAC 423 462 560 483 446 

OHIO 
Supreme Court COLA 1,293 1,428 1,532 1,598 1,621 

OREGON 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

UTAH 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,919 1,321 1,095 1,169 1,655 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court COLA 905 C 907 C 786 C 1,093 C 1,060 A 
Court of Appeals lAC 270 283 317 388 388 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court COLR 721 B 699 765 725 866 
Court of Appeals lAC 209 228 241 188 162 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court COLA 5A 2A 3A 4A 3A 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court COLR 2 4 3 2 0 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseloads In State Appellate Courts, 1984·88. (continued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 

Court qualifying qualifying qualifying ~ualifylng qualifying 
State/Court name: ~ footnotes footnotes footnotes f~s f~s 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court COLR 603 A 574 A 534 A 516 A 504 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court COLR 202 288 168 219 189 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 27 A 17 A 32 A 27 A 35 A 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court COLR 25 19 24 31 32 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals COLR 1,282 1,372 1,585 2,037 1,621 

States with mUltiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court COLR 712 606 763 713 765 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court COLR 388 295 340 293 295 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court COLR 1,130 1,169 1,228 1,176 1,243 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 1,281 1,360 1,360 1,339 1,416 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
Court and qUallfy- and qualify- and quallfy- and quallfy- and qUallfy-

Stale/Court name: ~ Ing footnotes Ing footnotes Ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court COLR 550 A 602 A 415 A 451 A 543 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court COLR 218 219 199 241 178 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court COLR 26 20 21 26 32 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals COLR 1,124 1,268 1,396 1,909 1,775 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court COLR 1,034 1,187 1,166 1,261 1,le8 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 1,081 1,046 1,100 1,672 1,437 
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseloads in State Appetlale Courts, 1984-88. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR. Court or lasl resorl 
lAC • InlerrnedlaM appellate court 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

An absence of a qualifying footnote Indicates thaI the dala are 
complete. 

A: The following court's dola are Incomplete: 
Delaware-Supreme Court--Dala do nol Include some 

discretionary interlocutory decision cases, which 
are reporled wllh mandatory jurisdiction cases. 

Kentucky-Supreme Courl-·Data for 1987 and 1988 do 
nol Include some discretionary unclassified 
petitions. 

Louisiana-Supreme Court-Dala for 1984 and 1985 do 
not Include some dIscretionary petitions that are 
~eported with mandatory Jurisdiction case load. 
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New Hampshire-Supreme COllrl-Dala for 1984-1987 
Include discretionary judge dIsciplinary cases. 

New Jersey-Supreme Courl-Data do not Include 
discretionary Interlocutory decisions. 

South Dakola--Supreme Court-Dala do not include 
advisory opinions. 

Washington-Supreme Court-Data do nol include some 
cases which are reported with mandatory 
Jurisdiction cases. 

B: The following courts' data are overincluslve: 
ArIzona-Supreme Courl--Data Include mandatory 

judge disciplinary cases. 
Michigan-Supreme Court-Disposed dala Include a 

few mandatorY Jursldlct\on cases. 



TABLE 15: Felony Case loads in State Trial Courts, 1984 M 88 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Number of Number of NUmber of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

General Jurisdiction courts 

ARIZONA 
Superior 15,360 A 17,295 A 20,653 A 21,444 A 22,176 A 

ARKANSAS 
Circuit 17,993 8 21,425 8 21,9448 24,8058 22,110 8 

CAliFORNIA 
Superior 74,4128 82,3728 94,779 B 104,9068 115,595 8 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate 14,783 15,804 16,087 16,223 17,391 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior' 3,879 4,179 4,512 4,985 6,204 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior 10,583 12,399 16,207 19,986 21,472 

HAWAII 
Circuit' 2,969 C 2,878 C 2,842 C 2,766 C 2,909 C 

iLliNOIS 
Circuit 46,1078 45,925 B 47,075 B 46,342 B 58,2898 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit" 13,619 B 14,894 8 18,436 B 19,8048 21,313 8 

IOWA 
District 7,6588 7,9708 7,6928 8,230 B 8,6668 

KANSAS 
District 11,397 10,470 11,106 11,500 12,188 

MAINE 
Superior 3,189 3,656 3,583 3,612 3,657 

MiNNESOTA 
District 12,162 12,771 19,707 21,834 24,116 

MISSOUR! 
Circuit 36,QR68 41,935 8 44,9898 34,971 B 36,965 B 

MONTANA 
District 2,378 C 2,574 C 2,591 C 2,443 C 2,726 C 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseloads In State Trial Courts, 1984 - 88 (continued) 

1984 1983 1986 1987 1988 
NUmber of Number of NUmber of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qUalifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior 3,813 4,198 4,857 5,527 6,079 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior 37,135 37,784 38,443 41,198 43,837 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County" 49,191 B 51,034 B 56,356 B 62,940 B 67,177 B 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior 42,160 40,915 44,980 51,210 55,284 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 1,284 B 1,312 B 1,390 B 1,487 B 1,497 B 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 37,073 36,249 38,374 39,376 43,613 

OKLAHOMA 
District 24,1788 24,673 B 25,782 B 26,438 B 25,997 B 

OREGON 
Circuit 19,913 20,682 22,533 24,591 26,859 

RHODE iSLAND 
Superior 4,232 4,780 4,360 4,278 6,685 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit 2,606 3,088 3,182 3,275 3,257 

TEXAS 
District 87,249 93,968 111,331 119,395 122,903 B 

VERMONT 
District 1,837 1,897 2,177 2,111 2,115 
Superior EI 6 1 85 112 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit 42,642 43,096 45,646 49,481 53,445 

WASHINGTON 
Superior 15,432 17,885 19,693 21,071 25,476 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit 4,724 B 4,707 B 4,546 B 4,885 B 4,291 8 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit 13,607 14,549 14,470 13,802 14,484 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseloads In State Trial Courts, 1984·88 (continued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

WYOMING 
District 1,462 1,468 1,466 1,353 1,480 

Limited Jurisdiction courts 

CALIFORNIA 
Justice 10,165 B 10,700 B 10,571 B 11,640 B 12,076 B 

CALIFORNIA 
Municipal 133,315 B 145,133 B 163,959 B 185,995 B 197,176 B 

DELAWARE 
Court of Common Pleas 656 A 520 A 726 A 819 A 804 A 

'@ 

HAWAII 
District 381 230 256 235 229 

INDIANA 
County 7,442 B 8,623 B 8,437 B 8,271 B 7,602 B 

MICHIGAN 
District 14,194 A 15,782 A 18,568 20,445 20,036 

OHIO 
County 856 1,199 1,048 1,139 1,112 
Municipal 17,354 16,561 18,371 20,222 23,643 
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TABLE 15; Felony Caseloads In State Trial Courts. 1984-1988. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

G - General JUrisdiction 
L • Limited Jurlsdlcllon 

NOTE: The foolnollng scheme has been consolidated. 
Footnotes for 1984-1987 have been translated 
Into the footnote scheme for 1988. 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

A: The following courts' data are Incomplete: 
Arizona-Superior Court-Felony data do not Include 

some cases reported with unclassified criminal data. 
Delaware-Court of Common Pleas-Felony data do not 

Include most cases which are reported with 
preliminary hearings. 

Michlgan--District Court--Felony dala do not Include 
cases from several courts which were unavailable. 

B: The fol/oWing courts' dala are overlnclusive: 
Arkansas--Circuit Court--Felony data Include DWI/DUI 

casas. 
California-Superior Court--Felony data Include 

DWI/DUI cases. 
-Justice Court-Felony data Include preliminary 
hearing blndovers and Ira~fers. 
-Municipal Court-Felony dala Include preliminary 
hearing bindovers and transfers. 

Illinois--Circuit Court-Felony data Include preliminary 
hearings for courts "downstate.· 

Indiana--Superior and Circuit Courts-Felony data 
Include DWI/DUI cases. 
-County Court-Felony data include DWI/DUI cases. 

Iowa-District Court--Felony data include third offense 
DWI/DUI cases. 

Mlssouri--Clrcuil Court-Felony data Include some 
DWl/DUI cases and Include preliminary hearing 
proceedings, which are Included In the main 
caseload tables In caseload reports before 1987. 
The 1988 report excludes those preliminary hearing 
proceedings. 
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New York--Supreme and County Courts--Felony dala 
InclUde DWI/DUI cases. 

North Dakota-District Court-Felony data InclUde 
sentence review only and postconvlclion remedy 
proceedings. 

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

Texas--Dlstrict Court--Felony data Include some other 
proceedings (e.g., mollons to revoke). 

West Vlrglnla--Circuit Court--Felony data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

C: The following courts' data are Incomplete and 
ovarlncluslve: 

Hawali--Clrcuit Court-Felony data Include misdemeanor 
cases, but do not include reopened prior cases. 

Montana-District Court-Felony data Include criminal 
appeals, but do not Include some cases reported 
with unclass:ned criminal data. 

Additional Information: 
Connecticut-Superior Court-Figures for felony filings 

do not match those reported in the 1984, 1985 and 
1986 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual 
rahCrs. Felony filings have been adjusted to 
nc u e only triable felonies so as to be comparable 

10 1987 and 1988 data. 
HawaII-Circuit Court-Figures for felony filings do not 

match those reported in the 1984, 1985 and 1986 
State' Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports. 
Misdemeanor cases have been included to allow 
comparability with 1987 and 1988 data. 

Indiana--Superior and Circuit Courts-County Court--
1985-1988 data are not comparable with previous 
years' figures due to changes in classification of 
County Court function. 

New York--Supreme and County Courts--These courts 
experienced a significant increase In the number of 
filings due to the change to an Individual calendaring 
system in 1986. 



TABLE 16: Tort Case loads in State Trial Courts, 1984 - 88 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Oourt name: footnotes footnotes fo()tnotes footnotes footnotes ---
General Jurisdiction courls 

ALASKA 
Superior no 2,096 2,344 1,664 937 

ARIZONA 
Superior 9,173 10,748 11,888 12,260 20;490 

OALiFORNIA 
Superior 97,068 112,049 130,206 137,455 132,378 

COLORtlDO 
DIstrict, Der.ver Juvenile, Denver Probate" 4,199 4,537 6,145 3,666 4,506 

FLORIDA 
Olrcult" 26,815 A 29,864 A 34,027 A 33,622 A 34,325 A 

HAWAII 
Olrcult 1,611 A 1,676 A 1,749 A 1,785 A 1,736 A 

IDAHO 
District 1,729 A 2,010 A 2,118 A 1,757 A 1,453 A 

KANSAS 
District 4,0:35 4,061 4,273 4,380 4,595 

MAINE 
Superior 2,083 2,072 2,044 1,786 1,nS 

MARYLAND 
Oircult 10,826 A 10,120 A 12,373 A 12,938 A 14,170 A 

MIOHIGAN 
Olrcult 23,186 A 22,811 32,612 29,756 30,966 

MONTANA 
DistrIct 1,640 1,870 1,836 1,792 1,541 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior 41,722 A 42,141 A 45,547 A 46,671 A 56,186 A 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and Oounty 37,847 35,549 32,011 34,249 30,709 

NORTH DAKOTA 
DIstrIct 550 512 561 551 552 

(continued on next page) 

Part III: 1988 State Court Caseload Tables· 175 



------------.------------------------------------~------

Ti\8LE 16: Tort Caseloads In State Trial Courts, 1984 - 88 (contlnued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of NUmber of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifyln~ qual/fying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

oHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 22,149 25,518 28,225 29,375 28,614 

PUERTO RICO 
Superior :3,968 4,388 4,558 4,811 4,077 

TeNNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery 11,775 12,565 13,167 13,597 13,501 

TEXAS 
District 34,224 37,596 38,238 40,764 36,597 

UTAH 
District 1,433 8 1,2458 2,5278 1,3358 1,4048 

WASHINGTON 
Superior 8,997 9,747 19,515 8,007 8,746 

Limited JurIsdIction courts 

ALASKA 
District 580 A 860 A 4,069 A 1,071 A 445 A 

HAWAII 
District 693 652 738 937 781 

OHIO 
County 519 464 463 406 410 
MunicIpal 13,503 12,992 13,999 15,505 10,373 

PUERTO RICO 
District 1,550 1,579 1,779 1,729 1,860 

TEXAS 
County-Level 7,143 8,242 9,833 11,314 12,188 
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TABLE 16: Tort Caseloads In State Tdal Courts, 1984-88. (continued) 

NOTE: The footnoting scheme has been consolidated. 
Footnotes for 1984-1987 have been translated Into 
the footnote scheme for 1988. 

COURT TYPE: 

G .. General Jurisdiction 
L limited Jurlsdlotion 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

nc: The following courts' data are not comparable: 
Alaska-Superior Court-District Court-The 1984 data 

are not comparable to the 1985, 1986, 1987, and 
1988 data because torts are separated from the 
unclassified civil figure In significantly greater 
quantities during 1985, 1986, 1987 and 1988 than 
In previous years. 

A: The following courts' data are Incomplete: 
Alaska-District Court--Data do not Include filings In 

the low volume District Courts, which are reported 
with unclassified civil cases. 

Florida--Clrcult Court-Dl;\ta do not Include 
professional tort casas reported with other ciVil 
cases. 

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

Idaho--District Court--Data do not Include some filings 
reported with unclassified civil cases. The 
unciassifiE,d figures for 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987, 
and 1988 respectively are: 20,365,20,644,21,281, 
22,202, and 24,226. 

B: 

* 

Maryland--Clrcult Court-Data do not Include some 
nJlngs reported with unclassified civil cases. The 
Unclassified figures for 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987 and 
1988 respectively are: 827, 1,438, 976, 1,829, and 
1,761-

Michigan-Circuit CO'Jrt--Tor! filings are unavailable In 
1984 for Hillsdale County, Osceola County, 
Kalkaska County, and Delta County. 

New Jersey-Superior Court-Data do not Include 
some torts reported with unclassified civil cases. 
The unclassified figures for 1984, 1985, 1986, 
1987, and 1988 respectively are: 38,025, 40,026, 
46,865, 44,850, and 49,189. 

The following courts' data are overlncluslve: 
Utah-District Court--Tor! filings Include de 

novo appeals from the Justice of the Peace 
Courts. 

AddlUonal court Information: 
Colorado-District and Denver Superior Courts-The 

Denver Superior Court was abolished 11/14/86 
and the case load absorbed by the District Court. 

Florlda--Clrcult Court-Figures for tort filings do not 
match those reported In the 1986, 1987, and 
1988 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual 
Reports. Professional tort cases have been 
removed so as to be comparable to 1984 and 
1985 data. 
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1988 State Court Structure Charts 

An Explanatory Note 

The court structure charts summarize in a one-page 
diagram the key features of each state's court organiza­
tion. The format meets two objectives: {1) it is compre­
hensive, indicating all court systems in the state and their 
interrelationships; and (2) it describes the jurisdiction of 
the court systems, using a comparable set of terminology 
and symbols. The court structure charts employ the 
common terminology developed by the NCSC's Court 
Statistics Project for reporting case load statistics. 

The first chart is a prototype. It represents a state 
court organization in which there is one of each of the four 
court system levels recognized by the Court Statistics 
Project: courts of last resort, intermediate appellate 
courts, general jurisdiction trial courts, and limited juris­
diction trial courts. Routes of appeal from one court to 
another are indicated by lines, with an arrow showing 
which court receives the appeal or petition. 

The charts also provide basic descriptive information, 
such as the number of authorized justices, judges, and 
magisirates (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 separately for appellate and trial court systems. 

Appellate Courts 

The rectangle representing each appellate court 
contains information on the number of authorized jus­
tices; the number of geographic diviSions, if any, that are 
maintained; whether court decisions are made en banc, 
in panels, or both; and the Court Statistics Project 
casetypes that are heard by the court. The casetypes are 
shown separately for mandatory and discretionary cases. 
The casetypes themselves are defined in other Court 
Statistics Project publications, especially 1984 State 
Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Report­
ing and State Court Model Statistical Dictionary: 1989 
Edition. 

An appellate court can have both mandatory and 
discretionary jurisdiction over the same Court Statistics 
Project casetype. This arises, in part, because the Court 
Statistics Project casetypes are defined broadly in order 
to be applicable t.o every state's courts. There are, for 
example, only two appellate Court Statistics Project 
casetypes for criminal appeals: capital and noncapital. A 
court may have mandatory jurisdiction over felony cases 
but discretionary jurisdiction over misdemeanors. The 
listing of casetypes would include "criminal" for botil 
mandatory and discretionary jurisdiction. The duplication 
of a casetype under both headings can also occur if 
appeals from one lower court for that casetype are 
mandatory, while appeals from another lower court are 
disGretionary. Also, statutory provisions or court rules In 
some states automatically convert a mandatory appeal 
into a discretionary petition-for example, when an ap­
peal is not filed within a specified time limit. A more 
comprehensive description of each appellate court's 
subject matter jurisdiction can be found in the 1984 State 
Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Report­
ing. 

Trial Courts 

The rectangle representing each trial court also lists 
the applicable Court Statistics Project casetypes. These 
include civil, criminal, 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 ,here is an 
upper or a lower limit to the case's that can be filed in a 
court. A dollar limit is not listed if C\ court does not have a 
minimum or maximum dollar jurisdiction for general civil 
cases. In criminal cases, jurisdiction is distinguished 
between "triable felony," where the court can try a felony 
case to verdict and sentenCing, and "limited felony," 
which applies to those limited jurisdiction courts that can 
conduct preliminary hearings that bind a defendant over 
for trial in a higher court. 

Trial courts can have what is termed incidental appel­
lat& jurisdiction. The presence of such jurisdiction over 
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1'le decisions of other courts is noted in the list of casetypes 
as either "civil appeals," "criminal appeals," or "adminis­
trative agency appeals." A trial court that hears appeals 
directly from an administrative agency has an "A" in the 
upper right corner of the rectangle. 

For each trial court, the chart states the authorized 
number of judges and whether the court can empanel a 
jury. The rectangle representing the court also indicates 
the number of districts, divisions, or circuits into which the 
court system is divided. These subdivisions are stated 
using the court system's own terminology. The descrip­
tions, therefore are not standardized across states or 
court systems. 

Trial courts are differentiated into those that are 
totally funded from local sources and those that receive 
some form of state funds. Locally funded court systems 
are drawn with broken lines. A solid line indicates some 
or all of the funding is derived from state funds. 

Symbols and Abbreviations 

An "A" in the upper right corner of a rectangle, 
representing either an appellate or a trial court, indicates 
that the cou rt receives appeals directly from the decisions 
of an administrative agency. Where "administrative agency 
appeals" is listed as a casetype, it indicates that the court 
hears appeals from decisions of another court on an 
administrative agency's actions. It is possible for a court 
to both have an "A" deSignation and to have "administra­
tive agency appeals" listed as a casetype. Such a court 

hears appeals directly from an administrative agency 
("A") and has appellate jurisdiction over the decisions of 
a 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" author­
ized judicial positions. "DWI! DUI" stands for "driving 
while intoxicated/driving under the influence." The abbre­
Viation, "SC", standsfor"smallclaims." The dollar amount 
jurisdiction for civil cases is indicated in parenthesis with 
a dollar sign. Where the small claims dollar amount 
jurisdiction is different, it is noted. 

Conclusion 

The court structure charts are convenient summa­
ries. They do not substitute for the detailed descriptive 
material contained in State Court Organization 1987, 
another Court Statistics Project publication. Moreover, 
they are based on the Court Statistics Project's termi­
nology and categories. This means that a state may 
have established courts that are not included in these 
charts. Some states have courts of special jurisdiction 
to receive complaints on matters that are more typically 
directed to administrative boards and agencies. Since 
these courts receive cases that do not fall within the 
Court Statistics Project casetypes, they are not in­
cluded in the charts. The existence of such courts, 
however, is recognized in a footnote to the state's court 
structure chart. 
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STATE COURT STRUCTURE PROTOTYPE, 1988 

COURT OF LAST RESORT 
HUMber ot justice~ 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction. 
- DiscretionarY jurisdiction. 

INTERHEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 
(nUMber of courts) 
HUMber of judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction. 
- Discretionary jurisdiction. 

COURT OF GENERAL JURISDICTION 
(nUMber of couris) 
HUMber of judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Civil. 
- CriMinal. 
- Traffic/other violation. 
- Juvenile. 
Jury trial/no jury trial. 

COURT OF LIHITED JURISDICTION 
(nUMber of courts) 
HUMber ot judges 

CSP casetvpes: 
- Civil. 
- CriMi nal. 
- Traffic/ether viol~tion, 
- Juvenile. 
Jury trial/n~ jury trial, 

I ast resort J 
Court of 

l 

InterMediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 iMi ted 

jurisdiction 
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----------- -----------------------------, 

ALABAMA COURT STRUCTURE; 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
9 justices sit in panels 

CSPH cdasettype~: , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' - an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, a Minis ra Ive 
a~ency disciplinary, original ~roceeding cases. 

- DlscretiQnary jUrisdiction in Civil, noncapital criMina\, 
adMinistrative agency! juvenile, advisory opinion, original 
proceeding, interlocu~ory deciSion cases. 

COURT OF CIVIL APPEALS 
3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, 

adMinistrative a~ency, Juvenile, 
original proceeding cases. 

- No discretionarY jUrisdiction. 

t 
CIRCUIT COURT (39 circuits) 
124 judges 

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS 
5 Judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Ha~datory JUrisdiction in 

criMinal, Juvenile, original 
proge@ding, interlocutorY 
deCISion cases. 

- Ho discretionary Jurisdiction. 

J 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real pro~erty rights ($ 1\000/no Max). 

Exclusive dOMestic relations, civil appea s 
Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, DWIIDUI. Exclusive triable felony, 
criMinal appeals jurisdiction. 

- Juvenile. 
Jury tri al s. 

r ......... L ........ , 
, PROBATE COURT I 

r' ... -. -.... t. ---..... -.. , 
I MUNICIPAL COURT I 

I (67 counties) , , (274 courts) , , , I I 
I 68 judges , I 238 judges I 
I I , , 
, CSP casetypes: , 
I - Exclusive Mental, 

I CSP casetypes: , 
, - MisdeMeanorr DWIIDUI. I , heal th, estate I , - Noving traf iC, I 

I jurisdiction. I I larking, Misce - I 
I I aneous traffic. I 

I I I Exclusive ordinance I 
I I I violation Jurisdic- I 
I I I tion. I 
I I I I 
I Ho jury trials. I 
L_ ••• _._ ••• _ ••• _._ •• J 

I Ho jury trials. I L ___ ._ •••• _. __ •• ___ ._. __ .J 

DISTRICT COURT (67 districts) 

95 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract\ real property ri~hts ($ 11000/5,006). 

Exclusive sMal claiMS Jurisdiction ($ 1,110e). 
'-----..; - MisdeMeanor, DWIIDUI. Exclusive liMitGd felony 

Juri sdi cti on. 
- Movin~ traffic, Miscellaneous traffic. 
- Juvenlie. 

Ho Jury trials. 
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ALASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Handatory jurisdiction in civi I, adMinis- 1+ 

trative agency, juvenile, disciplinary 
cases. 

- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in criMinal, 
juvenile, original ~roceeding! interlocutory 
decisions, and certified questions frOM 
federal courts. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
3 judges sit en banc 
CSF casetypes: 
- Mandatory juri sdi ction in criMi nal, juveni Ie, 

original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in criMinal, 
Juv~n i Ie, orlgl nal proceedi ng, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (15 courts in 4 districts) A 
30 judges,5 Masters 
CSP case types : 
- Tort, contract, dOMestic relations, estate. 

Exclusive real property rights, Mental 
heal th, adMinistrative a~ency, civi I f-
appeals, Miscellaneous clvi I jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive triable felony, criMinal appeals 
Juri sdi cti on. 

- JuYenile. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (56 locations in 4 districts) 
18 judges, 61 Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract ($ 0/10,000-35,e00), SMall 

claiMS jurisdiction ($ 5,000). 
- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI 

Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive traffic/other violation Juris­

diction, except for uncontested parking 
violations (which are handled adMinistrat­
ive I y). 

- EMergency juvenile. 

Jury trials in Most cases. 

Court of 
last resort 

InterMediate 
appel\ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
liMited 

juri sdi cti on 
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ARIZONA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

~Sha~ait~~~ejtrisdiction in civil!capital criMinal! disciplinary 
certified questions froM federa courts, origina proceeding 
cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal 
adMinistrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, inter­
locutory decision cases, tax appeals. 

COURT OF APPEALS (2 courts/divisions) 
18 Judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinaL adt1in­

istrative a~ency, Juveni Ie, original proceeding, interloc­
utory deciSion cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in adMinistrative agency cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (15 counti~s) 

101 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- ~~~~el~~~!~~~tdo~~~ti~r~~i~tlo~~;h~~clts1~~/~~t~t~li'M~~tal 

health, liMited-jurisdiction court appeals, Miscel aneous 
---- civil Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, Miscellaneous criMinal. Exclusive triable 
fe I ony I crif,inal appeals juri sdi cti on. 

- Juvenl e. 

Jury trials. 

