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OVERVIEW 
• • • • • • • • • 

T he volume of cases being handled in the state 
courts reached a record high in 1990: more than 
100 million cases were filed. Rising trends char­

acterized all major types of cases, with many states 
reporting dramatic increases in caseloads at both the trial 
and appellate court levels. A rise in caseload volume has 
important consequences for the operations, functions, 
and effectiveness of the state court system. In response 
to concerns over the number of cases filed and the 
number of cases disposed of each year, this Report is 
offered as a guide to the business of the state courts. It 
is intended to document and to examine the volume of 
cases being brought to the state courts. Three principal 
facets of caseload are considered: 

• The volume of ;ases. How many cases are filed 
annually in the state courts? After adjusting for 
population, are state caseload levels similarordiHer­
ent across the country? As the number of new case 
filings continues to rise, are trial and appellate courts 
able to keep up with the work load? 

The composition of case loads. What percent of civil 
filings are torts and what percent are contract cases? 
What proportion involve domestic relations? What 
percent of criminal caseloads are felonies? Does the 
relative quantity of different types of cases tend to be 
similar or different across the country? 

• The trends in litigation. Is there evidence of a 
"litigation explosion" in tort filings? Are torts growing 
at afasterorslower rate than contractor real property 
rights cases? Have all states experienced substan­
tial growth in felony filings? Is the growth in appeals 
threatening to overwhelm the state appellate courts? 

These questions and others are addressed in this Report 
through a combination of statistics, analysis, and discus­
sion about the state courts. 

HOW ARE THE DATA COLLECTED? Information 
for the national case load databases comes from pub­
lished and unpublished sources supplied by state court 
administrators and appellate court clerks. Published 
data are typically official state court annual reports, which 
assume a variety of forms and vary widely in detail. Data 

from published sources are often supplemented by un­
published data received in a wide range of forms, includ­
ing internal management memoranda and computer­
generated output. 

Extensive telephone contacts and follow-up corl'e­
spondence are used to collect miSSing data, confirm the 
accuracy of available data, and determine the legal 
jurisdiction of each court. Information is also col/ected 
about the number of judges per court or court system 
(from annual reports, offices of state court administra­
tors, and appellate court clerks); the state population 
(based on Bureau of the Census revised estimates); and 
special characteristics regarding subject matter jurisdic­
tion and court structure. A complete review of the data 
collection procedures and the source of each state's 
1990 caseload statistics are provided in Appendices A 
and B. 

Because there are 50 states and thus 50 different 
state court systems, the biggest challenge is to present 
the data in such a way that valid state-to-state compari­
sons can be made. Frequent mention is made in this 
Report to a model approach for collecting and using 
caseload information. The Conference of State Court 
Administrators and the National Center for State Courts 
have jointly developed that approach over the past 14 
years. The key to the approach is comparison: compari­
son among states and comparison over time. The 
COSCNNCSC approach makes that task pOSSible, al­
though at times it highlights some aspects that remain 
problematic when building a comprehensive statistical 
profile of the work of the state appellate and trial courts 
nationally. 

The organization of the Report emphasizes making 
meaningful comparisons. The first two parts of the 
Report offer a description of current caseload volume 
and an analysis of key case load trends in (a) the state trial 
courts and (b) the state appellate courts. To facilitate 
comparisons among the states, other parts of the Report 
are detailed tables of case load statistics, descriptions of 
how states organize and allocate jurisdiction to their 
courts, and basic information on how courts compile and 
report court statistics. 

WHAT FINDINGS EMERGE? Part I examines state 
trial court case loads in 1990 and how the 1990 experi­
ence fits with recent trends. For the first time, the total 
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reported state trial court caseload includes data from all 
50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. 
What stands out Is that trial court caseload volume is up 
substantially in many states. 

More than 100 million new cases were filed in state 
courts during 1990 (100,792,000). Mandatory ap­
peals and discretionary petitions to state-appellate 
courts account for 238,000 cases. The remainder 
are trial court filings: 18.4 million civil cases, 13.0 
million criminal cases, 1.5 million juvenile cases, and 
67.5 million traffic or other ordinance violation cases. 

Civil trial court filings, which encompass torts, con­
tracts, domestic relations, estate, and small claims 
cases, grew by over 5 percent from the 1989 total. 
Criminal trial court filings, which include felony and 
misdemeanor cases, increased by 4 percent over 
the previous year. Rising filing levels also character­
ized state appellate courts, where filings of manda­
tory appeals and discretionary petitions both grew by 
more than 3 percent. 

With more than 100 million new cases, state courts 
resolve the overwhelming majority of legal disputes. 
Compared to the federal court system, the number of 
cases handled and the number of litigants, lawyers, and 
judges involved in the state courts is far greater. 

In 1990 there were over 31 million civil and criminal 
cases filed in the nation's state trial courts, compared 
to fewer than 280,000 such filings in the U.S. district 
courts, the main federal trial courts. Consequently, 
over 100 times as many civil and criminal cases 
commenced in the state courts as in the federal 
courts. 

There is a great deal of variation in the number of 
cases each state contributes to the national total. At the 
same time, the bulk of the nation's caseload is concen­
trated in a relatively small number of states. 

Ten or fewer states account for a majority of civil, 
criminal, and juvenile filings, although the states with 
the largest civil filings are not necessarily the same 
as the states with the largest criminal or juvenile 
filings. However, the states that dominate each of 
the major types of cases have one thing in common: 
they tend to be the most populous states. 

Because much of this variation is due to differences 
in the number of people being served by the courts in 
each state, caseload counts must be adjusted to accom­
modate differences in state populations. On the one 
hand, the reduced variation in population-adjusted filing 
rates clearly shows that caseload levels in the state trial 
courts are correlated highly with population. Onthe other 
hand, the fact that there is not a perfect correspondence 

between caseload volume and population size suggests 
that other social, economic, and legal forces affect filing 
rates in the states. 

Filings for all categories of trial court cases are up 
and rising. This trend raises the immediate Issue of 
whether courts are disposing of 'lhese cases. The num­
ber of case dispositions as a percent of case filings in a 
given time period offers a clearance rate, a summary 
measure of whether a court or a state court system is 
keeping up with its incoming case load. 

The number of new cases filed in 1990 often sub­
stantially exceeded the number of cases that were 
disposed of by the courts. The problem is more 
prevalent for civil and criminal cases than for juvenile 
cases, and more prevalent for limited than for gen­
eral jurisdiction courts. 

To address the question of whether clearance rates in 
1990 reflect short-term or long-term problems of the state 
courts, a thl'ee-year clearance rate has been constructed 
that measures the percent of filings that were disposed of 
between 1988 and 1990. Examining the three-year 
clearance rate provides the opportunity to see if courts 
are keeping up with new cases despite a possible short­
fall in a given year. The news is encouraging. 

• The 1990 clearance rateforcriminalcases in general 
jurisdiction courts exceeds the three-year rate in two­
thirds of the states. This implies that clearance rates 
in 1990 tended to be above the average clearance 
rates for 1988 to 1990. Further, the three-year 
clearance rate for civil cases was above 98 percent 
in nearly one-half of the state general jurisdiction 
court systems. 

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

Beyond offering a comprehensive summary of state 
trial court activity related to major types of cases (i.e., 
civil, criminal, juvenile, and traffic cases), the Report also 
examines the composition of trial court case loads. The 
advent of automated information systems means that 
states increasingly collect more detailed information, 
distinguishing, for example, tort cases from other civil 
filings and breaking down criminal caseloads into felony, 
misdemeanor, and DWI/DUI cases. The main finding to 
emerge is consistency: the underlying compOSition of 
civil, criminal, and juvenile case loads is strikingly similar 
across different states. The relative size or ranking of 
different areas of law (e.g., domestic relations, tort, 
contract) within a given type of case (e.g., civil) is quite 
similar across most courts. Thus, for example, the 
largest category of civil case load in most general jurisdic­
tion state courts is domestic relations followed by general 
civil (i.e., tort, contract, and real property rights). The 
specific percentage of domestic relations may vary from 
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court to court, but it is consistently the largest category. 
Hence, the business of the state courts is about the 
same, despite differences in factors such as jurisdiction 
or context (e.g., crime rates, law enforcement practices, 
and social conditions). 

An examination of case load trends offers a perspec­
tive by fitting the 1990 experience into recent history. In 
short, case load growth In 1990 is an extension of a cycle 
of growth. 

• Since 1984, civil case loads have risen by 30 percent, 
criminal case loads by 33 percent, juvenile caseloads 
by 28 percent, and traffic case loads by 12 percent. In 
contrast, national population has increased by 5 
percent over the same seven-year period. 

Trend analysis provides further information about whether 
case load growth or decline is consistent among states 
and across types of cases, This Report examines trends 
in important civil case categories-tort, contract, rea! 
property rights-as well as in criminal felony cases. 

Tort cases, an ongoing focus of public policy con­
cern, are not consistently increasing across the country. 
An upward trend may be present in some states, but the 
distinguishing feature of tort cases in recent years is their 
susceptibility to short-term adjustments in response to 
tort reform legislation (e.g., Alaska and Arizona). It is too 
early to say if those adjustments will meet the objectives 
of that legislation. 

The trend analysis also suggests that tort filings are 
changing over time in a manner that differs from other 
civil case categories. 

• There are sufficient differences between tort, con­
tract, 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 filings. 

The most dramatic increases in the civil caseload 
tend to be for real property rights and contract cases, 
not torts. 

The trend in felony case filings is clear: increasing, 
and increasing substantially, in the general jurisdiction 
trial courts of most states. 

• Total felony filings have increased by an average 0f 
more than 50 percent since 1984 in the 35 courts 
examined. 

Because the number of cases being filed in some states 
has more than doubled over a seven-year period, the 
pressures on the criminal courts are substantial indeed. 
Moreover, felony cases are usually heard at the general 
jurisdiction court level and are the type of criminal case 
with the most substantial implications for court staffing 
and resources. 

Part \I describes levels and trends in the state appel­
late court case loads. In addition, distinctions in appellate 
court structure and the ways new cases reach appellate 
courts are explained. 

• The volume of appeals reached a new high In 1990. 
State appellate courts reported 238,007 mandatory 
and discretionary filings In 1990 which is a 3.7 
percent Increase over 1989. 

The connection between case load composition and ap­
pellate court structure is important for considering the 
work, operations, and problems of the appellate courts 
nationwide. 

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

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

The lACs are the workhorses of the appellate sys­
tem. 1111990 mandatory appeals in the lACs ac .. 
counted for 62 percent of total appellate filings. This 
category also experienced the largest growth rate 
between 1989 and 1990 (4.7 percent). 

The COLRs experienced a 4 percent increase be­
tween 1989 and 1990 in the numberof discretionary 
petitions, which constitutes the bulk of their work. 

These figures reveal the varying case load pressures 
confronting courts of last resort and intermediate appel­
late courts. COLRs face increases in discretionary 
petitions, which count for the largest share of their 
caseloads. In contrast, lACs face increases in manda­
tory appeals, which form the major portion of their 
case loads. 

The number of appeals varies widely from state to 
state. One way that this is seen is in the concentration of 
appeals. 

Eight states account for a majority of the nation's 
appeals. 

Eleven states had less than 1 ,000 appeals filed in 
1990. 
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The number of appeals filed in a particular state is 
strongly correlated with the state's population. Taking 
population into account allows for a more meaningful 
comparison of appellate caseload levels across the states. 
One relationship is the dominance of mandatory appeals 
in all first-level appellate courts. 

c First-level appellate courts are similar in caseload 
composition. Whether they are COLRs without an 
lAC or lACs with large caseloads, they tend to handle 
virtually all mandatory cases. These mandatory 
cases are the bulk of their respective state's appea.ls. 

Because mandatory appeals must be heard, the 
increasing number of these appeals in first-level appel­
late courts, as well as in many COLRs with lACs, in­
creases case load pressure on the courts. In addition, the 
number.of discretionary petitions continues to rise. Thus, 
an important policy concern is the success with which 
appellate courts are disposing of their growing caseloads. 
An examination of clearance rates shows mixed results. 
For example, with respect to mandatory appeals, one­
half of the COLRs had clearance rates above 100 in 
1990, while fewer than one-quarter of the lACs met with 
similar success. The difficulties experienced by lACs 
seem to be ongoing. CompareCl with the three-year rates 
(which provide an average measure of clearance be­
tween 1988 and 1990), clearance rates for courts of last 
resort in 1990 tend to be higher, indicating increasing 
success in case dispoSition, while the situation in the 
intermediate appellate courts is reversed. 

The bulk of the mandatory appeals are filed in the 
lACs, and many of these courts are having continu­
ing problems disposing of their case load. 

Part of the explanation for why most state court 
appellate systems were unable to dispose of as many 
cases as were filed from 1988 to 1990 is steadily increas­
ing caseloads. The data contained in this Report indicate 
that between 1984 and 1990 state COLR and lAC 
case loads grew in a majority of appellate courts. How­
ever, growth was not uniform, and it is important to note 
where the increases in the number of appeals occurred. 

Mandatory appeals substantially increased from 1984 
to 1990 in most first-level appeals courts-interme­
diate appellate courts and courts of last resort with­
out an intermediate appellate court. 

Discretionary petitions grew consistently from 1984 
to 1990 in a majority of courts of last resort and in a 
majority of intermediate appellate courts, although 
there are a limited numberof lACs for which data are 
not available. 

These trends have important consequences because 
they indicate that the largest segments of both lAC and 
COLR caseloads are increasing at the most rapid rate: 

mandatory appeals in lACs and discretionary petitions in 
COLRs. 

Parts III, IV, and V: the data, COl!rt structure, and 
essential recordkeeping practices. Part III contains the 
detailed case load statistics. Appellate court case loads in 
1990 are enumerated in the first six tables. Table 1 gives 
the total case load for appellate courts for the year and 
describes the comparability and completeness of that 
information. Tables 2-6 describe particular types of 
appellate cases and particular aspects of case process­
ing. 

Trial court case loads in 1990 are detailed in the next 
six tables. Table 7 shows the total trial court caseload 
and the comparability and completeness of the underly­
ing state statistics. Table 8 reviews the total number of 
cases filed and disposed for each state and individual 
courts within each state. Tables 9-12 describe the civil, 
criminal, traffic/other ordinance violation, and juvenile 
caseloads of state trial courts. 

Tables 13-16 describe trends in the volume of case 
filings and dispositions. Tables 13 and 14 indicate the 
patterns between 1984-90 for mandatory and discretion­
ary cases in state appellate courts. The trend in felony 
case filings in state trial courts for the same period is 
contained in Table 15, and the trend in tort filings forthose 
six years is in Table 16. 

All of the tables in Part III are intended as basic 
reference sources. Each one compiles information from 
the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. 
In addition, the tables indicate the extent of standardiza­
tion in the numbers for each state. The factors that most 
strongly affect the comparability of case load information 
across the states are incorporated into the tables. Foot­
notes explain how a court system's reported caseloads 
are related to the standard categories for reporting such 
information recommended in the State Court Model 
Statistical Dictionary, 1989. The user is alerted to three 
possible circumstances that qualify the completeness of 
the reported number. Caseload numbers are cited ifthey 
are incomplete in the types of cases represented, if they 
are overinclusive, or both. Numbers without footnotes 
should be interpreted as in compliance with the 
Dictionary's standard definitions. 

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

Part V lists jurisdiction and state court-reporting 
practices that may affect the comparability of caseload 
information reported by the courts. Eight figures note, for 
example, the time period used for court statistical report­
ing, 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 
courts; and identify trial courts with the authority to hear 
appeals. The figures define what constitutes a case in 
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each court, making it possible to determine which appel­
late and trial courts compile case loads on a similar basis. 
The most important information in the figures for making 
comparative use of case load statistics is repeated in the 
main case load tables (Part III). 

Appendix A reviews the method used to collate the 
information provided by the states into a standard format. 
This Report improves the completeness and accuracy of 
the information provided as compared to previous edi­
tions. The procedural changes responsible for the im­
provement are described, as are the specific returns in 
the form of new data and corrections to previously 
reported caseloads. 

WHAT IS THE GENERAL UTILITY? The value of 
the Report lies in its capacity to inform the public and 
policymakers about increased demands placed on state 
court systems. Effective policy planning at the local, 
state, and national level depends on a sound and com­
prehensive court statistical database to assess the cur­
rent business of the state courts, to help identify emerg­
ing trends in litigation, and to establish long-term needs. 
Bringing together comparable state court caseload sta­
tistics can help courts establish goals and develop poli­
cies by providing a yardstick against which states can 
assess performance and measure the possible impact of 
legislation and of procedures for forecasting budget 
require ments. 

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 uniformity in how courts 
and state court administrative offices collect and publish 
case load information. 

The 1990 Report, like previous reports, is a joint 
effort by the Conference of State Court Administrators 
and the National Center for State Courts. CaSCA, 
through its Court Statistics Committee, oversees the 
preparation of Project publications and provides policy 
guidance for devising or revising generic reporting cat­
egories and procedures. The NCSC provides Project 
staff and support facilities. Preparation of the 1990 
Report is funded by a grant to the NCSC from the State 
Justice Institute. 

The staff of the Court Statistics Project can provide 
advice and clarification on the use of the statistics from 
this and previous caseload reports. Project staff can also 
provide the full range of information available from each 
state. T.he prototype spreadsheets (Appendix C) used by 
Project staff to collect data reflect the full range of 
information sought from the states. Mo!';t 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. Questions and reactions 
to the Report can be sent to: 

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

State Court Case load Statistics: Annua: Report 1990 • xvii 



--- ---- .. - ··1 

PART 

• • • 



TRIAL COURT CASELOADS IN 1990 
AND 1984-90 TRENDS 

• • • • • • • • • 

Sheer volume is the most striking feature of state 
trial court case loads in 1990: more than 100 
million cases were filed. Not only does this total 

number of cases represent a high-water mark, but the 
four major categories composing the total-civil, crimi­
nal, juvenile, and traffic cases-are also at all-time high 
levels. This means that the case load total in 1990 was 
equivalent to one court case for every other adult in the 
United States. 