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT 
84 judges 

(84 precincts) 

CSP casetypes: 
- ~~~~tsC~~t~;~~50~f:IMi~~~ir!~eous 

dOMestic relations. Exclusive 
SMaIl claiMS Jurisdiction ($ ~000). 

- Misd~MeanorJ DUI/DUI, Miscellaneous 
criMinal. LiMited felony 
Jurisdiction. 

- novinr traffic violations, parking, 
Misce laneous traffic. 

Jury trials except in SMaIl claiMS. 

r--------------- -----------------------, , MUNICIPAL COURT (82 cities/towns) , , 
, 111 full-tiMe and 56 part-tiMe judges 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Miscellaneous dOMestic relations. 
I - MisdeMeanor D~I/DUI. 
I - Hoving traffic, parking, Miscel­
I laneous traffic. Exclusive 
I ordinance violation Jurisdiction. 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I Jury trials except in civil cases. L ______________________________ _ 
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ARKANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

CSPH cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' - an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, a Minis ra Ive 
agency, lawyer disciplinary, certified questions froM federal 
courts, original ~roceedingl interlocutory decision cases. 

- Discre~ionary jurisdiction In civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
6 judges sit in panels and en bane 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMin­

istrative agency, juvenile l interlocutory decision cases. 
- No discretionary jurisdiction. 

I ..~ 

CIRCUIT COURT (24 circuits) CHANCERY AND PROBATE COU 
34 judges* (24 circuits) 
CSP casetypes: 33 judges* 
- Torti contracte real proper-

CSP casetypes: t~ rl[hts ($ 1 0/no MaxiMUM), 
Misce laneous civil. - Tort

t 
contract, real p 

Exclusive civil appeals rilh s. Exclusive dOM 
~urisdiction. re ations (except for 

- isdmeanor, DUI/DUI, Miscel- nity/bastardy) I estate 
laneous criMinal. Exclusive tal health jurlsdictio 
triable felonYt criMinal ap- - Juvenile 
~eals,jurisdic ion. 

- uvenl e 
Jury trials. Ho jury trials. 

r---------------------·· .. -· .. · .. , 
HUNICIPAL COURT (122 courts) I 

r························· 
I COUNTY COURT (75 courts) 

I I 
10a judges I I 75 Judges 

I I 
CSP caset~pes: I I 

RT 

rot~rty 
es I c 
pater-
, Men-
n. 

.. -.... , 
I 
I 

I - Contrac real ~roperty I I CSP casetypes: 
rights ($ 01300 ). Exclusive - Real propertr riqhts, Miscel-I 

I laneous civi. Exclus sMall claiMS jurisdiction I 
($ 300). I I t~ternitY/bastardY jur 

- LiMited felony, Mi sdeMeanor, I I Ion. 
DWI/DUI. I I 

- Traffic/other violation. I I 
I I 

No jury trials. I 
~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

I No jury trials. 
~ ......................... 

r································, 
I POLICE COURT (5 courts) I 

r························· 
I CITY COURT (94 courts) 

I I I 
I 4 judges I I 79 judges 
I I I 
I CSP caset~pes: I I CSP casettpes: 
I - Contrac $ real rroperty : ! - Contrac $ real rropert 
I rights ( 0/300. I rights ( 0/300. 
I - MisdeMeanor, D~IIDUI. I I - MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUl. 
I - Traffic/other violation. I I - Traffic/other violatio 
I I I 
I No jury trials. I 
~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

I No jury trials. 
~ •..•....•..•..••......•.. 

r-------_·_····--- -----------------, 
I COURT OF COMHON PLEAS (13 courts) I 
I I 
I 13 Judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Contract($ 500/1,000). 
I I 
I Jury trials. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

* Twenty-seven additional judges serve both Circuit and Chancer~ Courts. 

ive I 
isdi.c- I 

I 
I 

••••••• J 
....... , 

I 
I 

y 

n. I 
I 
I 

••••••• J 

Court of 
last resort 

interMediate 
appellate 

court 

Courts of 
general 

'urisdiction 

Courts of 
I iMi ted 

Jurisdiction 

Seventeen of these twenty-seven also have priMary responsibility for 
the juvenile division of Chancery Court. S C S Ch 
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CALIFORNIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
7 justices sit en bane 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdict:on in criMinal disciplinary cases, 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal 

adMinistrative agency, juveni Ie, orIginal proceeding, intel'­
locutory decision cases, 

~--------------------r---------------------'-

COURTS OF APPEAL (6 courts/districts) 

88 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMin­

istrative agency, juvenile cases, 
- Discretionarv jurisdiction in adMinistrative agency, orig­

inal proceedIng, interlocutory decision cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (58 counties) 
725 judges, 113 COMMissioners and referees 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real propertv rights ($ 25,000/no MaxiMuM), 

Miscellaneous civil, ExclusIve dOMestic relations, estate, 
Mental health civil appeals jurisdiction. 

- DUI/DUI. Exclusive trIable felony, criMinal appeals juris­
diction, 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury tri al s, 

I 
HUNICIPAL COURT (88 courts) 
566 judges, 134 referees and COMMis­
sioners. 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract, real projerty 

righ~s ($ 0/25,000), SMa I claiMs 
($ 2 000), Miscellaneous civil, 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI, 
- Traffic/other violation, 
Jury trials except in SMail claiMs 
and infraction cases. 

I 
JUSTICE COURT (76 courts) 
76 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract, real projerty 

rights ($ 0/25,000), SMa I claiMs 
($ 2,0aO), Miscellaneous civil, 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 
DUI/DUI, 

- Traffic/other violation, 
Jury trials except in SMall claiMs 
and infraction cases, 
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~~~------------------~~----------==------------------........... 

COLORADO COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT A 

7 Justices sit en banc 

-+ CSPH cadsettype~: , d' t' , "1 .. I ~ .. " t t' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, aW11nls ra Ive 
agency, Juvenile, disciplinarv, advisory opinion, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency, Juvenile, advisory opinion, original 
proceeding cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS A 

13 Judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMin­

istrative agency, Juveni Ie cases. 
- Ho discretionarY jurisdiction. 

I 
DISTRICT COURT (22 districts)A 
116 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tortt contract, real property 

righ s, estate civil ar-
reals, Mental health, Mlscel-
aneous civil. Exclusive 

dOMestic relations Juris-
diction. 

- CriMinal appeals, liMited 
telon~, Miscellaneous criMin-
al. xclusive triable Felony 
~urisdiction. 

- xclusive tuvenile Jurisdic-
tion excep in Denver. 

Jury trials, except in appeals. 

HATER COURT (7 districts) 

7 district Judges serve 
- CSP casetypes: 

- Real property rights. 

Jury tri al s. 

COUNTY COURT (63 counties) 
112 judges 

+ 
I I 

DENVER PROBATE COURT DENUER JUUENILE COURT 
1 Judge, 1 reFeree 3 Judges, 2 reFerees 
CSP case types: CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive estate, - Exclusive adoation, 

Mental heal th support/custo y 
~urisdiction in ~urlsdiction in 
enver. enver. 

- Exclusive Juvenile 
~urisdiction in 
enver. 

Jury trials. Jury trials. 
'--

N .I. I unl 01 Fa 
Court of 

, ........... :::1:: ........... , 
I MUNICIPAL COURT I 
I (215 courts) I 
I I 

CSP casetypes: I N23a judges I 
- iort contract), real prorerty I I 

ri ghts ($ a/5, tlaa) • Exc us i ve I CSP casetypes: I 
SMail claiMs Jurisdiction I - Moving traFFic, parking, I 
($ 2,0a0). Municipal I Miscellaneous traFfic. I 

- CriMinal appeals, liMited Ffdony. f-i-Court not---i Exclusive ordinance I 
Exclusive MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI of record I violation Jurisdiction. I 
Jurisdiction. I I 

- n~'J i ng trart i c, Mi see II aneous I I 
trafFIC. I I 

Jur~ trials exceft in SMail 
claiMS ~nd appea s. 

> 

I I 
I I 

I Ho jury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

Court of 
last resort 

InterMediate 
appellate 

court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

COUl,tS of 
I iMi ted 

juri sdi cti on 
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CONNECTICUT COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

.~ SUPREME COURT 
? justices sit in panels of 5 (MeMbership rotates daily) 

upon order of Chief Justice 6 or 7 May sit on panel 

CSh C~sttype~: , d' t' , "I "I dM" t t' - an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, a Inls ra Ive 
tvenCYtyases. , 'd' t' , ") 't I " I - Iscre lonary Juris IC Ion In CIVI I noncapi a criMina, 
adMinistrative agency, Judge discip inary cases. 

APPELLATE COURT A 

9 judges sit in panels of 3 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory turisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMinistra ive a~ency, juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, 
original proceeding cases. 

- Discretionar, Jurisdiction in adMinistrative agency 
(zoning only cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (12 districts and 21 ~eograihical areas A 
for civi l/criMinal Matters, and 14 dlstric s for juveni Ie 
Matters) 

155 judges including the appellate judges/justices 

CSP casettpes: 
- Paterni y/bastardy, Mental health, Miscellaneous civil. 

Exclusive tort contract, real proferty rights, SMail 
claiMS ($ 1,000), Marriage dissolu ion, adMinistrative 
appeals (except workers' cOMpensation). 

- Exclusive criMinal turisdictlon. 
- Exclusive traffic/o her violation ~urisdiction, except 

for uncontested parking (which is andled adMinistra-
tively) • 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

-... ~---.-.-----.----.-----.--r 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 trials. I L. ______ • __ •••••••••••• ________ •••• __ • ___ ••• ____ ._. __ • __ • __ ._J 
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-------------.----------------------------------------------------~----

DELAWARE COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

r------------,-.----'----------------------------------,~ 
5~·?REHE COURT 

5 justices sit in panels and en banc 

CSPH cadsetiypes.: . d' t· . .. I .. I I d" I' d ' . - an a ory Juris IC Ion :n 011,11 , criMina, awyer ISClP lnary, a vlsory opin-
ions tor the executive and legislature, ori~inal proceeding cas~s. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncaPltal oriMinal, certified questions 
frOM fede~~1 courts, interlooutory d~cision cases. 

COURT OF CHANCERY (3 counties) 
1 ohancellor and 4 vice­
chancellors 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contraot, real jroper­

ty rights, Mental hea tho 
Exclusive estate JUris­
didion. 

Ho Jury trials. 

SUPERIOR COURT (3 counties) A 

15 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, oontract, real property 

rights l Mental health, 
Miscel aneous. Exclusive 
civil appeals Jurisdiction 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive tri­
able felony, criMinal ap­
peals, Miscellaneous criMinal 
Juri sdi cti on. 

Jury trials except in appea!s. 

COURT OF COHHON PLEAS FAHILY COURT (3 counties) 
(3 counties) 
5 judges 13 judges 

CSP casetypes: CSP oasetypes: 
- Tort, contract

l 
real property - Exclusive dOMestic relations 

rights/. Miscel aneous civil f----+-----i Jurisdiction. 
($ 0/b, 600). - MisdeMeanor. 

- HisdeMeanor. - Hoving traffic, Miscellaneous 
- PreliMinarY hearings. traffiC (Juvenile). 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdic-
Jury trials in SOMe cases. tion. 
(Ho Jury trials in Hew Castle) 

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT 
(19 cou!'ts) 

53 justices of the peace and 1 
chief Magistrate 

Ho Jury tri al s. 

r--------------------------------, , ALDERHAN'S COURT (12 towns) , , 
I 18 alderMen 
I 

CSP casetypes: 
- Real property rights 

I CSP caset~pes: 
f----+-----i! - SMall claiMS ($ 2~ 500), 

I - HisdeMeanor, D~I/uUI. 
I - Traffic/other violation. 
I 

($ 0/2).500), sMaIl claiMS 
($ 2,5tl0). 

- MisdeMeanor D~I/DUI. 
- Movin~ traffic, Miscellaneous 

traffiC. 

I I 
I I 
I I 

Jury trials in SOMe cases. 
I Ho jury trials, I L ________________________________ J 

f-HUHicipAL-couRr-OF-HILHiHGrOH-(l-~ityi---
I 
I 3 judges (2 full-tiMe, 1 part-tiMe) 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. 
I - Trafficlother violation. 
I - PreliMinary hearings. 
I I 
I Ho Jury trials. I 
L __________________________________________ J 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

COURT OF APPEALS 
9 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- r.andatory jurisdiction in civil, 

criMinal, adMinistrative agent:y, 
Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, 
original proceeding, interlocutory 
decIsion cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in sMall claiMs, 
Minor criMinal, and original proceeding 
cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT 
51 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction ($ 6/no Maxi­

MUM), SMall claIMs jurisdiction ($ 2,6e6), 
- Exclusive criMinal jurisdiction, 
- Exclusive traffic/other violation jUris-

diction, except for Most parking cases 
(which are handled adMinistratively), 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials in alMost all cases, 
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FLORIDA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
? 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 
a~ency Juvenile, disciplinary, advisory opinion cases, 

- DiscretionarY jUrisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency, juvenile, advisory opinion, orig­
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

I 

I DISTRICT COURTS OF APPEAL (5 courts) 
46 judges sit in 3-judge panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMinistrative agency, juveni Ie, original prOG' eding, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases, 

CIRCUIT COURT (26 circuits) 
3?2 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real propert~ rights ($ 5,606/no Maxi­

MUM), Miscellaneous Civil. £xclusive dOMestic relations, 
Mental healthl estate, civil appeals jurisdiction, 

- MisdeMeanor, uUI/DUI Miscellaneous criMinal. 
Exclusive triable feiony, criMinal appeals jurisdiction, 

- Juvenile 
Jury trials except in appeals, 

COUNTY COURT (67 counties) 
228 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real propertv rights ($ 2,500/5,000), 

Miscellaneous civil. ExclUSive SMall claiMS jurisdiction 
($ 2,506), 

- MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI Miscellaneous criMinal, 
- Exclusive traffic/other violation jurisdiction, except 

parking (which is handled adMinistratively). 

Jury trials except in Miscellaneous traffic, 
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--~~----"------------------

GEORGIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 

7 Justices sit en banc 

~Sta~ait;~~eJ~risdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative ao/ency, juvenile, ... 
disciplinary, certitied questions troM tederal courts, origInal proceeding 
cases. 

- Di screti onary Juri sdiction in ci v ii, noncapi tal criMi nai, adMin i strati ve 
agencY, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decIsion cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 

I----+--i 9 Judges sit in panels and en banc 

Court 
ot 

last 
resort 

~-J>-i CSC cdasettype~: , d' t' , "I 't I " 1 d" t t' • - "an a ory "urIs IC Ion In CIVI I noncapl a crIMIna, a MInIS ra Ive agency, 
Juvenile, original proceeding, IOterlocutor~ decision cases. 

Inter­
Mediate 

appe II ate 
court 

- Discreti onary Juri sdi cti on inc i v ii, noncapltal criMi nai, adMi ni strati ve 
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory deCIsion cases. 

J 
SUPERIOR COURT (45 circuits aMong 159 counties) 

137 Judges 

A 

Court 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, Miscellaneous civil. Exclusive real property rights, 

dOMestic relatIons civil appeals jurisdiction. 

ot 
~eneral 
.jurIs­
diction - MisdeMeanor, D~I/DOI. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal appeals. 

- Traffic/other violation, except tor parking. 

Jury tri al s. 

r-civii:-cOURi -- (S! bb -~~d -R !~t,;;~~d -~~~~t!;~)l r- --- --- -- __ J __ --------, 
I II COUNTY RECORDERS COURT I 
I 3 Judges II (ChathaM, De Xalb, I 
I II Gwinnett and Muscogee I 
I CSP casetypes: II Counti esi I --1 - Tort! contract{$ e1750e-25000), II I 
I sMa I claiMS ($017500-25000). II 8 Judges I 
I ?500-2SOeel, II I 
I - LiMited felony. II CSP casetypes: I 
I II ' LiMited felony, I 
I Jury trials. II D~IIDUI. I L __________________________________________ J I - Traftic/other I 

r------------------------------------------, I violation. I 
I HUH! CIPAL COURT (1 court in Co I UMbus) I I I 
I II I 
I 1 Judge II No Jury trials. I 

-: CSP casetypes: : L;:::::::::::::=:::::::::~ 
I - Tort, contract ($0175aO), SMail I I "HAGISTRATES COURT I 
I claiMS ($01750e). I I <159 counties) I 

1-

r- --.t __ -------- ----, 
I PROBATE COURT I 
I (159 counti es) 
I 
I 159 Judges 
I 

I CSP casetyp~s: 
I - Nental health! 
I estate, Misce -
I laneous civil. 
I - MisdeMeanor, 
I DUIIDUI. 
I - Movin! traftic, 
I Misce laneous 
I traffic. 
I I 
I I 

I No Jury trials. I L ___________________ J 

I - LiMi ted felony, MisdeMeanor. I J I r-----------------------, 
I Jury trials in CIvil cases. I I 159 chief Magistrates I I HUNICIPAL COURTS I L __________________________________________ J I and 267 Magistrates, I I AND THE CITY COURT I 

r----------------------------------------, I 36 ?f WhOM also serve J I OF ATLANTA I Courts 
I STATE COURT (63 courts) I I State, Probate, Juv- I I n90 courts) 
I I I enile, Civil, or I I 
I 36 fuJI-tim and 48 part-tiMe Judges, I I MuniCIpal Courts. I I CSP casetypes: I 
I and 2 associates I I ! I ! -LiMited felony, D~I/ I 
I I I CSP casetypes: r---1 DUI. H CSP casetypes: I-+-i - Torti contract ($ 0/1 I -TraNic, ordinance 
I - Tort, contract! SMail claiMS, civil I I 3000}), SMall claiMS I I violation. 
I appeals, Misce laneous civil. I I ($O/3tJOm. I I 
I - LIMited f~lony, MisdeMeanor, PUIIDUI.I I - LiMited telony, I I 
I - Movin~ traffic, Miscellaneous I I liMited Misdmeanor.1 I 
I traftlc. I I - Ordinanc~ violation. I IHo Jury trials except 
I Jury trials. I I Ho Jury trials. I lin Atlanta City Court. I L _______ • _______________________ • ________ J L _______________________ J L _______________________ J 

r----------·-----------------_·_------------_·-----------------.---------------------------------, 
I JUVENILE COURT (159 counties: 62 separate courts, judges in 97 other counties also sit on I 
I other courts) 
I 11 tull-tiMe and 40 part-tiMe Judges, 2 ot WhOM also serve as State Court Judges. Superior 
I Court Judges serv~ in the 97 reMaIning counties without a separate Juvenile Court Judge. 
I 

-----; CSP c~setypes:, 
I - NOYlno/ tratflc, Miscellaneous traffIC. 
I - Juvenile. I 
I No Jury trials. I L ________________________ • ____________ • _______________________________________________________ • __ J 
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----------------------------------------------------------........ m ..... _____ 

HAWAII COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
5 justices sit en bane 

CSPM cdasettype~: , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, a MiniS ra Ive 
agencYI Juvenile, discirlinary, certified questions froM 
federa courts, ~tigina proceeding cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinist~ative 
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

IHTERHEDIATE COURT OF APPEALS 
3 judges sit en bane 

I 
I 
I 
I 

T 

CSP case types : 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, 

adMinistrative agency! juvenile , original 
proceeding, interlocu~ory u'cislon cases 
assigned to it by the SupreMa Court. 

- Ho discretionary Jurisdiction. 

i 
CIRCUIT COURT AHD FAHILY COURT (4 circuits) fI 

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 ($ 5,Oee/no MaXIMuM){concurr.n~ froM $5,Oe0-
10.0e0). Exclusive dOMestic relations, Mental health, 
esta~e, adMinistrative agency appeals Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, O~IIDUII Miscellaneous criMinal. 
Exclusive triable fe ony Jurisdiction. 

- Moving traffic, Miscellaneous traffic. 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT (4 circuits) 
22 judges and 35 per dieM judges* 
CSP case types: , , 
- Tort contract, real property rights Miscellaneous cIvil ($ 01 

10,000) [concurrent frOM 5,000-10\000 (civil nonJury)). Exclusive 
sMail claiMs court jurisdiction (~0-$2,5e0). 

- MisdeMeanor D~IIDUI. Exclusive liMited relon~ jurisdiction. 
- Moving traffic, Miscellaneous traffic. ExcluSlve parking, ordinance 

violation jurisdiction. 

Ho jury trials • 

.... Indicates aSsignMent of cases, 

* SOMe per dieM Judges are assigned to serve as per dieM District & FaMily Court Judges 
in the First CIrcuit. 
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IDAHO COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, 

;.dMinis~r~tive agencYI Juvenile, disciplin­
ary, original proceeding cases, 

- Discretionar~ jurisdiction in civil, non­
capi tal criMI nail adMi n i strati ye agency, 
juvenile, certified questions frOM federal 
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

: 
I 
I 
I 

t 
COURT OF APPEALS 
3 Judges sit eil bane 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 

criMinal, Juvenll el ori gi nal proceedi ng 
cases assigned to It by the SUpreMe Court, 

- Ho discretionary jUrisdiction, 

DISTRICT COURT (7 dist~icts) 

33 Judges, 63 lawyer and 8 nonlawyer 
Magistrates, and 7 trial court adMinistrators, 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (including 

civil appeals) ($ 0/no MaxiMuM; Magistrates 
division: M0,000), SMall claiMs jurisdic-

~ tion ($ 2,000), 
- Exclusiye criMinal jurisdiction (including 

criMinal appeals), 
- Exclusive traffic/other violation 

Jurisdiction, 
- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials except in SMall claiMs and traffic, 

...• indicates aSsignMent of cases. 
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'---

ILLINOIS COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory iurisdiction in civil, criMinal, 

adMinistra ive z,~ency juvenile, lawyer 
discipl inary! original proceeding, inter-
locutorv decision cases. 

- Discretlonar~ jurisdiction in civil, non-
capi tal criMinal, adMinistrative agency, 
juvenile, certified questions froM federal 
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

APPELLATE COURT (5 courts/districts) fll 
34 authorized judges sit in panels, plus 9 
suppleMental judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 

criMinal, adMinistrative arenct, juvenile, 
original proceeding, inter ocu ory decision 
cases. 

- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in civil, inter-
locutory decIsion cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (22 circuits) fI 

389 authorized circuit, 371 associate circuit 
judges, and 50 perMissive associate judges. 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including 

adMinistrative aqence appeals), sMall claiMS 
~urisdiction ($ 2 50 ). 

- xclusive criMinal iurisdiction. 
- Exclusive traffic/o her violation 

~urisdiction. 
- xclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

Court of 
last resort 

InterMediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Part IV: 1988 State Court Structure Charts • 197 



INDIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I " I d' 'I' "I d' - an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, ISCIP Inary, orlglna procee Ing 
cases, 

- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMinistrative agency, 
juvenile, original proceeding cases, 

TAX COURT* 
1 judge 

t 
COURT OF ~PPEALS (4 courts) 
12 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- AdMinistrative 

agency appeals, 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory juri sdi cti on inc i v ii, noncapi tal criMi nal , 

adMinistrative agency, juvenile, original proceedirlg, 
interlocutory decision cases. 

- Discretionary jUrisdiction in interlocutory decision 
cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (130 courts) 
129 judges 
CSP casetype,: 
- Tort, contract, real propert~ 

righ"sl SMail claiMS ($ 30M) 
dOMestiC relations, Mental health, 
estate

l 
civil appeals, 

Miscel aneous clvi 1. 
- Triable felon~, MisdeMeanor, 

DUI/DUI, criMinal appeals. 
- Movin~ "raffic, Miscellaneous 

traffiC. 
- Juvenile. 
Jury trials except SMail claiMS. 

COUNTY COURT (42 courts) 

40 judges 

PROBATE COURT 
(1 court) 
1 -judge 

CIRCUIT COURT (92 courts) 
90 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real propert~ 

righ"s, SM~11 claiMS ($ 3 000) 
dOMestiC relations, Mental health, 
estate, civil appeals, Miscel­
laneous civil. 

- Triable felony, MisdeMeanor, DUI/ 
DUI, criMinal appeals. 

- Movln~ traffic, Miscellaneous 
traffiC. 

- Juvenile, 
Jury trials except SMail claiMS, 

MUIHCIPAL COURT OF MARION 
COUNTY '15 courts) 
15 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- iort, contract, real prorerty 

righ"s ($ 0/10k000) , SMa I 
claiMS ($ 3,00~), Mental 
health, Miscellaneous civil, 

CSP casetypes: 
- Adoption, estate, 

Mi sce II aneous 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real 

property rights ($ 0/ 
20,006), Mental health, 
civil trial court appeals, 
Miscellaneous civil, 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 
DUIIDUI, 

- Traffic/other violation. 

Jury trials except SMall claiMS 

ci vi 1. 
- Juvenile, 

Jury trials, 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMean­
or, DUIIDUI. 

- Traffic/other violation. 

Jury tri al s, 

r·ciiy·cOURi·(49·~~~~t;i·········· f'io~N'cOUR~'(24'~~~~t;)1 r'SH~LL'CLAiHS'COURr'OF""'" 
I " ,MARION COUNTY (8 courts) 
, 49 judges I I 24 judges I 
I I I I 8 judges 
I CSP casetypes: I I CSP casetypes: I I 
I - Tort, contract ($ 0/500-2,500), I - MisdeMeanor, I CSP casetypes: 
I (Mos" are $ 500 MaxiMUM), I I DW I/DU I. I-SMallclaiMs($3,000). I 
I - MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI. I I - Traffic/other I - Miscellaneous ciVIl. I 
I - Traffic/other violation. I I violation, I I I 
I I I I I I 
I Jury trials. I I Jury trials. I I Ho jury trials. I 
L •••••• _ •••••• _ ••••••••••••••••••• J L ••••••••••••••••••••••• ) L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

* The Tax Court was established in 1986, 
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IOWA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
9 justices sit in panels and en bane 
CSP casetypeSI 
- MandatorY juri sdi oti on in 0 i v ii, oriMi nal, 

adMinistrative agencv, juvenile, lawyer 
disciplinary, oertifled questions frOM fed­
eral oourts, original proceedin~ cases. 

- DiscretionarY jurisdiotion in olvil, cri~lin­
ai, adMinistrative agencY, juvenile, orig­
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision 
case~, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

l 
COURT OF APPEALS 
6 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criNinal, 

adMinistrative agency, juvenile, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decisIon cases 
as.i~ned bV the SupreMe Court. 

- Ho dIscretIonary jurisdiction. 

DISTRICT COURT (8 districts in 99 counties) A 

100 judges, 42 district associate judges, 
19 senior judges, and 158 part-tiMe Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including 

trial court appeals). SMall claiMS 
Jurisdiction ($ 2 eee). 

- Exclusive criMina! Jurisdiction (including 
criMi nal appeal s). 

- Exclusive traffic/other violation 
Jurisdiction, except for uncontested parking. 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jur~ trials, except in SMall claiMS, juvenile, 
e~ulty cases, city and county ordinance 
VIolations, and Mental health cases. 

.... Indicates assignMent of cases. 
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KANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

CSe cdastetype~: , d' t' , "I "I J,.' , t t' - lIan a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , CriMina, aW'1lnls ra IV~ 
agency, discipl;nary, certifie~ questions froM federal 
courts original proceeding cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistra­
tive agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
10 judges generally sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandator~ jurisdiction in civil, criMinal! adMinistrative 

agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, criMinal inter­
locutor~ decision cases. 

- Discretionary jutisdiction in civil interlocutory aecision 
cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (31 districts) 

146 judges and 70 Magistrates 

CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (including civil appeals). 

'-----I SMall claiMS jurisdiction ($ 1,666). 
- Exclusive criMinal jUrisdiction (including criMinal 

appeals). 
- Moving traffic, Miscellaneo~s traffic. 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

Jury trials except in SMall claiMS. 

r------------------------------- ------------------------------
! MUNICIPAL COURT (N398 cities) 
I 
I N314 judges 
I 
I CSP case types : 
I - Hoving traffic, Misc~llaneous traffic l DUIIDUI. Exclusive 
I ordinance violation, parking jurisdic.ion. 
I I 

I Ho jury trials. I 
L_._ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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KENTUCKY COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
? justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
~ Handatory Jurisdiction in capital and other criMinal 

(death, life, 2~ yr+ sentence), lawyer disciplinary, 
certified questions FroM Federal courts, original proceed~ 

~ ~~~c~:~i~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 jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, orig­

inal proceedin~ cases . 
. Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMi n i strati ve agency, ori ginal proceedi ng, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (56 judicial circuits) 
91 judges 

CSP casetyp~s: 
- Tort, contract~ real property rights, estate ($ 41~0~/ 

no MaxiMUM). txclusive dOMestic relations, except For 
p'at~rQiiy(bastardy, civil appeals, Miscellaneous civil 
JuriSdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive triable Felony, criMinal appeals 
jurisdiction. 

Jury trials except in appeals. 

DISTRICT COURT (59 judicial districts) 
125 judges 
CSP case types : 
- Tort, contract, real property rights, estate ($ ~/4,~00). 

Exclusive paternity/bastardy, Mental health, SMail claiMS 
Jurisdiction ($ 1 500). 

- MisdeMeanor, liMited Felony\ D~IIDUI Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive traFFic/other vio ation jurisdiction. 
~ Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

Jury trials in Most·cases. 
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LOUISIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
? Justices sit en banc 

CSPN cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I " 1 d" t t' - an a ory JurIs IC Ion In CIVI , crIMIna, a MiniS ra Ive 
avency disciplinary cases, 

- Dlscrelionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative avency\ juvenile, certified questions froM 
federal courts, Inter.ooutoty decision cases. 

COURTS OF APPEAL (5 courts) 
52 Judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncafihl criMinal, ad­

Ministrative a~ency, juveni Ie, ori9ina proceeding cases, 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in original proceeding cases, 

DISTRICT COURTS 
192 Judges 
DISTRICT COURT (42 districts) 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract, real property rights, adoption, Mental 

health, Marriage dissolution, Exclusive support/custody, 
paternl ty/bastardv \ estate, civil trial court appeals, 
Miscellaneuus civI jurisdiction, 

- MisdeMeanor, DWIIDUI, Exclusive triable felony, criMinal 
appeals jurisdiction, 

- Traffic/other violation, 
- Juverdle, 
Jury trials in Most cases, 
JUVENILE COURT (3 courts) 

CSP casetypes: 
- URESA/ adoption, Mental 

heal tn, 
- Juvenile, 

No Jury trials, 

FAMILY COURT (1 in East Baton 
Rouge) 

CSP casetypes: 
- URESA adoption, Mental 

health, Marriage dissolu­
tion, 

- Juvenile, 
No jury trials, 

r·········l ........ , r········L ...... , I 
I JUSTICE OF THE I I MAYOR'S COURT I cm AND PARISH 
I PEACE COURT I I (N250 courts) I COURTS (53 courts) 
I n84 courts) I I I 
I I I 250 JUdfes I n judges 
I N384 justices of I I (Mayors I 
I the peace I I I CSP casetypes: 
I I i CSP casetypes: I - Tort, contract, 
I CS~ casetypes: I I - Traffic/otherl real prorerty 
I - Tort, contract I I violation, I riqhts, $ 0/ 
I real proferty J I J 5000), SMail 
I riehts ( 0/ J I J claiMS ($ 2000), 
J 12 0), SMail J I J - MisdeMeanor, 
I c I aiMS ($1200), J J J DWDUI. 
I - Traffic/other J J I - Traffic/other 
I violation, I I I violation, 
I I I I - Juvenile except 
I I I I for status 
I I J I petitions, 
I I I I 
I No Jury trials, I 
L •••••••••••••••••• J 

I No Jury trials, I 
L ••••••••••• __ ••• J 

No jury trials, 
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MAINE COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT SITTING AS LA~ COURT A 
7 justices sit en banc 

CSPH cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' ICourt ot t - an a or~ JurIs IC Ion In CIVI , crIMIna, a MInIS ra Ive ast resor 
agency, Juvenile, disciplinar~, advisory opinion, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decIsion cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in criMinal extradition, 
adMinistrative agency, original proceeding cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (16 counties) 
16 justices 
CSP oasetypes: 
- Tort, contract real property rights, 

MarrIage dissolution, support/custody, 
Miscellaneous civil. Exclusive paternity/ 
bastardy, civil appeals jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, DUI/DUI. Exclusive triable fel­
ony, criMinal appeals, Mi sce II aneous oriMinal 
jUrIsdiction. 

Jury trials in Most cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (13 districts) r--------------------------, PROBATE COURT (16 courts) 

24 judges 16 pari-tiMe judges 

---

CSP casetypes: CSP casetypesl 
- Tort contraot, real aroperty - Exclusive adoption, MiscelI 

ri ihts ($ 0/30t 000) , oMesti c re- neous dOMestic relations, e 
la ions (excep for adoptions 
and paternitr/bastard{), Ex-
cluslve sMal claiMS $ 1,400), 
Mental health ~urisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, D I/DUI, Exclusive 
liMited felony jurisdiction. 

- Moving traffio, ordinanoe vio-
lation. Exclusive parking, Mis-
cellaneous traffic ~urisdlction, 

- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 
No jury trials. 

ADMINISTRATIVE COURT 
2 judges 

jUrisdiotion, 

, 
, No jury trials. L ________ •••••• _ •• _ •• __ •••••••• 

CSP oasetypes: 
- Appeal of adMinistrative agency cases, 

Ho jury trials, 

-----, , 

a- , 
state' , , 

, 
•••• _J 

Court of 
general 

juri sdi cti on 

Courts of 
I iMi ted 

juri sdi cti on 
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MARYLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

COURT OF APPEALS 
( judges sit en banc 

CSPH cadsettype~: , d' t' , . 'I "I ~u" t t' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI I criMina, aW11nls ra Ive 
agency, Juvenile, lawyer discip inary, certified questions 
froM federal courts. original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdivtion in civil, noncapital criMinal, ad­
Ministrative agencY, juvenile, interlocutorY decision cases. 

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS 
13 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP cmtypes: f+-
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, n9ncapital criMinal, adMin-

istrative agency, juvenile, interlocutory decision cases. 
- DiscretionarY jurisdiction in oivil, noncapital criMinal, 

original proceeding cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits in 24 counties) 
m judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Torti contract, real property rights, estate! Miscellaneous 

civi ($ 2
1
500/no MaXIMUM). Exclusive dOMes·tic relations, 

Mental hea th, civi I appeals jurisdiction. 
- Felony, MisdeMeanor, Miscellaneous criMinal. Exclusive 

criMinal appeals jurisdiction. 
- Juvenile except in MontgOMery County. 

Jury trials in Most cases. 

Juveni Ie in 
MontgOMerY County 

DISTRICT COURT (12 districts in 24 
counti es) 

r·································· ... , 
I ORPHAN'S COURT (22 counti es) I 
I I 
I 66 judges 

91 judges 
CSP case types: 
- Tort contract real property 

rights l Miscellaneous civil ($ Of 
10,OeO). Exclusive SMall claiMS 
Jurisdiction ($ 1,660). 

- Felony (theft and worthless check), 
Mi~deMeanor, D~IIDUI. 

- Exclusive Moving traffic, ordinance 
violation, Miscellaneous traffic 
Jurisdiction. 

- Juvenile in MontgOMerY County, 

No Jury trials. 

I 
I CSP casetypes': 
I - Estate, except where such cases 
I are handled by Circuit Court in 
I MontgOMerY and Harford counties. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I No Jury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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MASSACHUSETTS COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE JUDICIAL COURT 
7 justices sit on the Court, and 5 Justices sit en bane 

CSPH cdastetype~: , 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 civi I, ,criMinal, adMinistra­
tive agency, Juvenile, interiocutory decision cases. 

APPEALS COURT 
14 justices sit in panels 

CSPN cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I ., I J,.' , t t' - an a or~ ,juqs IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, aUl'1lnls ra Ive 
a~ency Juvenile cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. 

TRIAL COURT OF THE COHHON~EALTH 
320 justices 
SUPERIOR COURT A DISTRICT COURT DEPARTMENT 
DEPARTHE~T (69 geographical divisions) 
(23 locations in 168 Justices 
14 counti es) 

?6 justices 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, 

real property 
rights, civi I 
appeals, Miscel­
laneous civil. 

- Triable felony, 
Miscellaneous 
criMi nal. 

Jury tri al s. 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort! contract, real property 

rights ($ 0/no MaxiMUM), 
SMail claiMS ($ 1,500), sup­
port/custody! paternity/bas­
tardy, Menta health, civil 
trial court appeals, Miscel­
laneous civil. 
Triable felony, liMite~ 
fe I ony, Mi sdeMeanor, DU IIDUI, 
criMinal appeals. 

- Traffic/other violatio'n, 
- Juvenile, 
Jury trials. 

JUVENILE COURT HOLSING COURT LAND COURT 
DEPARTMENT DEPARTMENT (Worcester DEPARTMENT 
(Boston, Bri s- County, HaMEden (1 statewide 
to I County, County,and oston) court) 
HaMpden Coun-

6 justices 4 justices ty, and Wor-

BOSTON MUNICIPAL COURT 
DEPARTMENT (Boston) 
11 justi ces 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real 

property rijhts ($ 0/no Max­
IMUM) sMal claiMS 
($ 1,500), support/custody, 
Mental health, civil trial 
court appeals, and Miscel­
laneous civil. 

- Triable felon~, MisdeMeanor, 
D~IIDUI, criMinal appeals. 

- Iraffic/other violation. 

Jury trials. 
PROBATE AND FAMILY 
COURT DEPARTMENT 
(20 locations in 14 
counti es) 

43 justices 
cester County) 

CSP casetypes: CSP cas;:;types: CSP casetypes: 
12 justices - Real property rights, - Real property - Sutport/custody, 

SMall c I aiMS rights. pa ernitY/bastard~! 
CSP case types : ($ 1 500). Miscellaneous CiVI , 
- Juvenile. - LiMited felony, Mis~ Exclusive Marriage 

deMeanor. dissolution, adoption, 
Miscellaneous dOMestic 
relations , estate 

Jur! trials except in 
Jurisdiction. 

Jury trials. SMa I claiMS. No jury trials. No Jury trials. 

Court of 
last resort 
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appellate 
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Courts of 
general 

\juri sdi cti on 

Part IV: 1988 State Court Structure Charts· 205 



MICHIGAN COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
? justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandator~ jurj~diction in judge disciplinary cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 

agency, Juvenile, law~er disciplinary, advisory opinion, 
original proceeding, Interlocutory decision cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
18 Judges sit in panels 

CSC cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' 
r--~" - llao a or~ Juris IC 100 In CIVI , CriMina, a MiniS ra Ive 

a~ency Juvenile cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMinistrative agency, juv~nile, Original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. 

COURT OF CLAIMS ~ 
(1 court) 

1 circuit judge serves 
CSP cmtypes: 
- AdMinistrative agency 

appeals involving 
claiMS against the 
state. 

No jury tri al s. 

CI RCU IT COURT 
(55 circuits) 
167 judges 
CSF casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real 

property rights 
($ 10,006/no MaxiMUM), 
paternitylbastardy, 
adMinistrative agency 
appeals, Miscellaneous 
Civil. Exclusive Mar­
riage dissolution, 
support/custody, civil 
trial court appeals 
Jurisdiction. 

- D~I/DUII Miscellaneous 
criMi na. Excl us i ve 
triable telony, criMinal 
appeals jurisdiction. 

Jury trials. 

J 
RECORDER'S COURT 
OF DETROIT (1) 

29 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- D~l/DUI, Miscel­

laneous criMinal. 
Exclusive triable 
felonY, ~rit:linal 
aneal s JUI'l s­
diction. 

Jury trials. 

I r············· ............ , r···········l ........... , 
DISTRICT COURT , PROBATE COURT J I MUNICIPAL COURT I 
(100 districts) I (83 counties) I , (6 courts) I 

I I t I 
247 Judges I 107 judges J I 6 Judges I 

I I I I 
CSP casetypes: 1 ~SP oasetipes: 1 I cSP caset~pes: I 
- Tod, contract, real I - Paterni Y/bastardu

1 
I I ~ Tort, contract, real l 

froaerty rirhts I Miscellaneous ci~i • I I froaerts rights , 
$ 110,000 5 SMail I Exclusive adoption, 1 I $ 11, 00), SMall , 

claiMS ($ 1, 00). , Miscellaneous dOMestic I , claiMS ($ 1,500), I 
- LiMited felonYb 

Mis- I relations, Mental I I - LiMited felon6 I 
deMeanor, DUll UI. I health, estate. I I MisdeMeanor, fill , 

- Movini traffic, I - Moving traffic, Miscel-I I DUI. I 

Misce I aneous I laneous traffic. I , - Hovin1 traffic, I 

traffic, ordinance I - Exclusive juvenile I , Misce laneous I 

violation. I jurisdiction. , , traffic, ordi- I 
I I I nance Violation, I 

Jury trials in Most , I I Jury trials in Most I 

cases , I SOMe jury trials, I I cases. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••• J L ••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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MINNESOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
7 Justices sit en banc 
CSP case types I 

r----'oct-i - Mandatory jurisdiction in criMinal l adMinistrative agency, 
disciplinary, certified questions IrOM federal court 
cases. 

- DiscretiqnarY,Jurisd!ction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
13 Judges sit en banc and in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandator~ jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 

a~ency Juvenile cases. 
- Discretionary jUrisdiction in civil, criMinal, juvenile, 

original proceeding cases. 

I DISTRICT COURT (1a districts)* 
I 23a judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Torti contract t real propert~ ri~hts, dOMestic relations, 

sMal claiMs (~onciliation Division: $ a/2,aaa), Mental 
\....---l health

l 
estate, Miscellaneous civil. 

- Juveni e. 
- All criMinal, D~I/DUI. 
- Traffic/other violations. 
Jury trials except in sMail clabs. 

* The District Court was consolidated in SepteMber, 1987. 
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MISSISSIPPI COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT A 
9 Justices sit in panels and en banc 

CSPH cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I J .. " t t' ICoutrt of t - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, aW'llnls ra Ive as resor 
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, inter-
locutorv decision cases. 

- DiscretionarY jurisdiction in certified questions froM fed­
eral court cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (20 districts)*A 
40 Judges 
Juri sdi cti on: 
- Civil actions. 

Bastardy. 
- Felonies, MisdeMeanors. 

Appeals de novo or on 
record. 

JurlJ trials. 

r········ ...................... , 
I COUNTY COURT (16 counties)* I 
I I 
I 23 judges I 
I I 
I Jurisdiction: I 
~ - Civil actions ($ 0/25,660). I 
--. - M!S~eMe?oOrS, felony pre- I 

I IIMlnarles. 
I - Juven i Ie. 
I Appeals de novo. 
I 

I Jury trials. I 
l ................•.....•...•.... J 

r················ ........•.•.... , 
I HUNICIPAL COURT (168 courts)* I 
I I 

I 102 Judges, 165 Mayors 
I 
I Jurisdiction: , 
I - Hunicipal ordinance viola- I 
I tions. I 
I I 
I I 
I Jury trials. I 
l .........•...................... J 

If no 
County 
Court. 

I 
CHANCERY COURT (20 districts)* 
39 judges 

Jurisdiction: 
- Equity, divorce/ aliMony, pro­

bate, guardiansnip, Mental 
COM'H tMents. 

- Hears juvenile if no County 
Court. 
Appeal s de novo. 

JurlJ trials. 

r················ ................ , 
I FAHILY COURT (1 court)* I 
I I 
I 1 judge I 
I I 
I Juri sdi cti on: I 
I - Delinquency, neglect. I 
I - ~dult,criMes against I 
I Juveniles. 
I 
I 
I I 
I JurlJ trial of adults. I 
l ...................•............. J 

r················ ................ , 
I JUSTICE COURT (92 courts)* I 
I I 
I 191 judges 
I 
I Jurisdiction: 
I - Civil actions ($ 0/2,006). 
I - MisdeMeanors, felony 
I preliMinaries. 
I f 
I JurlJ 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. 
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------------------------- ---

MISSOURI COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
7 Justices sit en bane 
CSP casetypes: 
- Handator~ Jurisdiction in capital criMinal 

and ori~lnal proceeding cases. 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncap­

ital criMinal,capital criMinal,adMinistratlve 
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS (3 districts) 
32 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 

criMinal, capi tal criMi nal, adMlni strati ve 
agency, Juvenile, original prodeeding, and 
interlocutory d~cision cases. 

- No discretionary jurisdiction. 
'---. 

CIRCUIT COURT (44 circuits) 

133 circuit and 170 associat~ circuit Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (including 

civil appeals) ($ 6/no MaxiMuMi Associates 
division: $ 6/15 j600). SMail claiMs Juris­
diction ($ 1,500 • 

- Exclusive criMinal Jurisdiction. 
- Traffic/other violation Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

r··················_····1 ........................ , 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (418 courts) I 
I I 
I 3'62 Municipal Judges 
I 

I CSP casetYfes: 
, - Hunicipa ordinance violations. 
I I 
I No jury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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MONTANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc and in panels 
CSP case types: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, Jumile, 

disciplinary cases, 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in adMinistrative agency, 

certified questions frOM federal cJurts, original proceeding 
ca,es, 

IIATER COURT 
(4 divisons) 

DISTRICT COURT (20 judicial districts)A 
36 judges 

1I0RKERS' 
COHPENSATI ON 
COURT 

4 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Real prorerty 

ri ghts, iMi ted 
to adjudication 
of mstin~ 
water rights, 

No ,;ury tri al s , 

CSP case types: 
- Tort~ contract, real property rights 

($ 5~/no MaxiMUM). Exclusive dOMestic 
relations, Mental health, estate, 
civil appeals, Miscellaneous ciVil 
Jurisdiction, 

- MisdeMeanor, Exclusive triable fel­
ony criMinal apreals, 

- Exclusive juvenl e jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

1 Judge 

CSP casetoJPes: 
- LiMi ted to 

workers' 
cOMPensation 
disputes, 

No jury trials. 

r------------------------ -------, , JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT , r------- ----------------------, , HUNICIPAL COURT (1 court) , 
I (56 counti es) I I , 
, I 

I 43 judges, plus 34 judges who I 
I also serve City Courts I 
I I 
, CSP casetypes: , 
, - Tort, contract~ real prorerty, 
, ri ghts ($ 0/31. ;:l00) , sMal I 
, claiMS ($ 1,5~0), , 
I - MisdeMeanor DUI/DUI, , 
, - Moving traffic~ parking, MiS-I 
, cellaneous tralflc. I 

, 1 Judge , , , 
I CSP casetypes: , 
I - Tort, contract, real ~rop- I 
I ert

r 
riihts ($ 0/3550 ), I 

I SMa I c aiMS ($ 1 00), I 
I - MisdeMeanor DUliDul, , 
, - Novinr traffict parking, , 
, Misce laneous raffic. I , , 
I , 

, I I , 
, Jur~ trials except in SMall I 
I claiMS. , 

, Jurv trials except in SMall , 
I claiMS, I ~ ________________________________ J 
~ ____________________ • ______ ._.J 

r· ... ·· .... ····.·-1.-............. -., 
I CITY COURT (85 cities) I 
, I 

, 52 judges, plus 34 Judges who also' 
I serve Justice of the Peace Courts I 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort, contract~ real rroperty I 
I !i~hts ($ 6/30~), SMa I claiMS I 
I ($ 31'6). I 
I - Misdel\eanor DUIIDUI. I 
I - Moving traffic, parking, Miscel-I 
I laneou.i traffic. Exclusive or- I 
I dinanci violation, parking 

JuriSdiction. 
I I 
I Jury trials in SOMe cases. I 
~ •••••••• __ •••••••••• ___ ._ •••••••• __ J 
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NEBRASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
7 Justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- nandator~ jurisdiction over civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 

a~ency Juvenile, disciplinary, ori~inal proceedin~ cases. 
- DIscretionary Jurisdiction over CiVIl, adMinistrative agenc~, 

certified qUestions froM federal courts, original proceeding, 
int~rlocutory decision cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (21 districts) 
48 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- TQr}1 contract, real jroperty ri~hts, 

CIUI appeals, Mlscel aneous CIVIl, 
Exclusive dOMestic relations (except 
adoptions), Mental health Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI. EXClusive tri­
able felon~, criMinal appeals, Miscel­
laneous criMinal jurisdiction. 

Jury trials except in appeals. 

SEPARATE JUVENILE COURT 
(3 counties) 

WORKERS' COMPENSATION COURT 
(1 court) 

5 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Juvenile. 

Ho jury tri al s. 

7 Judges 
CSP case types: 
- L iMi ted to workers' 

I 
cOMPensation disputes. 

Ho jury trials. 

COUNTY COURT (93 courts in 21 districts)* 
57 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract~ real projerty rights 

($ 0/5 000-10, t:l00) I sMal claiMS 
($ 1,5e0). ExclUSive adoption, estate 
Jurisdiction. 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI. 
- Traffic/other violation. 
- Juvenile. 
JurV trials except in par~ing and SMail 
claIMS. 

~--------------------------~ 

* In July 1985, the Municipal Courts were Merged with the County Courts. 
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NEVADA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 

CSPH cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I ~u" t t' - an a or~ Juris 10 Ion In CIVI I criMina I aW11nls ra Ive 
agency, Juvenile, lawyer discip inary, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

- No discretionary Jurisdiction, 

DISTRICT COURT (9 district:) 
37 judges, plus 2 elfective 1/1/88 

CSP cas dype s: 
- Tort, contract, real property rights ($ 1 000/no MaxiMuM), 

Exclusive dOMestic relations, Mental health, estate, civil 
appeals, Miscellaneous civil Jurisdiction, 

- MisdeMeanor, DUI/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, criMinal 
appeals, Miscellaneous criMinal jUrisdiction, 

- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction, 
Jury trials in Most cases, 

r--------------·········· ..... --.------
I JIJST I CE COU RT (56 town s) 
I 
I 62 justices of the peace* 
I 

r-··---··---·-·- ...... -- .. -.- .. ---.--.-, 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (18 incorporated I 
I cities/towns) I 
I 

Court 
of 

last 
resort 

Court 
of 

~en~ral 
Juris­
diction 

CSP casetypes: 
I 26 Judges* 
I Courts 

- Tort contract real property 
rights ($ 6/2,500), sMall claiMs 
($ 2,500), 

- MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI, Exclusive 
liMited felony jurisdiction, 

- Moving traffic, parking, Miscella­
neous traffic, 

Jury trials except in sMall claiMS 
and parking cases, I _._. ____ ••• _._ •• ___ •••• __ ••• _ ••• _ •••• __ J 

I CSP case types: of 
I - Tort contract real property liMited 
I rights ($ 0/2,500), SMall claiMS I Juris 
I ($ 2,500), dicti~n 
I - MisdeMeanor DUIIDUI. J 
I - Moving traffic, parking, Miscel-
I laneous traffic, Exclusive ordi-
I nance violation jurisdiction, 
I I 
I No jury trials, I L •••• _ •••• _._ •• _____ •••••••• __ •• __ •• __ ._J 

* Eight justices of the peace also serve as Hunicipal Court judges, 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: r+ - Ho Mandatory Jurisdiction. 
- Discretionary JUrisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMinistrative agency, Juvenile, disciplinarY, advisor~ 
opinions for the state executive and legislature, origInal 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (16 counties) 

25 authorized Justices 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract! real property rights! Miscellaneous civil 

($1,506/no MaxIMUM). ExclusIve MarrIage dissolution, patern­
ity/bastardy! support/custody Jurisdlcti~n. 

- Exclusive trIable felony, crIMInal appeals Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

PROBATE COURT (16 counties) 
16 Judges 
CSP caset"peSl 

r------ - Miscellaneous dOMestic relations, 
Miscellaneous civil. Exclusive 
~do~tiQnl.Mer.tal health, estate 
JurIsdIctIon. 

Ho Jury trials. 

I 
DISTRICT COURT (41 districts) 
82 authorized full-tiMe and part­
tiMe I.judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract, real prorerty 

rights ($ 6-16,606), SMa I claiMS 
($ 21566), Miscellaneous dOMestic 
relnions. 

I 

MUNICIPAL COURT 
(4 Municipalities)* 
4 part-tiMe Justices 
CSP casetypes: 
- Real property lights 

SMall claiMS ($l,500I, 
Miscellaneous civil. 

+ 

- MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. 
- MisdeMeanor, D~J/DUI. 
- Traffici~ther !·10Iation. 

- Traffic/other violation. 
- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 

No Jury tri al s. Ho Jury trials. 

* The Municipal Court is bein~ phased out (by statute) upon retireMent and/or 
resignation of sitting justIces. 
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NEW JERSEY COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
? Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 

r----:~ - Mandator~ jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 
agencYl Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases. 

- Dlscre~ionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency appeal, juvenile! disciplinary, certi­
fied questions froM federal courts, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

APPELLATE DIVISION OF SUPERIOR COURT 
28 judges sit in , panels (parts) 

CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, juve­

ni 1 e, adMinistrative agency cases. 
- DiscretionarY Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT: CIVIL, FAMILY, GENERAL EQUITY, AND CRIMINAL 
DIVISIONS (15 Vicinages in 21 counties) 
349 judges authorized 

21 Surrogates also serve as deputy Superior Court clerks 

CSP casetyp~s: 
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (uncontested estate are 

handled by the surrogates) ($ 0/no MaxiMUM; Special Civil 
Part: $ 0/5,000). SMall claiMS jurisdiction ($ 1,000). 

- Exclusi~e triable felon~, criMinal appeals, Mis-
cellaneous criMinal Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

Jury trials in Most cases. 

r················- .... -............ , 
, MUNICIPAL COURT (533 courts of , 
I which 14 were Multi-Municipal) , 
, I 

, 368 jUdges! of which approxiMately, 
, 20 are ful -tiMe , 
I , 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive liMited felony, Mis- I 
I deMeanor, D~I/DUI jurisdiction. I 
, - Exclusive traffic/other I 
I violation jurisdiction. , 
I , 

I No Jury trials. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _ •••• _J 

TAX COURT* A 
9 authorized judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- State/local tax 

Matters 

No jury trials. 

* Tax Court is considered a liMited jurisdiction court because of its specialized 
subject Matter. Nevertheless, it receives appeals frOM adMinistrative bodies and 
its cases are appealed to the interMediate appellate court. Tax Court judges 
have the SaMe general qualifications and terMs of service as Superior Court 
Judges and can be cross assigned. 
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NEW MEXICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT A 

5 justices sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 

r---------.~~ - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 
agenc~, disciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency, juvenile, certified que$tions froM 
federal court cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS A 

7 Judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMinistrative agenc~, Juvenile cases. 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (13 districts) 
59 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real property rights, estate. Exclusive 

dOMestic relations, Mental health, Civil appeals, Miscel­
'------i laneous civil Jurisdiction. 

- HisdeMeanor. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal appeals 
Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 

Jury trials. 

MAGISTRATE COURT (32 Magistrate 
di stri cts) 
57 Judges (2 part-tiMe) 

. CSP casetypes: 
- TortI contractl real property 

ri gh'ts ($ 0/5, tl00) • 
- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 

D~IIDUI • 
- HoviOi traffic violation, 

Misce laneous traffic. 
Jury trials. 

f-HUHicipAL-COURi-(811~~~i~i;~i:-1 
I i ties) I 
I 
, 81 Judges 
I 
I CSP case types: 
I - Traffic70ther violation. 
I 
I I 
I Ho Jury trials. I L ________________________________ J 

BERNALILLO COUNTY METROPOLITAN 
COURT 
12 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contractl real property 

righ'ts ($ 0/5, tl00). 
- LiMited felony MisdeMeanor, 

D~IIDUI. 
- Traffic/other violation. 

Jury trials except in traffic. 

f-PROBATE-COU~i-(33-~~~~ti;;)----
I 
I 33 Judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Estate. (Hears uncontested I 

cases. Contested cases go tOI 
D i stri ct Court.) I 

I I 
I Ho jury trials. I L ________________________________ J 
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NEW YORK COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

COURT OF APPEALS 
7 judges sit en banc 

CSPM cdasettype~: , d' t' , "I "1 J,.' , t t' "I - an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI • CriMIna" aW'llnls ra lVe agency, Juvenl e, 
otiginal proceeding cases. 

- Discretionary jUrisdiction in civil, criMinal. adMinistrative agency, juvenile, 
Judge disciPlinary, original proceeding cases. 

APPELLATE DIVISIONS OF SUPREME 
COURT (4 courts/divisions) 
47 Justices sit in panels in four 
departMents 

APPELLATE TERMS OF SUPREME COURT 
(3 terMs/2 departMents) 
15 justices sit in panels in three 
terMS 

CSP case types: CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, - Mandatory Jurisdiction in ciVil. 

criMinal, adMinistrative agency. 1---------1 criMinal, Juvenile, interlocutory 
Juvenile, lawyer discirlinary, orig- decision cases. 
Inal proceeding, inter ocutory - Discretionary jurisdiction in 
deciSion cases. t+-------, criMinal, juveni Ie, interlocutory 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civi I, ,I, decision cases. 
criMinal, juvenilel original pro- Civil, 
ceeding, interlocu.ory decision felonies: 
cases. 3rd and 4th 

DepartMent ~-----,--------' 

I I 
Nonfelotes: 

r-----------------~ SUPREME COURT (12 districts) 
*484 FTE COMbined SupreMe Court and 

County Court judges. 
CSP case types: 
- Tort, contract, real propertv rights, 

Miscellaneous civil. ExclUSive 
Marriage dissolution jUrisdiction. 

- Triable felony, DUI, Miscellaneous 
criMinal. 

Jury trials. 

COURT OF CLAIMS (1 court) 
32 jud~es, 15 act as SUpreMe 
Court Judge s 
CSP casetypes: 

SURROGATES' COURT 
(63 counti es) 

76 surrogates 
CSP casetypes: 
- Adoption, estate. 

2nd DepartMent 
COUNTY COURT (57 counties outside NYC) 
*484 FTE COMbined SupreMe Court and 
County Court judges. 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real property rights, 

Miscellaneous civil ($ 0125,006>. 
Trial court appeals .Jurisdiction. 

- Triable felonYI D~IIDUI, Miscellaneous 
criMinal. Exc usive criMinal appeals. 

Jury trials. 

Int 
a 

l 
Court 

of last 
resort 

J 

.rnl 
ppe II ate 
courts 

l 
Courts of 
general 
Juri s-d'] 

- Tort, contract. real 
property rights involving 
the state. 

No jury trials. Jury trials in estate. 
3rd and 4th 
DepartMents 

1st & 2nd 
D.partMents 

FAMILY COURT (62 counties-­
includes NYC FaMily Court) 
156 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- DOMestic relations (except 

Marriage dissolution), 
guardianship. ExclUSive 
Mental health Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive juvenile 
jurisdiction. 

No jury trials. 

CIVIL COURT OF THE CITY OF 
NE~ YORK (1 court) 
120 Judges 
CSP casetype5: 
- Tort, contract, real prorerty 

ri gh.s ($ 0.125 000), SMa I 
claiMS ($ 2,600), Miscellane­
ous civil, adMinistrative 
agency. 

Jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT (2 counties) 
49 judges in Nassau and Suffolk 
CSP case types: 
- TortI contract, real prorerty 

rights ($ 0/15 600), SMa I 
claiMS ($ 2,060), AdMinistra­
tive agency. 

- LiMited felony,MisdeMeanor,D~I. 
- Movinv traffic, Miscellaneous 

trafflc
1 

ordinance violation. 
Jury tria s except in traffic. 

CRIMINAL COURT OF THE CITY OF 
NE~ YORK (1 court) 
107 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 

DU I1DU I. 
- Miscellaneous haffic Misde' 

Meanors, ordinance yiolation. 

Jury trials in criMinal cases. 

* Includes Acting SupreMe Court Justices assigned adMinistratively. 
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CITY COURT (79 courts in 61 
ci ties) 
165 Judges 
CSP case types: 
- TortI contract~ real property 

rights ($ 0/5,~Oo-15 060), 
SMail claiMS ($ 2,000). 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 
DUIIDUI. 

- Movinv traffic, Miscellaneous 
trafflc

1 
ordinance violation. 

Jury tria s except in traffic. 

Courts of 
I iMi ted 
Juris­
diction 

r---------------- ----------------, 
, TO~H AND VILLAGE JUSTICE COURT I 
I (2~ 327 courts) 
I 1,185 justices 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Tort, contractk real prorerty 
, ri gh.s ($ 6/31 ~OO), sMal 
I claiMS ($ 1,5~0). 
I - MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI, Miscel-
, laneous criMinal. 
I -Traffic/other violation. I 
I Jury trials in Most cases. I L ________ ••••• _ •••••••••• _ ••• _. ___ J 



~ 

-

NORTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT A 

7 justices sit en banc 

CSh CaSttype~: . d' t· . "1 .. I dM" t t' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI ! criMina, a Inls ra IVe 
ageQc~, Juvenile, judge disciplinary, interlocutory 
decIsion cases. 

- DiscretionarY jurisdiction in c vii, criMinal, adMin-
istrative agency, juveni Ie, adv sory opinions for the 
executive and legislature, orig nal proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS A 

12 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 

+ - Mandatory tUrisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistra ive a~ency, juvenile, lawyer discipl i~ary 
original proceeding cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil! noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (34 districts) A 

74 judges and 100 clerks with estate jurisdiction 
CSP cas e type s: 
- Tort~ contract, real property rights (over 10,000/no Max-