Part I uses case load statistics to describe the work of 
the state trial courts and to assess the consequences of 
rising caseload volume on the capacity of courts to hear 
and to decide cases. In addressing volume, a basic 
analytical distinction is made between caseload levels 
and caseload trends. Looking at 1990 case load levels, 
issues examined include: 

" The volume of cases in the state trial courts. 
How is the case load distributed between limited 
jurisdiction and general jurisdiction courts? How 
do caseload levels, adjusted for population, com­
pare across different states? 

The resolution of litigation. Are more new cases 
being filed annually than the courts are disposing 
of during the year, thus contributing to the size of 
the pending caseload? Which states have expe­
rienced the greatest difficulties in keeping up 
with thp, annual inflow of cases? 

The adequacy of court resources. How does 
the number of case filings in the state courts 
compare to the case load in the federal court 
system? How does the provision of judicial 
support staff in one state compare to the staff in 
other states with similar filings or dispositions per 
judge? 

An examination of case load trends offers a perspec­
tive by indicating whether 1990 state court caseloads are 
in a period of stability or flux. Further, trends inform 
whether case load growth or decline is consistent among 
the states and across types of cases, Particular issues 
include: 

• Tort litigation. What are the dimensions of growth 
in tort litigation? Is there a uniform pattern 
throughout the country? Or does tort growth 
vary by region and population density? How 
does tort litigation compare in volume to contra.ct 
and real property rights cases? 

Felony filing rates. Are more felonies filed each 
year? Is the number of felonies increasing, 
decreasing, or remaining constant over time? 
Do felony filings exhibit a consistent growth 
pattern throughout the country? 

Trends allow an appraisal of whether state trial court 
caseloads are being affected by either short-term factors 
or basic underlying factors such as the legal system, the 
economy, and other demographic features. Moreover, 
trend analysis allows each state to serve as its own 
baseline. States tend to retain their systems for classify­
ing and counting case loads, reducing concern over the 
impact of units of count, points of count, and the compo­
sition of specific case load categories. When changes do 
occurfrom one yearto the next in a state's caseload, the 
alteration can be examined in relation to planned changes 
in statutes and procedural rules. 

The primary goals of the Court Statistics Project are 
to collect and to disseminate comparable state court 
case load statistics. Forthe first time, trial court case load 
statistics are available for all states. This Reportcontains 
the most complete and accurate state trial court caseload 
data available, although statistics from some states are 
incomplete.1 The focus of Part I of this Report is the trial 
court. This section begins with a summary of overall state 
trial court activity in 1990. Caseload patterns between 
and within courts of general and limited jurisdiction are 
then highlighted. Variation among states in the rates at 
which civil, criminal, and juvenile caseloads wel'e filed 
and disposed of in 1990 as well as trends in total civil, tOl1, 
contract, real property rights, and felony case loads are 
then reviewed and discussed. The main conclusions are 
then summarized. 

1. The sources of state court caseload statistics and the collection 
methodology are discussed in more detail in Appendix A. 
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Comparability and Reliability of Data 

A working knowledge of factors that affect the com­
parability of the caseload statistics is necessary before 
proceeding further. Comparable in this report refers to 
the standard for reporting court case loads established by 
the Conference of State Court Administrators, through its 
Court Statistics Committee, as defined in the State Court 
Model Statistical Dictionary.2 

The issue of comparability arises because there are 
50 states and, therefore,50 state judicial systems. These 
systems are similar in broad outline, but they vary in the 
details of their organization and business. In particular, 
the factors that most affect the comparability of data in 
this Report are due to differences in: 

o Jurisdiction: the territory, subject matter, or 
persons, as determined by statute or constitu­
tion, over which a particular court system has 
legal authority. 

Statistical terminology: the extent to which the 
case type definitions and statistical reporting 
categories conform to the model approach out­
lined in the State Court Model Statistical Dictio­
nary. 

Management Information systems: whether 
the caseload data are collected, categorized, 
and reported so as to be available to the Court 
Statistics Project. 

The reporting of felony caseloads provides an ex­
ample. In all state court systems, the courts of general 
jurisdiction have authority to try felony cases. There is, 
however, variation across state court systems in whether 
the court of limited jurisdiction also hears felony cases. 
There are states where the limited jurisdiction courts 
have no jurisdiction over felony cases. Where limited 
jurisdiction courts do have felony jurisdiction, even if it is 
restricted, the number of felony cases reported at the 
general jurisdiction court level automatically will be re­
duced and thereby will limit comparability with other 
states. Additionally, there are differences in what is 
counted as a felony case. Some state court systems 
count each separate felony defendant and all charges 
involved in a single incident as a single case; others count 
multiple defendants involved in a single incident as 
separate cases; while still other court systems count 
each separate charge as a case. Finally, while most state 
court systems currently count and report felony caseload 
totals, there are still some that do not. The absence of 
data is often due to a management information system 
that is not designed to generate information on particular 
case types. 

2. Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, State 
Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989 (1989). 
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Throughout the Report, certain terms are used to 
describe how closely the statistical terminology of a 
particular state court system conforms to the model 
statistical reporting practices recommended in the State 
Court Model Statistical Dictionary. Conformity is affected 
by two major factors: (1) the composition of the case load 
categories (the specific types of cases that are included) 
and (2) the method by which the count is taken (Le., the 
unit of count that constitutes a case and the point at which 
the count is taken). Text Table 1.1 provides a more in­
depth discussion of these factors. 

Differences among state court sy~1ems make the 
collecting, the reporting, and the interpreting of state 
court case load statistics a challenge. Meeting this chal­
lenge underlies the organization of this Report. Parts I 
and II offer a commentary on trial and appellate court 
caseloads, but draw on materials from three other parts 
of the Report to clarify and document important differ­
ences between state court systems. Part III presents the 
main case load statistics tables. These tables show the 
availability of case load statistics nationally and explain 
differences in how cases are categorized across courts. 
Part IV contains the court structure and jurisdiction charts. 
Part V provides a set of figures that further describes 
court jurisdiction and statistical reporting practices. 

State Trial Court Volume in 1990 

States reported that 100,555,147 cases were filed in 
trial courts in 1990, a total consisting of 18,382,137 civil 
cases, 13,074,146 criminal cases, 1,543,667 juvenile 
cases, and 67,555,197 traffic and other ordinance viola­
tion cases. To put the more than 100 million state trial 
court filings into perspective, Chart 1.1 shows the number 
of filings for the period 1984 to 1990.3 The pattern is one 
of consistent year-to-year increases, with the number of 
filings increasing by over 18 percent during the 1984-
1990 period.4 In contrast, those seven years saw the 
nation's population grow by just over 5 percent. 

Total trial court filings are composed of a broad range 
of case types. In the State Court Case/oad Statistics: 
Annual Report series, total filings are divided into four 
main categories: (1) civil, (2) criminal, (3) juvenile, and 
(4) traffic/otherordinance violation cases. These catego­
ries represent the basic information that one can reason­
ably expect most states to provide. Abbreviated defini­
tions of these categories are provided in Text Table 1.2. 

3. The caseload statistics series published by the National Center for 
Slate Courts began in 1975. However, the period 1984 to 1990 is the 
longest continuous time span for which caseload data comparable to 
that reported in this volume can be obtained for a significant number of 
state courts. The only other annual series on state court caseloads was 
collected and published by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. The last 
volume in that series reported statistics in 1946. 

4. The figure of 18 percent reflects the increase in reported caseload 
during this seven-year period. This percentage increase is likely to 
somewhat overstate the actual growth in total case load because the 
reporting courts are not constant over time, with some courts and states 
being added and some, a smaller number, dropping out. 



TEXT TABLE 1.1: Explanation Of I:'actors Affecting Case load Comparability 

Composition refers to the construc::tion vi caseload-reporting categories that contain similar types of cases for which counts are 
taken of filed and disposed-of cases. Once a standard is defined for the types of cases that belong in a category, it becomes possible to 
compare court case loads. The standard for the State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report series is the State Court Model 
Statistical Dictionary. 

A count can be: 
complete: it includes all of the types of cases in the definition 
incomplete: it omits some types of cases that should be included 
overinclusive: it includes some types of cases that should not be included 
both incomplete and overinclusive 

For example, the definition of a criminal case found in the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary includes the offense of driving while 
intoxicated (DWI/DUI). A general jurisdiction trial court that reaches decisions in such cases but classifies them, for reporting purposes, 
with traffic violations rather than with criminal cases will have its total criminal caseload footnoted as "incomplete." Conversely, the count 
of traffic and other ordinance violation cases will be "overincluslve" in that court, since it inclucles cases that should, according to the 
standard, be classified as criminal. 

Methods for taking counts vary. Comparability is affected by basic decisions a state or court makes when designing its court 
records system. Variation is found in two main areas: 

The point of filing: the point in the litigation prOCess when the count is taken. For example, some appellate courts count the 
receipt of the "notice of appeal" as the step that initiates the appellate process. Other courts wait until the trial court record is 
prepared and transmitted to the appellate court before counting a filing, by which time some appeals have been withdrawn, 
settled, or dismissed, especially in civil cases (see Figure B, Part V). 
The unit of count: what, precisely, a court counts as a case. For example, trial courts differ in what is counted as a filing. For 
criminal cases, some courts treat each charge as the unit of count, some count each defendant, and some count charging 
documents that contain multiple charges and/or multiple defendants. These practices are described using a common 
framework in Figure 0, Part V, of this report. 

Charts, graphs and maps summarize caseload and related information from other parts of the report in a comparable manner. 
However, differences in case volume observed in 1990 reflect many factors, including the constitutions, statutes, court stf,'rcture and 
rules, as well as the recordkeeping practices, of the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

As shown in Chart 1.2, the case types that consume 
the majority of court time and resources (civil, criminal, 
and juvenile) have all experienced consistent growth 
from 1984 to 1990. Overthis period, civil caseloads have 
grown by 30 percent, criminal case loads by 33 percent, 
and juvenile case loads by 28 percent. Traffic caseloads 
have increased by only 12 percent, but show the largest 
amount of growth in terms of the sheer number of cases 
during the past seven years.s 

Court Structure 

American courts inhabit two different though related 
realms-state and federal. There are currently 50 states 
and, therefore, 50 state trial and appellate systems. 
Separate systems similar to the state courts also exist in 
the District of Columbia and the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico.6 (For expository purposes, the 50 states, the 

5. Total traffic filings have risen from 60,407,938 in 1984 to 67,555, 197 
in 1990. 

6. There are territorial courts in the Virgin Islands, Guam, American 
Samoa, and the Northern Mariana Islands. Currently, court statistics 
are not collected from these territorial courts. 

District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico will all be referred 
to as "state courts" throughout the remainder of this 
Report.) 

The federal judiciary and the 52 state courts are 
similar in broad outline, but they vary in the detail of their 
organization and business. Whereas the federal courts 
are relatively uniform throughout the country, state court 
systems vary greatly in structure, and none are simple to 
describe. In general, there are four types of state court 
systems: (1) consolidated, (2) complex, (3) mixed, and 
(4) mainly consolidated. Differences in court structure 
and jurisdiction are important to the understanding of 
caseload data from a state. Hence, some important 
dimensions on which state trial court systems differ need 
to be reviewed before examining and comparing state 
caseloads in more detail. . 

The conventional wisdom of state court reform 
stresses the virtues of consolidation. In trial courts, two 
dimensions on which this is manifest are the uniformity 
and the simplicity of jurisdiction. Uniform jurisdiction 
means that all trial courts at each level have identical 
authority to decide cases. Simplicity in jurisdiction means 
that the allocation of subject matter jurisdiction does not 
overlap between levels. The degree of consolidation 
offers a related basis for classification, indexing the 
extent to which states have merged limited and special 
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CHART 1.1: Total Filings In the State Courts, 1984-90 
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TEXT TABLE 1.2: Abbreviated Definitions of the Four Main Reporting Categories Used In the 
State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annual Report Series 

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

Criminal case: charge of a state law violation. 

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

Traffic/other 
ordinance violation: charge that a traffic law or a city, town, or vii/age ordinance was violated. 

Complete definitions of these terms as well as all statistical and related terms used in classifying state court caseioad statistics are found 
in the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989. 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

jurisdiction courts. Maps 1.1 through 1.4 summarize the 
differences present in state court structure during 1990. 

General and Limited Jurisdiction Courts: 
Jurisdiction and Caseload 

General Jurisdiction Courts 
In most states, the trial court is divided into two levels: 

(1) an upper level and (2) a lower level. The upper-level 
trial court, which usually has original jurisdiction over all 
subject matter or persons within its geographical limits is 
called the court of general jurisdiction. In the criminal 
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area, general jurisdiction courts have authority to try 
felony cases and to impose the maximum penalty autho­
rized by state statute. On the civil side, they have 
unlimited jurisdiction over all matters not specifically 
assigned to a court of limited or special jurisdiction. 
These are courts of record from which an appeal is 
available. 

Chart 1.3 summarizes general jurisdiction court fil­
ings in 1990. Civil case filings represented one-third of 
the total case load (34 percent), criminal case filings 
nearly one-eighth (14 percent), and juvenile cases less 
than one-twentieth (4 percent). Even though general 



CHART 1.2: Total Filings by Major Category, 1984-90 
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jurisdiction courts are the major, upper-level trial courts, 
nearly one-half of their case load consists of traffic/other 
ordinance violation cases (48 percent). While traffic 
cases are a major part of many states' general jurisdic­
tion court caseload, it is particularly pronounced in those 
states (e.g., District of Columbia, Illinois, and Minnesota) 
where all matters, including traffic, are heard exclusively 
by a general jurisdiction court because there is no lower 
court. 

Limited Jurisdiction Courts 
In 1990, 44 states had a lower-level trial court con­

sisting of courts of limited or special jurisdiction. Vari­
ously called municipal, district, justice, justice of the 
peace, or magistrate courts, these courts are restricted in 
the range of cases that they can decide. Yet, the bulk of 
the nation's disputes are handled in these courts of 
limited jurisdiction. The number of such courts ranges 
from zero in the seven states with unified court systems 
(although a special section of the general jurisdiction 
court hears minor cases) to more than 1,000 courts in 
Georgia, New York, and Texas. Although a state appel­
late court might review some judgments of limited juris­
diction courts, review is typically restricted to general 
jurisdiction courts. 

Limited jurisdiction courts are dominated by traffic 
cases. though more and more of these cases are being 

~ •• - CIVIL 

-o-CRIMINAL 

•• - JUVENILE 

1988 1989 1990 

routed to administrative agencies for expedited, 
nonadversarial disposition? The proportions of civil and 
criminal cases in limited jurisdiction courts vary greatly 
from state to state. With respect to civil case loads , one­
fourth of these courts are limited to hearing cases involv­
ing claims of less than $3,000. Many of these courts have 
exclusive jurisdiction over specialized areas, most com­
monly juvenile. 

Chart 1.4 divides the limited jurisdiction court caseload 
into the four main case types. Civil and criminal filings 
each account for nearly equivalent shares of the total, 12 
and 13 percent, respectively, while juvenile filings repre­
sent 1 percent. The remaining three-fourths (74 percent) 
of the filings are traffic/other ordinance violation cases. 

To gain a perspective on the case load totals from 
general and limited jurisdiction courts, the number of 
judges and courts that are available to decide the c~ses 
is summarized in Text Table 1.3. As expected, there are 
far more judges in limited jurisdiction courts. Of the 
reported total of 100,555,147 court filings, 27,006,094 
were in general jurisdiction courts (27 percent of the 
total). 

7. Forexample, the Illinois traffic case load dropped dramatically due 
to administrative handling of parking cases for the city of Chicago (Cook 
County) beginning with the fourth quarter of the year. 
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MAP 1.1: Trial Court Structure, 1990 
Consolidated court structure 
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~ 

Six states and the District of Columbia have consolidated their trial courts into 
a single court with jurisdiction over all cases and procedures. 

MAP 1.2: Trial Court Structure, 1990 
Complex court structure 

National Center for State Courts, 1992 

j:!:ilijijiji:M Complex 

Fourteen states have complex court structure, i.e., several general jurisdiction 
courts and/or a multiplicity of limited jurisdiction courts that overlap in jurisdiction 

Ji. both with courts at the same level and with general jurisdiction courts. 
A 

~ National Center for State Courts, 1992 
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MAP 1.3: Trial Court Structure, 1990 
Mixed court structure 

E:::::::::~:!:::l Mixed 

Fifteen states and Puerto Rico have mixed court structure, i.e., two 
court levels that overlap in jurisdiction. 

National Cenl~r for State Courts, 1992 

!:::!:!:\:!!:!iH Mainly consolidated 

Fifteen states have mainly consolidated court structure, i.e., two court 
levels but all limited jurisdiction courts have uniform jurisdiction. 

National Center for State Courts, 1992 

Part I: Trial Court Case loads in 1990 • 9 



Chart 1.3: The Composition of Trial Court 
Caseload Filings In General 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1990 

Traffic 48% 

Juvenile 4% 
Total = 27,006,094 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

Composition of Trial Court Caseloads: 
1990 and 1984-90 Trends 

A more detailed analysis of civil, criminal, and juve­
nile cases follows. The analysis blends an in-depth 
examination of each case type in 1990 with information 
on 1984 to 1990 trends. 

Civil Filings in 1990 
and 1984-90 Trends 
States reported the filing of 18,382,137 civil cases in 

1990, which is an increase of over 5 percent from the 
previous year. In examining the recent history of civil 
caseloads in the state courts, a number of issues are 
covered. They include the following: 

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

Clearance rates for civil cases. Are courts keep­
ing up with the inflow of new civil cases? Are 
courts that have experienced above-average 
increases in civil case loads having more trouble 
than other courts in disposing of their cases? 

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

Chart 1.4: The Composition of Trial Court 
CaseJoad Filings In Limited 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1990 

Total = 73,549,053 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

TeXT TABLE 1.3: State Trial Courts In 
Aggregate, 1990 

Total Trial Court Cases Filed In 1990: 100,555,147 

Juvenile 
1% 

16,453 Courts: 

2,451 General Jurisdiction Courts 

27,559 Judges: 

9,325 Judges 

14,002 Limited Jurisdiction Courts 18,234 Judges 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

Domestic relations cases. What is the composi­
tion of domestic relations case loads? Are civil 
courts really "divorce courts"? 

Tort, contract, and real property rights. Is there 
evidence of a "liiigation explosion" in tort filings? 
Are torts growing at a faster or slower rate than 
contract or real property rights cases? 

Text Table 1.4 shows total civil filingsB in general and 
limited jurisdiction courts in 1990 as well as each state's 

8. A civil case is a requestforthe enforcementor protection of a right, 
or the redress or prevention of a wrong. To meet the definition 
recommended by the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, the 
category includes all torts, contracts, real property rights, small claims, 
domestic relations, mental health, and estate cases over which the 
court has jurisdiction. It also includes all appeals of administrative 
agency decisions filed in the court and appeals to general jurisdiction 
courts of decisions by limited jurisdiction trial courts in civil cases. 
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TEXT TABLE 1.4: Total Civil Filings In General and Limited Jurisdiction Courts, 1990 

State 

Alask9. 
Wyoming 

North Dakota 
Vermont 

South Dakota 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Delaware 
Maine 

West Virginia 
New Hampshire 

Nebraska 
Puerto Rico 

Utah 
District of Columbia 

Kansas 
Oregon 

Iowa 
Oklahoma 
Colorado 

Minnesota 
Kentucky 

Connecticut 
Arizona 

Louisiana 
Washington 

Alabama 
Missouri 

South Carolina 
Wisconsin 

Indiana 
Massachusetts 
North Carolina 
Pennsylvania 

illinois 
Michigan 

Ohio 
New Jersey 

Maryland 
Texas 

Florida 
Virginia 

New York 
California 

NA ;: Data are not available 
NC = There is no court of limited jurisdiction 
NJ = Court does not have civil jurisdiction 

Tolal 
Civil 

Filings in 
General 

Jurisdiction 
Courts 

13,861 
10,744 
18,131 
35,375 
40,573 
28,179 
62,075 

9,255 
6,893 

43,658 
33,709 
51,504 
70,961 
29,947 

141,053 
160,398 
93,972 

184,692 
205,833 

99,429 
215,792 
67,914 

173,337 
111,080 
185,872 
147,111 
94,189 

264,923 
55,151 

341,909 
294.730 
560,420 
114,005 
302,739 
695,416 
207,022 
398,357 
844,051 
128,893 
454,991 
557,913 
113,927 
219,605 
685,816 

Source: Table 9, Part Ill, NatIonal Center for State Courts, 1992 

population ranking.9 A review of the footnotes to Table 9, 
Part III (p. 119), indicates the degree to which states 
report data conforming to the recommended definition. 
Map 1.5 shows the states that report complete and 
comparable civil filing data in their courts of general 

Tolal 
Civil 

Filings in 
limited 

Jurisdiction 
Courts 

19,408 
22,887 
16,269 
4,496 

NC 
24,510 

NC 
60,779 
66,462 
51,363 
75,221 
57,557 
57,970 

105,901 
NC 
NJ 

89,127 
NC 
NA 

114,830 
NC 

148,803 
57,467 

138,499 
66,208 

111,760 
169,364 

NJ 
248,567 

NJ 
146,310 

NO 
501,625 
384,429 

NC 
519,315 
416,975 

6,324 
738,202 
425,419 
354,358 

1,184,078 
1,091,762 
1,135,866 

Tolal 
Civil 

Filings 

33,269 
33,631 
34,400 
39,871 
40,573 
52,689 
62,075 
70,034 
73,355 
95,021 

108,930 
109,061 
128,931 
135,848 
141,053 
160,398 
183,099 
184,692 
205,833 
214,259 
215,792 
216,717 
230,804 
249,579 
252,080 
258,871 
263,553 
264,923 
303,718 
341,909 
441,040 
560,420 
615,630 
687,168 
695,416 
726,337 
815,332 
850,375 
867,095 
880,410 
912,271 

1,298,005 
1,311,367 
1,821,682 

Population 
Ranking 

51 
52 
48 
50 
46 
42 
43 
47 
39 
35 
41 
37 
27 
36 
49 
33 
30 
31 
29 
26 
20 
23 
28 
24 
21 
18 
22 
15 
25 
16 
14 
13 
10 
5 
6 
8 
7 
9 

19 
3 
4 

12 
2 
1 

jurisdiction. Specifically, 23 states reported complete 
and comparable civil filing data in 1990. 

Civil filings in the state courts (Text Table 1.4) exhibit 
two distinct patterns. First, the range is wide: total civil 
filings extend from a low of 33,269 filings in Alaska to a 
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MAP 1.5: States with Complete Civil Filing Data In General Jurisdiction Courts, 1990 

high of 1,821,682 filings in California. Second, civil cases 
are highly concentrated in particular states. 

• The 9.5 million civil filings in the nine states with 
the largest civil case loads account for more than 
50 percent of the total of 18.4 million. 

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

Although nine states courts must cope with large 
numbers of civil cases, the civil burden is not 
greatly disproportionate to those states' share of 
the national population. 

How close is the relationship between population 
and civil filings? Chart 1.5 presents the relationship 
between population and civil filings. The squares in the 
chart represent individual states. Each state's position in 
the chart is determined by both its population and its 
filings, which are measured along the vertical and heri­
zontallines, respectively. For example, the square in the 
upper-right-hand corner of the chart stands forCalifornia, 

9. The table contains data from 44 of the 52 state court systems. A 
state is excluded from the table only if the state's total civil case load is 
less than 75 percent complete. Actual state population figures for 1984 
to 1990 are provided in Appendix D. 

mam &crl~~s & D.C.) 

c:::J Other 
(28 States & P.R.) 

Source: Table 9, Part III, National Center for State Courts, 1992 

with its population of nearly 30 million and civil case load 
numbering over 1.8 million. 

If civil filings are a function of population, then one 
expects the squares to fall in a relatively straight line. The 
observed relationship is indeed quite close: the larger a 
state's population, the more civil cases are filed10 In the 
chart a line is drawn that l'3presents a precise quantita­
tive measure of how much of an increase in filings is 
produced by an increase in population.11 Because most 
states are close to the line, one can infer that population 
is an important determinant of the absolute number of 
cases, Hence, adjusting for population should enhance 
basic comparability and should reveal other, more subtle 
factors that produce interstate differences among the 
civil filing levels. 

CIVIL FILINGS PER 1001000 POPULATION. Chart 
1.6 displays the totai civil case filings per 100,000 popu­
lation in these 44 state court systems. By adjusting for 
population, we see whether the states do indeed look 
more or less like each other. If the states are similar, civil 
filing rates per 100,000 in each state should be close to 
the average for all the states. 

10. The relationship between population and total civil filings evident 
by a visual inspection is confirmed by a positive Pearson correlation 
coefficient of .90. This suggests that for every increaso in a state's 
population, there is a proportional increase in the number of cases filed. 

11. The position and slope of the line is based on the application of 
linear regression analysis to the population and case-filing data for the 
states. 
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CHART 1.5: Total Civil Filings by Population, 1990 
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• Most states report filing rates clustered near the 
median (between the rates of Iowa and Okla­
homa). The clustering of many states close to 
the median is expected because population is 
closely related to civilli1ing levols. 

Yet, the adjusted figures that take population into 
account strongly suggest that otherfactors, in addition to 
population, influence civil case-Wing rates. For example, 
of the 10 states with the highest adjusted filing rates in 
Chart 1.6, only Virginia, Maryland, and New Jersey are 
also among the top 10 states. with the highest absolute 
civil case loads. If population is the exclusive determinant 
of civil caseloads t the absolute and population-adjusted 
rankings of states should be the same. Because they are 
not, a valid inference is that the factors affecting civil filing 
rates involve other social, political, and economic forces 
in the state. As noted earlier, civil caseloads are also 
affected by such basic factors as how cases are classi­
fied and counted. 

Reported civil caseloads are affected by the point at 
which filings are counted, whether reopened cases are 
treated as new filings, and the manner in which support/ 
custody proceedings are incorporated into court statis­
tics on marriage dissolution cases. Figure H, Part V (po 
277), details the method by which each court counts civil 
cases and Table 9, Part III (p. 119), the method by which 
support/custody cases are counted. 

Different approaches to counting civil, and espe­
cially support/custody, caseloads affect the rank­
ing of states in Chart 1.6. 

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

As an example, Virginia's limited jurisdiction court, 
the district court, regards all reopened civil cases as new 
filings and counts support/custody proceedings as sepa­
rate cases. Most states, and Virginia's general jurisdic­
tion court, the circuit court, do not count reopened civil 
cases as new filings and count support/custody proceed­
ings as part of the original marriage dissolution filing 
unless issues are involved that arise at a later point in 
time or as a postdecree action. The allocation of subject 
matter jurisdiction is also relevant. The circuit court in 
Virginia has domestic relations jurisdiction, with the ex­
ception of support/custody, URESA, and miscellaneous 
domestic relations cases, which can be heard in the 
district court. Thus, the relatively high rate of civil filings 
in Virginia and the atypical concentration of civil cases in 
the state's limited jurisdiction court are attributable, in 
part, to choices made when the state's court recordkeeping 
procedures were designed. 
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CHART 1.6: Civil Case Filings per 100,000 Total Population In State Trial Courts, 1990 

District of Columbia 
Virginia 

Maryland 
New Jersey 

Delaware 
New Hampshire 
Massachusetts -
North Carolina -
South Carolina -

Indiana 
Utah 

Michigan 
Ohio -

Wyoming -
New York -
Vermont 

Florida 
Connecticut 

Wisconsin 
Nebraska -

Arizona -
Iowa -

Oklahoma 
Alabama 
Colorado :1 

Kansas 
Oregon 

Idaho 
California 

Illinois 
Alaska 
Maine 

Louisiana 
Kentucky 

South Dakota 
Pennsylvania 
North Dakota :_! 
Washington 

West Virginia 
Texas 

Missouri 
Minnesota 

Hawaii -:' 
Puerto Aico !!!! 

° 
Median 

5,000 10,000 15,000 

D Limited Jurisdiction 

• General Jurisdiction 

20,000 25,000 

The following states are not included: AA, GA, MS, MT, NM, NV, AI, TN. 

Source: Table 9, Part III, National Center fOT State Courts, 1992 

Courts hearing child supporVcustody cases in Florida, 
Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming 
also count cases in ways that influence their civil filing 
rates relative to other states. On balance, however, a 
uniform method of counting might rearrange the order in 
which states are found in Chart 1.6, but it is unlikely that 
the change would be significant. 

Differences in the allocation of subject matter 
jurisdiction between court levels strongly influ­
ence the percentage of cases that are heard at 
one level or the other. 

Delaware is an example of how the allocation of subject 
matter jurisdiction affects the number of cases heard in 
limited and general jurisdiction courts. 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. However, Delaware is 
distinctive in having five separate limited jurisdiction 
courts with the authority to hear civil cases, including the 
family court, which has exclusive jurisdiction over do­
mestic relations cases. Fewer than one of every eight 
civil cases 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 
relevant subject matter jurisdiction to lower level courts. 

Filings per 100,000 population provide a standard 
measure of case load levels that adjusts for differences in 
population among the states. This measure does not, 
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TEXT TABLE 1.5: Trends In Total Civil Filings In General Jurisdiction Courts, 1984·90 

Total Total Total 
Civil Civil Civil 
Index Index Index 

Stale 1984 1985 1986 

Alaska 100 110 99 
Arizona 100 114 120 

Arkansas 100 109 113 
California 100 105 109 
Colorado 100 105 121 
Delaware 100 98 106 

District of Columbia 100 106 104 
Florida 100 110 115 
Hawaii 100 101 101 
Idaho 100 102 102 
Illinois 100 107 78 

Indiana 100 107 116 
Iowa 100 108 103 

Kansas 100 106 114 
Maine 100 106 98 

Maryland 100 102 109 
Michigan 100 100 115 
Missouri 100 105 116 

Nebraska 100 111 104 
New Hampshire 100 107 110 

New Jersey 100 105 110 
New Mexico 100 103 106 

New York 100 100 95 
North Carolina 100 106 111 
North Dakota 100 104 110 

Ohio 100 100 112 
Oklahoma 100 103 106 

Pennsylvania 100 123 120 
Rhode Island 100 107 109 

South Carolina 100 113 126 
South Dakota 100 104 109 

Texas 100 102 95 
Utah 100 101 111 

Vermont 100 123 121 
Virginia 100 97 102 

Washington 100 108 120 
West Virginia 100 103 90 

Wisconsin 100 111 109 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

however, provide information on whether a court is 
keeping up with its incoming civil caseload. Two factors 
complicate resource planning and the allocation of re­
sources within the courts and are likely to affect the ability 
of a court system to dispose of its caseload quickly: (1) 
rapid, sustained caseload growth over time and (2) 
fluctuating case loads, where big increases one year are 
followed by small increases or even declines in the next 
year. These issues are discussed next. 

GROWTH IN CIVIL FILINGS, 1984·90. Compa­
rable civil filing data for the period 1984 to 1990 can be 
obtained from general jurisdiction court systems in 38 
states. The combined civil case load from these 38 states 
rose by 24 percent between 1984 and 1990. In absolute 

Total 
Total Total Total Total P~ulation 
Civil Civil Civil Civil rowth 
Index Index Index Index 1984 to 
1987 1988 1989 1990 1990 

91 88 86 83 110 
119 126 118 129 120 
115 106 98 117 100 
113 113 112 115 116 
120 125 121 112 104 
119 131 139 148 109 
102 109 104 101 97 
116 123 135 145 118 
100 105 106 109 107 
97 99 104 105 101 
81 100 93 105 99 

131 135 l48 155 101 
117 120 121 126 95 
119 122 126 136 102 
88 101 101 102 106 

109 115 119 132 110 
114 120 123 138 102 
116 121 124 124 102 
103 129 131 145 98 
116 128 138 203 114 
113 120 138 149 103 
101 102 103 113 106 
96 91 164 173 101 

119 125 134 138 108 
112 127 126 132 93 
116 119 124 137 101 
104 93 90 96 95 
119 124 134 138 100 
116 122 140 158 104 
131 128 129 132 106 
105 103 103 104 99 
100 103 101 103 106 
99 101 95 101 104 

120 125 131 151 106 
105 115 115 138 110 
115 119 124 130 112 

81 88 97 95 92 
111 110 95 109 103 

terms, civil filings in these general jurisdiction courts rose 
from 6,847,480 in 1984 to 8,473,084 in 1990. 

Text Table 1.5 summarizes the experiences over 
those years of general jurisdiction courts in each state.12 

To help trace the year-to-year changes as well as to 
gauge the overall change, 1984 caseload levels have 
been set equal to 100.13 Total civil filings have increased 

12. A state is included in this table if the reported civil data from the 
general jurisdiction court is at least 75 percent complete. 

13. The overall change in population is also expressed as an index 
number with the 1984 population set at 100 to allow a simple test of 
whether filings are growing at a faster rate than state population. 
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faster than population growth in 35 of the 38 states. 
Several points emerge when examining trends in total 
civil caseloads. 

Increases in total civil filings between 1989 and 
1990 occurred in 33 of the 38 jurisdictions. 

In 26 jurisdictions, civil filings not only increased 
in 1990 but also reached their highest total ever 
during that year. 

Eight of the nine states which accounted for over 
50 percent of the civil caseload volume all had 
record highs in civil filings in "1990. 

Four of the nine states with the highest volume of civil 
cases had increases in excess of 36 percent in civil fiiings 
over the past seven years. In particular, New York, with 
an increase of 73 percent, New Jersey, with an increase 
of 49 percent, and Florida with an increase of 45 percent, 
are experiencing both high absolute filing levels and high 
rates of growth. These increases in high-volume states 
help to explain why the national total has grown since 
1984. 

CLEARANCE RATES FOR CIVIL CASES. Trial 
courts reduced the size of their pending civil case load if 
they disposed of more civil cases during 1990 than were 
filed. Text Table 1.6 abstracts the relevant information 
from Table 9, Part III (p. 119), to present clearance rates 
for general jurisdiction and limited jurisdiction courts with 
the authority to hear civil cases. (The clearance rate is 
the number of dispositions in a year divided by the 
numberof filings and multiplied by 1 00). General jurisdic­
tion courts in 40 states and limited jurisdiction courts in 19 
states are included in Text Table 1.6. 

Most states ended 1990 with additions to pend­
ing caseloads. 

In courts of general jurisdiction, only 8 of the 40 
states reported clearance rates of 100 percent or 
greater for 1990. 