iMUM , Miscellaneous civil cases. Exclusive adoption, 
estate! Mental health, adMinistrative agency appeals 
~urisdlction. 

- isdeMeanor. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal appeals 
jurisdiction. 

Jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT (34 districts) 
151 jud~es and 640 Magistrates of which approxiMately 
100 Magistrates are part-tiMe 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort! contract, real frorert0 rights ($ 0/10,000). Ex-

clUSive sMail claiMS $ ,50), non-adoption dOMestic 
I-relations! civil trial court appeals, Miscellaneous 

civil jurisdiction. 
- MisdeMeanor. LiMit~d felony! D~IIDUI jurisdiction. 
- Traffic/other violation ~urlsdiction. 
- Exclusive juvenile jUris iction. 

Jury trials in civil cases only. 
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--------------------- -~-~~~ 

NORTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 

CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I J .. " t t' - an a or~ JurIs IC Ion In CIVI , crIMIna, aUl'llnls ra Ive 
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, inter­
locutory decision cases. 

- No discretionary Jurisdiction. 
I 
I 
I , 

COURT OF APPEALS* (TeMPorary) 
3-judge panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 

criMinal, adMinistrative agenc~, juvenIle, 
disciplinary, original proceedIng, inter­
locutory deCIsion cases. 

- No discretionary Jurisdiction. 

DISTRICT COURT (7 Judicial districts in 53 A 
counties) 
27 Judges 
CSP case types: 
- Tort, contract, real property rights 

guardianship. ExclUSIve dOMestic relations, 
appeals of adMinistrative agency cases, 
MIscellaneous civil jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, Miscellaneous criMinal. Exclusive 
triable felony Jurisdiction. 

- Moving traffic, Miscellaneous traffic. 
- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

r··········· .......................... . 
I COUNTY COURT (53 counties) 

r····································, 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (150 incorporated 
I cities) I 

I 27 judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Tort contract, real property 
I rights ($ aI10,000>, estate. Ex­
I elusive SMail claiMS ($ 2,000), 
I Mental health jurisdiction. 
I - LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, DUll 
I DUll criMinal appeals. 
I - HOVIng traffic, parking, Miscel­
I laneous traffic. 
I 
I Jury trials except in SMail claiMS 

I' 
I 130 judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 

, I - DUIIDUI. 
I I - Hoving traffic! parking, 
I+-i Miscellaneous traffic. 
I I Exclusive ordinance violation 
I I jurisdiction. 

I 
I 

I 

I cases. I I No Jury trials. 
~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J ~ ................................•... 

.... Indicates aSsignMent of cases. 

* Effective July 1, 1987 through January 11 1990, a teMpOrary Court of Appeals is 
established to exercise appellate and orIginal JurisdIction as delegated by the 
SupreMe Court. 
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OHIO COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
? Justices sit en bane 

CSPM cadsettype~l , d' t' , "I "I J~" t t' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, aUfilnls ra Ive 
a~ency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceedin~ cases. 

- Dlscre.ionar~ Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS (12 courts) 
59 judges sit in panels of 3 MeMbers each 

CSPH °dasettype~l , d' t' , "I "I J .. " t t' ~ - an a or~ Juris 10 1011 In CIVI , criMina, aUfilnls ra Ive 
agency, Juveni Ie, original proceeding, in.erlocutory decision 
cases. 

- Ho discretionary jurisdiction. 

r································ ................•............... , 
I COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (88 counties) A 
I 
I 344 Judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes l 
I - Tort, contract, real property rights ($ 500/no MaxiMuM), 
I appeal of adMinistrative agency cases l Miscellaneous civil. 
I Exclusive dOMestic relations, Mental nealth, estate Juris­
I estate jurisdiction. 
I - Exclusive triable felonY, Miscellaneous criMinal jurisdiction. 
I - Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
I - Trafficlother violation (juvenile cases only) Jurisdiction. 
I 
I Jury trials in Most cases. f 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r· ............................... , r···································· .. , 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (!i8 courts) f COUNTY COURT (51 courts) 
I f 
I 198 Judges I 
f I 
f CSP casetypeSl I 
f - Tort, contract, real prorerty I 
I righ.s ($ 0/10 000) 1 SMa I I 
I claiMs ($ 1,000), Mlscellane- I 
I ous civil. I 
I - LiMited felon~, MisdeMeanor, , 
I D~I/DUI, criMinal appeals. I 
I - Traffic/other violation. I 
I I 

60 Judges 
CSP casetypeSl 
- Tort contract real property 

rights ($ 0/3,000), sMail claiMS 
($ 1 000), Miscellaneous civil. 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, D~II 
DUI criMinal appeals. 

- Tra~fic/other violation, except for 
parking cases. 

I Jury trials in Most cases. f Jury trials in Most cases. I 
L································r L···········1···························J 

COURT OF CLAIMS (1 court) 
2 judges sit on teMPorary 
assignMent 
CSP casetypesl 
- Miscellaneous civil actions 

a~ajnst the state. 
- VictiMS of criMe cases 

Jury tri al s. 

r· .......................... , 
I HA~OR'S COURT (N690 courts) 
I 
I 690 judges (Mayors) 
I 
I CSP casetypesl 
I - D~I/DUI. 
I - Trafficlother violation. 
I 
I 
I 
I No jury trials. 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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OKLAHOMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1968 

SUPREME COURT 
9 Justices sit en bane 
CSP casetypes: 
- HandatorY JUrisdiction in civil, 

adMinistrative agency, JUvenile, 
lawyer disciplinary, advisory 
opinion, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, 
adMin i strati ve agency, juven i Ie, i n­
terlocutory decision cases. 

--'--, 
I 
I 

i 
COURT OF APPEALS (4 courts) 
12 Judges sit in four perM­
anent divisions of 3 MeMbers 
each 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in 

civil, a~lnistrative 
agency, juveni Ie, ori ginal 
proceeding, interlocutory 
decisior cases that are 
assigne~ by the SupreMe 
Court. 

- Ho discretionary Jurisdic­
tion. 

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS 
3 Judges sit en bane 
CSP case types: 
- Handatory jurisdiction in criMinal, 

Juvenile, original proceeding cases. 
- Discretionarv Jurisdiction in inter­

locutory decIsion cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (26 districts) 
71 district, 77 asso~iate district, and 
60 special Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction. except 

for concurrent Jurisdiotion 1n appeal 
of adMinistrative a~ency cases. 
SMail claiMS jurisdiction ($ 3,000). 

- Exolusive criMinal jurisdiction (including 
criMinal appeals). 

- Moving traffic, Miscellaneous traffic, 
ordinance violation. 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

COURT OF m: nEUIEIl A 
r············ ........... , 
I MUHICIPAL COURT HOI I 

r·············· ........ , 
I MUNICIPAL CRIMINAL I 

(1 court) I OF RECORD (340 courts) I I COURT OF RECORD I 
I I I (2 courts) r 

3 District Court I AParoxiMately 350 full I I I 
Judl]es serve 1 an part-tiMe Judges I I 8 full-tiMe and 18 I 

f I I part-tiMe Judges I 

CSP casetYfes: I CSP case types : I I I 
- Ap~eal 0 adMin- I - Traffic/other I I CSP casetypes: I 

is rati \Ie agency I violation. I I - traffic/other I 
cases. I I I violation. I 

I I I I 
Ho Jury trials. I Jury trials. I 

L •••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
I Jury trials. I 
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 agencies in other states. 
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OREGON COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 

? Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in capital criMinal, adMinistrative agency, 

disciplinary, original proceeding cases. 
- DiscretionarY Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal adMin- . 

istrative agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, certitied questions troM 
tederal courts, original proceeding cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
10 judges sit in panels and en banc 

CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "\ 't I " I J .. " t +-- an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , noncapi a criMina, a~lnls ra-
tive agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

- Ho discretionary jurisdiction. 

I r---..l----1..-------.. ---~ 
TAX COURT A 
(1 court) 

CIRCUIT COURT (20 judicial districts in 36 
counti es) 

1 judge 8? judges 
CSP casetypes: C~r casetypes: 

- Civil appeals 
troM adtll ni s­
trative 
agencies. 

Ho jury trials. 

- Tort contract, real propert~ rights 
($ 10,aaa/no MaxiMUM), adoptlon~ estate, 

,...----+1 civi I appeals Mental health. mlusive 
dOMestic relations (except adoption), Miscel­
laneous civil jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive triable felony, criMinal appeals 
Jurisdiction. 

- Juvenile. 
Jury trials tor Most casetypes. 

r················, r····················, 
I COUHr~ COURT I I JUSTICE COURT I 
I (36 counties) I I (3? courts) I 
I I I I 
I 9 Judges I I 34 Justices ot the I 
I I I peace I 
I CSP casetypes: I I I 
I - Adoption, I I CSP casetypes: I 
I Mental health, I I - Tort, contract, I 
I estate. I I real property I 
1 - Juvenile. I I rights ($ 0/ I 
I I I 2 5 ee), SMa II I 
I Ho jury trials. I I ciaiMs ($ 2,500).1 
L_ •••• _ •••••••••• ~ I - LiMited telonY, I 

I MisdeMeanor, I 
I D~l/DUI. I 
1 - Moving tratfic

i 
I 

I farking, Misce - I 
I aneous traffic. I 
1 I 

r·····_···········, 
I MUNICIPAL COURT I 
I (19? courts) 1 
I I 
I 126 Judges 1 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
1 - MisdeMeanor, I 
I D~I/DUI. I 
I - TraW c/other H 
I violation. 1 
I I 
1 I 
I Jury trials tor I 
I SOMe casetypes. 1 
L ••••••••••••••••• J 

I Jury trials tor !I--------~ 
I SOMe casetypes. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••• J 

DISTRICT COURT 
(28 counties with a 
District Court) 

58 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, 

real property 
ri ghts ($ 0/ 
10,000), sMail 
claiMS ($ 2 500), 
probate/wilis/in­
testate. 

- LiMited felony, 
MisdeMeanor, 
D~ I/DU 1. 

- Traffic/other 
violation. 

Jury trials tor 
SOMe casetypes. 

Court of 
last resort 

InterMedi ate 
appe II ate 

court 

Courts of 
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jurisdiction 
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PENNSYLVANIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
? justices sit en banc 

CSE cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I J .. " t t' "I - /Ian a ory JurIs 10 Ion In CIVI , crIMIna, aUMlnls ra Ive agencY, Juvenl e, 
disciplinary, orivinal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

- Discretionar~ JurIsdictIon in CiVIl, noncapital criMinal, adMinistrative agency, 
juvenile, orIgInal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

COMMONHEALTH COURT 
9 authorized judges sit in panels 
and en bane 

I~ 

CSP casetypes: 
- MandatorY Jurisdiction in civil, 

noncapital criMinal, adMinistra­
tive agency, original proceeding, 
interlocutorY decision cases 
involving the COMMonwealth. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction ih 
civil\ adMinIstrative agency, or­
igina proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases involving the 
COMMonwealth. 

--,..--------' 

SUPERIOR COURT 
15 authorized Judges sit in panels 
and en banc 
CSP case types 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, 

noncaii tal criMinal, Juveni Ie, or­
iqina proceeding, Interlocutory 
decision cases. 

- DiscretionarY Jurisdiction in 
civil, noncapital criMinal, Juv­
enile, original proceeding, Inter­
locutory decision cases. 

~--------~"------------r-~ 

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (60 districts in 67 counties) A 

341 judges 

-
CSP case types: 
- Tort, contract, real iroperty rights, Miscellaneous civil. 

Exclusive dOMestic r~ ailons, estate, Mental health, civil 
appeals jurisdiction. 

- MIsdeMeanor, D~IIDUI. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal 
appeals, Miscellaneous criMinal Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

PHILADELPHIA MUNICIPAL COURT 
(ist District) 
22 judges 
CSP case types: 
-~i;~eff~~:~~~ a~~~;li~$ r~{~t~~~~' 

Miscellaneous civil. Exclusive 
SMail claiMS jUrisdiction 
($ 5 00e). 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, DUI/ 
DUI. 

- Ord:nance vi~lation. 
No Jury trials. 

PHILADtLPHIA TRAFFIC COURT 
(ist District) 

6 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Hovinj traffic, parking, 

Misce laneous traffic. 

No jury tri al s. 

t 
DISTRICT JUSTICE COURT 
(538 courts) 

538 district Justices 
CSP casetyp~s: 
- Tort, contract~ real property 

rights ($ a/4,~00). 
- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 

DU IIDU 1. 
- Traffic/other violation. 

No jury trials. 

r··················l ..•............... , 
I PITTSBURGH CITY MAGISTRATES I 
I (5th District) I 
, I 

I 5 Magistrates I 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Real property rights. I 
I - LiMited felonY, MisdeMeanor, I 
I D~IIDUI. I 
I - Traffic/other violation. I 
I I 
I Ho jury trials. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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PUERTO RICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
? justices 
Jurisdiction: 
- Reviews judgMents and decisions of the Court of First tn~ 

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) 
95 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract. real pro~erty rights ($ ie,ee~/no MaxiMUM), 

dOMestic relations and Miscellaneous civil. Exclusive estate 
and civil appeals jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive triable felony and criMinal appeals 
Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in criMinal cases. 

DISTRICT COURT* (39 courts) 
94 ju(l'Jes 

CSP casetYl'es: 
- Tort, contract. real property rights ($ e/ie,eee)I Miscel­

laneous dOMestic relations and Mlscell~neous civi • 
- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive liMited felony and D~I/DUI juris­

diction. 
- Traffic/other violation except parking. 
No jury tri al s. 

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE (2 courts) 
2 regular judges and 1a special 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) 
55 judges 

CSP casetY'pes: 
- Traffic/other violation. 

No jury tri al s. 

* The Court 01 First Instance consists of two divisions: the Superior Court and 
the District Court. 
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RHODE ISLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

CSPH cadsettype~: , d' t' . "I . t I ., I' 'I - an a ory Juris IC Ion In elVI I noncaPI a crIMln~, Juvenl e, 
disciplinary, advisory opinion, ori~inal ~roceeding cases, 

- DiscretionarY Jurisdiction in adMinistrative agency appeals, 
interlocutorY decision, original proceeding cases, , 

SUPERIOR COURT (4 divisions) 
20 justices 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contractl real rroperty rights ($ 5,0ee/no 

MaxiMUM), civi appea s Miscellaneous civil, 
- MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI, txclusive triable felonY, 

criMinal appeals jurisdiction, 
Jury trials, 

JISTRICT COURT (8 divisions) 
13 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort! contract~ real property 

rights ($leee/~,Oee-1eleea) 
appeals of adMinistrative a~ency 
cases. Exclusive sMail claiMs 
($1,500), Mental health. 

- MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI. Exclusive 
liMited felony jurisdiction, 

- Ordinance violation, Exclusive 
Moving traffic for those cases 
not handled adMinistratively, 

No jury trials, 

r·················· ................. . 
I HUNICIPAL COURT (11 courts) 
I 
I 16 judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Ordinance violation, Exclusive 
I parking Jurisdiction, 
I I 

I No Jury trials. I 
~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

FAHILY COURT (4 divisions) 
11 judges 
CSP case types: 
- Exclusive dOMestic relations 

Jurisdiction, 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

No jury tri al s, 

r---------··.··.--- ------------------
I PROBATE COURT (39 cities/towns) 
I 
I 39 Judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Exclusive estate jurisdiction. 
I 
I I 
I No jury trials, I 
~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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SOUTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en bane 
CSP casetypes: 
- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, juvenile + 

disciplinary! certified questions froM federal courts, orig-
inal proceedln~, interlocutory decision cases, 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil! noncapital criMinal 
adMinistrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, inter­
locutory decision cases, 

t 
COURT OF APPEALS 
6 judges sit in panels and en banc 

-.. CSP case types: 
- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMin-

istrative agenc~, juvenile, original proceeding cases assigned 
by the SupreMe vourt, 

- Ho discretionarY jurisdiction, 

CIRCUIT COURT (16 circuits) 
31 judges and 20 Masters-in-equity 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract! real property rights, Miscellaneous civil, 

Exclusive civi appeals jurisdiction, 
- MisdeMeanor, DWI/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, criMinal 

appeals, Miscellaneous criMinal jurisdiction, 
Jury trials except in appeals, 

FAMILY COURT (16 circuits) 
46 judges 

r············· .................. , 
HAGISTRATE COURT (315 courts) , 

CSP case types: 
- Hiscellaneous civil, Exclusive 

dOMestic relations jurisdiction. 
except for SOMe paternity/bastardy 
cases heard in the Magistrate 
Court. 

- Juvenile traffic, 
- Juvenile, 
Ho jury trials, 

315 Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: , 
- Tort, contract~ real property, 

rights ($ 0/2!~00), SOMe , 
pat.rnity/bastard~, I 

- LiMited felonY, MisdeMeanor , 
DWlIDUI,. ' 

- Traffic/other violation, , 
- Juvenile, , 
Jury trials. , 

L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r.··.· .... ···········.····.········.··, r································, 
, PROBATE COURT (46 courts) , , HUNICIPAL COURT (241 courts) , , " , 46 judges " N250 judges 
, " 
I CSP casetypes: I' CSP casetypes: 
I - ~xc!usive ,Mental health, estate If---'----i - LiMi ted felony, MisdeMeanor I 
, Jurisdiction, , DWlIDUI. I 
I I - Traffic/other violation, I 
, I I I 

, Ho jury trials. I' Jury trials. , 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

..•. Indicates assignMent of cases, 
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SOUTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURr 
S justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, 

adMinistrative a~ency juvenile, 
disciplinary, orl~inal ~roceeding cases. 

- Discretionary jurIsdictIon in advisory 
opinions for~he state executive, inter-
10cutory decision, original proceeding 
cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits) 
35 judges, 18 law Magistrates, ie part-tiMe 
lay Magis.rates, 86 full-tiMe clerk Magis­
trate., and 44 part-tiMe clerk Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including 

civil appeals). SMall claiMS Jurisdiction 
($ 2 eee). 

- Exclusive criMinal Jurisdiction (including 
criMi hal appeals). 

- Exclusive traffic/other vinlation Juris­
diction (exceft for uncontested parking 
which is hand ed adMinistratively). 

- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials except in SMall claiMS. 
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TENNESSEE COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypesl 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civi I, criMinaL workers' COMpen­

sation lawyer disci~linary cases. 
- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

juveni Ie, original proceeding, interlocutory decisi~n cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS (3) 
12 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, 

adMinistrative agency, juvenile 
cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in 
interlocutorY decision cases. 

COURT OF CRIMI HAL APPEALS (3) 
9 judges 

CSP casetypes 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in non­

ca~i tal criMinal, juveni Ie, or­
i~lnal ~roceeding cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in 
interlocutory decision cases. 

~ JUDICIAL DISTRICTS (31 districts) 
CIRCUIT COURT ~ CHAHCERY A CRIMIHAL COURT 
(95 counties in 31 districts) COURT (31 districts) 
69 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Civil ($ 50/no MaxiMUM) I 

except sMail claiMS. Civil 
appeals jurisdiction. 

- CriMinal. 
- Moving traffio, Miscella-

neous traffic. 
Jury tri al s. 

(31 districts) 
35 chanc~ II ors 
CSP casetypes: 
- Civil ($ 50/ 

no MaxiMUM) 
except SMail 
claiMS. 

Jury tri al s. 

28 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- CriMinal. CriMi nal 

appeals jurisdiction. 

Jury tri al s. 

r-----------1-----------, 
I JUVENILE COURT I 

r---------l--------, PROBATE COURT (2)1 r------------1-----------, 
I MUHICIPAL COURT I 

I (21 courts) I , I n0tl courts) , , , 5 judges; 3 full-, I , 
, 22 judges; ? part-tiMe' tiMe, 2 part-tiMe' I N2tltl judges I , , , I I 
, CS? casetipes: , , I CSP casetypes: , 
, - Paterni y/bastardy, CSP casetypes: , - MisdeMeanor, D~IIDUI.' , , 
, Mental health. I - Estate. , I - Traffic/other vio- I 
, - Juvenile. , I , lation. , , , , I , 
, Ho jury trials. , L _______________________ J Ho jury trials. , __________________ J , Ho jury trials. I L ________________________ J 

r---------------------------------------------------------, , GEHERAL SESSIOHS COURT (92 counties. 2 additional 
, counties have a trial justice court) 
I 
I 131 full,-tiMe and 2 part-tiMe judges , , 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Tort, contr~ct real property rights ($ tl/varies) 
I Marriage dissolution, ~upport/custody, Mental health, 

L-. __ -I estate cases. Exclusive SMall claiMS jurisdiction 
, ($ ltl, tlOtl). 
I - MisdeMeanor, D~IIDUI. 
I - Traffic/other violation. 
I - Juvenile. 
I 
I Ho jury trials. L _________________________________________________________ J 
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TEXAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
9 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil cases. 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, 

adMinistrative agency, juvenile, cP.r­
tified questions frOM federal courts, 
original proceeding oases. 

COURTS OF APPEALS (14 courts) 
86 Justices sit in panels 

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS 
9 Judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes 
- Mandator~ Jurisdiction in criMin­

al, ori91nal proceeding cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in 

noncapital criMinal, original pro­
ceeding cases. 

CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdictiun in civil, noncapital criMinal adMinis­

trative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

- Ho discretionar~ jurisdiction. 

DISTRICT COURTS (375 courts) -
DISTRICT COURT (365 courts) 
375 Judges 

A CRIHINAL DISTRICT COURT 
(16 courts) 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort! contract, real property 

rightS ($ 260/no MaxiMUM), 
dOMestic relations

l 
estate, 

Miscellaneous civi • 
Exclusive adMinistrative agency 
appeals Jurisdiction. 

- Triable felony MisdeMeanor, 
DUIIDUI, Miscellaneous criMinal. 

- Juvenile. 
Jury trials. 

10 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- Triable felony MisdeMeanor, 

D~IIDUI, Miscellaneous criMinal 
cases. 

Jury trials. 

~-~?~~!:-~~~~-~?~~!~-~~~~-~~~:~:~ 
I CONSTITUTIONAL COUNT~ COURT PRORATE COURT --------------------------------~[+ 

COUNT~ COURT AT LA~ (157 courts) I 
I (13 courts) I 
I (254 courts) 254 judges 157 judges I 
I 13 judges I 
, CSP casetypes: CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort

t 
contract

2 
real property CSP casetypes: Tort

t 
contract, real property I 

I righ s (~2661 560), SMall righ s ($ 260/varies) , SMall I - Estate. 
I claiMS for counties with pop. claiMS ($ 150-206), Marriaie I 
I above 400,666 ($ 2,566), dissolution, estate, Menta I 
I Marriage dissolution, estate, health, ciVil trial court I 
I Mental heal th, c i vii tri al appeals, Miscellaneous civil. I 
I court appeals, Miscellaneous - MlsdeMeancr, D~IIDUI, criMinal' 
I civi 1. appeals. , 
I - MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI, criMinal - Movin9 traffic, Miscellaneous I 
I appeals. traffiC. I 

I - Movin9 traffic, Miscellaneous - Juvenile. I 

I traffiC. I 
I I - Juvenile. 

I Jury trials. Jury trials. Jury trials. I 
L _________________________________ _________________________________ J 

r----------------------------------------, 
I HUNICIPAL COURT* (858 courts) , 
I I 
I 1,184 judges I 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - LiMited felonY, MisdeMeanor. I 
~ - Moving traffic, parkin" Misc~lla- I 

neous traffiC. ExclUSive ordinance I 
violation jurisdiction. 

I 
I 
I I 
I Jury trials. I 
L ________________________________________ J 

r-···············-··--··-············-, 
I JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT* I 
, I 

I (922 courts) 922 judges I 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort contract real prorerty I 
I rights ($ 6/2,560) sMal claiMS r 
I ($ 11666), Mental health. 
I - LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor. 
I - Moving traffic, parking, Miscel­
I laneous traffic. 
I I 
I Jury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••• __ •••••••••••••••••• _J 

* SOMe Municipal and Justice of the Peace Courts May appeal to the District Court. 
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UTAH COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 

CSt cdasettype~: , d' t' , "I "I ~ .. " t t' - lIan a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI I criMina, aW'llnlS ra Ive 
agency, Juvenile, lawyer discip inary, original proceeding 
cases. 

- DiscretionarY Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS* 
7 Justices sit in pane!, of 3 

r+ CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jusisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistra­

tive agency, Juvenile, original proceeding cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision 

cases. 

t 
DISTRICT COURT (8 districts in 29 counties) A 
29 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real fro~erty rights. 

Exclusive dOMestic re atlons, estate, 
Mental health, Miscellaneous civil 
Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive felony, 
criMinal appeals Jurisdiction. 

Jury trials in Most case types. 

CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits in 29 I JUSTICE COURT 
r···································, l 

counties) I (170 cities/counties) 
I 

37 judges I 140 Judges 
I 

CSP casetypes: I CSP casetypes: 
- Tort! contract, real prorerty I - Torti contract ($ 0/1/000), 

righ.s ($ 0/10,000), SMa I claiMs ~ sMal claiMs ($ 1,000). 
($ 1!000). , ! - LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 

- LiMi.ed felony, MisdeMeanor, I D~IIDUI. 
DUIIDUI. Exclusive Miscellaneous I - Traffic/other violation. 
criMinal Jurisdiction. I 

- Traffic/other violation. I 

Jury trials except in sMail claiMS 
and parking cases. 

I I 
I I 
: Jury trials in SOMe casetypes. I 
L •••••••••••••• _ •••••••••••••••••••• J 

JUVENILE COURT (8 juvenile court districts) 
12 Judges 

'-------; CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 

No jury trials. 

* The Court of Appeals beCaMe operational on February 1, 1987. 
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VERMONT COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I a" t t' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina! a MiniS ra Ive 
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (14 counties) 
10 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract ($ 200/no Maxi­

MUM)/ support/custody, patern­
itY/Dastardy, Miscellaneous 
dOMestic relations, Miscel­
laneous civil. Exclusive real 
property ri~hts, Marriage dis­
solution, Civil appeals Juris­
diction. 

- Triable felony. 

Jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT* (14 circuits) 
15 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract ($ 0/5,000), 

support/custody, paternity/bas­
tardYl Miscellaneous dOMestic 
relations, Mental health. 
Exclusive SMall claiMS JUris­
diction ($ 2,000). 

- Triable felony. Exclusive Mis­
deMeanor, DUI/DUI Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive Moving traffic, Mis­
cellaneous traffic l ordinance 
vi~lation ~urisdiction. 

- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

PROBATE COURT (19 districts) 
19 Judges (part-tiMe) 

CSP caset~pes: 
- Mental health, Miscellaneous dOMestic 

relations! Miscellaneous civil. Exclu­
sive adOPtion, estate Jurisdiction. 

Ho jury trials. 

* 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 I nUMber of appeals go to the 
Superior Court. 
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-

VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
7 Justices sit en banc and in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Nandatory Jurisdiction in capital criMinal, adMin­

istrative agency, lawyer disciplinarY cases. 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 

criMinal, adMinistrative agency, juvenile judge dis­
ciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS* 
10 Judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdictio~ 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: 
- 70rt. contract/ real property riihts ($ 0-1,000/no Max-
~7~!11~~~~~! ~r~lr~' ~~i~!I~~ad~~~str~n~~I~tf~~!s, 
(except for s'IPport/custody), civi I appeals froM trial 
courts, esta~~ Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, criMinal appeals. Exclusive triable felony 
Jurisdiction. 

- Ordinance violation. 
Jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT (204 General District, Juvenile, and 
DOMestic Relations Courts)** 
108 FTE general district and 73 FTE juvenile and dOMestic 
relations judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real prorerty rights ($ 0/7,000), sup­

port/custody, Mental hea th, SMall claiMs in 
F ai rfax Coun,y. 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive D~IIDUI, liMited felony juris­
diction. 

- Ordinance violation. Exclusive Moving traffic, parking, 
Miscellaneous traffic Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

No jury trials. 

* The Virginia Court of Ap~eals beCaMe operational on January 1, 1985. 
** The District Court is relerred 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. 
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----~-------------------------. 

WASHINGTON COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
9 justices sit en banc and in panels 

r--,-J>-i CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I J .. " t t' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI , Cl"lMlna , aurJlnls ra Ive 
agency, Juvenile, certified questions froM federal court 
cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agencYI juvenile, disciplinary, original 
proceeding, interlocu~ory decision cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS (3 courts/divisions) 
16 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMin­

istrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in adMinistrative agency, inter­

locutory decIsion cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (30 districts in 39 counties) 
136 judges 
CSP casetypes: 

i 

- Tort, contract. Exclusive real property rights, dOMestic 
rela~ions, estate, Mental health, civil appeals, Miscel-