The courts of Hawaii reported the largest clearance rate: 
130.2 percent, followed by J\laska with 105.9 percent. 
The other states that also disposed of more cases than 
were filed did not reduce the size of their pending 
case loads significantly. The reason is that their clear­
ance rates were very close to 100. For the states with 
rates below 100,16 courts reported clearance rates of 
between 95 and 100 percent. Seven courts reported 
clearance rates between 90 and 95 percent, while nine 
courts reported clearance rates of less than 90 percent, 
with the 79.3 percent in Maryland marking the lowest 
reported rate for that year. 

Comparing the eight states with clearance rates 
below 90 percent in 1990 for which civil filing index 
numbers can be calculated (Text Table 1.5) helps to show 
why some states are having difficulty clearing their civil 
case loads. All eight states have experienced substantial 

growth in civil filings since 1984. For example, Delaware's 
civil filings have increased by 48 percent, Vermont's by 
51 percent, and New Hampshire's by 103 percent. Ad­
ditionally, the eight states experienced record civil filing 
levels in 1990. Finally, five of these eight courts saw their 
civil caseloads grow by more than 8 percent between 
1989 and 1990. 

To address the question of whether the findings for 
1990 reflect short-term or long-term problems ofthe stace 
courts, Text Table 1.6 includes the clearance rates of the 
general and limited jurisdiction courts of each state from 
1988, 1989, and 1990. Clearance rates over the three 
years are similar in some, but vary widely in other general 
jurisdiction courts. To take year-to-year fluctuations in 
clearance rates into account, a '1hree-year" clearance 
rate has been constructed. This three-year rate is 
computed by first summing all filings and dispositions 
during 1988-1990 and then dividing the three-year sum 
of dispositions by the corresponding sum of filings. Ex­
amining the three-year clearance rate provides the op­
portunity to see if courts are keeping up with new cases, 
despite a possible shortfall in a given year. Text Table 1.6 
is sorted by this three-year rate. 

• Between 1988 and 1990, 18 of the 38 state 
general jurisdiction court systems for which it is 
possible to calculate a three-year clearance rate 
disposed of at least 98 percent of their civil 
filings. 

However, the other 20 jurisdictions show a problem in 
keeping up with the inflow of cases. For 27 states the 
situation seems to be worsening in that the three-year 
rate exceeds the 1990 clearance rate. Because the 
three-year rate reflects the average success that a par­
ticular court has had in disposing of cases over the past 
three-years, the 27 states disposed of a lower percent­
age of cases than is typical over this three-year period. 

An explanation for this condition may lie in the fact 
that the eight states with the lowest three-year clearance 
rates were a blend of the states with the highest absolute 
number of civil fi!ings (Maryland, Florida, California, and 
Virginia) and states with the highest per capita civil filing 
rates (Delaware, New Hampshire, Virginia, and North 
Carolina). In addition, New Hampshire, North Carolina, 
and Virginia experienced increases of 11 percent or more 
in their civil caseloads between 1989 and 1990. This 
pattern suggests that courts experiencing high absolute 
numbers of cases or high per capita filing rates are facing 
a diminishing capacity to deal with incoming caseloads. 

Limited jurisdiction courts are, if anything, experienc­
ing even a hardertime in disposing of their civil caseloads 
than the courts of general jurisdiction. Text Table 1.6 also 
shows clearance rates forthe limited jurisdiction courts of 
19 states. 

• Only two statewide limited jurisdiction courts 
reported clearance ratesof 1 00 percentorgreater 
for 1990. 
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TEXT TABLE 1.6: trial Court Clearance Rates for Civil Cases, 1988·90 

Genersl Jurisdiction Courts 

Three-Year 
Clearance 

State 1988 1989 1990 Rate 

Tennessee 90.2 88.0 
Arizona 102.4 98.2 

Maryland 86.8 81.8 79.3 82.5 
Florida 85.6 82.5 80.1 82.6 

Oalifornia 87.5 89.1 87.1 87.9 
Delaware 90.1 90.1 85.5 88.5 

New Hampshire 88.1 93.3 86.8 89.0 
Washington 86.6 90.9 90.9 89.6 

Virginia 95,9 95.0 84.5 91.4 
North Carolina 93.5 92.3 89.8 91.8 

Missouri 95.2 93.2 92.2 93.5 
Kentucky 97.9 93.3 93.1 94.7 
Vermont 99.9 98.0 88.1 94.9 

Pennsylvania 98.5 93.7 93.8 95.2 
Illinois 91.7 97.0 97.3 95.3 

West Virginia 95.7 92.3 100.1 96.0 
Puerto Rico 101.1 91.9 96.4 96.3 

South Carolina 97.2 100.8 93.4 97.1 
Maine 93.0 .g5.4 103.5 97.3 

Minnesota 100.8 95.1 96.2 97.5 
Indiana 98.2 97.8 96.8 97.6 

New Jersey 99.6 96.3 98.0 97.9 
Alaska 92.4 96.1 105.9 98.0 

North Dakota 98.8 98.3 97.7 98.2 
Ohio 99.7 99.6 97.4 98.S 

Kansas 99.5 99.7 97.8 99.0 
Texas 96.8 101.7 98.5 99.0 

Nebraska 100.7 98.9 98.9 99.5 
Wisconsin 101.2 100.2 97.5 99.6 

Rhode Island 98.3 98.8 102.3 100.0 
New Mexico 104.6 101.3 94.7 100.0 

Oklahoma 94.9 108.7 97.2 100.1 
Alabama 100.0 96.1 103.8 100.2 

Idaho 100.5 99.3 100.7 100.2 
Colorado 102.3 101.1 97.3 100.3 
Arkansas 100.4 108.3 94.4 100.6 

District of Columbia 101.1 103.4 99.9 101.5 
Michigan 104.3 102.9 99.6 102.2 

Ore,gon 105.9 101.9 102.7 103.4 
Hawaii 86.0 99.5 130.2 105.5 

The highest rate was 166.5 percent, recorded in Alaska. 
In eight states, the clearance rates were between 95 and 
100 percent, and in four more states the rate was be­
tween 90 and 95. Limited jurisdiction courts in five 
states-California, Hawaii, Michigan, Vermont, and 
Washington-reported clearance rates below 90 per­
cent. The court systems of California and Washington 
also reported the lowest rates in 1988 and 1989. The 
three-year clearance rates below 100 percent indicate 
that some states are having continuing problems keep­
ing pacewithcaseload. In 11 of the 18 limited jurisdiction 

Limited Jurisdiction Courts 

Three-Year 
Clearance 

State 1988 1989 1990 Rate 

Michigan 86.4 
Washington 76.8 76.3 70.0 74.3 

California 74.1 74.7 76.2 75.0 
Utah 56.9 86.8 95.1 79.4 

Vermont 93.3 88.2 89.2 90.3 
Hawaii 91.3 92.3 89.6 91.1 

Kentucky 93.2 90.8 92.4 92.1 
North Dakota 91.5 92.5 94.8 93.0 

Florida 91.6 95.0 92.8 93.2 
Indiana 93.2 96.9 93.7 94.5 
Arizona 93.9 96.4 96.7 95.7 

Puerto Rico 93.0 98.2 99.7 97.1 
Nebraska 98.9 96.2 96.2 97.1 

Texas 93.1 107.5 96.1 98.8 
South Carolina 102.9 98.2 99.2 100.0 

Colorado 102.9 98.2 99.2 100.1 
Virginia 100.9 101.2 101.7 101.3 

Ohio 102.8 101.9 99.6 101.4 
Alaska 77.8 101.3 166.5 113.4 

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

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

courts for which a three-year clearance rate can be 
calculated, the three-year rate exceeds the 1990 clear­
ance rate. This pattern indicates a downward trend in the 
ability of these 11 courts to handle theircaseload volume. 

Therefore, the information for both limited and gen­
eral jurisdiction courts indicates that most courts are 
failing to keep pace with the flow of new case filings. This 
condition is expressed in terms of declining clearance 
rates (the three-year clearance rate exceeds the 1990 
rate) and rising caseload levels. These facts suggestthe 
possibility that short-term fac.10rs do not underlie the 
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Chart 1.7: The Composition of Civil 
Caseload Filings In General 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1990 
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difficulty of courts in keeping pace with the flow of new 
cases but that difficulties may be rooted in more funda­
mental factors of resources and performance. 

COMPOSITION OF CIVIL CASELOADS. Civil 
case loads are a combination of different case types. 
Chart 1.7 summarizes the composition of civil case loads 
in 24 general jurisdiction courts in 1990.14 Domestic 
relations cases form the largest case load category (33 
percent), while general civil cases account for an addi­
tional33 percent of the total (10 percent tort; 14 percent 
contract; 9 percent real property rights). Although only 7 
of the 24 general jurisdiction courts used in Chart I. 7 have 
small claims jurisdiction, small claims cases were com­
mon enough in those courts to account for 12 percent of 
the total. Other civil cases, accounting for 13 percent of 
the total, are composed of all civil cases that cannot be 
identified as belonging to one of the other major catego­
ries. 

In the next section, domestic relations caseloads in 
1990 are examined in more detail. Following this, trends 
in tort, contract, and real property rights cases are ana­
lyzed. 

14. This aggregate picture of civil composition appears to reflect the 
composition of civil caseloads within each of the 24 individual state 
courts, That is, the largest percentage of civil cases in most states is 
domestic relations, followed by general civil. small claims, etc. The 
coefficient of concordance (W) measures, in this instance, the extent to 
which the pooled ran kings of case types match with the case type 
rankings within each of the 24 courts, A high (.44) and statistically 
significant value of W may be interpreted as meaning that the relative 
percentages of case types making up the aggregate ordering is similar 
to the civil composition found in the 24 courts. 

Chart 1.8: The Composition of Domestic 
Relations Case load Filings, 1990 
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The chart includes data from 31 states. 
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Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

DOMESTIC RELATIONS IN 1990. The most fre­
quently reported category of civil filings is domestic 
relations. In 1990 a third of all civil filings in courts of 
general jurisdiction were domestic relations cases (see 
Chart 1.7). This figure is an underestimate because state 
courts often consolidate related cases involving the fam­
ily into one case and reopen cases rather than file new 
ones when a subsequentorderor modification is needed. 
As shown in Chart 1.8, the domestic relations case load 
comprises six case types: (1) marriage dissolution 
(divorce), (2) supporUcustody, (3) Uniform Reciprocal 
Enforcement of Support Act (URESA), (4) adoption, (5) 
paternity, and (6) a miscellaneous category. Text Table 
1.7 gives the composition of domestic relations caseloads 
in 1990.15 

Divorces represent the highest percent of cases 
in the domestic relations category (36 percent) in 
all but 8 states. Differences in statistical report­
ing practices among the states, however, ac-

15. States included on this table provide (1) complete domestic 
relations caseload data (as defined by the State Court Model Statistical 
Dictionary) and (2) relatively complete information on the composition 
of their domestic relations case load. States are still included on the 
table if data for some small types of domestic relations cases are 
unavailable. (A blank space on the table indicates that while the general 
jurisdiction court has jurisdiction over the case type, the particular 
caseload number has been included in the total for a different case 
category.) All filings are in the states' courts of general jurisdiction 
except where noted. Data from courts with special family divisions are 
also included in the table. 
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TEXT TABLE 1.7: The Composition of Domestic Relations Caseload Filings, 1990 

State Dissolution Support/Custody URESA Adoption Paternity Miscellaneous· Total 

GENERAL JURISDICTION COURTS 

Alaska 4,244 655 611 582 2.145 8,237 
Arizona· 27,303 1,773 7,800 36,876 

Arkansas 23,913 12,657 2,037 1,641 7,580 4,171 51,999 
Colorado 23,821 639 2,892 1,894 3,831 1,662 34,739 

Connecticut 14,369 10,436 NJ 18 651 25,474 
District of Columbia 4,229 1,578 1,261 297 2,914 2,221 12,500 

Florida 128,502 28,306 25,986 81,615 264,409 
Hawaii 6,596 642 822 2,260 7,882 18,202 
Idaho 9,504 1,634 909 3,400 15,447 

Indiana 48,987 35,696 3,295 13,290 101,268 
Kansas 19,046 2,024 1,810 2,259 6,157 31.296 

Louisiana· 4,135 3,499 1,665 773 NJ 28 10,100 
Maine 375 594 NJ NJ 969 

Michigan 61,278 16,805 4,899 NJ 26,106 5,701 114,789 
Minnesota 17,454 13,331 2.034 12,303 45,122 

Missouri· 33,211 2,200 2.251 5,212 29,678 72,552 
Montana 4,849 272 691 1,140 6,952 
Nevada 14,504 691 863 9,838 25,896 

New Jersey 42,979 114,045 2,544 36,026 195,594 
New York'· 64,239 119,759 16,811 7,231 55,164 271,023 534,227 

North Dakota 3,089 7,646 331 649 592 12,307 
Ohio 69,744 70.905 8,326 5,045 30,496 24,370 208,886 

Pennsylvania 48,410 193,736 NJ 4,597 3,404 250.147 
Tennessee 54,238 5,452 2,515 821 63,026 

Vermont· .. 4,642 956 484 3,880 9,962 
Washington 32,452 1,430 2,923 2,889 10,625 4.944 55,263 

West Virginia 14,582 816 15,398 
Wisconsin 22,179 7,482 2.071 16,834 2,523 51,089 

FAMILY COURTS 

Delaware .... 4,684 17,558 NJ 211 3,474 25,927 

Rhode Island ••• 4,900 NJ 454 3,471 8,825 

LIMITED JURISDICTION COURTS 

North Carolina .... 41,412 32,684 3.044 NJ 822 77,962 

TOTAL 853,870 676,767 95,698 48,680 178,683 531.742 2.385,440 

• Miscellaneous data for AZ, LA, MO, and VT include unclassified domestic relations cases that do not fit into any of the Court 
Statistics Project case type definitions or are a combination of two or more case types that cannot be separated 

•• NY and VT data are combined from general and limited jurisdiction courts 
••• RI and DE data are from family courts 

•••• NC data are from the limited jurisdiction court 

NJ = Court does not have jurisdiction 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

count for some of the variation in the largest 
reported category. For example, in New Jersey 
the greater percentage of support/custody cases 
is due to the inclusion of paternity and URESA 
cases in the support/custody caseload that other 
states report separately. North Dakota also 
combines URESA with the support/custody 
caseload. 

In 1990 support/custody cases that are reported 
independently of marriage dissolutions compose 
the second largest component of the domestic 
relations caseload (28 percent). Many states do 
not report support/custody separately if a mar­
riage dissolution is involved, but treat it instead 
as a proceeding of the divorce. 
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MAP 1.6: Number of Courts Within Each State Having Jurisdiction Over 
Domestic Relations Case Types, 1990 

Paternity cases account for 8 percent of the total 
domestic relations case load in 1990. However, 
this figure masks the fact that in states such as 
West Virginia and North Carolina, paternity is 
counted as part of the marriage dissolution 
case load , while in New Jersey paternity cases 
are included in the support/custody caseload. 

URESA or interstate child support cases make 
up 4 percent of the total domestic relations 
caseload. In 1990 eighteen states shown on 
Text Table 1.7 reported a separatetotalforURESA 
cases; in the remaining states, URESA cases 
were frequently included in the support/custody 
caseload. 

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

Finally, the miscellaneous domestic relations 
category accounts for 22 percent of total domes­
tic relations filings. The miscellaneous domestic 
relations category includes such cases as do­
mestic violence petitions, termination of parental 
rights, and name changes. 

As with all civil categories, one must exercise caution 
when comparing domestic relations cases among states. 
States differon how they define the civil unit of count and 
how they count reopened cases. Some states consider 

CJ 
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National Center for State Courts, 1992 

reopened cases as new filings, while others do not. 
Differences also exist in how case types are defined. For 
example, termination of parental rights may be consid­
ered a separate case type in one state court and part of 
an adoption or child abuse case in others. Most states 
classify adoptions as part of their domestic relations 
case load, while others include these in juvenile filings. 
Table 9 (Part III, p.119) explains more fully how support! 
custody cases are counted in each state court, and 
Figure H (Part V, p. 277) provides the method of counting 
civil cases (including reopened cases) in each of the 
state trial courts. 

Domestic relations jurisdiction also varies by state.16 

Map 1.6 shows whether jurisdiction over domestic rela­
tions case types is held either by one type of court, two 
types of court, or three types of court. Almost all of the 
states handle their domestic relations cases in a trial 
court of general jurisdiction. In Delaware, Rhode Island, 
and South Carolina, a specialized family court has been 
created to handle domestic relations matters. 

Twenty-six states and the District of Columbia use 
one general jurisdiction or family court to handle domes­
tic relations cases. In another 16 states and in Puerto 
Rico, two types of courts handle domestic relations: (1) 

16. For a comprehensive discussion of court structure tor family-type 
cases, see H. Ted Rubin and Geoff Gallas, Child and Family Legal 
Proceedings: Court Structure, Statutes and Rules, in Families in 
Courts (The National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges, 
1989), 
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a general jurisdiction court and (2) either a probate court 
that handles only adoptions or a limited jurisdiction court 
that handles domestic violence petitions. In North Caro­
lina and Virginia, most domestic relations cases are 
heard in a court of limited jurisdiction. North Carolina 
District Court hears all domestic relations cases except 
adoptions, which are heard in the superior court. In 
Virginia, the district court shares jurisdiction with the 
circuit court over all domestic relations case types other 
than marriage dissolution, adoption, and paternity. Fi­
nally. in eight states, three types of courts handle domes­
tic relations. For example, New York's family court has 
jurisdictionoversupport/custody, URESA, paternity, and 
miscellaneous domestic relations as well as some adop­
tions; the surrogates' court has concurrent adoption 
jurisdiction; and New York's general jurisdiction court­
the supreme court-handles marriage dissolutions. 