'-----i laneous civil Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive triable felony, criMinal appeals jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

f·HUNicipAL·COURT·(132-~iti;;)········ 
I 
I 95 Judges (86 part-tiMe) 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - DOMe5iic relations. 
I - MisdeMeanor D~IIDUI. 
I - Moving traftic, parking, Miscel­
I laneous traffic, and ordinance 
I violations. 
I 
I 

I 
, I 

I JurY,trials except in traffic and I 
I parkIng. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••• _ ••••••••••••••• J 

r··············· .................•.. , 
DISTRICT COURT (60 courts in 67 I 
locations for 39 counties)* I 

I 
107 judges (29 part-tiMe) 

I 
CSP casetypes: I 
- Tort, contract ($ M0,000)! I 

Miscellaneous dOMestic rela~ions.1 
~xclusive sMail claiMs juris' I 
diction ($ 2,006). I 

- r:l ~~~Meanor D~ IIDU). I 
- Moving traftic, parking, Miscel- J 

laneous (non-traffic) violations.' 
I 

I Jury trials except in traffic 
I and parki ng. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

* District Court provides services to Municipalities that do not have a Municipal 
Court. 
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WEST VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT OF APPEALS 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Ho Mandatory jurisdiction. 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, ad-

Ministrative agency, juvenile, disciPlinary, certified ques­
tions froM federal courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision ~d.ses. 

CIRCUIT COURT (31 circuits) 
60 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort! contract ($ 300/no mxiMUM). Exclusive real property 

righ~s, dOMestic relations, Mental health, estate, ciVil 
appeals jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal 
appeals jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

HAGISTRATE COURT (55 counties) 

156 Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract ($ 0/3,000). 
- MisdeMeanor, D~IIDUI. Exclusive 

liMited felony jurisdiction. 
- Moving traffic, Miscellaneous 

traffiC. 

Jury trials. 

r··············· ..........•...... , 
I HUNICIPAL COURT (122 courts) I 
I I 
I 122 judges (part-tiMe) 
I 
I CSP case types: 
I - D~IIDUI. 
I - Moving traffic, Miscellaneous I 
I traffiC. Exclusive parking, 
I ordinance violation 
I jurisdiction. 
I 
I ! 
I Jury trials. I 
~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J J 
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WISCONSIN COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
? Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- No Mandatory jurisdiction, 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civill criMinal, adMin-

istrative agency, di$cirlinary, certified ~uesi:Qns froM 
federal courts, origina proceeding, juvenile cas~s. 

COURT OF APPEALS (4 districts) 
13 judges sit in 3-judge districts (one 4-judge district) 

CSf cadsettype~: . d' t' . . 'I ., I J .. " t t' - !Ian a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, aUPIlnls ra Ive 
a~ency Juvenile cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision 
cases, 

CIRCUIT COURT (69 circuits) 
208 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (including civil appeals), 

SMall claiMs Jurisdiction ($ 2 eoo) , 
- DUI/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, MisdeMeanor 

Jurisdiction, 
- contested: Moving traffic, parkin~, Miscellaneous traf­

fic, Ordinance violations If no Municipal Court, 
- Exclusive juvenile jUrisdiction, 
Jury trials in Most cases, 

r······························ ........•.................... 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (196 courts) 
I 
I 194 judges (191 part-tiMe, 3 full-tiMe) 
I 
I CSP casetypesl 
I - DUIIDUI. (first offense) 
I - Traffic/other violation, I 
I I 
I No jury trials, I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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WYOMING COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

CS~ cdasettype~:, d' t' , "I "I J~" t t' - uan a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI I criMina, aUl'llnls ra Ive 
agency, Juvenile, lawyer discip inary, certified questions 
frOM federal courts, original proceeding cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in extraordinary writs, writs ot 
certiorari on appeals troM liMited Jurisdiction courts. 

DISTRICT COURT (Y districts) 
17 judge. 

__ ---J 

CSP casetypesl 
- Tort, contract, real property ri~hts ($ 1,000-71000/no Max­

iMUM [depends on whether appeal IS troM County ~ourt or 
Justice of the Peace Court]). Exclusive dOMestic relations 
(except for Miscellaneous dOMestic relations), Mental health, 
estate, civil ajPealS, Miscellaneous civil Jurisdiction. 

- ExclUSive triab e felonY, criMinal appeals Jurisdiction • 
. Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury tri al s. 

roo ,-,,- _ ... _-.... -.-_ ..... _ ....... _, 
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT , 

r··········_-_· _ .....•. _ ... _-
I MUNICIPAL COURT (80 courts) 

(14 cou rts in 11 counties) I I , I ?5 Judges 
14 just ices ot the peace , I 

I I CSP oasetypes: 
CSP cas etypes: I I - DUIIDUI. 
- Tortt contract real projerty I I - Moving traftic

f 
parking, M 

righ s ($ 0/3,000), sMal c I aiMS I I cellaneous tra flc. Exclu 
($ 2 000) • , I ordinance violation Juris-

- LiMit ed felony, MisdeMeanor, I I diction. 
DUIID UI. f f 

- Novin g traffic, parking, Miscel- , I 

laneo us traffic/other Violation. , I 
I I 

Jurv t rials except in SMail , I 

claiMs I Jury trials. I : •• _________________ • ________ J L_. __ •••••• _ •• __ ._ ••••• __ • ___ • 

COUHTV COURT (9 districts) 
19 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real property rights 

($ 0/? 000), SMail claiMs ($ 2,000). 
Miscellaneous dOMestic relations. 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, DUI/DUI. 
- "ovin~ traffic, parking, Miscellaneous 

traffic violation. 
Jury trials except in SMail claiMs. 

-_ .. -., 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
f 

is-
sive 

I 
I 
I 
I 

_ ••••• J 

l 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

JUrisdiction 

Courts of 
I iMi ted 

jurisdiction 
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FIGURE A: Reporting Periods for AI,I State ~,u_rt_s_,_1_9_8_8 ____________ _ 

Reporting periods 

January 1, 1988 July 1, '\997 September 1, 1967 October 1, 1987 
to to to to 

State December 31, 1988 June 30, 1988 August 31,1988 September 30, 1988 

AJabama X 
AJaska X 
Arizona X 
Arkansas X 
California X 

Colorado X 
Connecticut X 
Delaware X 
Dil>lrict of Co!umbla X 
Florida X 

Georgia X X X 
Court of Appeals Magistrate Court Supreme Court 
Superior Court (Aug, 1, 1987 -
State Court July 31, 1988) 
Juvenile Court 
Probate Court 

Hawaii X 
Idaho X 
Illinois X 
Indiana X 

Iowa X 
Kansas X 
Kentucky X 
Louisiana X 
Maine X 

Maryland X 
Massachusetts X X 

Trial Courts Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 

Michigan X X 
Court of Appeals Supreme Court 
Trial Courts 

Minnesota X 
Mississippi X 

Supreme Court 

Missouri X 
Montana X X 

Supreme Court City Court 
District Court Justice of the Peace Court 

Nebraska 
Municipal Court 

X X X 
District Court Workers' Supreme Court 
County Court Compensation Court 
Separate Juvenile 

Nevada X 
Supreme Court 
District Court 

New Hampshire X X 
Supreme Court 
Superior Court 
District Court 

Probate Court 

Municipal Court 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE A: Reporting periods for all state courts, 1988. (continued) 

Reporting periods 

January 1, 1988 July 1, 1987 
to 10 

Stale December 31, 1988 June 30, 1988 

Now Jersey X 
New Mexico X 
New York X 
North Carolina X 
North Dakota X 

Ohio X 
Oklahoma X 
Oregon X 
Pennsylvania X 
Puerto Rico X 

Rhode Island X 
Trial Courts 

South Carolina X 
South Dakota X 
Tennessee X· 
Texas 

Utah X X 
Supreme Court Trial Courts 

Vermont X 
Virginia X 
Washington X 
West Virginia X 
Wisconsin X 
Wyoming X 

Note: Unless otherwise indicated. an ·X· means that all 
of the trial and appellate courts in that state report 
data for the time period indicated by the column. 

FOOTNOTES 

"Tennessee-Converted from a calendar year to a fiscal year 
reporting period. Data in this report represent the 
period July 1, 1988 to June 30, 1989. 

September 1. 1987 
10 

August 31, 1988 

X 

X 

October 1, 1987 
to 

Septomber 30, 1988 

Supreme Court 

Source: Data were gathered from the 1988 State Trial and Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide prollles and State Administrative 
Offices of the Courts. 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases In State Appellate Courts, 1988 

Does the court count 

Case counted at: 
reinstated/reopened 
cases In lis count of 

Filing Case filed wilh: new filings? 
Notice of the Record Yes, or 

Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 
State/Court name: ~ appeal record briefs point ~ court No Rarely as new case 

ALABAMA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
Court of Civil 
Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

Court of Criminal 
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 X' X 0 0 X 0 
Court of Appeals lAC X-CRIM'X' 0 X' X X 0 X 0 

(except (only 
Indus- Ind'ls-
trial trial 
cases & cases & 
civil civil 
petition petition 
for for 
special special 
act:on) action) 

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 petition 
penally for review 
only) of lAC) 

Courts of Appeal lAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

COLORADO: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

CONNECTICUT: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

(if motion 
to open) 

X Appellate Court lAC 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
(If motion 
to open or 
if remand 
by COLR) .: 

DELAWARE: 
Supreme Court COLA X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of counUng cases In state appellate courts. 1988. (continued) 

i, 
Dous Ihe court count I 

" reinstated/reopened " 
Case counted at: cases In Its count of 

Filing Case filed with: new filings? 
Notice of the Record Yes, or 

Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequenlly 
Slate/Court name: ~ appeal record briefs point £2!!!! ~ No Rarely as new case 

FLORIDA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X lAC X 0 0 
District Courts of 
Appeal lAC X 0 0 0 X (Adm. Agy. 

and Workers 
X 0 0 

Comp.) 

GEORGIA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

(If new 
appeal) 

Court of Appeals lAC 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

HAWAII: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 X 

(original 
proceeding) 

Intermediate Court 
of Appeals lAC 0 0 0 (when 

assigned 
0 0 0 0 X 

by COLR) 

IDAHO: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 

(appeal (COLR if 
from appeal 
trial from 
court) lAC) 

Court of Appeals lAC 0 0 0 (when 
assigned 

0 0 0 X 0 

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 

first (only (If 
filing. death petillon 
noUce, penalty for trans-
record, and/or fer from 
brief sentence lAC) 
or over 10 
motion) years) 

Court of Appeals lAC 0 0 0 (any X 0 0 0 X 
first (precipe) 
filing) 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases In state appellate courts, 1988. (continued) 

Does the court count 

Case counted at: 
reinstated/reopened 
cases In Its count of 

Filing Case flied with: new filings? 
Notice of the Record Yes, or 

Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 
State/Court name: ~ appeal ~ ~ poInt £2.!!!:! ~ No Rarely as new case 

IOWA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X X 0 0 

(if (COLR 
appeal If 
from appeal 
trial from 
court) lAC) 

Court of Appeals lAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER X 0 X 0 0 
(if 
appeal 
from 
trial 
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 
if revIew 
Is sought 

Court of Appeals lAC X X 
from lAC) 

0 0 0 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 Judicial 
Court Sitting as 
Law Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 

(If Of new 
remanded) appeal) 

MARYLAND: 
Court of Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 X 

(if (lAC 
direct If appeal 
appeal) from lAC) 

Court of SpecIal 
X Appeals lAC 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Supreme JUdicial 
Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

Appeals Court lAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 
(if 
originally 
dismissed 
as premature) 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases In state appellate courts, 1988. (continued) 

Does the court count 

Case counted at: 
reinstated/reopened 
cases In its count of 

Flhng Case filed with: neW filings? 
Notice of the Record Yes, or 

Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 
State/Court name: ~ appeal ~ briefs point ~ court No Rarely as new case 

MICHIGAN: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X 

(If (If new 
remanded appeal) 
w~urlsdlc-
lion 

Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 
retained) 

X 0 X 0 0 

MINNESOTA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 'J 0 X X 0 0 
Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFieD SEPARATELY 

MISSOURI: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

MONTANA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

(notice 
plus any 
other filing: 
fee, record, 
motion) 

NEBRASKA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 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 & 
Jurisdic-
tion 
retained) 

NEW JERSEY: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 (COLR If IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

direct 
appeal, 
otherwise 
wi:h lAC) 

Appellate Division 
of Superior Court lAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

(continued on next page) 
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---------------

FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases II] state appellate courts, 1988. (continued) 

Does the court count 

Case counted at: 
reinstated/reopened 
cases In its count 01 

Filing Case filed with: ~~gs? 
Notice 01 the Record Yes, or 

Court 01 trial plus Other Trial Appellate Irequently 
Slate/Court name: .!.YE!L appeal record briefs point ~l! court t!2 Rarely as new case 

NEW MEXICO: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 0 

(within 
30 days 
01 notice) 

Court 01 Appeals lAC 0 0 0 X X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
(within 
30 days 
01 notice) 

NEW YORK: 
Court 01 Appeals COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 
Appellate DIVisions 

01 Supreme Court lAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 
(ill'e- (if re-
mit lor mand for 
specific new trial) 
Issues) 

Appellate Terms of 
Supreme Court lAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X X 0 

(if (COLR (If 
direct If petition 
appeal) appeal to re-

Irom hear) 
lAC) 

Court of Appeals lAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X X 0 
(II 
recon-
Sidering 
dismissal) 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

OHIO: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 lAC X 0 0 
Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 X' 0 X 0 0 

OKLAHOMA: 
Supreme Court 
Court of Criminal 

COLR X' 0 0 0 X 0 X' 0 X' 

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 X' 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 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases In state appellate courts. 1988. (continued) 

Does the court count 

Case counted at: 
reinstated/reopened 
cases In lis count of 

Filing Case filed with: new filings? 
Notice of the Record Yes. or 

Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 
State/CQurt name: ~ appeal record briefs point .£2!:!!! --S!!!r!.... No Rarely as new case 

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 

X 
order) 

. Superior Court lAC 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
Commonwealth Court lAC X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 X 

(ADM. 
AGY.) 

PUERTO RICO: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X-CR X-CV IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X 0 0 
Court of Appeals lAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER 0 0 X 0 0 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

TENNESSEE: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

(Court of 
Appeals) 

Court of Criminal 
Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

(Court of 
Criminal 
Appeals) 

TEXAS: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
Court of Criminal 
Appeals COLR 0 0 0 (any first X X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

filing) (Court of 
Crim. Appeals) 

Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 X o IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
(Civil 
only) 

UTAH: 
Supreme Court COLR X' 0 0 0 X X X 0 0 

(court (ADM. 
from AGY) 
which 

Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 
appealed) 

X 0 0 X 0 

(continued on next page) 
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~----- --------------------------

FIGURE B: Methods of counting caSes in $tate appellate courts, 1988. (continued) 

Case counted at: 

State/Court name: 

VERMONT: 
Supreme Court 

VIRGINIA: 
Supreme Court 

Court of Appeals 

WASHINGTON: 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Supreme Court 

WISCONSIN: 
Supreme Court 

Court of Appeals 

WYOMING: 
Supreme Court 

Court 
Jru... 

COLR 

COLR 

lAC 

COLR 
lAC 

COLR 

COLR 

lAC 

COLR 

Notice 
of 
~ 

x 

x 
X 

X 
X 

X 

o 

X 

X 

Filmg 
of the 
trial 
~ 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

ADM. AGY . ., Administrative agency cases only. 
CR c Criminal cases only. 
CV " Civil cases only. 
DP .. Death penally cases only. 
COLA " Court of last resort. 
lAC .. Inlermadiate appellate court. 

FOOTNOTES 

Record 
plus 

briefs 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Arizona--Supreme Court: Civil cases: A case Is counted 
when the fee is paid within 30 days after trial 
record Is filed. 

ArIzona-Court of Appeals: CIvil cases: A case Is counted 
when the fee is paid within ;30 days after trial 
record is filed. FOi juvenilellndustriallhabeas 
corpus cases, a case is counted at receipt of 
noUce or at receipt of the trial record. 

California-Supreme Court: Cases are counted at the notice 
of appeal for discretionary review cases from tho 
lAC. 

Other 
point 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

Case filed with: 

Trial Appellate 
~ court 

X 

o 

X 

x 
X 

x 

o 

X 

o 

o 
o 

o 

Does the court count 
reinstated/reopened 
cases In its count of 
neW filings? 

x 0 
(if dis­
missed 
& rein­
stated) 

X 0 

X 0 

X 0 
X 0 

X 0 
(Counted 
as new 
filings 
as of 
8/86) 

Yes, or 
frequently 
as new case 

X 
(If after 
final de­
cision or 
If stalls­
tical 
period has 
~nded) 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

(When 0 X o o X 
accepted 
by court) 

o X o o o X 

o 0 X o o X 

Kansas--Cases ale counted at the docketing, which occurs 
21 days aft!:.r a notice of appeal is filed In the trial 
court. 

Kentuc:ky-Cases are counted at either the filing of the brief 
or request for intermediate relief. 

Ohio-Court of Appeals: The clerk of the trial court is also 
the clerk of the Court of Appeals. 

Oklahoma--The notice of appeal refers to the petition In error. 
The courts do not count reinstated cases as new 
filings, but do count any subsequent appeal of an 
earlier decided case as a new filing. 

Pennsylvania-Supreme Court: Mandatory cases are filed 
with the trial court, and discretionary cases are 
filed with the appellate court. 

Utah--Supreme Court: Mandatory appeals are no longer In 
effect as of 111/86; an intermediate court of 
appeals was eslablls:'''ld ,:;n 1/~i87. 

Source: State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, as updated and verified for 1988 by State Administrallve Offices of the 
Courts. 
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract, Real Property Rights, and 
Small Claims Filings In State trial Courts, 1988 

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar 
amount amount Small claims 

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers 
real property real properl1 dollar Jury proce- per-

State/Court name: JUrisdiction MInimUm/maximum MinimUm/maximum ~ ~ ~ ~ 
ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court G $1,OOO/No maximum 
District Court L $1,000/ $s.oOO $1,000 No Yes Optional 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G O/No maximum 
DIstrict Court L 0/$35,000 $5,000 No Yes No 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court 
Justice of the Peace 

G $500/No maximum 

Court L 01 $2,500 $1,000 No Yes No 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court G $100/No maximum 
Court of Common Pleas L $5001 $1,000 

Municipal Court L 
(contract only) 

01 $3,000 $30fl No Yes No 
(contract and 

City Court, Police Court 
real property) 

L 01 $300 
(contract and 
real property) 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G $25,000/No maximum 
Municipal Court L 01$25,000 $2,000 No Yes No 
Justice Court L 01$25,000 $2,000 No Yes No 

COLORADO: 
District Court G OINo maximum 
Water Courl G OINo maximum 

County Court L 
(only real property) 

01 $5,000 $2,000 No Yes No 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G OINo maximum $1,000 No Yes Yes 

DELAWARE: 
Court of Chancery G OINo maximum 
Superior Court G OINo maximum 
Court of Common Pleas L 01$15,000 
Ju~tice 01 the Peace 

Court L 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes 
Alderman's Court L $2,500 No Yes Yes 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G OINo maximum $2,000 Yes Yes Yes 

(no minimum for real 
prope:rty) 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court G $5,000/No maximum 
County Court L $2,500/ $5,000 $2,500 Yes Yes Yes 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar amount Jurisdlotion for original tor~ .:ontraot, real property rights, and small olaims filings In state trial oourts, 
1988. (continued) 

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar 
amount amount Small olalms 

torts, oontraots, torts, oontraots Maximum Cum mary Lawyers 
real EroEert~ real EroEert~ dollar Jury r)(ooe- per-

State/Court name: Jurlsdlollon Minimum/maximum MInimUm/maximum ~ trials 'dures ~ 
GEORGIA: 
Superior Court G O/No maximum No max Yes No Yes 
State Court L O/No maximum No max Yes Yes Yes 

Civil Court L 
(No real property) 

0/ $7,500- $7,500- No Yes Yes 
25,000 $25,000 

Magistrate Court L 0/ $3,000 $3,000 No Yes Yes 
(No real property) 

Munlolpal Court L 01 $7,500 $7,500 No Yes Yes 

HAWAII: 
Clrouit Court G $5,000/No maximum $5,0001$10,000 
Distrlot Court L 0/$10,000 0/$2,500 No Yes Yes 

(No maximum In (Exoept in 
summary posses- reSidential 
slon or ejectmenl) security de-

posit oases) 

IDAHO: 
Distriot Court: G OINo maximum 
(Magistrates DIvision) L 0/$10,000 $2,000 No Yes No 

ILLINOiS: 
Cirouit Court G OINo maximum $2,500 Yes Yes Yes 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court and 

Circuit Court G OINo maximum $3,000 No Yes Yes 
County Court L 0/$10,000 $3,000 No Yes Yes 
Municipal Court of 

Marlon County L 01$20,000 
Small Claims Court of 

Marlon County L $3,000 No Yes Yes 
City Court L 01 $500-

$2,500 
(No real property) 

IOWA: 
District Court G OINo maximum $2,000 No Yes Yes 

KANSAS: 
District Court G OINo maximum $1,000 No Yes No 

KENTUCKY: 
Circuit Court G $4,OOO/No maxImum 
DIstrIct Court L 01 $4,000 $1,500 No Yes Yes 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court G OINo maxImum 
City Court, ParIsh Court L 0/ $5,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 
Justlce of the Peace Court L 01 $1,200 $1,200 No Yes Yes 

MAINE: 
SuperIor Court G OINo maximum 
Disirlct Court L 0/$30,000 $1,400 No Yes Yes 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G $2,500/No maxImum 
District Court L 0/$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 

(No maximum real 
property) 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar amount Jurisdlcllon for original tort, contract, real property rights, and small claims Illlngs In state trial courts, 
1988. (continued) 

Unllmiled dollar Limited dollar 
amount amount Small claIms 

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers 
real property real property dollar ,Jury proce- per-

State/Court name: Jurisdiction MinimUm/maximum Minimum/maximum ~ !Li~ ~ ~ 
MASSACHUSETTS: 
Trial Court of the 

Commonwealth: 
Superior Court Dept. G O/No maximum 
Housing Court Dept. G O/No maximum $1,SOO No No Yes 
District Court Dept. G O/No maxImum $1,SOO Yes Yes Yes 
80S Ion MunicIpal Court 

Dept. G OINo maxImum $1,500 Yes Yes Yes 

MICHIGAN: 
Circuit CoUrt G $10,000/No maximum 
District Court L 01$10,000 $1,SOO No Yes No 
Municipal Court L 0/ $1,SOO $1,SOO No Yes No 

MINNESOTA: 
District Courl G OINo mal(imum $2,000 No Yes Yes 

MISSISSIPPI: (NO DATA AVAILABLE) 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G O/No maximum 
(Associates Division) L O/$1S,OOO $1,500 No Yes Yes 

MONTANA: 
District Court G $50/No maximum 
Justice of the Peace Court 

and Municipal Court L 0/ $3,SOO $1,500 No Yes No 
Clly Court L 0/ $300 $300 No Yes No 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court G o/No maximum 
County Court L 0/$10,000 

( $S,OOO for 
real property) 

$1,500 No Yes No 

NEVADA: 
District Court G $1,OOOlNo maximum 
Justice Court L 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes 
Municipal Court L 0/ $2,SOO 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G $1,5001N0 maximum 
District Court L 0/$10,000 $2,500 No Yes Yes 
Municipal Court L 0/ $1,SOO $1,500 No Yes Yes 

(only landlord-tenant, 
and small claims) 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court (Law Divi-

sion and Chancery 
Division) G OINo maximum 
(Law Division, 

0/ $5,000 $1,000 Special Civil Part) L No Yes Yes 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G ~ .. '·:o maximuOi 
Magistrate Court L 01 $5,000 
Metropolitan Court 01 

Bernalillo County \.. 0/ $5,000 
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FIGURE C: Dollar amount jurisdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights, and small claims filings In state trial courts, 
1988. (continued) 

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar 
amount amount Small claims 

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers 
real eroeertl real eroeertl dollar Jury procs- per-

State/Court name: Jurisdiction Minimum/maximum MinimUm/maximum ~ ~ ~ milted 

NEW VORK: 
Supreme Court G OINo maximum 
County Court G 01$25,000 
Civil Court of the City 

of New Vork L 0/$25,000 $2,000 Ves Ves Ves 
City Court L 0/ $5,000 $2,000 Ves Ves Vb, 

$15,000 
District Court L 0/$15,000 $2,000 Ves Ves Ves 
Court of Claims L OINo maximum 
Town Court and Village 

Justice Court L 0/ $3,000 $1,500 Ves Ves Ves 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court G $10,000/No maximum 
District Court L 0/$10,000 $1,500 No Ves Ves 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G O/No maximum 
County Court L 0/$10,000 $2,000 No Ves Varies 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G $500/No maximum 
County Court L 01 $3,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 
Municipal Court L 0/$10,000 $1,000 No Ves Ves 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G O/No maximum $3,000 Ves Ves Ves 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court G $10,000/No maximum 
District Court L 01$10,000 $2,500 No Yes No 
Justice Court L 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Ves No 

PENNSVLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas G O/No maximum 
District Justice Court L 0/ $4,000 
Philadelphia Municipal Court L 0/ $5,000 $5,000 No Yas Ves 

Pittsburgh City 
(only real property) 

Magistrates Court L OINo maximum 
(only real 
property) 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G $10,000/No maximum 
District Court L 01$10,000 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G $5,000/No maximum 
Ciistrict Court L $1,0001 $5,000- $1,500 No Ves Ves 

$10,000 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G O/No maximum 
Magistrate Court L 0/ $2,500 

(no max. in landlord-tenant) 

SOUTH DAKOr A: 
Circuit Court G O/No maximum $2,000 No Ves Yes 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar amount Jurisdiction lor original tort, contract, real property rights, and small claims filings in state trial courts, 
1988. (continued) 

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar 
amount amount Small claims 

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers 
real prcperty real propert'L dollar jury proce- per-

State/Court name: Jurisdiction Minimum/maximum Mlnimum/maxlmum_ ~ ~ ~ .!!!llJ2.g 

TENNESSEE: 
Circuit Court, 

Chancery Court G $50/No maximum 
General Sessions Court L OINo maximum 0/$15,000 

(Forcible entry. 
detainer, and In 

(All civil actions 
in counUes with $10,000 No Ves Ves 

actions to recover populaUon under 
personal property 700,000) 

0/$25,000 
(All civil actions in 

counties with popula-
tion over 700,000) 

TEXAS: 
District Court G $200/No maximum 
County Court at Law, Consti-

$200lvaries tutional County Court L $200 
JusUce Court L 01$2,500 $1,000 Yes Ves Yes 

(No max. 
in real 

property) 

UTAH: 
District Court G OINo maximum 
Circuit Court L 01$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Ves 
Justice Court L 01 $1,000 $1,000 Yes Yes Yes 

VERMONT: 
Superior Court G $200/No maximum 
District Court G 01 $5,000 $2,000 Ves Ves Yes 

VIRGiNiA: 
Circuit Court G O-$l,OOO/No maximum 

OINo maximum 
(real property) 

District Court L 01 $7,000 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court G a/No maximum 
District Court L 0/$10,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 

No reai property) 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G $300/No maximum 
Magistrate Court L 0/ $3,000 

(No real property) 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G OINo maximum $2,000 Yes No Yes 

WYOMiNG; 
District Court G $l,OOO-$7,OOO/No maximum 
County Court L 01 $7,000 $2,000 No Yes Ves 
Justlce of the Peace Court L 01 $3,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G ., General jurisdicllon court. 
L .. L1mlled jurisdiction court. 
- ... Information not available. 

Source: Data were gathered from the 19S8 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, and State Administrative Offices of the 
Courts, 
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FIGURE 0: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by the State trial Courts, 1988 

Contents of chargln~ document 
Number of Slng[e Ingle 
defendants Incident Incident One or 

One (set # of (unllm- more 
Point of counting or Single charges lied # of Incl-

state/Court name: Jurisdiction a criminal case ~ .!:!E!! charge eer case) charges) ~ 
ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court G Information/Indictment X X 
District Court L Complaint X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X (No data reported) 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G Indictment X X 
District Court L Complaint X X 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G Informationllndlctment X X 
JUstice 01 the Peace 
Court L Complaint Varias with prosecutor· 

Municipal Court L Complalr.t Varies with prosecutor· 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuli Court G Information/lndlctment X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 
City Court, Police Ct. L Complaint X X 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G Information/lndlctment X X 
Justlce Court L Complaint X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 

COLORADO: 
District Court G Complaint X X 
County Court L ComplalnVsummons X X 

CONNECTICUT: (VarIes among 
Superior Court G Information X local police 

departments) 

DELAWARE: 
Superior Court G Informationllndictment X X 