Trends in Civil Filings, 1984-90 
This section switches from how civil case loads differ 

among states to how civil case loads in individual states 
are changing overtime. Specifically, 1984-90 trends in 
tort, contract, and real property rights cases are exam­
ined. This trend analysis makes use of index numbers to 
measure changes overtime against a common standard. 

Filings in 1984 are set equal to 100 and every 
subsequent year is measured relative to that benchmark. 
In addition, Text Table 1.5 (Trends in Total Civil Filings) 
provides a backdrop against which to assess the growth 
of high visibility general civil case loads. Tort, contract, 
and real property rights cases are examined because of 
their visibility and because these cases tend to consume 
more court resources than other civil case categories and 
to speak directly to the concerns and questions court 
managers, legislators, and the public have about the 
work of the state courtS.17 

TORTS. Torts are allegations of injury or wrong 
committed either against a person or against a person's 
property by a party or parties who either failed to do 
something that they were obligated to do or did some­
thing that they were obligated not to do. Comparable tort 
f;iing data can be obtained from 20 general jurisdiction 
courts for the 1984 to 1990 period. Six of the 10 most 
populous states are included. The actual numbers of tort 
filings per year are detailed in Table 16, Part III. Text 
Table 1.8 summarizes that information by using index 
numbers to express the change in tort filings experienced 
by each court.18 

The observed consistency in Text Table 1.8 suggests 
a national pattern. in tort litigation. Specifically, there is a 
pattern to the timing of upward and downward fluctua-

17. Case load data am taken from the State Court Caseload Statistics: 
Annual Reportseries, 1984 to 1990. Only states that reported statistics 
in comparable terms over the full seven-year time span are included. 
Thus, states that have upgraded their data collection capabilities 
recently may have relevant statistics in the 1990 report but are still 
excluded from the trend analysis. A complete listof all tort data received 
by the Court Statistics Project during the period 1984 to 1990, regard­
less of time period, is presented in Table 16 (Part III, p.175). 

tions. Filing rates tended to increase in 1985 and again 
in 1986. Between 1984 and 1985, 14 of 20 states 
registered increases in the tort filings in their general 
jurisdiction trial court. Between 1985 and 1986, 17 of 20 
states registered an increase. Tort filings have continued 
to increase, but at a substantially slower pace. Growth in 
tort filings between 1986 and 1989 was essentially flat, 
with as many states experiencing year-to-yeardecreases 
as increases. Tort filings in 1990 increased over the 
levels reached in 1989 (14 increases, 5 decreases, and 
1 unchanged), with several states showing large per­
centage increases (Arizona, Hawaii, Michigan, North 
Dakota, Ohio, and Utah). Concern over the possible 
resumption of rapid growth in tort litigation is alleviated by 
noting that in only 8 of the 20 states in Text Table 1.8 is the 
1990 index number at its highest point in the seven-year 
trend. 

Fluctuations in tort filings are clearly seen when the 
aggregate numbers of tort filings for the 20 jurisdictions 
are examined, as shown in Chart 1.9 (summing the data 
found in Table 16, Part III (p. 175)) forthe 20 states in Text 
Table 1.8. For those states, tort filings overall increased 
by 29 percent during the past seven years. Most of this 
growth occurred between 1984 and 1986 (23.4 percent). 
There was little change between 1986 and 1989 (ap­
proximate increase of 1.5 percent). Growth resumed, 
however, in 1990, with just over a 3 percent increase 
between 1989 and 1990. There is little evidence that tort 
litigation is growing more rapidly than civil cases gener­
ally. Recall that the total number of civil cases grew by 
over 5 percent between 1989 and 1990. 

Comparing the 1990 tort index numbers with the 
1990 total civil index numbers for each state shows that 
changes in tort filings often correspond to changes evi­
dent in total civil filings. For example, the downward trend 
in tort filings that has occurred since 1986 in Alaska is 
mirrored by a similar decline in total civil filings. The tort 
filing levels in Idaho and Maine are also well below the 
1984 level, while the growth in total civil filings registered 
in these two states is among the flattest in the country. 
The largest increases in tort filings (in excess of 50 
percent between 1984 and 1990) occurred in Arizona, 
Florida, Michigan, and Ohio. These increases in tort 
filings reflect the pattern of large increases in total civil 
filings that is also occurring in these four states. An 
obvious exception is New York, where tort filings are 
down 17 percent from the 1984 level, yet total civil filings 
are up 73 percent. 

While, on average, there is a tendency for tort filing 
levels to follow the same path as total civil filings, changes 
in tort reform legislation will affect short-term tort filing 

18. 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 population. 
Therefore, the actual numbers of case filings are used and the overall 
1984-90 population change is included in the tables for readers 
interested in whethercaseload growth is outstripping population growth. 
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TEXT TABLE 1.8: Trends In Tort Filings In General Jurisdiction Courts, 1984-90 

Tort Tort Tort 
Index Index Index 

State 1984 1985 1986 

Alaska 100 161 180 
Arizona 100 117 130 

California 100 115 134 
Colorado 100 108 146 

Florida 100 111 127 
Hawaii 100 104 109 
Idaho 100 116 122 

Kansas 100 101 106 
Maine 100 99 98 

Maryland 100 93 114 
Michigan 100 98 141 
Montana 100 1'14 112 

New Jersey 100 101 109 
New York 100 94 85 

North Dakota 100 93 102 
Ohio 100 115 127 

Puerto Rico 100 111 115 
Texas 100 110 112 

Utah 100 87 176 
Washington 100 108 217 

Source: Table 16, Part III, National Center for State Courts, 1992 

levels in clearways. A second major wave of contempo­
rary tort reform legislation created incentives that led the 
pool of potential tort cases either to be precipitously 
emptied orto accumulate in anticipation of how statutory 
changes might affect plaintiffsY' 

Recent trends in tort filings are dominated by sharp 
increases in the mid-1980s that were subsequently re­
versed either immediately or through a series of de­
creases. Whateverfactors propelled the sharp increases, 
they appear to have diminished in strength by the end of 
the decade. The most plausible explanations for the 
trends in many states are specific tort reform initiatives 
that made it advantageous for litigants to file a lawsuit 
either before or after a particular date. Recent legislative 
changes in Alaska and Arizona provide examples of this 
point.20 

Tort reform legislation during 1986 and 1987 and a 
ballot initiative in 1988 revised several aspects of Alaska's 
civil law. In 1986 a $500,000 ceiling on noneconomic 
damages in personal injury cases was established.21 In 

19. An earlier wave of legislation in the late 1970s implemented 
significant reforms, notably to tort law governing malpractice. 

20. An analysis of the effectof tort reform legislation on changes in tort 
caseloads in Michigan, New Jersey, Utah, and Washington is pre­
sented in State Court Case load Statistics: Annual Report 1989, p. 42-
44 (1991) 

21. Section 09.17.101 of the Alaska Code of Civil Procedure. 

Total 

Tort Tort Tort Tort 
Population 

Growth 
Index Index Index Index 1984 to 
1987 1988 1989 1990 1990 

128 72 65 63 110 
134 223 137 168 120 
142 136 136 126 116 
87 107 129 140 104 

125 128 143 152 118 
111 108 111 128 107 
102 84 85 82 101 
109 114 112 99 102 
86 85 94 90 106 

120 131 132 138 110 
128 134 141 167 102 
109 94 98 101 97 
112 135 139 142 103 
90 81 79 83 101 

100 100 109 135 93 
133 129 131 156 101 
121 103 141 154 101 
119 107 107 116 106 
93 98 86 114 104 
89 97 113 113 112 

addition, the Alaska legislature in 1987 abolished pure 
joint and several liability for joint tortfeasors (defen­
dants}.22 A plaintiff could no longer recover all of the 
damages sought from one tortfeasor, with damages 
assessed instead so that each defendant is responsible 
for a share of the damages depending on their relative 
negligence. The substantial rise in tort filings during 1985 
and 1986 stems from a rush by plaintiffs to file before the 
new legi!?lation took effect, allowing their cases to be 
decided under the old law. The sharp declines recorded 
each year since 1986, and the parallel trend at the 
general and limited jurisdiction level, support this reason­
ing. That tort filings in 1990 stand at 63 percent of the 
level in 1984 suggests, but does not prove definitively, 
that the legislation may have achieved its purpose. The 
ballot initiative passed by the voters in November 1988 
abolished the doctrine of jOint and several liability, effec­
tive March 5, 1989. 

Arizona offers another example of the potential im­
pact of change in filing incentives brought about by 
changes in the legal framework. In 1987 the Arizona 
legislature abolished joint and several liability for most 
torts with the statute taking effect on January 1, 1988.23 

22. Chapter 16 ofthe Alaska Code of Civil Procedure was repealed in 
1987. 

23. Section 12-2506 of the Arizona Revised Statutes. 
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CHARr 1.9: Tort Filings, 1984·90 
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The chart includes data from 20 states. 

The impact was dramatic. "Of the 17,128 tort cases 
pending in Maricopa County as of December 30, 1987, 
8,223 were filed in that very month, precisely to take 
advantage of the old doctrine. The court administrator's 
office reports that the average number of new tort filings 
per month in Maricopa County is 615."24 This change 
undoubtedly underlies the 67 percent increase in the tort 
filings between 1987 and 1988.25 The long-term impact 
is less certain, however, given the substantial decrease 
between 1988 and 1989 that brought filing levels back to 
where they were in 1987 and the subsequent increase of 
31 percent between 1989 and 1990. 

Other fluctuations in tort filing levels may reflect 
changes to the maximum dollar amount jurisdiction for 
cases filed in courts of limited jurisdiction or for small 
claims procedures. As states raise the maximum dollar 
amounts that can be contested in those forums, alterna­
tives emerge to filing tort cases in general jurisdiction 
courts. This adds weight to the significance of the 
increases observed in tort filings because case filings in 
general jurisdiction courts, perhaps, represent a declin­
ing share of total claims for tort damages. 

24. 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, 
20 Ariz. St. L.J. 925 (1988). 

25. Although the new statute took effect on January 1, 1988, its impact 
was felt in the 1988 filing rates because Arizona compiles case load 
statistics on the basis of a July 1-June 30 reporting period. 

1987 1988 1989 1990 
Year 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

To summarize, tort filings nationwide are increasing 
at more modest rates than earlier in the decade. This 
trend is not entirely uniform and, in fact, an examination 
of selected states reveals substantial variability. Over 
the last seven years, the courls examined include only 
one state (New Jersey) with a consistent upward trend 
and six additional states with fluctuating upward trends. 
Yet, the national trend is upward because only five states 
reached a peak in the midst of this period and have 
declined since. Only Maine shows a fairly consistent 
downward trend. The remaining seven states show a 
good deal of alternating increases and decreases. Hence, 
it appears that factors operating at a national or, perhaps, 
regional level affect the extent and direction of change in 
tort filing rates. Despite the link between extreme fluctua­
tions in some states and specific legislative initiatives, 
there is evidence of a modest increase in tort filings. 

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

CONTRACT AND REAL PROPERTY RIGHTS FIL­
INGS. Contracts form a major category for classifying 
civil cases. Contract cases are disputes over a promiS­
sory agreement between two or more parties (see the 
entry in the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989). 
Complete and comparable data on contract cases are 
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TEXT TABLE 1.9: Trends In Contract Filings In General Jurisdiction Courts, 1984·90 

Total 

Contract Contract Contract Contract Contract Contract Contract 
P~ulation 

rowth 
Index Index Index Index Index Index Index 1984 to 

State 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1990 

Arizona 100 109 128 127 128 128 131 120 
Colorado 100 99 120 124 113 109 105 104 

Florida 100 122 144 148 155 183 186 118 
Hawaii 100 86 85 79 84 80 84 107 

Kansas 100 110 123 125 127 137 152 102 
Maine 100 105 87 98 127 138 140 106 

Maryland 100 95 115 133 143 188 299 110 
Montana 100 108 114 95 71 62 64 91 

New Jersey 100 110 113 113 117 121 132 103 
North Dakota 100 96 97 88 90 71 65 93 

PUerto Rico 100 102 114 114 121 154 185 101 
Texas 100 113 109 111 92 74 61 106 

Utah 100 85 15 4 7 74 122 104 
Washington 100 108 112 103 101 98 102 112 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

CHART 1.10: Contract Filings, 1984·90 
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The chart includes data from 14 states. 

available between 1984 and 1990 forthe general jurisdic­
tion courts of 14 states (3 of these states are among the 
10 most populous). The index numbers tracing the 
trends for those courts can be found in Text Table 1.9. 
Statistics for the courts are aggregated in Chart 1.10. 

1987 1988 1989 1990 
Year 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

Real property rights cases arise out of contention 
over the ownership, use, or disposition of land or real 
estate (see the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 
1989). Real property rights filings are available for the 
general jurisdiction courts in 19 states, including those 
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TEXT TABLE 1.10: Trends In Real Property Rights Filings In General Jurisdiction Courts, 1984-90 

Real Real Real 
Prop 
Index 

Prop 
Index 

Prop 
Index 

State 1984 1985 1986 

Arizona 100 171 224 
California 100 116 183 
Colorado 100 133 177 

Connecticut 100 107 112 
Delaware 100 102 100 

District of Columbia 100 98 95 
Florida 100 126 156 
HawaII 100 103 90 
Illinois 100 130 126 

Kansas 100 110 130 
Maryland 100 87 89 

Massachusetts 100 104 113 
Montana 100 123 129 

New Jersey 100 105 107 
North Dakota 100 122 140 

Puerto Rico 100 97 107 
Texas 100 92 91 

Utah 100 82 93 
Washington 100 119 119 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

from 5 of the 10 most populous states. The index 
numbers for individual courts can be found in Text Table 
1.10 and the aggregate trend in Chart 1.11. 

The patterns identified for tort filing rates also tend to 
apply to contract and real property rights cases over the 
1984-90 period. During those seven years, filings for all 
three case types increased in most states. In aggregate, 
tort filings increased by 29 percent, contract filings by 29 
percent, and real property rights by 32 percent between 
1984 and 1990. 

These upward trends characterize the experience of 
most of the individual states. At the general jurisdiction 
court level, 10 of 14 states reported increases in contract 
filings, and 14 of 19 states reported increases in real 
property rights filings. This compares to increased tort 
filings found in 15 of 20 states. The trends for contract 
and real property rights cases, however, tend to be 
smoother than those for tort cases and clearer in direc­
tion. For example, Text Table 1.9 shows that 4 of the 14 
states (Florida, Kansas. New Jersey. and Puerto Rico) 
had consistent increases in contract cases from 1984 to 
1990, and another four (Hawaii. Montana. North Dakota, 
and Texas) had fairly consistent decreases. The trend in 
real property rights (Text Table 1.10) reveals that 3 states 
had consistent increases. another 3 states showed in­
creases in all but one year. and 4 had substantial de­
creases. In addition, the most noticeable increases in 
civil case filings are found in contract and real property 
rights cases. Contract cases in Maryland grew by 199 

Total 
Real Real Real Real Population 
Prop Prop Prop Prop Growth 
Inoox Index Index Inde)' 1984 to 
1987 1988 1989 1990 1990 

250 236 273 366 120 
133 179 190 171 116 
205 238 211 155 104 
155 172 130 202 10 
116 126 119 128 109 
90 86 78 75 97 

161 177 200 221 118 
79 87 109 140 107 

119 141 112 110 99 
139 138 140 142 102 
72 63 104 102 110 

118 139 143 163 104 
143 115 119 97 97 
109 118 128 135 103 
155 132 116 101 93 
91 81 81 77 101 
88 88 89 68 106 
90 92 85 72 104 

134 147 154 151 112 

percent between 1984 and 1990, by 86 percent in Florida, 
and 85 percent in Puerto Rico. Real property rights filings 
more than tripled in Arizona and doubled in Connecticut 
and Florida over the seven years. 

Overall, the evidence presented here indicates that 
tort filings are not increasing at a faster rate than other 
major categories of civil filings. In fact, only in the 1985 
to 1986 period did the aggregate growth in torts exceed 
the growth in both contract and real property rights filings. 
No state recorded a continual, yearly rise in tort filings 
relative to contract and real property rights cases during 
the 'j 984-90 period. 

There are sufficient differences between tort, con­
tract, and real property rights case filing patterns to 
suggest that the fa~tors promoting the increase or the 
decrease of tort litigation in states are not having parallel 
effects on contract and real property rights litigation. In 
fact, only one state, New Jersey, had a consistent in­
crease in tort, contract, and real property rights cases 
from 1984 to 1990. For all states, the most dramatic 
increases in the civil case load tended to be for real 
property rights cases or contract cases, not torts. 

Criminal Filings in 1990 
States reported 13,074,146 new criminal case filings 

in 1990. with 29 percent in courts of general jurisdiction 
and 71 percent in courts of limited jurisdiction. The 1990 
total was a 4 percent increase above the figure recorded 
in 1989. A method similar to that used with civil caseloads 
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CHART 1.11: Real Property Rights Filings, 1984·90 
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The chart includes data from 19 states. 

is used to examine criminal caseloads. The issues 
covered in this section include: 

• The volume of criminal cases in general and 
limited jurisdiction courts in 1990. What is the 
degree of variation across the states? Are 
criminal filings closely related to the size of the 
state's population? Ordo otherfactors appear to 
affect criminal filing levels? 

Clearance rates for criminal cases. Are courts 
keeping up with new filings? 

• The composition of criminal caseloads. What is 
the relative size of felony and misdemean0r 
cases? Are their shares of the case load similar 
across states? 

Misdemeanor and DWIIDUI cases in limited 
jurisdiction courts. How large are these 
case loads? Are these two case types, adjusted 
for population, similar across states? 

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

In Text Table 1.11, the 45 states providing relatively 
complete data from general and limited jurisdiction courts 
are ranl<ed according to the number of total criminal 
filings in 1990.26 Additionally, the table shows the ranking 

1987 
Year 

1988 1989 1990 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

of each state according to the size of its population. 
Detailed information on the extent to which states report 
data conforming to the recommended definitions, the 
method of counting criminal cases, and the point at which 
a filing is counted as a case is provided in Table 10 (Part 
III, p. 128). The states that provide the Court Statistics 
Project with fully complete and comparable criminal data 
are shown in Map 1.7. 

The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary defines 
a criminal case as one in which a defendant is charged 
with the violation of a state law.27 As seen in Text Table 
1.11, total criminal case loads range widely from 15,877 
filings in Wyoming to 1,790,428 filings in Texas. As with 
civil cases, there is a broad correspondence between 
total criminal filings and state population. 

26. A state is excluded from the table only if the state's total criminal 
caseload [s less than 75 percent complete. Actual state population 
figures for 1984 to 1990 are provided in Appendix D. 

27. Subcategories of criminal cases include felonies, misdemeanors, 
driving while intoxicated (DWI/DUI), and appeals of trial court cases. 
Felonies that can be tried to completion in the court in which they are 
filed are distinguished from felony cases that must be bound over for 
trial to another court. Umited jurisdiction courts in most states hold 
preliminary hearings for felony cases and [n 26 states can dismiss a 
felony case; however, such courts can sentence convicted felons in 
only six states (Alabama, Indiana, Maine, Maryland, Rhode Island, and 
South Carolina), Filings of felony cases in limited jurisdiction courts for 
preliminary hearings are not added to the state criminal caseload if the 
result is a defendant being bound over for trial in another court. Such 
cases are thus only counted once, as a filing in the court of general 
jurisdiction. 
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TeXT TABLE 1.11: Total Criminal Filings In General and Limited Jurisdiction Courts, 1990 

State 

Wyoming 
North Dakota 

Vermont 
Alaska 

South Dakota 
District of Columbia 

Hawaii 
Kansas 

Rhode Island 
New Hampshire 

Iowa 
Idaho 

New Mexico 
Oklahoma 

Puerto Rico 
Nebraska 

Wisconsin 
Utah 

Colorado 
. Delaware 

West Virginia 
Missouri 
Oregon 

Connecticut 
Minnesota 
Kentucky 

Indiana 
Washington 

Maryland 
LOUisiana 
Alabama 
Arizona 

Michigan 
South Carolina 
Massachusetts 

Illinois 
New Jersey 

New York 
Ohio 

Virginia 
Florida 

North Carolina 
Pennsylvania 

California 
Texas 

NA = Data are not available 

Total 
Criminal 
Filings in 
General 

Jurisdiction 
Courts 

1,503 
1,775 

22,087 
2,718 

36,128 
40,310 

7,917 
40,376 

6,671 
12,756 
60,942 
67,520 
11,502 
75,352 
35,539 

6,524 
89,648 

4,608 
21,054 
6,833 
6,820 

139,971 
28,523 

176,301 
178,504 

15,111 
112,555 

28,047 
60,229 

155,490 
43,945 
29,073 
45,616 

101,461 
391,658 
447,565 

61,098 
79,322 
55,949 
97 '266 

193,740 
108,784 
139,699 
154,482 
168,269 

NC = There Is no court of limited jurisdiction 
NJ = Court does not have criminal jurisdiction 

Source: Table 10, Part III, National Center for State Courts, 1992 

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

Total 
Criminal 
Filin(ls in 
limited 

Jurisdiction 
Courts 

14,374 
18,248 

NJ 
27,209 

NC 
NC 

39,030 
12,415 
46,728 
42,351 

NC 
NC 

63,439 
N,l 

47,069 
81,562 

NA 
91,952 
81,153 
99,289 

128,287 
NJ 

117,811 
NJ 
NC 

168,401 
131,480 
231,218 
213,306 
148,376 
265,410 
283,055 
287,771 
252,668 

NC 
NC 

404,847 
481,397 
507,441 
476,372 
439,131 
544,588 
573,273 

1,028,634 
1,622,159 

Total 
Criminal 
Filings 

15,877 
20,023 
22,087 
29,927 
36,128 
40,310 
46,947 
52,791 
53,399 
55,107 
60,942 
67,520 
74,941 
75,352 
82,608 
88,086 
89,648 
96,560 

102,207 
106,122 
135,107 
139,971 
14f},334 
116,301 
178,504 
183,512 
244,035 
259,265 
273,535 
303,8eF.i 
309,355 
312,128 
333,387 
354,129 
391,658 
447,565 
465,945 
560,719 
563,390 
573,638 
632,871 
653,372 
712,972 

1,183,116 
1,790,428 

Population 
Ranking 

52 
48 
50 
51 
46 
49 
42 
33 
44 
41 
31 
43 
38 
29 
27 
37 
16 
36 
26 
47 
35 
15 
30 
28 
20 
23 
14 
18 
19 
21 
22 
24 
8 

25 
13 
6 
9 
2 
7 

12 
4 

10 
5 
1 
3 

Six at the states accounting for the majority of 
criminal filings are among the eight most popu~ 
taus states. 
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MAP 1.1: States with Complete Criminal Filing Data In General Jurisdiction Courts, 1990 

Chart 1.12 is a graphic display of the relationship 
between population and total criminal filings. Each 
square represents the pairing of a state's population and 
its criminal caseload. For example, the two squares 
furthest to the right represent Texas (nearly 1.8 million 
criminal cases and a population of almost 17 million) and 
California (1.2 million criminal cases and a state popula­
tion of over 29 million). The closer all the squares lie to 
the line drawn through the chart, the stronger is the 
relationship between criminal filings and population. There 
is obviously a positive correlation, although it is not quite 
as strong as it is with civil caseloads.28 It is likely that 
differences in (1) the methods used by states to count 
criminal cases, (2) the procedures used by states to 
decide which cases are to be prosecuted, and (3) differ­
ences in the underlying crime rate will influence criminal 
filing rates. By adjusting for population, it is possible to 
look more closely at other factors that affect criminal 
caseloads. 

CRIMINAL FILINGS PER 100,000 POPULATION. 
Chart 1.13 displays the total criminal filings per 100,000 

28. There is a positive Pearson correlation coefficient of .84 between 
state population and total criminal filings; the correlation between state 
population and total civil filings was .90. This means that if you know 
&. state's population it is possible to predict with considerable accuracy 
how many cases are being filed in its courts. 

h!i:i!:!:t:!!:1 ~~mt~:s & P.R.) 

[=:J Other 
(30 States 8. D.C.) 

Source: Table 10, Part III, National Center for State Courts, 1992 

adult population.29 Rates per 100,000 population show 
considerable variation in 1990: ranging from a low of 
1,833 reported by Wisconsin to a high of 15,930 reported 
by Delaware. 

Criminal filing rates tend to be dispersed around 
the median, which is represented by South Da­
kota (5,191). The relationship between popula­
tion and criminal filing rates is looser than it is for 
civil cases. 

Two patterns are evident in criminal filings per 100,000 
population. First, state criminal filing rates are consistent 
over time, particularly forthose states appearing at either 
end of the range. The same two states have defined the 
lower (Wisconsin) and upper (De!aware) bounds of the 
range since 1986. In 1990 six jurisdictions reported 

29. InclUded in the graph are states that (1) report data from all 
general jurisdiction courts with relevant subject matter jurisdiction and 
(2) report data that is at least 75 percent complete at the limited 
jurisdiction court level. Thirty-six states and the District of Columbia 
rr .. ort data from all courts with relevant subject matter jurisdiction. 
Fh, ;rencelo the footnotes to the statistics in Table 10, Part III (p. 128), 
ind\ "ates why the remaining states were excluded and the extent to 
whict. the caseload for a state at either the general or limited jurisdiction 
level is incomplete or overinclusive. 
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CHART 1.12: Total Criminal Filings by Population, 1990 
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distinctively low rates of criminal filings: Kansas, Iowa, 
Oklahoma, Missouri, Puerto Rico, and Wisconsin. The 
same jurisdictions also had the lowest filing rates in 1988 
and 1989. At the other end of the range, five states that 
reported more than 8,000 filings per 100,000 population, 
Delaware, Texas, North Carolina, Virginia, and Arizona, 
have occupied the high end of the chart since 1987. 

Second, while there may be consistency overtime in 
the ranking of states on Chart 1.13, in any given year there 
tends to be a wide range in filing rates and a dispersion 
around the median that contrasts with the consistency 
found for state civil filing rates. Variation among the 
states in crime rates, police arrest rates, and prosecutoriai 
practices explain part of the variation in filings per 1 00,000 
population. In addition, differences in how and when 
criminal cases are counted also affect the filing rates.3<l 

The point at which a criminal case is counted as a 
filing varies among states, and sometimes between trial 
"'ourts within a state. 

30. The ranking of states on Chart 1.13 (particularly at either extreme) 
is influenced by the unit of count and the pointatwhich thecountis taken 
in compiling court statistics. Figure D, Part V (p. 257), describes and 
Table 10, Part III (p. 128), summarizes the practice In each court with 
criminal jurisdiction. 

Differences in the point at which a criminal case 
is counted as a filing will affect the ranks of 
individual states on Chart 1.13. 

• States vary in how criminal cases are counted. 

Some states count filings at an early pOint, typically the 
filing of a complaint, information, or indictment. On the 
other hand, some states only count a case as filed when 
the defendant enters a plea, thus reducing their filing 
counts due to cases that are dismissed prior to a plea 
being entered. The number of defendants per case and 
the number of charges per charging document may also 
affect the number of cases reported as filed during a year. 

Units of count and points of filing are important 
factors to bear in mind when reviewing Chart 1.13. Wis­
consin, the state with the lowest filing rate, counts filings 
at the defendant's first appearance before the court, a 
point later than the filing of the information or indictment, 
which is the point used by most states. Hawaii (with a 
relatively low filing rate in the district court) and Kansas 
(with the second lowest filing rate) are the only other 
states that follow the Wisconsin practice. Some states 
count codefendants charged with a crime as a single 
case. That practice will understate the filing rate relative 
to states that base their counts on every defendant. The 
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position of Missouri, Oklahoma, Puerto Rico, and Wyo­
ming among the states with the lowest filing rates may 
reflect their use of a unit of count that groups defendants 
into a single case for statistical reporting purposes. 

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

Estimating the impact of the unit of count on state 
filing rates is difficult when the units of count are different 
at the general jurisdiction level than they are at the limited 
jurisdiction level. The absence of a standard unit of count 
within a state not only creates more difficutties for intrastate 
comparisons, but also complicates any interpretation of 
the filing rates shown in Chart 1.13. For while one may 
know that several states use the same case-counting 
practices in their general jurisdiction courts, the same 
unit of count is not necessarily used in the courts of 
limited jurisdiction. Furthermore, the types of criminal 
cases handled in limited jurisdiction courts are often quite 
different from the types of cases handled in general 
jurisdiction courts. Therefore, to increase comparability, 
the remaining discussion of criminal caseloads will look 
separately at general and limited jurisdiction courts. 

CLEARANCE RATES FOR CRIMlNAl CASES. 
Large and rapidly increasing criminal case loads present 
a number of challenges to state court systems. At the 
forefront is the fact that criminal cases consume a dispro­
portionately large amount of court resources. Constitu­
tional requirements covering the rightto counsel in felony 
and misdemeanor cases ensure that attorneys, judges, 
and other court personnel will be involved at all critical 
stages in the processing of criminal cases. Additionally, 
criminal cases must often be disposed undertightertime 
standards than other types of cases. Finally, courts are 
required by constitution, statutes, rules of procedure, and 
other poliCies to give priority to criminal cases, regardless 
of whether the case is viewed as relatively minor or very 
severe. Because courts must deal with criminal cases 
expeditiously, the processing of othertypes of cases may 
be slowed. Hence, the success of states in disposing of 
criminal cases is an important indicator of the overall 
sufficiency of court resources and an important factor 
influencing not only the pace of criminal litigation but the 
pace of civil litigation as well. 

Criminal case clearance rates are shown in Text 
Table 1.12 forthe general jurisdiction courts of 43 states. 

• Only 9 of the 43 general jurisdiction court sys­
tems reported criminal clearance rates greater 
than 100 percenf,31 

Six states had clearance rates of 90 percent or less, with 
Tennessee recording the lowest at 81.9 percent. Thus, 
during 1990, only about one state in five managed to 
keep pace with the flow of new case filings, the remainder 
adding to the inventory of cases pending before their 
general jurisdiction trial courts. However, on the whole, 
states' clearance rates were up in 1990 compared to 
1988 and 1989. 

Three-yearclearance rates are below 1 00 percent in 
all but four states. The news is not altogether bad, 
however, because the clearance rates in 1990 exceed 
the three-year clearance rate in 25 of 38 states.32 This 
implies that clearance rates in 1990 tended to be above 
the average clearance rates based on the period from 
1988 to 1990. 

The two states with the lowest three-year clearance 
rates (Hawaii and South Carolina) had the largest per­
centage of increases in criminal filings during the past 
seven years. However, in contrast to the pattern ob­
served for civil clearance rates, those states with the 
lowest three-year rates are not the states with the highest 
absolute number of filings in 1990 or the states with the 
highest population adjusted rates in 1990. Also, of the 
seven states on Text Table 1.12 where the number of 
criminal case filings increased by more than 10 percent 
between 1989 and 1990 (California, Delaware, Hawaii, 
Maine, North Dakota, Oklahoma, and Puerto Rico), only 
one state (Hawaii) has a three-year clearance rate of less 
than 90 percent. 

Limited jurisdiction courts, which in most states hear 
and decide the bulk of criminal caseloads (Table 10, Part 
III, p. 128), were no more successful than general juris­
diction courts in coping with the flow of new cases. The 
clearance rate exceeded 100 percent in only 3 of the 19 
states included in Text Table 1.12. Eight states were in 
the 95 to 100 percent range and three in the 90 to 95 
percent range. Five of the 19 states reported limited 
jurisdiction court clearance rates of less than 90 percent. 
Again, this is a slight improvement over the situation in 
1989. 

Low clearance rates are, perhaps, to be expected in 
a year that saw criminal case filings continuing to rise at 

31. Complete information relevant to the calculation of criminal case 
clearance rates in general and limited jurisdiction courts is displayed in 
Table 10, Part III. 

32. Criminal clearance rates will also be affected by how a particular 
court handles bench warrants for failure to appear (FTA). A recent 
study showed that an average of 20 percent of all felony cases had at 
least one. John Goerdt et aI., Examining Court Delay 70 (National 
Center for State Courts 1989). Courts differ in how they handle FTAs. 
Some enter ::In administrative dismissal after 60 to 180 days, while 
others keep them on the list of pending cases. 
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CHART 1.13: Criminal Case Filings per 100,000 Adult Population In State trial Courts, 1990 

Delaware 
Texas 

South Carolina 
North Carolina 

Virginia 
Arizona 

Alabama 
West Virginia 

Louisiana 
Idaho 

District of Columbia 
Massachusetts 

New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 

Maryland 
Utah 

Nebraska 
Alaska 

Connecticut 
Washington 

Rhode Island 
Ohio 

South Dakota 
Oregon 

Kentucky 
New Hampshire 

New Mexico 
Florida 
Indiana 
Hawaii 

Minnesota 
California 
Vermont 

Illinois 
Michiga"n 
Wyoming 

North Dakota 
New York 
Colorado 
Missouri 

Puerto Rico 
Oklahoma 

Iowa 
Kansas 

Wisconsin 

--

---
---

- J --
--

--

-

-

o 2,000 

The following states are not included: AR, GA, ME, MS, MT, NV, TN, 

Source: Table 10, Part III, National Center for State Courts, 1992 

a rapid rate. Still, the pool of pending cases awaiting 
adjudication continues to rise and that in itself points to 
problems that merit concern and corrective action. As 
noted, criminal cases are subject to more stringent time 
standards for case processing than are civil cases. 
Directing resources to the backlog of criminal cases is 
one solution. but it may simply displace ti1e problem by 
imposing further delay on civil litigants who want and are 
entitled to court adjudication of their disputes. 

COMPOSITION OF CRIMINAL CASELOAOS. 
Criminal cases are composed oftwo main case types: (1) 
felonies and (2) misdemeanors. Felonies are serious 
criminal offenses. Typically, a felony is an offense for 

o Limited Jurisdiction 

• General Jurisdiction 

: 

8,000 10,000 12,000 14,000 16,000 

which the minimum prison sentence is one year or 
more.33 States use different criteria when distinguishing 
a felony from other offenses, but felony case filings 
always include the most serious offenses and exclude 
minor offenses. Misdemeanors are less serious criminal 
offenses that are usually punishable by a fine, a short 
period of incarceration. or both. 