Fcli"nlly Court L ComplaintJpetition X X 
Justlce of the Peace Court L Complaint X X 
Court of Common Pleas L Complaint X X 
Municipal Court of 

L Complaint X X Wilmington 
AldermWl's Court L Complaint X X 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G ComplainVinformationl 

Indictment 
X X 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court G Informalion/lndlctment X (Prosecutor decides) 
County Court L Complaint X X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE 0: Criminal case unit 01 count used by the state trial courts. 1988. (continued) 

Conlents of chargin~ document 
Number 01 Single Ingle 
defendants Incident Incident One or 

One (set # of (unUm- more 
Point of counting or Single charges ired # of Incl-

Slate/Court name: Jurisdiction a criminal case ~ ~ charge ~er case} chargesl ~ 
GEORGIA: 

Superior Courl G IndlctmenVaccusal10n X X 
State Court L Accusation/citation X X 
Magistrate Court L Accusallon/citation X X 
Probate Courl L ACCUsation/citation X X 
MUnicipal Court L No data reported 
Civil Courl L No data reported 
County Recorder's Court L No data reported 
MunicIpal Courts 

and the City Court 
of Atianta L No data reported 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court G ComplaintJindlctment X X (Most serious 

charge) 

District Court L First appearancelinfor-
mati on 

X X 

IDAHO: 
District Court G Information X X 
(Magistrates Division) L Complaint X X 

ILLINOIS. 
CIrcuit Court G Information/indictment X X 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court and G Information/indictment X X (may not be 

CirCUli Court corsistent) 
County Court L Information/complaint X X (may not be 

MunIcipal Court of L InformatiOn/complaint 
consistent) 

X X (may not be 
Marion County consistent) 

City Court and Town L Information/complaint X X (may not be 
Court consistent) 

IOWA: 
District Court G Inlormationlindiclmenl X X 

KANSAS: 
District Court G First appearance X X 

KENTUCKY: 
CircuIt Court G Informationlindictment X X 
District Court L ComplainVcilalion X X 

LOUISIANA: 
DIstrict Court G Informatlonlindictment Varies Varies 
ClIy and Parish Court L Information/complaint X X 

MAINE: 
Superior Court G Inlormalionlindictmenl X X 
District Court L Informalion/complalnt X X 

(conlinued on next page) 
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FIGURE D: Criminal case unit of count used by the slate trial courts, 1988. (cortInued) 

Contents of chargln~ document 
Number of Single Ingle 
defendants Incident Incident One or 

One (set # of (unUm- more 
Point of counling or Single charges !ted # of Incl-

§late/Court name: Jurisdiction a criminal case One ~ charge eer casel charges) dents 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G InformationJindictmenl X X 
[ibM,,! Court L CitationJinrormation X X 

MASSACHUSETIS: 
Trial Court of the 

Commonwealth: 
Superior Court Dept. G Informationlindiclment X X 
Housing COl::t Dept. L Complaint X X 
District Court Dept. L Complaint X X 
Boston Municipal Ct. L C ... mplainl X X 

MICHIGAN: 
Circuit Court G Information X X 
District Court L Complaint X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 

MINNESOTA; 
District Court G Complaint X X 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Circuit Court G Indictment X X 
Chancery Court G Indictment X X 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G InrormationJindictment X X 
(Associate Division) L Complaint X X 

MONTANA: 
District Court G InformationJindictrnenl X X 
Justice of Peace Court 

and Municipal Court L Complaint X X 
City Court L Complaint X X 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court G InformationJindictment X X (not con-

sistently 
observed 

County Court L Information/complaint X X 
statewide) 

NEVADA: 
District Court G InformationJindictment Varies Varies, depending on prosecutor 
Justice Court L Complaint Varies Varies, depending on p,osecutor 
Municipal Court L Complaint Varies Varies, depending on prosecutor 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G InformationJindictment X X 
District Court t.. Complaint X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court 

G Accusalionlindictment X X (Law Division) 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE 0: Criminal case unit of count used by the state trial courts, 1988. (continued) 

Contents of chargln~ document 
Number of Single IOgle 
defendants Incident Incident One or 

One {set # of (unUm- more 
Point of counting or Single charges Ited # of Incl-

Stale/Court name: Jurisdlclion a criminal case ~ !!lQ.@. charge per case) charges) dents 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G IndictmenVinformation X X (May 
Magistrate Court L Complaint X X vary 
Bernalillo Coun~' with 

Metropolitan Court L Complaint X X prosecutor) 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court G DefendanVlndictment X Varies depending on prosecutor 
County Court G DefendanVlndictment X Varies depending on prosecutor 
Criminal Court of the 

Cily of New York 
District Court and 

L Docket number X Varies depending on prosecutor 

City Court 
Town Court and Village 

L Docket number X Varies depending on prosecutor 

Justice Court L Complaint X Varies depending on prosecutor 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court G Indictment (filing 01 

appeal from District 
Court on misdemeanor 

X Varies depending on prosecutor 

conViction) 
District Court L WarranVsummons (in- X Varies depending on prosecutor 

cludes citations, Mag-
Istrates order, misde-
meanor statement of charges) 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District COUrt G Inlormationlindictment X X (may vary) 
County Court L Complainllinformation X Varies 
MuniCipal Court L Complaint X X 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G Arraignment X X 
County Court L WarranVsummons X X 
Municipal Court L WarranVsummons X X 
Mayor's Court L No data reported 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G Informalionlindlctment X X 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court G Cornplainllindictment X (Number of charges no! 

consistent stateWide) 
District Court L Cornplainllindictment 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 
Pittsburgh City 

Magistrates Court L Complaint X X 

(contlOued on next page) 
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FIGURE D: Criminal case unll 01 count used by the state trial cOUits, 1988. (continued) 

Contents 01 chargln~ document 
Number 01 single Ingle 
delendants Incident incident One or 

One (set # 01 (unUm- more 
Point 01 counting or Single charges lied # 01 Incl-

State/Court name: Jurisdiction a criminal case One !!!2!!? charge ~er case) charges) ~ 
PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G Accusation X X 
District Court L Charge X X 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G Inlormationllndlctment X X 
District Court L Complaint X X 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G Indictment X X 
Magistrate Court L Warrant/summons X X 
Municipal Court L Warrant/summons X X 

SOUiH DAKOTA: 
Circuli Court G Complaint X X 

TENNESSEE: 
Circuit Court 

and Criminal Court G Inlormationllndictment Not consistent statewide 
General Sessions Court L No data reported 
Municipal Court L No data reported 

TEXAS: 
District Court and 

Criminal District Court G Inlormationllndictment X X 
County-Level Courts L Complalntlinformation X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 
Justice of the PeaC9 COl!rt ~ Complaint X X 

UTAH: 
District Court G Information X X 
Circuit Court L Information/citation X X 
Justice Court L Citation X X 

VERMONT: 
District Court G Arraignment X X 

VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G InformatiOn/Indictment X X 
District Court L Warrant/summons X X 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court G Information X X 
District Court L Compla:nt/cilalion X X (2 max) 
Municipal Court L Complaint/citation X X (2 max) 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuli Court G Inlormationllndictment X X 
Magistrate Court L Warrant X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G Initial appearance X X 
Municipal Court L Citation-- X X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE 0: Criminal case unit of count used by the stale trial courts, 1988. (continued) 

Slate/Court name: Jurisdiction 

WYOMING: 
District Courl 
County Ccurt 
Justice of lhe 

Peace Courl 
Municipal Court 

JURISDIC710N CODES: 

G .. General Jurisdiction court. 
L .. Limited jurisdiction court. 

FOOTNOTES 

G 
L 

L 
L 

Point of counting 
a criminal case 

Informallon/indictment 
Complalntlinformation 

Complaintlinformation 
Citation/complaint 

'Arizona--Varles In limited Jurisdiction courts. Prosecutor can 
file either long or short form. Long form can 
Involve one or more defendants and/or charges; 
shorl form Involves one defendant and a single 
charge. 

"Wisconsin-Municipal Court--The court has exclusively civil 
jurisdiction, but its caseload includes first offense 
OWl/CUI cases. The Slate Court Model Statistical 
Dlctlorary treats all OWUOUI casas as a 
SUbcategory of criminal cases. 

Number of 
defendants 

One 
or 

~ ~ 

X 
X 

X 
X 

Conlents of chargln~ document 
Single ingle 

Incident Incident One or 
(set # of (unlim- more 

S!ngle charges itad # of Incl-
charge per case) charges) ~ 

X 

X 
X 

X 

Source: The 1988 Stale Trial Courl Jurisdiction Guide profiles, updated and verified by Slate Administrative Offices of the Courts. 
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FIGURE E: Juvenil.& Unit of Count Used In State Trial Courts, 1988 

Filings are counted 
Age at which 

Juvenile 
At filing DlsEosltion counted JurisdIction 

At Intake of petition At adjudicalion At disposition transfers to 
State/Court name: JurisdIction or referral or comElalnt of Eetitlon of juvenile adult courts 

ALABAMA: 
CircuIt Court G X X 18 
District COUrt L X X 18 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G X X 18 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G X X 18 

ARKANSAS: 
Ci;cuit Court G X X 18 
Chancery and 
Probate Court G X X 18 

CAliFORNIA: 
Superior Court G X X 18 

COLORADO: 
District Court G X X 18 
(includes Denver 
Juvenile Court) 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G X X 16 

DELAWARE: 
Family Court L X X 18 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G X X 18" 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 

GEORGiA: 
Superior Court and 
Juvenile Court G X X 17 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court G X X 16 
(Family Court Division) OUrisdictlon may be 

retained until full term 
of the order expires 
provided term does not 
extend beyond time 
Juvenile reaches age 20) 

IDAHO: 
District Court G X X 18 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile unlt of count used In state trial courts, 1988. (continued) 

Age at which 
Filings are counted Juvenile 

At tiling Disposition counted Jurisdiction 
At intake of petition At adjudicalion ATCliSposition transfers to 

State/Court name: JU! lsdlction or referral or complaint of palitlon of luvenlle adult courts 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court G X X 17 

(15 for first degree 
murder, aggravated 
criminal sexual assault, 
armed robbery, robbery 
with a firearm, and 
unlawful use of 
weapons on school 
grounds) 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court and 
Circuit Court G X X 18 

Probate Court L X X 18 

IOWA: Disposition 
District Court G X data are not 18 

collected 

KANSAS: 
District Court G X X 18 

14 
(for traffic Violation) 

16 
(for fish and game or 
charged with felony 
with two prior juvenile 
adjudications. which 
would be considered a 
felony) 

l<ENTUCl<Y: 
District Court L X X 18 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court G X X 17 
Family Court and 
Juvenile Court G X X 15 

(for first and second 
degree murder, man-
slaughter, and aggra-
vated rape) 

City Court L X X 16 
(for armed robbery. 
aggravated burglary, 
and aggravated kid-
napping) 

MAINE: 
District COlirt L X X 18 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 
District Court L X X 18 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile unit of count used In state trial courts, 1988. (continued) 

Filings are counted 
Age at whIch 

juvenIle 
AI hling Dis~osition counted jurisdiction 

At intake of petition At adjudlcaUon At disposition transfers to 
State/Court name: Jurisdiction or referral or comelaint of eetition of luvenile adult courts 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Trial Court of the 
Commonwealth: G 
District Court Dept. X X 17 
Juvenile Court Dept. X X 17 

MICHIGAN: 
Probata Court L X X 17 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court G X X 18 

MISSISSIPPI: 
County Court L X X 
Family Court L X X 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G X X 17 

MONTANA: 
District Court G X X 18 

NEBRASKA: 
Separate Juvenile Court L X X 18 
County Court L X X 18 

NEVADA: 
District Court G Varies by District Varies by District 18-

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
District Court L X X 18 

16 
(for traffic violation) 

15 
(for some felo:cy charges) 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court G X X 18 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G X X 18 

NEW YORK: 
Family Court L X X 16 

13 
(for murder and 
kidnapping) 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
District Court L X X 16 

(first filing only) 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G X X 18 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile unit of counl used In state trial courls, 1988. (continued) 

Filings are counted 
Age at which 

Juvenl!e 
At filing Diseosltion counted Jurisdiction 

AIlntaki:! of petition At adjudlcalion ft.: disposition transfers to 
State/Court name: Jurisdiction or referral or comelalnt of eetilion of juvenile adult courts 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G X X 18 

(warrant) 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court X X 18 

(case number) 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court G X Disposilions 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: 
Family Court L X X 18 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Family Court L X X 17 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 

TENNESSEE: 
General Sessions Court L X X 18 
Juvenile Court L X X 18 

TEXAS: 
District Court G X X 17 
County Court at Law, 
Constitutional County 
Court, Probate Court L X X 17 

UTAH: 
Juvenile Court L X X 18 

VERMONT: 
District Courl G X X 16 

VIRGINIA: 
District Court L X X 18 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court G X X X 18 

(dependency) (delinquency) 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile unit of count usod In state trial courts, 1988. (continued) 

Filings are counted 
At filing 

Jurisdiction 
At Intake 01 petition 
or relerral or complaint State/Court name: 

WYOMING: 
District Court 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G .. General jurisdiction court. 
L = Limited jurisdiction court. 

fOOTNOTES 

G 

"District of Columbia-Depending on the severity of ther 
offense a Juvenile between the ages of 16-18 can 
be charged as an adult. 

·Nevada-Unless certified at a younger age because of felony 
charged. 

x 

Disposition counted 
At adjudication At disposition 

of petition of juvenile 

x 

Age at which 
Juvenile 

Jurisdiction 
transfers to 

adult courts 

19 

Source: The 1988 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles. updated and verified by State Administrative Offices of the Courts. 
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1988 

Administrative Trial Court A~~eals 
Agency Source or 

State/Court name: Jurlsdlcllon A~~eals .9M! ~ T~~e or Ap~eal Trial Court A~~eal 

ALABAMA: 
Circuli Court G X X X de novo District, Probate, 

and Municipal Courts 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 de novo 

0 X X on the record District Court 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G X X X de novo JusUce of the Peace, 

(if no record) Municipal Court 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court G 0 X X de novo Court of Common 

Pleas, County, 
Municipal, City, and 
Pullce Courts and 
Jusllce of the Peace 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G X X X de novo Justice Court, 

on lhe record Municipal Court 

COLORADO: 
District Court G X X 0 on the record County and Municipal 

Court of Record 
0 0 X de novo County and Municipal 

Court of Record 
County Court L 0 X X de novo Municipal Court 

Not of Rewrd 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G X X 0 de novo or Probate Court 

on the record 

DELAWARE: 
Superior Court G 0 X de novo Municipal Court of 

Wilmington, Alderman's, 
and Jusllce of Peace 
Courts 

X X X on the record Superior Court, 
Court of Common Pleas 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 on the record Office of Employee 

Appeals, 
Administrative 
Traffic Agency 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court G 0 X 0 de novo on the County Court 

record 
0 0 X on the record County Court 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: State trial courts with Incidental appellate Jurisdiction, 19813. (continued) 

Administrative Tri<,1 Court Appeals 
Agency Source of 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction Appeals Qjyj! ~ T~pe of Appeal Trial Court Appeal 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court G X X 0 de novo or Probate Court, 

on the record Magistrate Court 

0 0 X 
(varies by county) 
de novo, Probate Court 
on the record, Municipal Court 
(Probate varies) Magistrate Court 
certiorari 
(Magistrate only) 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 de novo 

IDAHO: 
District Court G X X X de novo Magistrates Division 

(small claims only) 
0 X 0 on the record Magistrates Division 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on the record 

iNDIANA: 
Superior Court and 

Circuit Court G X X X de novo City and Town Courts 
Municipal Court of 

Small Claims Court Marlon County L 0 X 0 de novo 
of Marion County 

IOWA: 
District Court G X 0 0 de novo 

0 X X on the record Magistrates Division 

KANSAS: 
District Court G X X X de novo Municipal Court 

KENTUCKY; 
Circuit Court G X X X on the record District Court 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court G X X X de novo on City and Parish, 

the record Justice of the Peace, 
Mayor's Courts 

MAINE: 
Superior Court G X X X on the record District Court, 

Administrative Court 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 de novo, 

on the record 

X X X de novo, 
first Instance District Court 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Superior Court Department G X X 0 de novo, 

on the record 
Other departments 

District Court Department G X X X de novo, Other departments 
and 80s ton Municipal Court first Instance 

(conilnued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: Slate trial courts with Incidental appellate Jurisdiction, 1988. (continued) 

Administrative Trial Court Appeals 
Agency Source of 

State/Court name: Jurisd,~(lon ~ 2M.! ~ ~ of Apeeal TrIal Court Aeeeal 

MICHIGAN: 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo Municipal Court 

0 X 0 on the record DIstrict, MuniCipal, 
and Probate Courts 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court G 0 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Circuit Court G X X X on the record County and Municipal 

Courts 

Chancery Court G X X X on the record Commission 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on the record 

X X 0 de novo MUnicipal Court, 
Associate Divisions 

MONTANA: 
District Court G X X 0 de novo Justice of Peace, 

and on the Municipal, and City 
record Courts, and State Boards 

0 0 X de novo 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court G X 0 0 de novo on 

the record 
0 X X on the record County Court 

NEVADA: 
District Court G X X X de novo on Justice Court 

the record 
0 0 X de novo Municipal Court 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G X 0 X de novo District, 

Municipal, Probate 
Courts 

NEW JERSEY; 
Superior Court G 0 0 X de novo on 

the record 
Municipal Court 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G X X X de novo Magistrate, Probate, 

Municipal, and 
Bernalillo County 
Metropolitan Courts 

NEW YORK: 
County Court G 0 X X on the record Cily, Town and Village 

Justlce Courts 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court G X 0 X de novo District Court 

X 0 0 de novo on 
the record 

X 0 0 on the record 
(confinued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: ::;tate trial courts with Incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1988. (continued) 

Administrative Trial Court A.ppeals 
Agency Source of 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction ~ 2M! .2!l!:D!lli!! T~Ee of ApEeal Trial Court AEPcal 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G X 0 0 Varies 
County Court L 0 X X de novo Municipal Court 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G X 0 0 de novo and 

Coun ty Court L 0 0 
on the .record 

X de novo Mayor's Court 

Municipal Court L 0 0 X de novo Mayor'S Court 

Court of Claims L X 0 0 de novo 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G X 0 X de novo on Municipal Court 

the record Not of Record 
Court of Tax Rev'gw L X 0 0 de novo on 

the record 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court G X X X on the record County Court, 

Municipal Court (in 
counties with no 
District Court) 
Justice Court (In 
counties with no 
District Court) 

Tax Court G X 0 0 on the record 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas G X X 0 on the record limited JUrisdiction 

courts 
0 0 X de novo 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G 0 X X District Court 

RHODE iSLAND: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 on the record 

0 X X de novo District, Municipal, 
and Probate Courts 

District Court L X 0 0 on the record 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo on Magistrate, Probate, 

the record and Municipal Courts 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 de novo and 

on the record 

0 X X de novo Magistrates Division 

TENNESSEE: 
Circuit, Chancery,and 

Criminal Courts G X X X de novo General Sessions, 
Probate, Municipal, 
and Juvenile Courts 

(continued on next page) 
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FlllURE F: Stale Itlal courts with Incidental appellate Jurisdiction. 1988. (continued) 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction 

TEXAS: 
District Court G 

County-Level Courts L 

UTAH: 
District Court G 

VERMONT: 
Superior Court G 

VtRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court G 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G 

WiSCONSiN: 
Circuit Court G 

WYOMING: 
District Court G 

JURISDICTION COrlES: 

G • General jurisdiction court. 
L .. LImited JurisdIction COUrt. 
- .. Information not available. 

DeflnlUons of types of appeal: 

Administrative 
Agency 
Appeals 

X 

0 

x 
o 

x 

x 
a 

X 

x 
o 

o 

X 

X 

Trial Court Appeals 

~ 

0 

X 

o 
o 

X 

o 

X 

x 

o 

X 

x 

X 

x 

~ 

0 

X 

o 
o 

o 

o 

X 

x 

o 

X 

Type of Appeal 

de novo and 
de novo on 
the record 

de novo 

de novo on 
the record 

on the recold 

de novo 

de novo on 
the record 

011 ine record 

de novo 

X (first de novo 
offense 
DWI/DUI 
only) 

X (first on the record 
offense 
DWI/DUI 
only) 

X de novo on 
the record 

Source of 
Trial Court Appeal 

Municipal and Justice 
of the Peace Courts 

District Court. 
Probate COlJrt 

District Court 

District and 
MUnicipal Courts 

Magistrate Court 

Munlcipai Court 

Municipal C·;>urt 

limited jurisdiction 
courts 

~e novo: An appeal from one trlai Gourt to another trial court that resul\$ in a totally new set of proceedIngs and a new 
trial court judgment. 

de novo 
on the record: 

on the record: 

An appeal from one Itial court to another trial court that is based on the record and results In 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 claimed. and an evaluation of those challenges are made--there Is not a new trial court 
Judgment on the case. 

Source: Data W(lre liathered (ror" the 1988 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles and State Administrative Offices o( the 
Ceurts, . 
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---------.. ------------------------~----

FIGURE G: Number of Judges/Justices In the State Courts, 1988 

Court(s) Intel mediate Geneml LImited 
of last appellate jurlsdicllon jurlsdicllon 

State: resort court(s) court(s) court(s) 

Alabama 9 8 124 817 (Includes 416 mayors) 
Alaska 5 3 30 79 (Includes 61 magistrates) 
Arizona 5 18 101 251 (Includes 84 justices of the 

Arkansas 7 6 67 279 
peace, 56 part-time judges) 

California 7 88 838 (Includes 113 776 (includes 134 commissioners 
commissioners and referees) 
or referees) 

Colorado 7 13 124 (includes 3 342 
referees) 

Connecticut 7 9 155 (Includes the 132 
16 appellate 
jusUcesljudges) 

Delaware 5 20 (includes 1 93 (includes 53 justices of the 
chancellor and peace, 1 chief magistrate, 
and 4 vice- 18 aldermen, 1 part-time Judge) 
chancellors) 

District of 9 51 
Columbia 

Florida 7 46 372 228 
Georgia 7 9 137 1,124 (includes 88 part-lima judges, 

159 chief magistrates, 267 
magistrates, an unknown number 

Hawaii 5 3 32 (Includes 8 
Family Court 
judges) 

of magistrates are part-lime) 
57 (includes 35 per diem Judges) 

Idaho 5 3 104 (includes 63 
lawyer and 8 
non-lawyer 
magistrates) 

Illinois 7 43 (Includes 9 
supplemental 

810 

judges) 
Indiana 5 13 219 137 
Iowa 9 6 300 (Includes 158 

part-time mag-
Istrates) 

Kansas 7 10 216 (Includes 70 
district magis-

.314 

trate Judges) 
Kentucky 7 14 91 125 
Louisiana 7 52 192 706 (Includes 384 justices of the 

peace, 250 mayors) 
Maine 7 16 42 (includes 16 part-lime Judges) 

Maryland 7 13 109 157 
Massachusetts 7 14 320 
Michigan 7 18 197 360 
Minnesota ;' 13 230' -. 
Mississippi 9 79 482 (Includes 165 mayors, 191 jus-

lices of the peace) 

Missouri 7 32 303 362 
Montana 7 41 164 (includes 34 justices of the 

peace that also serve on the 
cily court) 

Nebraska 7 48 69 
Nevada 5 39 88 

(conunued on next page) 
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FIGURE G: Number of JudgesfjusUces in the slate courts, 1988. (continued) 

Court(s) Intermediate General Limited 
of last appellate jurisdiction Jurisdiction 

Slate: resort court(s) court(s) court(s) 

New Hampshire 5 25 96 (Includes 4 pari-time judges) 
New Jersey 7 28 349 377 (Includes 348 part-time judges) 
New Mexico 5 7 59 183 (includes 2 part-time judges) 
New York 7 62 484 2,690 (Includes 76 surrogates, 1,985 

Justices of the peace) 

North Carolina 7 12 174 (includes 100 791 (InclUdes 640 magistrates of 
clerks who which approximately 100 are 
hear uncen- part-time) 
tested probate) 

Norlh Dakota 5 3" 27 157 
Ohio 7 59 344 950 (Includes 690 mayors) 
Oklahoma 12 12 208 379 (InclUdes unknown number of 

part-time Judges) 

Oregon 7 10 88 227 (InclUdes 34 justices of the peace) 
Pennsylvania 7 24 341 571 (InclUdes 538 Justices of the 

peace and 5 magistrates) 
PUerto Rico 7 95 161 (Includes 10 special JUdges) 
Rhode Island 5 20 79 

South Carolina 5 6 51 (includes 20 
masters-in-

657 (Includes 315 magistrates) 

equity) 
South Dakota 5 193 (includes 10 

parl-time lay 
magistrates, 18 
law magistrates, 
86 full-time mag-
Istrate/clerks, 44 
part-lime lay mag-
istrate/clerks) 

Tennessee 5 21 132 (includes 35 360 (includes 11 part-time judges) 
chancellors) 

Texas 18 80 385 2,530 (includes 922 justices of the peace) 
Utah 5 7 29 189 (InclUdes 140 Justices of the peace) 
Vermont 5 25 19 (part-time) 
Virginia 7 10 122 181 

Washington 9 16 136 202 (115 part-lime) 
West Virginia 5 60 278 (includes 156 magistrates and 

122 part-time judges) 
Wisconsin 7 13 208 194 (Includes 191 part-time judges) 
Wyoming 5 17 108 (includes 14 Justices of 

the peace) 

Total 354 804 8,937 18,563 

- '" The state does not have a court at the indicated level. FOOTNOTES 

NOTE: This table Identifies, In parentheses, all Individuals "Mlnr..:- Jota--General jurisdiction and limited jurisdiction courts 
who hear cases but are not !lUed judgesljusUces. were consolidated in 1987. 
Some states may have given the tille "judge" to 

"North Dakota-Court of Appeals effective July 1, 1987 officials who are called magistrates. Justices of the 
peace, etc., In other states. through January 1, 1990, a temporary Court of 

Appeals was established to exercise appellate and 
original jurisdiction as delegated by the Supreme 
Court. 

Source: Jata were gathered from the 1988 State Trial and Appellate Court statistical profiles. 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases In State Trial Courts, 1988 

Are reopened Are enforcemenV 
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary InJunc-
as new filings, Ings counted? If lions counted? If 
or identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted 
separately as or separately from separateiy from new 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction reoeened casas? Conditions new case filings? case filings? _ 

ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court G New filing YeslNo YeslNo 
District Court L New filing No YeslNo 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G Reopened No No 
District Court L Reopened No No 

ARiZONA: 
Superior Court G Reopened No YeslNo 

Justice of the 
Peace Court L Reopened No YeslNo 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court G Reopened No No 
Chancery and Probate 

Court G Reopened No No 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G Reopened Retried caSGS No No 
Municipal Court L Reopened Retried cases No NA 
Justice Court L Reopened Retried cases No NA 

COLORADO: 
District Court G Reopened Post Activities No No 
Water Court G Reopened Post Activities No No 
County Court L Reopened Post Activities No No 
Munlcipat Court L NA NA NA 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G New filing 

II heard 
No No 

separately 
(rarely occurs) 

DELAWARE: 
Court of Chancery G Reopened No No 
Superior Court G New filing If remanded No YeslNo 

Justice of the Peace 
Reopened Case rehearing 

Covrt L Rarely occUrs No YeslNo 
Family Court L New filing If part of orig- No No 

is heard inal proceeding 
separately 

Reopened - if 
rehearing of 
total case 

Court of Common Pleas L New filing If remanded No No 
Reopened Rehearing 

Alderman's Court L New filing tf remanded No No 
Reopened Rehearing 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G Reopened YeslYes YeslYes 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court G Reopened YeslNo YeslNo 
County Court L Reopened YeslNo YeslNo 

(conllnued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of counling civil cases In state trial courts, 1988. (continued) 

Are reopened Are enforcemenV 
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary Injunc-
as new filings. Ings counted? If lions counted? If 
or identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted 
separately as or separately from separately from new 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? Conditions new case fi!~ case filings? 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court G New filing Yes No 
Civil Court L NC NA No 
Stata Court L New filing Yes No 
Probate Court L New filing NA No 
Magistrate Oourt L New filing Yes No 
Municipal Oourt L NO NA No 

HAWAii: 
Circuit Court G Reopened Supplemental YesfYes YesfYes 

proceedings Special proceedings Circuit Court: 
Special Pro-

New filing YesfYes 
ceedings 

Family Court G YesfYes 
District Court L Reopened Supplemental No Yes/No 

proceedings (included as new 
case filing) 

IDAHO: 
District Court G Reopened Yes/No No 

ILLINOIS; 