33. Wayne Logan, Lindsav Stellwagen, and Patrick Langan, Felony 
Sentencing Law of the 50 States and the District of Columbia, 1986 
(U.S. Department of .Iustice, Bureau of Justice Statistics (NCJ-105066 
1988). 
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TEXT TABLE 1.12: Trial Court Clearance Rates for Criminal Cases, 1988-90 

General Jurisdiction Courts 

Three-Year 
Clearance 

State 1988 1989 1990 Rate 

Tennessee 83.2 81.9 
Arkansas 91.5 

Arizona 91.8 92.4 
New Hampshire 97.2 93.5 

Texas 95.7 
Hawaii 53.4 73.9 82.7 71.7 

South Carolina 91.3 72.5 90.3 83.9 
Washington 85.1 88.4 91.2 88.3 
New Jersey 89.5 86.7 89.2 88.4 

Missouri 89.2 90.7 86.7 88.8 
Indiana 95.5 87.9 86.7 89.5 

Maryland 89.8 86.4 93.1 89.8 
Oklahoma 89.4 93.0 89.5 90.6 

Rhode Island 81.0 99.7 93.6 91.2 
Wisconsin 93.0 89.8 94.6 92.5 

Maine 91.2 94.1 92.5 92.7 
Puerto Rico 96.0 90.3 94.4 93.6 

Alabama 91.9 91.4 97.1 93.7 
North Carolina 95.7 94.1 91.8 93.7 

Kentucky 99.2 86.7 96.2 93.8 
California 96.0 93.8 92.8 94.1 

Alaska 94.7 87.4 100.6 94.2 
New Mexico 95.0 98.3 93.4 95.5 

Nebraska 88.8 100.2 97.1 95.6 
Oregon 93.6 97.1 96.2 95.6 

Minnesota 97.2 98.1 92.1 95.8 
Iowa 94.5 94.4 98.4 95.9 

Virginia 95.5 93.7 98.8 96.1 
Idaho 96.1 93.9 98.6 96.3 

New York 96.2 95.2 97.9 96.4 
Pennsylvania 96.6 93.0 100.3 96.7 
North Dakota 100.5 96.8 95.3 97.4 

Vermont 99.9 93.2 101.0 98.0 
Ohio 97.7 99.6 98.4 98.6 

District of Columbia 97.4 99.2 99.4 98.6 
Michigan 99.7 97.4 99.8 98.9 
Delaware 104.3 95.2 99.2 99.2 
Wyoming 96.4 99.6 101.9 99.3 
Colorado 97.8 97.7 102.5 99.4 

West Virginia 106.6 99.6 100.9 102.4 
Kansas 106.0 105.4 104.6 105.3 

Illinois 97.2 122.9 114.9 110.4 
Montana 110.4 123.5 125.5 120.1 

Chart 1.14 shows the distribution of criminal case 
filings in general jurisdiction courts in 1990. Felonyfilings 
represent 28 percent of the total, while misdemeanors 
constitute an additional 60 percent. The "other criminal" 
category, 12 percent of the total, is composed of DWI/ 
DUI, criminal appeals from lower trial courts, and miscel­
laneous criminal cases (e.g., extradition). 

Chart 1.15 divides criminal filings in limited jurisdic­
tion courts into the three main categories. Misdemeanor 
filings represent 84 percent of the caseload, DWI/DUI 
cases 11 percent, and other criminal cases 5 percent of 

Limited Jurisdiction Courts 

Three-Year 
Clearance 

Staie 1988 1989 1990 Rate 

Michigan 95.1 
Maryland 93.3 103.8 
Louisiana 84.7 80.4 76.2 80.2 
California 82.4 81.4 83.8 82.6 

Florida 86.3 83.2 83.5 84.3 
Oregon 91.9 89.7 91.3 91.0 

Rhode Island 88.0 95.6 90.9 91.6 
Kentucky 94.7 89.2 91.2 91.6 

Maine 88.9 90.6 95.5 91.8 
New Jersey 92.3 91.3 95.4 93.0 

Indiana 101.6 93.0 88.5 94.5 
Alaska 95.6 92.2 97.5 95.1 
Hawaii 92.5 98.3 96.3 95.8 

Nebraska 95.0 96.5 96.4 96.0 
Puerto Rico 95.4 94.2 99.8 96.4 

Arizona 92.4 96.9 100.9 96.6 
North Carolina 97.3 96.2 96.9 96.8 

Kansas 112.7 134.6 89.1 102.7 
Virginia 100.3 108.1 104.2 104.3 

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

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

the total. The "other criminal" category is composed of a 
small number of felony filings (from those limited jurisdic­
tion courts that have felony jurisdiction) and miscella­
neous criminal cases. 

MISDEMEANOR AND DWI/DUI CASES IN LIM­
ITED JURISDICTION COURTS. As seen in Text Table 
1.13, criminal caseloads in limited jurisdiction courts are 
composed almost exclusively of misdemeanor and OWII 
DUI cases. Even though the filing data have been 
adjusted for population, misdemeanor filings range from 
a low of 3,482 per 100,000 population in Wyoming to 
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Chart 1.14: The Composition of Criminal 
Case load FlIIngs In General 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1990 

Felony 28% 

The chart includes data from 26 states. 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

13,714 per 100,000 population in Delaware. This distri­
bution is not unexpected for two reasons. First, limited 
jurisdiction courts have considerable flexibility in how 
they count crimina.l cases and at what point the count is 
taken. As was noted earlier, states with high misde­
meanorfiling rates, such as Delaware, Texas, and North 
Carolina, all count cases in a way that increases their 
totals relative to other states. Second, the misdemeanor 
category contains a mixture of case types with quite 
different levels of severity. The more serious misde­
meanors are likely to be enforced uniformly across the 
states, but the less serious may not receive the same 
attention in every state. Local police, prosecution, and 
adjudication practices are likely to vary more for misde­
meanors than for any other criminal category. 

In contrast, DWI/DUI filings per 1 00,000 show a good 
deal of consistency. This consistency may reflect the 
uniform importance given to DWI/DUI cases in the state 
courts. Broad public awareness and support for the 
enforcement of drunken driving laws is likely to lead to a 
more consistent adjudication of DWI/DUI cases. While 
several types of criminal cases are the focus of nation­
wide control policies (e.g., drug cases), it is difficult to 
judge the adoption of these policies across the states 
when the cases of interest are grouped into large catego­
ries such as misdemeanor or felony. But focusing on the 
specific category of DWI/DUI, one can see a basic 
consistency across states. This suggests a mild success 
story: national attention has been focused on the drunken 
driving problem, and all states seem to be following 
through. 

Chart 1.15: The Composition of Criminal 
Case load Filings In Limited 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1990 

Other Criminal 5% 

Misdemeanor 84% 

The chart includes data from 18 states. 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

TEXT TABLE 1.13: Misdemeanor and DWI/OUI 
Filings per 100,000 
Population In Limited 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1990 

State 

Arizona 
Colorado 
Delaware 

Florida 
Hawaii 

Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
New Hampshire 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
South Carolina 

Texas 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wyoming 

Misdemeanor 
Filings 

per 
100,000 

Population 

8,690 
NA 

13,714 
3,635 
3,846 
4,444 
3,764 
4,722 
3,914 

10,843 
3,898 

NA 
9,517 

11,919 
7,222 
5,248 
9,503 
3,482 

NA = Data are not available 

DWIIDUI 
Filings 

per 
100,000 

Population 

1,856 
1,310 

702 
725 
806 
514 
NA 

1,172 
1,186 

NA 
DC 

1,251 
NA 

859 
NA 

1,165 
DC 

1,029 

Total 
Criminal 
Filings 

per 
100,000 

Population 

10,546 
3,335 

14,563 
4,360 
4,713 
4,958 
4,365 
5,894 
5,099 

10,843 
3,938 
6,306 
9,845 

13,350 
10,173 
6,413 
9,503 
4,519 

DC = Data are combined with misdemeanor filings. 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 
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TEXT TABLE 1.14: Trends In Felony Filings In General Jurisdiction Courts, 1984-90 

Felony 
Index 

Felony 
Index 

Felony 
Index 

State 1984 1985 1986 

Alaska 100 97 144 
Arizona 100 113 134 

Arkansas 100 119 122 
California 100 111 127 
Colorado 100 107 109 

Connecticut 100 108 116 
District of Columbia 100 117 153 

Hawaii 100 97 96 
Illinois 100 100 102 

Indiana 100 109 135 
Iowa 100 104 100 

Kansas 100 92 97 
Kentucky 100 96 96 

Maine 100 115 112 
Minnesota 100 104 105 

Missouri 100 101 108 
Montana 100 108 109 

New Hampshire 100 110 127 
New Jersey 100 102 104 

New York 100 104 115 
North Carolina 100 97 107 
North Dakota 100 102 108 

Ohio 100 98 104 
Oklahoma 100 102 107 

Oregon 100 104 113 
Puerto Rico 100 107 138 

Rhode Island 100 113 103 
South Dakota 100 118 122 

Texas 100 108 128 
Vermont 100 103 118 
Virginia 100 101 107 

Washington 100 116 128 
West Virginia 100 100 96 

Wisconsin 100 107 106 
Wyoming 100 100 100 

Source: Table 15, Part III, National Center for State Courts, 1992 

TRENDS IN FELONY FILINGS, 1984-90. Trend 
analysis offers a means to mitigate some of the limita­
tions to making criminal case load comparisons. Be­
cause states tend to retain their systems for classifying 
and counting cases, it reduces concern over issues such 
as unit of count and point of filing and allows each state 
to be compared validly to itself (i.e., its filings at different 
points in time). Forthis Report, comparable felony filing 
aata over the period of 1984 to 1990 are available for 
general jurisdiction trial court systems in 35 states. The 
number of felony cases filed annually in each court 
system is detailed in Table-iS, Part III. 

The basic trend over the second half of the 1980s 
and into the 1990s is clear: felony filings are increasing 
substantially. As seen in Text Table 1.14, felonycaseloads 

Adult 
P~Ulation 

Felony Felony Felony Felony rowth 
Index Index Index Index 1984 to 
1987 1988 1989 1990 1990 

144 137 149 147 112 
140 144 156 170 122 
138 123 138 143 102 
141 155 178 203 116 
110 118 130 137 105 
129 160 160 136 105 
189 203 202 190 100 
93 98 105 102 110 

101 126 150 162 101 
145 156 194 203 103 
107 113 137 142 97 
101 107 111 107 102 
82 90 103 107 101 

113 115 130 149 108 
110 116 116 125 106 
115 122 132 135 103 
103 115 114 125 98 
145 159 173 175 115 
111 118 143 154 105 
128 137 161 161 103 
121 131 149 166 110 
116 117 112 127 95 
106 118 140 151 102 
109 108 110 114 97 
123 135 137 143 108 
140 148 148 161 115 
101 158 159 142 106 
126 125 130 156 100 
137 141 160 169 108 
119 121 116 122 108 
116 125 148 150 111 
137 165 182 174 113 
103 91 87 86 95 
101 106 130 138 103 
93 101 109 103 91 

grew in 34 of the 35 jurisdictions examined, with in­
creases ranging from a modest 2 percent in Hawaii to a 
103 percent in Indiana and California. Felony case filings 
grew by 50 percent or more in Arizona, California, the 
District of Columbia, Illinois, Indiana, New Hampshire, 
New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Puerto 
Rico, South Dakota, Texas, Virginia, and Washington. 
West Virginia was the only jurisdiction in which fewer 
felony cases were filed in 1990 than in 1984, as shown in 
the decline in the index from 100 to 86. 

Four trends emerge for felony cases. First, continu­
ous and often substantial increases were recorded by 11 
jurisdictions. Texas is an example. The index numbers 
for that state translate into successive percentage rises 
of 8 percent (1984-85), 19 percent, 7 percent, 3 percent, 
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CHART 1.16: Felony Filings In Courts of General Jur!sdlctlon, 1984-90 
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Source: Table 15, Part III, National Center for State Courts, 1992 

13 percent, and 5 percent (1989-90). Texas is joined by 
Arizona, California, Colorado, Indiana, Missouri, New 
Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Oregon, and Wash­
ington in establishing a clear upward trend. 

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

Third, filing levels may have peaked in some states 
in 1988 or 1989, since the number of cases has declined 
in 1990. This is a plausible scenario for Connecticut, 
District of Columbia, Rhode Island, Washington, and 
Wyoming. Fourth, the trends in Hawaii and West Virginia 
are distinctive. Hawaii's filing level has remained quite 
constant over the entire 1984-1990 period, while West 
Virginia is the only jurisdiction in which there was a 
downward trend to felony case filings. 

This upward trend is clearly visible when the com­
bined felony caseloads of the 35 jurisdictions are exam­
ined: an increase of over 50 percent between 1984 and 
1990. Chart 1.16 depicts the trend that links the filing 
levels in those seven years. Felony filings grew from 
691,139 filings in 1984 to 1,077,189 in 1990. Between 
1988 and 1990, filings rose by over 17 percent (see Table 
15, Part III). 

In sum, felony caseloads are clearly increasing, 
rapidly in some states. Most states, including states from 

1987 
Year 

1988 1989 1990 

all regions of the country, demonstrate an unambiguous 
pattern of rising felony case filings. Hence, the expecta­
tion is that there should be even more felony cases in the 
future. This projection has substantial implications for 
the planning and allocation of court resources. 

Juvenile Filings in 1990 
The 1,543,667 juvenile petitions filed during 1990 

represent a small share (1,5 percent) of the general and 
limited jurisdiction state trial courts' caseload. Even 
when traffic and other ordinance violation cases are 
omitted, juvenile petitions only account for about one trial 
court filing in 22 (4.7 percent). However, the volume of 
juvenile petitions is, perhaps, more appropriately seen in 
relation to the case load of general jurisdiction courts 
where they are usually filed, often in a specially desig­
nated division or department. More than two-thirds (70 
percent) of all juvenile petitions were filed.in a court of 
general jurisdiction, where they represent 8 percent of 
the combined civil, criminal, and juvenile caseload. The 
following issues related to juvenile caseloads are cov­
ered in this section: 

• The volume of juvenile case loads. How are 
juvenile cases spread across general and lim­
ited jurisdiction courts? Are juvenile caseloads 
related as closely to the size of state population 
as are civil and criminal cases? 
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MAP 1.8: States with Complete Juvenile Filing Data, 1990 

Clearance rates for juvenile cases. Are courts 
keeping up with the flow of new juvenile peti­
tions? 

The composition of juvenile case loads. What is 
the largest category of juvenile cases? Is the 
composition the same in general and limited 
jurisdiction courts? 

Juvenile case loads reflect the use made of the 
special procedures (sometimes special jurisdiction trial 
courts) for hearing cases involving persons defined by 
state law as juveniles. A juvenile petition is the equivalent 
to a case in an adult trial court when counting filings or 
dispositions.34 

Filing and disposition statistics, along with explana­
tory footnotes, for each court with juvenile.subject matter 
jurisdiction can be found in Table 12, Part III (p. 145). 
Map 1.8 displays the states that provided the Court 
Statistics Project with complete and comparable data on 
the number of juvenile petitions filed in 1990. 

As shown in Text Table 1.15, states with larger 
populations tend to have a larger number of total juvenile 

34. See State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989. 

ni,j,j,jij",'!','1 Complete 
(36 States, D.C. & P.R.) 

c:::J Other 
(14 States) 

Source: Table ~ 2, Part 11/, National Center for State Courts, 1992 

filings, although the relationship appears less pronounced 
than with civil and criminal cases. 

Nine states account for more than 50 percent of 
juvenile filings. 

Seven of these states are among the nine states 
with the largest populations. 

Chart 1.17 displays the relationship between population 
and juvenile filings in 1990. The dispersion of the 
squares around the line in the chart indicates that the 
relationship between population and juvenile filings is 
moderate in strength and relatively weaker than the 
connections between population and either civil or crimi­
nal filings.3s Although the absolute number of juvenile 
cases is small, the relative variation from state to state is 
large. As seen in Text Table 1.15, only some of this 
variation is directly attributable to differences in state 
population. Thus, population-adjusted juvenile filing 
rates are also likely to show a good deal of variation. 

JUVENILE FILINGS PER 100,000 POPULATION. 
Chart 1.18 demonstrates the variability of the rate at 

35. There is a positive Pearson correlation coefficient of .63 between 
state population and total juvenile filings. 
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TEXT TABLE 1.15: Total Juvenile Filings In General and Limited Jurisdiction Courts, 1990 

Total Total 
Juvenile Juvenile 
Filings In 
General 

Filings In 
limited Total 

Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Juvenile Population 
State Courts Courts Filings Ranking 

Montana 1,565 NJ 1,565 45 
Wyoming 1,576 NJ 1,576 52 
Vermont 1,771 NJ 1,771 50 

Alaska 2,190 121 2,311 51 
South Dakota 4,054 NC 4,054 46 

Maine NJ 5,082 5,082 39 
West Virginia 6,668 NJ 6,668 35 

Nebraska NJ 6,863 6,863 37 
New Hampshire NJ 7,521 7,521 41 

Rhode Island NJ 7,936 7,936 44 
Iowa 8,060 NC 8,060 31 

PUerto Rico 8,388 NJ 8,388 27 
Delaware NJ 8,465 8,465 47 

Idaho 8,902 NC 8,902 43 
New Mexico 9,191 NJ 9,191 38 

North Dakota 10,136 NJ 10,136 48 
Arkansas 11,579 NJ 11,579 34 

Mississippi 3,647 8,119 11,766 32 
Arizona 11,813 NJ 11,813 24 

District of Columbia 13,297 NC 13,297 49 
Connecticut 13,996 NJ 13,996 28 

Kansas 15,401 NJ 15,401 33 
South Carolina NJ 17,376 17,376 25 

Colorado 18,006 NJ 18,006 26 
Hawaii 18,850 NJ 18,850 42 

Missouri 19,062 NJ 19,062 15 
Oregon 19,723 NJ 19,723 30 

Washington 26,346 NJ 26,346 18 
North Carolina NJ 28,074 28,074 10 

Indiana 31,649 688 32,337 14 
Louisiana 27,892 6,305 34,197 21 
Minnesota 37,244 NC 37,244 20 
Kentucky NJ 37,834 37,834 23 

Wisconsin 38,049 NJ 38,049 16 
Utah NJ 38,,118 38,118 36 

Illinois 38,171 NC 38,171 6 
Alabama 16,221 23,385 39,606 22 
Maryland 36,566 3,310 39,876 19 

Massachusetts 41,025 NC 41,025 13 
Pennsylvania 57,285 NJ 57,285 5 

New York NJ 60,697 60,697 2 
Michigan NJ 64,128 64,128 8 
California 92,998 NJ 92,998 1 

Virginia NJ 97,400 97,400 12 
Florida 113,355 NJ 113,355 4 

New Jersey 132,433 NJ 132,433 9 
Ohio 145,017 NJ 145,017 7 

NA = Data are not available 
NC = There is no court of limited jurisdiction 
NJ = Court does not have juvenile jurisdiction 

Source: Table 12, Part III, National Center for State Courts, 1992 
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CHART 1.17: Total Juvenile Fllln~'s by Population, 1990 
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which juvenile petitions were filed during 1990, with the 
rates calculated per 100,000 state residents age 17 or 
under. Forty-five states, the District of Columbia, nnd 
Puerto Rico are included.36 

As expected, juvenile filing rates per 100,000 juve­
nile population range widely from 680 in Puerto Rico to 
11,356 in the District of Columbia. There is an interesting 
division, however, of states on Chart 1.18. Fifty percent 
of the states are clustered near the bottom of the chart 
between the 1,121 filings per 100,000 population in Iowa 
to the 2,328 per 100,000 population in Kansas. The 
range of filings per 100,000 population broadens quickly 
for the other half of the states above this level (2,608 in 
Michigan to 11,356 in the District of Columbia). 