CI.cult Court G Reopened No No 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court G Reopened Redocketed No No 
Oircuit Court G Reopened Redocketed No No 
County Court L Reopened Redocketed No No 
Municipal Court of 

Marion County L Reopened Redocketed No No 
Oity Oourt L NA NA NA N/A 
Small Olaims Court of 

Marion County t. NA NA NA NA 

IOWA: 
District Court G New filing Yes/No No 

KANSAS: 
District Oourt G Reopened No Yes/No 

KENTUOKY: 
Oircuit Oourt G Reopened No YesfYes 
District Court L Reopened No YesfYes 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court G Reopened As action on YesfYes Yes/No 

Juvenile Court G Reopened 
open case 
As action on YesfYes No 
open case 

Family Court G Reopened As action on No No 

City & Par!sh Courts L New liIing 
open case 
As action on Yes/No No 
open case 

MAINE: 
Superior Court G New filing No YesINo 
District Court L NC No No 
Probate Court L NC No No 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases In state trial courts, 1988. (continued) 

Aro reopened Are enforcemenV 
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary Injunc-
as new filings, Ings counted? If lions counted? If 
or identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted 
separately as or separately from separately from new 

State/Court name: JUrisdiction reoeened cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings? 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G New filing No NA 
District Court L NA NA Yes/No 

MASSACHUS ETIS: 
Trial Court of the 

Commonwealth 
Superior Court Dept. G NC NA YeslYes 
District Court Dept. G NC YeslYes NA 
Boston Municipal Court 
Dep!. G NC YeslYes NA 

Housing Court Dept. G NC YeslYes NA 
Land Court Dept. G NC N/Applicable NA 

MICHIGAN: 
CdtJrt of Ctaims G Reopened No No 
Circuit Court G ReoFened No No 
District Court L NA NA NA 
Municipat Court L NA NA NA 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court G Identified separately No No 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Circuit Court G NA NA NA 
Court o( Chancery G NA NA NA 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G New filings Yes/No YeslNo 

MONTANA: 
District Court G Reopened YeslYes Yes/No 
JuslicQ of the Peace 

Court L NA NA NA 
Municipal Court L NA NA NA 
City Court L NA NA NA 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court G Reopened No No 
County Court L Reopened No No 

NEVADA: 
District Court G Reopened May not be reopened VariesNaries Varies 

but refers back to 
original case 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G Reopened No No 
District Court L NC No No 
Municipal Court L NC No No 

NEW JERSEY: 
Supericr Court: 

Civil, Family, 
General Equity, and G Reopened YeslYes Yes/No 
Criminal DiviSions (except for 

domestic 
violence) 

(continued on nexl page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases In state trial courts, 1988. (continued) 

Are reopened Are enforcemenV 
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary Injunc-
as new filings, Ings counted? If tlons counted? If 
or Identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted 
separately as or separately from separately from new 

Statp/Court name: Jurisdiction reo~ened cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings? 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G Reopened YesfYes No 
Magistrate Court L Reopened No No 
Metropolitan Court of 

Bernalillo County L Reopened No No 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No 
County Court L NC No No 
Court of Claims L NC No No 
Family Court L Reopened Yes/No No 
District Court L NC No No 
City Court l. NC No No 
Civil Court of the 

City of New York L NC No No 
Town & Village 

.Justlce Court L NC No No 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court G NC No No 
District Court L NC Yes/No No 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G New filing YesfYes YesfYes 

(only counted If a hearing 

County Court L New filing 
was held) 

No No 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No 

(are counted separately in 
domestic relations cases) 

Municipal Court l Reopened No No 
County Court L Reopened No No 
Court of Claims L NA NA NA 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G Reopened No No 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court G Reopened Yes/No 'Ies/No 
Justlce Court L NA NA NA 
Municipal Court L NA NA NA 
District Court L Reopened NA NA 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas G Reopened No No 
District Justice Court L New filing NA NA 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G New filing Yes/No NA 
District r:ourt L New filing Yes/No NA 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G Reopened No Yes/No 
District Court L Reopened No YesfYes 
Family Court L Reopened No YesfYos 
Probate Court L NA NA NA 

(conunued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases In state trial courts, 1988. (continued) 

Are reopened Are enforcemenU 
cases counted colleclion proceed- \re temporary Injunc-
as neW filings, Ings counted? If lions cOunted? If 
or Identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted 
separately as or separately from separately from new 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction reoeened cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings? 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G New filing No No (Permanent 
Family Court L New filing No No Injunctions 
Magistrate Court L New filing No No are counted 
Probate Court L New filing No No as a new 

filing) 

SOUTH DAXOT A: 
Circuit Court G NC No Yes/No 

TENNESSEE: 
Circuit Court G Reopened (Varies based on local pracllce) (Varies based on 

local practice) 
Chancery Court G Reopened (Varies based on local pracllce) (Varies based on 

local practice) 
General Sessions Court L Reopened (Varies based on local practice) (Varies based on 

local practice) 

TEXAS: 
District Court G Reopened No No 
Constitutional County 

Court L Reopened No No 
County Court at Law L Reopened No No 
Justice Court L New filing No No 

UTAH: 
District Court G NC (called - No YeslYes 
Circuit Court L NC abstract of No YeslYes 
Justice Court L NC judgment No YeslYes 

filed) 

VERMONT: 
Superior Court G NC No YesINo 
District Court G NC No Yes/No 
Probate Court L NC No N/A 

VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G Reopened Reinstated YeslYes Yes/No 

cases 
District Court L New filing Yes/No No 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court G Reo;Jened No Yes/No 
Municipal Court L New filing NA NA 
District Court L New filing Yes/No NA 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G NC No Yes 
Magistrate Court L New filing No N/Appllcable 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G New filing Identified with R No YeslYes 

suffix, but included 
in total count 

WYOMING: 
District Court G Reopened No No 
Justice of the Peace 

Court L Reopened NA NA 
County Court L Reopened NA NA 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method 01 cQunlfng clvil cases In state trial courts, 1988. (continued) 

JURISDICTION CODES; 

G • General Jurlsdictlon Court 
L • LImited Jurisdiction Court 
NA - Inrormatlon Is not availabla 
NC - Inrormalfon Is not collected/counted 
N/Appllcable- Civil casetypes heard by this court 

are not applicable to this figure. 

Source: The 1988 State Trial Court Jurisdicllon Guide profiles, as updated and verified by State Administrative Otrices or the 
Courts. 
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Methodology 

Court Statistics Project: 
Goals and Organiza-tion 

The Court Statistics Project of the National Centerfor 
State Courts compiles and reports comparable ~.ourt 
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 caseload information. Pro­
gress toward these goals should result in more meaning­
ful and useful caseload information at the disposal of 
judges, court managers, and state court administrators. 

The State Court Caseload Statistics series is a coop­
erative effL"'Irt ofthe Conference of State Court Administra­
tors (CaSCA) and the National Center for State Courts 
(NCSC). Responsibility for Project management and 
staffing is assumed by the NCSC's Court Statistics Proj­
ect, formerly called the National Court Statistics Project 
(1977-83) and the Court Statistics and Information Man­
agement Project (1983-87). CaSCA, through its Court 
Statistics Committee, provides policy guidance and re­
view forthe Project. The Court Statistics and Technology 
Committee is composed of representatives from CaSCA, 
CaSCA's staff, the National Conference of Appellate 
Court Clerks, the National Association for Court Manage­
ment, and a representative from the academic research 
community. The preparation of the 1988 case load report 
was funded by a grant from the State Justice Institute 
(SJI-88-a7X-067) to the NCSC. 

In addition to preparing publications, the Court Sta­
tistics Project responds to about 500 requests for infor­
mation and assistance each year. These requests can be 
grouped into four basic categories: requests for case load 
data, requests for court jurisdictional information, re­
quests for information on data collection and reporting 

. procedures, and requests for statistical analysis of the 
caseload data. The requests come from a variety of 
sources, including state administrative offices of the 
courts, local courts, individual justices and judges, federal 
agencies, legislators, the media, academic researchers, 
and NCSC staff. The composition of the requests re­
ceived by the Project is taken into consideration when 
topics are selected for emphasis in the case load statistics 
report series. -

Evolution of the Court Statistics Project 

During compilation of the State of the Art and the 
1975 State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annual Report, the 
Court Statistics Project's original data compilation efforts, 
classification problems arose from the multitude of cate­
gories and terms used by the states to report their 
caseloads.1 This suggested the need for a model annual 
report and a statistical dictionary ofterms forcourt usage. 

The State Court Model Annual Report outlines the 
basic management data that should, at a minimum, be 
included in state court annual reports.2 The State Court 
Model Statistical Dictionary provides common terminol­
ogy, definitions, and usage for reporting appellate and 
trial court caseload inventory. Terms for use in reporting 
data on the method of case disposition are also provided 
in the dictionary and in other Project publications.3 The 
classification structure and definitions serve as model 
framework forthe purpose of developing comparable and 
useful data. A new edition of the State Court Model 
Statistical Dictionary was published in 1989, consolidat­
ing and revising the original 1980 version and the 1984 
Supplement. 

The Court Case Management Information Systems 
Manual, which was produced jOintly with the State Judi­
cial Information Systems Project, is another publication 
through which the Court Statistics Project seeks to en­
hance the usefulness of court statistics.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. 

1 National 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). 
2 National Cou,i Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, 
State Court Model Annual Report (Williamsburg, VA: National 
Center for State Courts, 1980). 
3 National 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). 
4 Clifford and Jensen, Court Case Management Information Systems 
Manual (Williamsburg, VA: National Center for State Courts, 1983). 

2.81 



Once a set of recommended terms was adopted, the 
focus shifted to assessing the comparability of case load 
da.ta 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 
r.ounting 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 case load database for 1981 and is 
updated annually. 

The second stage Involved preparation of the 1984 
State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Sfatistical 
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 
Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide. 

Much of the court jurisdiction information contained 
in the 1987 report is the result of research done for State 
Court Organization, 1987, another Project publication. 
State Court Organization, 1987 is a source book which 
describes the organization and management of state 
appellate and trial courts.? 

The first caseload report presented 1975 caseload 
data for state appellate courts, trial courts of general 
jurisdiction, and for selected categories (juvenile, domes­
tic relations, probate, and mental health) in limited juris­
diction courts. The second report (1976) again presented 
available data for appellate courts and courts of general 
jurisdiction and also included all available case load data 
for limited jurisdiction courtf, The 1979 and 1980 reports 
eliminated repetitiveness in the summary tables and 
reorganized the data in the summary tables based on 
completeness and comparability. The 1981 volume, 
incorporating the reporting structure detailed in the 1984 
Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide, organized the caseload 
data by comparable jurisdictions. In order to make the 
series current with the publication of the 1984 volume, the 
Court Statistics Project did not publish caseload data for 
1982 and 1983. 

Sources of Data 

Information for the national caseload databases 
comes from published and unpublished sources supplied 

• Clifford and Roper. Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical 
Reporting (Williamsburg, VA: National Center for State Courts, 
1985). 
6 Roper. 1984 State Appel/ate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical 
Reporting (Williamsburg, VA: National Center for State Courts. 
1985). 
7 Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, State 
Court Organization, 1987(Williamsburg, VA: National Center for 
State Courts, 1988). 

by state court administrators and appellate court clerks. 
The published data are usually found in official state 
annual reports. State annual reports assume 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 quarterly, from numerous local jurisdic­
tions and, in most states, several trial court systems. The 
case load statistics are used by the states to manage their 
own systems and are not prepared specifically for inclu­
sion in the NCSC case 10 ad statistics series. 

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 juris­
dictional profiles, which were sent to state court adminis­
trative offices for updating. 

Telephone contact and follow-up correspondence 
are used to collect missing data, confirm the accuracy of 
available data, and determine the legal jurisdiction of 
each court. Information is collected concerning the 
number of judges per court or court system (from annual 
reports, offices of state court administrators, and appel­
late court clerks); the state population (based on Bureau 
of the Census revised estimates);8 and special character­
istics regarding subject matter jurisdiction and court struc­
ture. Appendix B lists the source of each state's case load 
statistics for 1988. 

Data Collection Procedures 

The following outline summarizes the major tasks 
involved in collecting the 1988 caseload data reported in 
this volume: 

A. The 1988 state reports were evaluated to note 
changes in the categories and terminology used to report 
the data, changes in the range of available data, and 
changes in the state's court organlzdtion or jurisdiction. 
This process involved a direct comparison of the 1988 
material with the contents of individual state 1987 annual 
reports. Project staff used a copy of each state's 1987 trial 
and appellate court statistical profile(s), trial and appel­
late court jurisdiction guides and the state court organiza­
tion chart as worksheets for gathering the 1988 data. Use 
of the previous year's profiles provides the data collector 
with a reference point to identify and replicate the logic 
used in the 1987 data collection and ensure consistency 
over time in the report series. The case load data were 
then taken from the state case load report and entered 
onto the 1988 profiles. The case load terminology used on 
the proflies are dE:lfined in the statistical dictionary. Proto­
types of the appellate and trial court statistical profiles can 
be found in Appendix C. 

8 U.S. Bureau of th9 Census, Press Release, CB 89-72, May 4, 
1989. 
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B. Casoload numbers were: screened for significant 
changes from the previous year. A formal record that 
documents, and, where possible, explains such changes 
is maintained. This process serves as another reliability 
check by identifying statutory, organizational, or proce­
dural changes that potentially have an impact on court 
caseload. During the data collection process, a check is 
conducted to ensure compatibility between the informa­
tion supplied on the jurisdiction guide profiles and the 
casetypes identifieJ on the statistical profiles. 

C. The data were then transferred from the handwrit­
ten copy to computer databases (codebooks are avail­
able upon request). The data entry program used 
(SPSS's Data Entry) automatica~ly checks for certain 
data entry errors. The software allows the programmer to 
establish a range of acceptable values for each variable. 
If a value was entered that fell outside the parameters, 
SPSS will not incorporate the numberwithin the database 
until several attempts were made to enter the value. After 
the data were entered, a batch error-detection program 
checked for other user-specified logic violations, usually 
through mathematical checks on the consistency of 
subtotals and totals. The reliability of the dsta collection 
and data entry process was verified through an independ­
ent review of all decisions made by the original data 
collector. 

D. After the data were entered and checked for data 
entry errors and internal consistency, individual spread­
sheets were generated for each state trial court system 
using EXCEL software. The spreadsheets replace the 
statistical profiles previously generated manually. The 
generatiorl of appellate court statistical profiles will be 
automated during 1990. 

E. Finally, the case/oad tables ir. Part III and the 
smaller tables supporting the text of Part I were generated 
using either EXCEL spreadsheet or SPSSPC Report 
software. A special database was created to contain 
method of case disposition data for presentation in Part (( 
of the report. 

Variables 

There are four basic types of data elements collected 
by the Court Statistics Project: (1) trial court case load 
statistics, (2) trial court jurisdictional/organizational infor­
mation, (3) appellate court caseload, and (4) appellate 
court jurisdictional/organizational information. An indi­
vidual court profile is prepared for each of these data 
elements. These data collection instruments are ap­
proved by COSCA's Court Statistics and Technology 
Committee and consist of data elements defined in the 
State Court Model Statistical Dictionary. 

There are four main trial court casetypes: civil, 
criminal, juvenile, and traffic/other violation. Each major 
casetype can be reduced to several specific caseload 
categories. For example, the civil casetype consists of 
tort, contract, real property rights, small claims, mental 
health, estate, and domestic relations cases. In some 
circumstances, these casetypes can be further refined; 

for example, domestic relations cases can be divided into 
marriage dissolution, URESA, support/custody, and 
adoption cases. 

Currently, only filing and disposition numbers are 
entered into the database for each of these casetypes. 
Data on pending cases were routinely collected by the 
project until serious comparability problems were identi­
fied when compiling the 1984 caseload report. Some 
courts provided data that included active cases only, 
while others included active and inactive cases. The 
COSCA Court Statistics and Technology Committee 
recommended that the collection of pending case load be 
deferred until a study determined whetherthe 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 
Dictionary. In addition, the profile collects information on 
the numbers of courts, the number of judges, methods of 
counting cases, the availability of jury trials, the dollar 
amount jurisdiction of the court, and the method of case 
disposition. 

There are also statistical and ju.risdiction guide pro­
files for each state appellate court. Two major casetypes 
are used on the statistical profile: mandatory cases 
(those cases that the court must hear on the merits­
appeals of right) and discretionary petitions (those cases 
that the court has discretion on whether to accept and 
then reach a decision onthe merits). The statistical prOfile 
also contains the number of petitions granted, although 
many states do not report this. Mandatory and discretion­
ary cases are further differentiated by whetherthe case is 
a review of a final trial court judgment or some other 
matter, such as interlocutory or postconviction relief. 
Where possible, the statistics are classified according to 
subject matter, mainly civil, criminal, juvenile, discipli­
nary, and administrative agency appeal. 

As with the trial court jurisdiction guide, the primary 
task of the appellate court guide is to translate the 
terminology and categories used by each state appellate 
court into the generic ones recommended by the State 
Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989 Edition. The 
guide also contains information about each court, includ­
ing the number of court locations, the number of justices/ 
judges, the number of legal support personnel, the point 
at which appeals are counted as a case, the procedures 
used to review discretionary petitions, and the use of 
panels. 

Graphics as a 
Method of Displaying Caseload 

The 1985 and 1986 caseload reports used maps to 
summarize the data presented in table form. The 1988 
report also uses maps as a method of displaying informa­
tion, however, their use is limited to summarizing court 
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structure and jurisdictional information rather than 
case load data. 

The 1988 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 mid-point can be easily 
determined. The contents of each graph is limited to 
those states providing the relevant data to the Project. It 
is incorrect to conclude that a state omitted from the graph 
did not report case load to the Project. The definitive 
statement of data availability can be found in the detailed 
caseload tables in Part III. 

Footnotes 

Footnotes indicate the degree to which a court's 
statistics conform to the Court Statistics Project reporting 
categories defined in the State Court Model Statistical 
Dictionary. Footnoted caseload numbers are either 
overinclusive in that they contain casetypes other than 
those defined for the term in the dictionary, or are under­
inclusive in that some casetypes defined for the term in 
the dictionary are not included. It is possible for a 
case load number to contain inapplicable types, while 
omitting applicable ones, making the subtotal or total 
simultaneously overinclusive and underinclusive. The 
1988 report introduces a simplified system of footnotes. 
An "A" footnote indicates that the case load number for a 
statewide court system does not include some of the 
recommended case types; a "B" footnote indicates that 
the number includes some extraneous casetypes; a "c" 
footnote indicates that the number is both incomplete and 
overinclusive. The text of the footnote explains for each 
court system how the caseload numbers differ from the 
reporting category recommended in the State Court Model 
Statistical Dictionary, 1989 Edition. Case load numbers 

that are not qualified by a footnote conform to the 
dictionary's definition. 

Reported case filings and dispositions are also af­
fected by the unit and method of count used by states, 
differing subject matter and dollar amount jurisdictions, 
and different court system structures. Most of these 
differences are described in the figures found in Part V of 
this vCJlume and summarized in the court !:.tructure chart 
for each state in Part IV. 

Variations in Reporting Periods 

As indicated in Figure A (Part V), most states report 
data by fiscal year, others by calendar year, and a few 
appellate courts report data by court term. Therefore, the 
12-month period covered in this report is not the same for 
all courts. 

This report reflects court 0iyanization and jurisdic­
tion in 1988. Since 1975, new courts have been created 
at both the appellate and trial level, new courts report data 
to the Court Statistics Project, courts may have merged, 
and changed counting or reporting methods. The dollar 
amount limits of civil jwisdiction in many trial courts also 
vary. Great care is therefore required when comparing 
the 1988 data to previous years. The trend analysis in 
Part I of this report offers a model for undertaking such 
comparisons. 

Final Note 

Finally, comments, corrections, and suggestions by 
readers are a vital part of the work of the Court Statistics 
Project and should be sentto the Director, Court Statistics 
Project,. National Center for State Courts, 300 Newport 
Avenue, Williamsburg, Virginia, 23187-8798. 
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Append.ix B 
Sources of 1988 State Court 

Caseload Statistics 



Sources of 1988 State Court Caseload Statistics 

ALABAMA: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Alabama Judicial System 
Annual Report 1988. 

ALASKA: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, Alaska Court System, 1988 Annual 
Report (Anchorage, Alaska: 1989). 

ARIZONA: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, The Arizona Courts, FY 88 Judicial 
Report (Phoenix, Arizona: 1989). 
Additional unpublished data were provided by the 
Administrative Director of the Courts. 

ARKANSAS: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC; Executive Secretary of the 

Judicial Department, Annual Report of the Judici­
ary of Arkansas, FY 87-88 (Little Rock, Arkansas: 
1989). 

CALIFORNIA: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Council of 
California, 1989 Annual Report, Judicial Council 
of California (San Francisco, California: 1989). 

COLORADO: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report of the Colorado Judiciary 1987-88 
and Annual Report Statistical Appendix, Colorado 
Judiciary, July 1, 1987 to June 30, 1988 (Denver, 
Colorado: 1989). 

CONNECTICUT: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Biennial Report of the 
Connecticut Judicial Department, 1986-88 (Hart­
ford, Connecticut: 1989). Additional unpublished 
data were provided by the Office of the Chief 
Court Administrator. 

DELAWARE: 
COLR, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the 
Courts, 1988 Annual Report of the Delaware 
Judiciary(Wilmington, Delaware: 1989). 

COLR"" Court of last resort. 
. IAC= Intermediate appellate court. 
GJC= General jurisdiction court, 
LJC = Limited jurisdiction court 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
COLR, GJC: Executive Office of the Courts, 1988 
Annual Report, District of Columbia Courts 
(Washington, D.C.: 1988). Additional unpub­
lished data were provided by the Executive 
Officer. 

FLORIDA: 
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
State Courts Administrator and Clerk of the 
Supreme 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: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Administrative Director of the Courts. 
LJC: Administrative Office of the Courts, Fifteenth 
Annual Report on the Work of the Georgia Courts 
(July 1, 1987-June 30, 1988). Additional unpub­
lished 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 
1988 and Statistical Supplement, July 1, 1987 to 
June 3D, 1988 (Honolulu, Hawaii: 1988). 
GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the Courts, 
The Judiciary, State of Hawaii: Annual Report 
1987-['l (Honolulu, Hawaii: 1988) and Statistical 
Suppleiilant July 1, 1987 to June 30, 1988. 

IDAHO: 
COLR, lAC, GJC: Administrative Director of the 
Courts, The Idaho Courts 1988 Annual Report 
Appendix (Boise, Idaho: 1989). 

ILLINOIS: 
COLR, lAC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Administrative Director of the Courts. 
GJC: Circuit Court Caseload Summaries (Spring­
field, Illinois: 1988). Unpublished data on parking 
violations and housing violations for Cook County 
were provided by the Administrative Director of 
the Courts. In addition, published estimates for 
Circuit #18 and Cook County were replaced 1:;'( 
the actual figures. 
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INDIANA: 
COLR~ lAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Director of the 
Division of State Court Administration, 1988 
Indiana Judicial Report (Indianapolis, Indiana: 
1989). 

IOWA: 
COLR: State Court Administrator, 1988 Annual 
Statistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 1989). 
Additional unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
lAC: State Court Administrator, 1988 Annual 
Statistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 1989). 
Additional unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Court of Appeals. 
GJC: State Court Administrator, 1988 Annual 
Statistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 1989). 

KANSAS: 
COLR, lAC, GJC: Judicial Administrator, Annual 
Report of the Courts of Kansas: 1987-1988 Fiscal 
Year (Topeka, Kansas: 1988). 
LJC: Municipal Court Caseload Report FY 1988 
July 1, 1987 - June 30, 1988. 

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, 1988 
Annual Report of the Judicial Council of the 
Supreme Court of Louisiana (New Orleans, 
Louisiana: 1989). 

MAINE: 
COLR, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the State Court Administrator. 

MARYLAND: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary 1987-88 
{Annapolis, Maryland: 1988}. 

MASSACHUSETfS: 
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, 1988 (Boston, 
Massachusetts: 1989). 

MICHIGAN: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
1988 Annual Report of tha State Court Adminis­
trator and Statistical Supplement (Lansing, 
Michigan: 1989). 

MINNESOTA: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the State Court Administrator. 

MISSISSIPPI: 
COLR: Staff Attorney, Mississippi Supreme Court 
Annual Report 1988 (Jackson, Mississippi: 1989). 
GJC, LJC: No data were available for cases 
handled by these courts in 1988. 

MISSOURI: 
COLR, lAC, GJC: Missouri Judicial Report Fiscal 
Year 1988. 

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 1988. 

NEBRASKA: 
COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Nebraska Supreme Court 1988 Annual Report 
(Lincoln, Nl3braska: 1988). 

NEVADA: 
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Administrative Director of Courts. 

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, 
The New Mexico Courts, 1988 Annual Report, 
State of New Mexico Judicial Branch (Santa Fe, 
New Mexico: 1989). 

NEW YORK: 
COLR, lAC: Clerk of the Court, 1988 Annual 
Report of the Clerk of the Court, Court of Appeals 
of the State of New York (New York: 1989). 
Additional unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerks of the Appellate Division and Appellate 
Terms of the Supreme Court. 
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Chief Administrator of the Courts. 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director, 
Annual Report of the Administrative Office of the 
Courts, North Carolina Courts, 1987-88 (Raleigh, 
North Carolina: 1989. 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
A.nnual Report of the North Dakota Judicial 
System, 1988 (Bismarck, North Dakota: 1989). 
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OHIO: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Supreme Court, Ohio Courts Summary 1988 
(Columbus, Ohio: 1989). 

OKLAHOMA: 
COLR: Administrative Director of the Courts, 
State of Oklahoma, the Judiciary: Annual Report 
1988 (Oklahoma City, Oklahoma: 1989). Addi­
tional 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 1988 and Statistical Appendix (Oklahoma 
City, Oklahoma: 1989). 

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 State Court Administrator. 

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, 1988 (Columbia, South Carolina: 
1989). 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
COLR, GJC: State Court Administrator, Bench­
mark 1988: Annual Repo:t of the South Dakota 
Unified Judicial System (F jerre, South Dakota: 
1989). 

TENNESS£E: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the Executive Secretary of the 
Supreme Court. 

COLR = Court of last resort. 
lAC = Intermediate appellate court. 

GJC = General jurisdiction court. 
LJC = Limited jurisdiction court 

TEXAS: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Court, Texas Judicial System Annual Report, 
September 1, 1987-August 31, 1988 (Austin, 
Texas: 1988). 

UTAH: 
COLR, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
COLR: State Court Administrator, Utah Courts 
Statistical Supplement 1985-87 Biennial Report 
(Salt Lake City, Utah: 1989). 

VERMONT: 
COLR, GJC, LJC: Court Administrator, Judicial 
Statistics for Year Ending June 30, 1988 (Montpe­
lier, Vermont: 1988). 

VIRGINIA: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary, 
Supreme Court, Virginia State of the Judiciary 
Report 1988 (Richmond, Virginia: 1989). 

WASHINGTON: 
COLR, lAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report, The Courts of Washington, 1988 
(Olympia, Washington: 1989). 
LJC: Caseloads of the Courts of Limited Jurisdic­
tion of Washington State, 1988 (Olympia, Wash­
ington: 1989). 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court of Appeals. 
GJC, L,.IC: 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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Appendix C 
Prototype Statistical Profiles 



Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Profile Used In 1988 Data Collection 

STA lE 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: 
Civil ...•.........•..••.•...•••.•.....•.••...• 
CrimInal: 

Capital crimes (death!life) ....•...... , .... . 
Other crIminal ............................. . 

Total criminal •.....•• , .. , ....•.... , ........ . 
Juvenile ..............•.•....•.•.•............ 
AdmInistrative agency ....•.....•.............. 
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) .... . 

Total appeals of final judgment ............... . 
Other mandatory cases: 

Disciplinary matters: 
Attorney ...•..•....••..............•........ 
,ludge .......••...•.........•...... , ...•..... 

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., certif~ed question) .. , 

Total advIsory opinions .................... .. 
Total other mandatory cases ...•......•......... 

Total mandatory jurisdiction cases ............... . 

Oiscretlonary jurisdictIon: 
PetItions of final judgment: 

CIvil ........•...............•.............•.... 
CrimInal .••..•....... , ................•......... 
Juvenile .................•.....................• 
Admlnlstrathe agency ......•.•.............•...• 
UnclassIfIed (e.g., constitutional issue) ...... . 

Total petitions of final judgment •...•...•....... 
Other discretionary petitions: 

Olsclplinary matters: 
Attorney .............•..•.................•... 
Judge ...•.•................•.•.•.............. 

Total dIsciplinary ............................ . 
OrigInal proceedings (e.g., extraordInary writs, 

postconvictlon remedy, sentence revIew only, 
election cases) ......•...•.••...•......•...... 

Interlocutory decisions ....•......•...•......... 
Advisory opin\ons: 

Intra-state (legIslature, executive. courts) .. 
Federal courts (e.g •• certifIed questIon) .... . 

Total advisory opinlons ....................... . 
Total other discretionary petitlons .....•....•.. 

Total dIscretionary jurisdIction cases ..•.......... 

Grand tot a 1 cases ..•....•........................•.. 

Other proceedIngs: 
Rehearlng/recons lderatlon requests .......•..•..... 
Motlons .................•.•....•..........•..•.... 
Other matters (e.g., bar admlsslons) .......•.•..• , 

Beglnnlng 
pending 
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Filed DIsposed 

( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) 

End 
pendIng 



Mandatory jurIsdIctIon: 
Appeals of fInal judgment: 

CIvIl •........•.....................•...... 
CrImInal •.............•.................... 
JuvenIle .....•............................. 
AdmInIstratIve agency .......•.............. 
UnclassIfIed (e.g., constItutIonal Issue) .. 

other mandatory cases: 
Dlsclpltnary matters .................... .. 
OrigInal proceedIngs (e.g., electIon cases) 
Interlocutory decIsIons ..•................. 

10tal mandatory jurIsdIction cases .......... :. 

Dlscretlondry JurIsdIctIon (cases gr~nted only): 
Petltlon~ of fInal judgments: 

CIvIl ..•.....•............•................ 
Cr Imlnal .................................. . 
JuvenIle .................................. . 
AdmInIstratIve agency .....•..•......•....•. 
UnclassifIed (e.g., constitutIonal Issue) .. 

other dIscretIonary petItIons ............... . 
DIscIplInary okliters ..................... .. 
OrIginal proceedl"gs (e.g., electIon cases) 

Total dlsLretlonary jurIsdIctIon cases ....... . 

Grand tota I 

OpInIons: 
Afr I rmed 
Mod If I ed 
Reversed ..•..••..................•........... 
Remanded ................ ' ..•................. 
I'll xed ..•.........•........................... 
lllsmlssed ..••...........•.................... 
Other ......•................••......•........ 

lleclslons wlthoul opInIon: 
At fIrmed ................ , .........•..•..••..• 
Mod I fled •.................................... 
Reversed ..........................•.•....•... 
Remanded ...........•......................... 
MIxed .•....•....•.............•....•......... 
DIsmIssed ...........••..•........•........... 
Other .•......•.........•....................• 

Other dIscretIonary petItIons ......... ' ..... . 
DIscIplInary matters ...................... . 
Or Iglnal proceedIngs (e.g., electIon (asps) 

Total dIscretIonary jurIsdIctIon rases ....... . 

Predeclsll1n 
d I spos It Ion 
(dlsmlssed/ 
wlthdrawn/ 
setJledL 

CJ..Y.l1 

_ !!Plfl.tlmL __ . 
Per 

SIgned curIam 
.Q.IlliU.Qll QI!ln.\..Q!!. 

J.l!.YJ'JlJJ~ 

Pet I t 1011 
9lillt tS'y 

PetitIon 
Q..e.nJf.>~, 

DecIsIon 
wlthou t 
OI)ln Ion 
(memo/ 
orderl. . 

Admln1s­
t r.lt \ ve 
~9'p'J!(L .. 

Trans­
ferred 

Othl'r 
Mandatory 
.. __ fJ!.i.~_ 
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Prototype of state appellate court statistical profile 

Mandatory jurisdiction: 
Appeals of final judgment: 

C'\ vil ....••••.•..•••••..••.•• , ...•.••••...• 
Criminal •••••••.•.•. , •••.••••• ·· .. • .... •·•• 
Juvenile •••••••••••.••••.••.••....•.•••.•.. 
Administrative agency ..•.•.•••...•.•.•••..• 
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) ., 

Other mandatory cases: 
Disciplinary matters •.......•.•.. , .....••.. 
Original proceedings (e.g .• election cases. 
InterlQcutory decisions .••.••••••.•......•• 

Total mandatory jurisdiction ~ases •.•••..•.... 

Discretionary jurisdiction: 
Petitions of final judgment: 

Civll ...... , ...•....••••.•.•..••...••..•.•. 
Criminal .•.••.•••..• , ....•..••..•.•....•.•. 
Juven 11 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 jurlsdiction cases .••....• 

Grand total •.•••.•••.•.•••..••.•.••.•...•.. • .• • 

Notice of appeal 
to ready for 

hearing 
Number 

of casll Mean Median 

Time interval data (months/days) 

Ready for hearing 
to under advisement 
(submitted or oral 
argument completed) 

Number 
of cases Mean Median 

Under advisement 
(submltted or 

oral argument 
completed) to decision 
Number 

of cases Mean Median 

Notice of appeal 
to decision 

Number 
of cases Mean Median 



» 
'"0 
'"0 
co 
::J 
a. 
x' 
() 

I\) 
(0 
01 

~-~~~~. 

Prototype of state appellate court statistical profile 

Mandatory jurisdiction: 
Appeals of final judgment: 

Ci vi 1 ..•.•.••.••....•.•... 
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 
c~ses .....•••..........•. 

Discretionary jurisdiction: 
Petitions of final judgment: 

Civn ..•..............•.•. 
Criminal ........•...•...•• 
Juvenile ...•......•....... 
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 .•........•..••..•. 

Age"of pending caseload (days) 

Not ready for hearing 
Awaiting court--- . -Awaiting ------AWaltlng 

reporter's transcript appellant's brief respondent's brief 

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 days ~ days days 

Ready for hearing 

Over 
61-120 120 0-60 
~ days days 

Under advisement 
(submitted or oral 
argument completed 

Average 
Over age of 

61-120 120 pending 
.J!.llL days case10ad 



Prototype of state appellate court stat~stical profile 

Boldface headlngs lndlcate the classIfIcatIons used by the Court Statlstlcs Project. 
N/A = The 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. 
-- = Data element is not applIcable. 
( ) NOTE: Begin pendIng data flled outsIde the parentheses, dIsposed data outsIde the parentheses, and end 
pendIng data reported 3S discretIonary jurIsdIction cases represent petitIons/motIons for revIew. FIled 
fIgures Inside the parentheses represent those newly fIled petitIons/motIons that were granted durIng the b 
tlme perIod covered on thIs profIle. For those Interested, fIled fIgures InsIde the parentheses can then e 
added to total mandatory .1ur'sdlctlon cases rned to arrlve f,t the number of new cases that the court wIll 
ultImately consldel' "on tJ)e merits." DIsposed figures inshe the parentheses represent the number of 
dIscretIonary petItIons granted that were dIsposed of "on 'he merIts." ThIs number Is rarely avaIlable, and 
Is usually Included In elther"the total dIscretIonary petItIons dIsposed or the mandatorY jurIsdIctIon 
cases. The number of dIsposed petHlons InsIde the parentheses can be aaded to tota~ mandatory jurIsdIctIon 
cases disposed to arrIve at the number of cases that the court dIsposed of "on the merIts." 
Quallfylng Footnotes: 
A = The data element Is complete with no footnotes. 
B T~e data element is complete and represents some double countIng. 

C The data element Is overlncluslve. 
o The data element is overlncluslve and represents some double countIng. 

(enter as lower case) = The data element Is at least 15% complete. 
J = The data element Is at least 75% complete, and represents some double counting. 

P = The data element IS incomplete and overlncluslve. 

Q The data element Is incomplete, overlncluslve and represents some double countIng. 

V = The data element 15 less than 751. complete. 

W = The data element Is less than 75% complete, and represents some double countIng. 

X lhe data element Is less than 15% complete, and overlncluslve. 

y = The data element Is less than 75r. complete, overlncluslve, and represents some double countIng. 

Z = The data are missIng for this data element. 

R = Judge InformatIon. 
S = Figure was computed. 
T = AddItIonal InformatIon. 
U = The data element IS Included In the unclassIfIed category. 
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Profile Used In 1988 Data Collection 

STArE NAME, COURT NAME 
Court of general jurIsdIctIon or court of lImIted jurIsdIctIon 

Number of clrcults or dIstrIcts, Number of judges 
TIme perIod covered 

Clvll: 
Tort: .•.••.•...............•.....•........•....... 

Auto tort ..••...........••.•...•....•.•.....•... 
Hed I ca 1 ma 1 pract 1 ce ........................•.... 
Other professIonal malpractIce ..............•... 
Product llablllty tort ........................ .. 
MIscellaneous tort" ............................ . 

lotal tort .....•...........•.......•.....•..•.... 
contract •••....•...•.............................. 
Real property rIghts ...•........•.......•......... 
Small claIms ....•......•....•........•........•... 
Domestlc relatIons: 

Marrlage dIssolution .......................... .. 
SUPllort/custody .................•.....•......... 
URESA .•.........•....•..........•............... 
AdoptIon ..................•..................... 
Paternity/bastardy .............•.......... : .... . 
MIscellaneous domestIc relatIons ............... . 

Total domestIc relatIons .•...................... 
Estate: 

Probate/wIll s/1 ntestate ........•.•.......•...... 
GUardIanshIp/conservatorshIp/trusteeshIp ....... . 
MIscellaneous estate ..•........................• 

Total estate .........•...•....•..............•... 
Menta 1 hea lth ..........•.......................... 
Appeal: 

Appeal of admInIstratIve agency case ......•..... 
Appeal of trIal court case ..........•....•...... 

Total clvn appeals ............................. . 
MIscellaneous cIvil •..•.•.....••...•........•..••. 

Total clvll .......•••....•...•......•...•.......... 
CrImInal: 

Felony ........••.........•......•..•....•......... 
MI sdemeanor ............•.....•........•..•.•...... 
OWI/DUI .•••..••........••.•............•.......... 
Appea 1 •..•.•..•..........•.................•...... 
Mlscellaneous crImInal .......................... .. 

Total crImInal ..•....••...•.•............•...•..... 
Trafflc/uther vlolatlon: 

HovIng traffIc vIolatIon ...•...............•..•... 
OrdInance vIolatIon ..•.•..•.......•............... 
Parklng vIolatIon .......•.....................•... 
MIscellaneous trafflc ............................ . 

rotal traffIc/other vIolatIon .•...•..............•. 

Juvenile: 
CrImInal-type juvenIle petItIon .............•..... 
Status offense .........•........•......••......... 
ChIld-vIctIm petitIon ..............•....•......... 
MIscellaneous juvenIle petItIon ..........•........ 

Total juvenile .................................... . 

Grand tota 1 cases •.......•........•.....•......•.... 

Other proceedIngs: 
Postconvlctlon remedy •.•.......•.........•........ 
PrelImInary hearIngs ...•................•..•...... 
Sentence rev\ew only ..••..•.•....•......•......... 
ExtraordInary writs ....•.....•.•......•........... 

Total other proceedIngs ..••..........•............. 

Beginning 
pendIng Flled DIsposed 

Eod 
pendIng 
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Prototype of state trIal court statIstIcal proflle 

CIvil: 
Tort: 
Auto tort ...•.•....•...••.....•..... 
Other professIonal malpractIce ..... . 

Product lIabIlIty tort ........... . 
Mlscillaneous tort .•...•........•. 

'Fotal tort .................•......• 
Contract .•••.......•................ 
Real property rIghts ••.............. 
Small claIms ...................... .. 
Uomestlc relatIons: 

MarrIage dIssolutIon ............. . 
Support/custody .................. . 
UR£SA ..••.....................•... 
AdoptIon .•........................ 
PaternIty/bastardy ............... . 
MIscellaneous domestIc relatIons .. 

lotal domestIc relatIons .........•. 
Estate: 

Probate/wIlls/Intestate .•......•.. 
GU~~~~~~~~~~6c~~~~~~~:~~~~~~: ..... . 
MIscellaneous estate ............. . 

Total estate ..................... .. 
Mental health ...................... . 
Appeal: 

Appeal of admInIstratIve 
agency case ..•...••..•......•..• 

Appeal of trIal court rase •...... , 
Total civIl appeals ............... . 

MIscellaneous cIvIl ..•...•.........• 
Total clvn ......................... .. 

CIvil: 
Tort: 

Auto tort ..•..•••....•............ 
MedIcal malpractIce .•............. 
Other professIonal malpractIce ... . 
Product lIabIlIty tort ........... . 
MIscellaneous tort ............... . 

rotal tort ....................... .. 
Contract .......•.................... 
Real property rIghts ......••........ 
Small claIms ....................... . 
DomestIc relatIons: 

MarrIage dIssolutIon ..•.........•. 
SUDDort/custody ...........•...•.•. 
URESA ..•..•.............••........ 
AdoptIon ...•......•........•...... 
PaternIty/bastardy .......•........ 
MIscellaneous domestIc relatIons ., 

[otal domestIc relatIons ..••....... 
Estate: 

Probate/wIlls/Intestate •.......... 
Guardlanshlp/conservatorshlp/ 

trusteeshIp ..•••....•••......... 
MIscellaneous estate ....•......•.. 

Total estate ..•.........•••........ 
Mental health ••••........•..•....... 
Appeal: 

Appeal of admInIstratIve 
agency case .....••..•.....•...•• 

Appeal of trIal court case ....... . 
Total cIvIl appeal ..•...•....•.•..• 

MIscellaneous tlvll •••••....•....... 
Tota 1 cIvIl ......................... . 

Manner of dIsposItIon: trIals 
TrIal TrIal 

Jury NofEDify Total Jury NoiFJTIfY Total 
Cr'lmlnal: 

felony: ..........•.......•...... 
HI sdemeanor .•................... 
DWl/DUr ......................•.. 
ft~~~~llaneous·cr1m;nai·:::::::::: 

Total crImInal •.......•.......... 

TraffIc/other vIolation: 
Moving traffIc ................ .. 
OrdInance violatIon ............ . 
ParkIng vIolatIon .............. . 
MIscellaneous traffIc .......... . 

Total traffIc/other vIolatIon ... . 
Juvenile: 

CrImInal-type juvenile petitIon. 
Status petItIon ..........•.....• 
ChIld-VIctIm petItIon .......... . 
MIscellaneous juvenIle petItIon. 

Total juvenile .................. . 
Grand total trIals ....•............ 

Manner 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 ...•...•...... 
GuHty pie'a ............ . 
Acquittal ............. .. 
DI!:mlssed ............. .. 

Non-jury trIal: 
ConvIctIon .........••... 
GuIlty plea .......•.... 
AcquIttal •.............• 
DIsmissed .............. . 

DIsmIssed/nolle prosequI .. 
Ball forfeiture .......... . 
Bound over •.....•.....•... 
Transferred •..•...•....... 
Other •.....••............• 

Total dIspOSitIons ..•..••.. 

MIsdemeanor DWIIDUI 
MI scell aneous 

crimInal 

Manner of traff1c/other Violation dispositions and type of decisIon 

Jury trial: 
ConVictIon ............ . 
Acquittal .........••... 

Non-jury trial: 
ConvIctIon ............ . 
AcquIttal ......•....•.. 

GuIlty plea ..•..•.•...... 
DismIssed/nolle prosequI . 
Ball forfeitUre ......•.•• 
Parking fInes ....•....... 
Transferred ......•....... 
Other ...........•......•. 

Total ...•....•..........•• 

Moving traffic 
violatIon 

Ordlnante 
vIolatIon ParkIng 

MIscellaneous traffIc/ 
other vlo'latlon 

Age of pending caseload (days) 

0-30 31-60 61-90 91-1BO 181-360 361-720 Over 720 Average age 

Clvll : 
lort: 

Auto tort ........•............... 
MedIcal malpractice .......•...... 
Other professIonal malpractIce ... 
Product lIabIlIty tort .....•.••.. 
MIscellaneous tort .............. . 

Tota 1 tort ..............•.•......• 
Contract .....•..................... 
Real prooerty rIghts ......•...•.•.. 
Small claims .....•.•..•...•...••... 
DomestIc relations: 

Marriage dIssolutIon .........•... 
Support/custody ....•..••......... 
URI:.SA ...........•.....•......•... 
AdoptIon ......•......•..•.••..... 
PaternIty/bastardy .............. . 
MIscellaneous domestlc relatIons • 

Total domestIc relatlons .......... 
Estate: 

Probate/wIlls/Intestate ..•..•..•• 
Guardlanshlp/conservatorshlp/ 

trusteeship .....•.............. 
MIscellaneous estate ~ •....•....•. 

Tota 1 estate ...••.•.•..•...•..••.. 
Mental health .................... .. 
Appeal: 

Appeal of admInIstrative 
agency case •..•...•.•.......... 

Appeal of trIal court case .••..•. 
Total appeal ..............•....... 

MIscellaneous cIVIl .•••.......•.•.. 
Total clvll .....•..•...•..•.......•. 

days -.£!.lli -.£!.lli...!@1L days days days of pending cases 
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Prototype of state trial court statistical profile 

Criminal: 
felony .............••..•....•.... 
Hi sdemeanor ................•..... 
OWl/OUI ..........•..........•.... 
Appeal ..•••...•...•.............. 
Mlsceilaneous crlm1nal .••........ 

Total criminal ................... . 
Traffic/other violation: 

Moving traffic ........•.......... 
OrdInance violation .....•....•... 
Parking violation ..•............. 
Miscellaneous traffic ........... . 

rotal traffic/other violation ...•. 

Juvenlle: 
Criminal-type juvenile petition .. 
status petition ................. . 
Child-victim petlt10n ..•......... 
Miscellaneous juvenile petition .. 

Total juvenlle .................. .. 

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 

Boldface headlngs Indicate the class1f1cations used by the Court Statistics Project (CSP). 
N/A = This casetype Is handled by the court, but the oata are unavailable. 
X = The data for this casetype are known to be Included 1n the total but are unavailable by category. 
-- = Not applicable. 
Units 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 deflnltlon. 
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Qua'\fy1ng Footnotes: 

A The data element \s complete w\th no footnotes. 

c = rhe data element \s complete and also 'ncludes more 1~lformatlon than can be spectflcally Identlfled ln codes 
E-H below. 

E " The data element Is complete and also Incl~des all postconvlct'on remedy proceedIngs. 

F " lhe data element 1s complete and also Includes all ordInance v'olat\on cases. 

G = The data element Is complete and also \ncludes all oWl/our cases. 

H lhc data element \ s complete and also Includes all crlm\nal appeals cases. 

(enter as lower case) " The data element \5 at least 75~ comRlete, and \s mlss\ng 
more 'nformatlon than can be specIfIcally Identlf'ed In co~es K-N below. 

K lhe data element does not Include any lImIted felony cases. 
l The data element does not Include any OWl/DUr cases. 

M " The data element does not 'nclude any crImInal appeal cases. 

N The data element does not Include any ordl~ance vIolatIon cases. 

o " The data element Is Incomplete and overlncluslve. 

V The data element Is less than 

X The data element 1s less than 

Q " AddItIonal court InformatIon. 
R Judge InformatIon. 
S F.I gure \~a s computed. 

7SY- complete. 

75Y- complete and overlncluslve. 

T AddItIonal 'nformatlon; reopened cases are added to the data element. 

U lhe data element's 'ncluded In the unclass'fled category. 
l " The data are mIssIng for thIs data element (I.e., the prImary data element was coded a "-5" to a "-1"). 

-lZ = Data not avaIlable 
-2Z " Casetype does not fall w,thln the jurIsdIctIon of the court. 
-3Z Data are represented 'n the total, but could not be separated by data element. 

-4Z Data are reported In the unclassIfIed category of the same general casetype. 
-SZ Data are collapsed wIth another casetype and could not be ldentlf\ed by specIfIc data element. 
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State Populations 

Resident Population, 1988 

Population (In thousands) 

1988 1988 1988 
State or territory Juvenile Adult Total 

---
Alabama ............. ~ .......... 1,115 2,988 4,103 
Alaska ........................ 167 356 523 
Arizona .................... 952 2,537 3,489 
Arkansas . ~ ................. 649 1,745 2,394 
California ..... 0 ••••••••••• 7,494 20,821 28,315 

Colorado ..................... 869 2,432 3,301 
Connecticut .................. 760 2,475 3,235 
Delaware .................... 166 494 660 
District of Columbia ......... 138 480 618 
Florida .................... 2,795 9,540 12,335 

Georgia ..................... 1,776 4,566 6,342 
Hawaii ................... 287 812 1,099 
Idaho ....................... 304 699 1,003 
Illinois ...... •• •••••••••• 0 •• 3,003 8,609 11,612 
Indiana ........................ 1,461 4,0-"4 5,555 

Iowa ....................... 714 2,120 2,834 
Kansas .................... 653 1,842 2,495 
Kentucky .................... 981 2,745 3,726 
Louisiana ................. 1,296 3,111 4,407 
Maine ..................... 304 901 1,205 

Maryland .................... 1,147 3,477 4,624 
Massachusetts ..... 0 ........ 1,332 4,556 5,888 
Michigan ................. 2,453 6,786 9,239 
Minnesota ................... 1,120 3,187 4,307 
Mississippi ............... 'O ••• 780 1,840 2,620 

Missouri ................... 1,312 3,830 5,142 
Montana •••••• ' ••••• 0 •••• 221 584 805 
Nebraska ................. 423 1,179 1,602 
Nevada ••••••• , ••••• 0 •••• 266 788 1,054 
New Hampshire • 0 ••••••••• 275 811 1,086 

New Jersey ............... 1,831 5,889 7,720 
New Mexico 

•••• •• ••• ••• 0· • 
449 1,057 1,506 

New York ...... " .......... 4,356 13,554 17,910 
North Carolina ............. 1,636 4,854 6,490 
North Dakota •••• 0 •••••••• 0 183 484 667 

Ohio 0 ••••• 0.0 •••••••••••• 2,823 8,032 10,855 
Oklahoma ................ 882 2,359 3,241 
Oregon ••• t ••••••••••••• 0- 686 2,080 2,766 
Pennsylvania •••••••• 0 •••• 2,848 9,153 12,001 
Puerto Rico • .o ••••••••••• '" 1,234 2,060 3,294 

Rhode Island .............. 230 763 993 
South Carolina ............ 949 2,522 3,471 
South Dakota •• 0 •• 0 ••••••• 197 516 713 
Tennessee ••• 0 ••••••••••• 1,253 3,643 4,896 
Texas ..................... ~ . 4,986 11,854 16,840 

Utah " .................. ".0 629 1,059 1,688 
Vermont ....... " •••• 0 •••••• 141 416 557 
Virginia ." ... " ..... " ..... " 1,470 4,546 6,016 
Washington "''' ............ 1,190 3,458 4,648 
West Virginia ............. " 477 1,399 1,876 

Wisconsin " .. .. . . . " . " . ~ " . . . . 1,273 3,581 4,854 
Wyoming •••• .o ••••••••• " •• 141 338 479 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Press Release, CB 89-72, May 4,1989. 
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Total State Population for Trend Tables, 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987, and 1988 

Population (in thousands) 

State or territory 1984 1985 1986 19P,7 1988 
-----

Alabama •••• 0 ••• • ••••• •• • 3,990 4,021 4,053 4.083 4,103 
Alaska .................... 500 521 534 525 523 
Arizona ... ~ ............ - .. 3,053 3,187 3,280 3,386 3,489 
Arkansas ... ~ ....... ,. ..... 2,349 2,359 2,372 2,388 2,394 
California ......... · .. 0.·· . 25,622 26,365 26,981 27,663 28,315 

Colorado ............ o' of '". 3,178 3,231 3,267 3,296 3,301 
Connecticut ................ 3,154 3,174 3,189 3,211 3,235 
Delaware .•.••. 0._ .•..•••• 613 622 633 644 660 
District of Columbia ......... 623 626 626 622 618 
Florida .................... 10,976 11,366 11,675 12,023 12,335 

Georgia .................... 5,837 5,976 6,104 6,222 6,342 
Hawaii .................. " ... 1,039 1,054 1,062 1,083 1,099 
Idaho ................. , .... 1,001 1,005 1,003 998 1,003 
Illinois • • • • • • • ~ .. • • .. 0- • • • • • • 11,511 11,535 11,553 11,582 11,612 
Indiana ................... 5,498 5,499 5,503 5,531 5,555 

Iowa ...................... 0 • 2,910 2,884 2,850 2,834 2,834 
Kansas .................... 2,438 2,450 2,460 2,476 2,495 
Kentucky •• 0 •••• "' .......... 2,723 3,726 3,729 3,727 3,726 
Louisiana ................. 4,462 4,481 4,502 4,461 4,407 
Maine .................... 1,156 1,164 1,173 1,187 1,205 

Maryland ..................... 4,349 4,392 4,463 4,535 4,624 
Massachusetts ............. 5,798 5,822 5,832 5,855 5,888 
Michigan ................... 9,075 9,088 9,145 9,200 9,239 
Minnesota ............... 4,162 4,193 4,214 4,246 4,307 
Mississippi ................. 2,598 2,613 2,625 2,625 2,620 

Missouri ................... 5,008 5,029 5,066 5,103 5,142 
Montana •• 9 ..... • .. •• .... •• 824 826 819 809 805 
Nebraska . -............... 1,606 1,606 1,598 1,594 1,602 
Nevada ................... 911 936 964 1,007 1,054 
New Hampshire .............. 977 998 1,027 1,057 1,086 

New Jersey .................. 7,515 7,562 7,620 7,672 7,720 
New Mexico .. , ........... 1,424 1,450 1,479 1,500 1,506 
New York "" , ........ ~ ..... ~ .... 17,735 17,783 17,772 17,825 17,910 
North Carolina ............... 6,165 6,255 6,334 6,413 6,490 
North Dakota .............. 686 685 679 672 667 

Ohio ........... I·· .. ·.··· 10,752 10,744 10,753 10,784 10,855 
Oklahoma ........ _ ...... -. 3,298 3,301 3,305 3,272 3,241 
Oregon ..................... 2,67 4 2,687 2,698 2,724 2,766 
Pennsylvania ............... 11,901 11,853 11,889 11,936 12,001 
PU6ito Rico .......... " ....... 3,267 3,267 3,274 3,292 3,294 

Rhode Island ." ............... 962 968 975 986 993 
South Carolina ............. ~ 3,300 3,347 3,376 3,425 3,471 
South Dakota ............. 706 708 708 709 713 
Tennessee .............. 4,717 4,762 4,803 4,855 4,896 
Texas " .................. " . 15,989 16,370 16,685 16,789 16,840 

Utah ..................... '" 1,652 1,645 1,665 1,680 1,688 
Vermont .................. 530 535 541 548 557 
Virginia .................... 5,636 5,706 5,787 5,904 6,016 
Washington ............... 4,349 4,409 4,463 4,538 4,648 
West Virginia ...... " ...... 1,952 1,936 1,919 1,897 1,876 

Wisconsin ................ 4,766 4,775 4,785 4,807 4,854 
Wyoming • 0 ................ 511 509 507 490 479 

Source: U,S. Bureau of the Census, Press Release, CB 89-72, May 4, 1989. 
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Other Publications from 
the Court Statistics Project 

The following publications are available 
from the National Center for State Courts, 
300 Newport Avenue, Williamsburg, V A 
23187-8798: 

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports 
1976-1979 

Each of these four volumes (1976-1979) has 
available case load information from all appel­
late and trial courts. 1980-1984, paperback, 
$3.00 each volume, plus shipping. 

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 
1980 

Available case load information from all appel­
late and trial courts are presented in this 
report. 1984,496 pages, paperback, $4.50, 
plus shipping. 

State Court Case/Dad Statistics: Annua/ Report 
1981 

The 1981 Report is out of print. Photocopies 
are available from the Court Statistics Project. 

State Court Case/Dad Statistics: Annua/ Report 
1984 

Available case load information from all appel­
late and trial courts are presented in this 
report. 1986,276 pages, 25 OZ., paperback, 
$6.25, plus shipping. 

State Court Case/Dad Statistics: Annua/ Report 
1985 

Available case load information from all appel­
late and trial courts are presented in this 
report. 1987,312 pages, 28 oz., paperback, 
$6.25, plus shipping. 

State Court Case/Dad Statistics: Annua/ Report 
1986 

Available case load information from all appel­
late and trial courts are presented in this 
report. 1988,278 pages, 24 oz., paperback, 
$6.95, plus shipping. 

State Court Case/Dad Statistics: Annual Report 
1987 

Available case load information from all appel­
late and trial courts are presented in this 
report. 1989, 266 pages, 21 oz., paperback, 
$6.95, plus shipping. 

Court Case Management Information Systems 
Manual 

This manual reviews local and statewide case 
management information requirements and 
presents sets of model data elements, data 
collection forms and case management output 
reports for each level of court. 1983,342 
pages, 29 oz., paperback, $15.00, plus 
shipping. 

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. Single copies are available free of 
charge. 

State Court Organization 1987 
Updates the 1980 reference guide to the 
organization and practices of all state appel­
late and trial courts. 1988,420 pages, 43 oz., 
paperback, $9.95, plus shipping. 

State Court ModeJ Annual Report 
Suggested formats to be used in preparir'g 
state court annual reports. Discusses tOPICS to 
be considered for inclusion in court reports. 
1980,88 pages. Single copies are available 
through the National Center for State Court3 
library. 

1984 State AppelJate Court Jurisdiction Guide for 
Statistical Reporting 

Contains information on the organizations, 
jurisdiction, and time standards in the state 
appellate courts. 1985,117 pages. Single 
copies are available for loan through the 
National Center for State Courts library. 

State Court Model Statistical Dictionary 
Contains definitions of terms used to classify 
and count court case load. Gives the court 
statistical usage for each term. Merges the 
1980 edition and i 984 Supplement, defines 
new terms. 1989, 90 pages, 11 oz., paper­
back, $4.50, plus shipping. 