Juvenile filing rates per 100,000 population range 
widely among the states; however, the median of 

36. The Arkansas County Court, sitting as the juvenile court, had 
exclusive jurisdiction to handle juvenile petitions until early in 1987. The 
Arkansas Supreme Court found that practice unconstitutional. Effec­
tive 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. 

2,091 means that half the states cluster near the 
low end of the chart. 

There is a good deal of consistency over time in the 
rankings of states at both ends of the chart. The District 
of Columbia, New Jersey, Hawaii, Utah, and Virginia 
have been among the six states with the highest juvenile 
filing rates since 1987. Attheotherextreme, Puerto Rico, 
Montana, Iowa, and Wyoming have historically had juve­
nile filing rates of 1,100 per 100,000 population or less. 

The most apparent pattern in Chart 1.18 is the more 
than tenfold difference between the lowest and the high­
est population-adjusted rates of juvenile filings. What 
explains this diversity, which is so much greater than 
what was found for either civil or criminal filing rates? 
Two plausible factors are the divergent means and 
degrees to which states have established special proce­
dures and courts to process cases involving delinquent 
juveniles. Whereas categories of "civil" and "criminal" 
caseloads do not differ radically from state to state, there 
is no consensus on what constitutes a "juvenile" case. 
What is heard through regular court procedures in one 
state may we" be heard through special juvenile court 
procedures in another. That sharp difference is manifest 
in the age at which a person is no longer eligible for 
juvenile court handling. Whereas many states define a 
juvenile as a person under age 18, there are numerous 
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CHART 1.18: Juvenile Case Filings per 100,000 Juvenile Population In State Trial Courts, 1990 
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exceptions based on the offense alleged. For example, 
Louisiana statutes define a juvenile as a person under 
age 17, but a 15 year old can be charged in the district 
court as an adult if the offense is first- or second-degree 
murder, manslaughter, oraggravated 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 affects a state's criminal 
and juvenile caseload. Research conSistently shows 
that involvement in crime peaks in the 15-17 year old age 
group. Arrest statistics show that 15-19 yearolds repre­
sent 28.7 percent of those arrested for FBI index crimes 
and 8.2 percent of the national population.37 Therefore, 

6,000 8,000 10,000 12,000 

the choice of 17 rather than 19 as the point to transfer 
court jurisdiction affects the relative number of juvenile as 
opposed to criminal court filings. 

Thirty-seven states and the District of Columbia 
terminate original juvenile delinquency jurisdiction in 
juvenile courts at age 18; Wyoming at age 19. Georgia, 

37. 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 Investiga­
tion, U.S. Department of Justice, Crime in the United States: Uniform 
Crime Reports 1987, Table 33 at 174 (U.S. Government Printing Office 
1988. 
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CHART 1.19: The Composition of Juvenile 
Case load Filings In General 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1990 
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Illinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, 
South Carolina, and Texas define an adult for purposes 
of court jurisdiction as a 17 year old. Four states, 
Connecticut, New York, North Carolina, and Vermont, 
use 16 as the threshold age dividing juvenile and adult 
status. 

States that define juveniles as individuals aged 16 or 
17 have a more narrow definition than most states; this 
should be reflected in the size of their juvenile case load. 
Chart 1.18 suggests that this is indeed the case for the 
states that use 16 as a dividing line (Connecticut, New 
York, North Carolina, and Vermont). All four states have 
filing rates below the median. Of the states that use 17, 
Illinois and Missouri show relatively low juvenile filing 
rates, but the other states shown on Chart 1.18 that have 
adopted age 17 did not consistently report low rates. 

The bars in the graph distinguish filings in courts of 
general jurisdiction from those in courts of special or 
limited jurisdiction. All filings in Delaware, Kentucky, 
Maine, Michigan, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, 
North Carolina, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Utah, and 
Virginia were in courts of limited jurisdiction. Juvenile 
petitions in 29 of the states included on the graph were 
filed in general jurisdiction courts. Alabama, Alaska, 
Indiana, Louisiana, Maryland, and Mississippi file juve­
nile cases at both court levels. 

COMPOSITION OF JUVENILE CASELOADS. The 
juvenile caseload includes three main case types: (1) 
criminal-type juvenile petitions (behavior of a juvenile 
that would be a crime if committed by an adult), (2) status 
offense petitions (conduct illegal only for juveniles), and 
(3) child victim petitions (dependency and neglect). Chart 

CHART 1.20: The Composition of Juvenile 
Caseload Filings In limited 
Jurlsd!ctlon Courts, 1990 
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1.19 summarizes the distribution of juvenile caseloads in 
13 general jurisdiction courts in 1990.38 Criminal-type 
petitions compose 60 percent, child victim petitions 21 
percent, and status petitions 11 percent of the total. 
Other juvenile cases (e.g., child marriage) make up 8 
percent of the caseload. 

As shown in Chart 1.20, the composition of juvenile 
cases filed in limited jurisdiction courts is similar to that 
found in general jurisdiction courts. The majority is 
criminal-type petitions (53 percent), followed by child 
victim petitions (26 percent), status petitions (13 per­
cent), and other petitions (8 percent).39 

While the proportion of each type of juvenile case 
tends to show some consistency across states in both 
general and limited jurisdiction courts, there are other 
factors that may affect both the numberof each case type 
that is filed and the size of the caseload. For example, the 
decision to file the referral of a possible criminal-type 
juvenile offense as a juvenile petition can be influenced 

38. The aggregate composition of juvenile cases displayed in this 
chart appears to reflect the composition of juvenile cases within each 
of the 13 state general jurisdiction courts. The coefficient of concor­
dance (W) is .57 and is highly significant. While there may be a 90ad 
deal of variation between states in the number of filings of a particular 
Juvenile case type, the W coefficient can be interpreted as mElaning that 
the percentage of each case type making up the total does not vary 
substantially from state to state. 

39. The aggregate composition of juvenile caseloads in limited juris­
diction courts seems to mirror the underlying composition present in 
each of the nine states in Chart 1.20. The coefficient of concordance is 
.50 and highly significant. 
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TeXT TABLE 1.16: trial Court Clearance Rates for Juvenile Cases, 1988-90 

General Jurisdiction Courts 

Three-Year 
Clearance 

State 1988 1989 1990 Rate 

Arizona 100.0 101.1 
Florida 69.4 68.8 66.8 68.3 
Alaska 75.5 73.3 80.6 76.6 

Montana 83.4 78.3 79.9 80.5 
Alabama 78.4 85.3 87.0 83.0 
Colorado 87.9 86.9 83.7 86.0 

Indiana 86.2 88.9 83.7 66.2 
illinois 7S.5 100.6 88.5 88.5 

Washington 89.3 93.0 9S.4 92.7 
Arkansas 100.7 92.1 85.6 92.7 
Maryland 95.6 95.3 90.1 93.5 

HawaII 96.A 92.3 98.S 96.1 
Idaho 98.7 91.5 98.4 96.2 

Kansas 96.4 9S,9 98.4 96.9 
Missouri 98.6 96.5 97.2 97.4 

New Jersey 98.9 97.S 97.7 98.1 
Pennsylvania 95.4 100.5 98.5 98.2 
New Mexico 100.5 9S.S 99.6 98.4 
PUerto Rico 100.7 96.4 98.9 98,6 

Wisconsin 98.1 99.3 98.6 98.7 
Vermont 95.9 104.7 96.3 98.9 

Minnesota 99.7 97.S 99.3 99.1 
Ohio 97.6 100.2 99.8 99.3 

Connecticut 99.8 97.4 100.7 99.3 
West Virginia 8S.7 114.4 95.9 99.3 

California 95.9 90.5 132.6 106.7 
Texas 120.S 104.0 10S.8 109.6 

by a number of parties. Law enforcement agencies differ 
in the extent to which they divert juvenile law violators 
from further penetration into the justice system, thereby 
influencing the reported number of juvenile cases. Addi­
tionally, case-screening practices by juvenile court in­
take officers vary significantly and create a wide range of 
referral-to-petition ratios. Prosecutors have differing 
authority at the intake juncture, which also will affect 
these ratios. Finally, the amount of judge time available 
and the size of probation officers' case loads also may 
influence the number of petitions filed. Rural communi­
ties and states tend to file fewer petitions proportionately 
than more-urban jurisdictions; their delinquent offenses 
may be less Gerious and more amenable to noncourt or 
informal handling. 

Generally, the juvenile status offense category var­
ies extremely from state to state. Such cases are rarely 
petitioned in some jurisdictions, but routinely petitioned 
elsewhere. Although the number of such cases varies 
greatly from state to state, status offenses are almost 
always the smallest number of juvenile cases. There is 
also a good deal of variation in the number of depen­
dency, neglect, and abuse cases that are filed. The 
frequency with which a child protection agency files 
juvenile court petitions, as opposed to working with a 

Umlted Jurisdiction Courts 

Three-Year 
Clearance 

State 1988 1989 1990 Rate 

Michigan 86.7 87.0 
Alaska 46.5 11.3 63.6 44.9 
Maine 86.3 87.8 89.4 87.9 

Kentucky 90.2 8S.8 88.3 88.1 
Maryland 85.7 81.0 99.6 89.2 
Louisiana 93.3 90.7 89.2 91.4 

Rhoda Island 91.0 91.1 93.3 91.8 
Virginia 94.2 96.0 97.4 9S.9 
Indiana 100.9 8S.1 101.0 96.4 

Alabama 93.6 99.0 97.2 96.6 
Texas 100.8 92.7 98.S 97.2 

Utah 1oo.S 97.4 99.0 99.0 
New York 100.S 102.S 107.0 103.3 

North Carolina 100,6 104.S 102.7 104.S 

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

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

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. 

CLEARANCE RATES FOR JUVENILE PETITIONS. 
Clearance rates for juvenile petitions, based on caseload 
statistics from Table 12, Part III (p. 145), are presented in 
Text Table 1.16 to address the question of whether 
juvenile petitions were being processed more expedi­
tiously during 1990 than were civil or criminal cases. The 
table also provides the clearance rate each court re­
corded in 1988 and 1989 as well as the three-year 
clearance rate to ascertain whether what is reported for 
1990 reflects short-term or long-term problems of tile 
state courts. . 

In 1990 clearance rates are available from 41 sepa­
rate court systems (27 general jurisdiction and 14 limited 
jurisdiction). Those rates vary from a low of 63.6 percent 
in Alaska to a high of 132.6 percent in California. Seven 
court systems reported clearance rates of 100 percent or 
greater, 19 reported rates between 95 and 100 percent, 
2 reported (fltes between 90 and 95 percent, and 13 
courts reported rates of less than 90 percent. In 1990 
general jurisdiction courts fared slightly better than lim­
ited or special Jurisdiction courts in keeping pace with the 
flow of new cases. Most statewide court systems, 
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however, ended 1990 with larger pending juvenile 
case loads than they had at the start of the year. 

Overall, state courts recotded somewhat greater 
success in coping with juvenile case loads than with civil 
or crimina! cases. Of the 39 courts for which a three-year 
clearance rate could be computed, 15 had rates of 98 
pewent or higher. Rising clearance rates are evident 
when the 1990 clearance rates are compared to the 
three-year rates. Where cases are heard in a general 
jurisdiction court, the 1990 clearance rate exceeded the 
three-year rate in 14 of the 26 states for which a compari­
son could be made. For courts of limited jurisdiction, the 
difference between the 1990 clearance rate and the 
three-year rate was even more pronounced: 10 of 13 
states improved on the number of cases disposed of In 
1990 relative to the three-year average. Therefore, 
although there is more variability in juvenile filing rates 
than in either civil or criminal rates, most states are 
making progress in disposing of their juvenile caseloads. 

Two courts recorded significant improvements to 
their clearance rates between 1989 and 1990: the 
general jurisdiction court in California, which rose from 
90.5 percent in 1989 to 132.6 percent in 1990, and the 
limited jurisdiction court in Indiana, which climbed from 
85.1 to 101.0 percent. This contrasts with the decline in 
the clearance rates experienced by the general jurisdic­
tion courts of Illinois (from 100.6 to 88.5 percent) and 
Arkansas (from 92.1 to 85.6 percent). However, while 
the trend in juvenile clearance rates appears to be 
improving, many courts continue to experience difficulty 
in disposing of as many juvenile cases as are being filed. 

Work Loads of the 
Federal and State Judiciaries 

To this point, the Report has focused exclusively on 
the work of the state courts. The composition of state 
court case loads has been examined. Additionally, states 
have been compared in terms of total volume of cases 
with adjustments for differences in population. Finally, 
state court caseloads have been compared over time. 
However, the uses of case load statistics can extend 
beyond state comparisons to such topical issues as the 
relative work loads of the state and federal trial court 
systems. Therefore, before turning to tne situation in the 
appellate courts, data from this report and from the 
Annual Report of the Director of the Administrative Office 
of the United States Courts, 1990, are used to construct 
a federal-versus-state comparison. Caseload statistics 
for the federal courts are based on a uniform method of 
collection, applied with consistency from district to district 
and from circuit to circuit.40 However, they share some 
limitations inherent to caseload statistiCS, such as the 
treatment of all new filings as equivalent. 

40. These statistics are compiled in the Annual Report of the Admin­
istrative Office of the United States Courts and published by the U.S. 
Government Printing Office. 

TEXT TA-BlE 1.17: Aggregate Caseloads: Fed-
eral and State Courts, 1990 

Filings Judges 
Filings 

per JuClge 
All U. S. District Courts: 
Criminal 48,904 575 • 85 
Civil 217,879 575 • 379 
Bankruptcy Courts 725,484 303 2,394 
U. S. Magistrates 450,565 476 947 

TOTAL 1,442,832 1,354 1,066 

All state courts: 
Criminal 13,074,146 27,559 474 
Civil 18,382,137 27,559 667 
Juvenile 1,543,667 27,559 56 
Traffic 67,555,197 27,559 2,451 

TOTAL 100,555,147 27,559 3,649 

• U. S. district court judges hear both civil and criminal cases. 
The 575 figure counts each judge once. 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 and U. S. 
Government Printing Office 

With the recent (April 1990) Report of the Federal 
Courts Study Committee, the debate about the proper 
distribution of jurisdiction between federal and state 
courts continues. On the basis of the "goal [of a] prin­
cipled allocation of jurisdiction,"41 the committee pro­
posed abolishing, with limited exceptions, federal diver­
sity jurisdiction and curtailing federal drug prosecutions. 

Implementing the committee's proposals requires 
that state courts assume responsibility for most diversity 
and drug cases now handled by federal courts. The 
committee acknowledges that state courts may also be 
overburdened. In response to the committee's analysis 
of federal court case load burdens, an estimate of the 
relative work load currently being handled by federal 
courts as opposed to state courts is presented.42 

Text Table 1.17 shows the total number of civil, 
criminal, juvenile, and traffic cases filed in the state trial 
courts and the total number of cases handled by the U.S. 
district courts, the U.S. bankruptcy courts, and the U.S. 
magistrates in 1990. Filings in the U.S. district courts 
include 217,879 new civil cases and 48,904 new criminal 
cases. U.S. magistrates handled an additional 450,565 
cases, while the U.S. bankruptcy courts heard nearly 
725,500 petitions. 

41. Report of the F~deral Courts Study Committee, at 35. The 
committee was appointed by the chief justice at the direction of 
Congress. 

42. This issue is considered in more depth in Brian J. Ostrom and 
Geoff Gallas, Case Space: Do Workload Considerations Support a 
Shift From Federal to State Court Systems. 14 State Court Journal 15-
22 (Summer 1990). 
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To determine the relative size of federal and state 
court case/oads, population does not offer a useful stan­
dard for comparison. Instead, filings-per-judge expresses 
the relative caseloads of the federal and state courts in a 
manner directly related to work load. Moreover, because 
the state court case loads are dominated by traffic and 
local ordinance violation cases that have no counterpart 
in the federal system and require little, if any, judicial 
attention, it is necessary and appropriate to restrict the 
comparison to civil and criminal cases in the primary trial 
courts of each system: state courts of general jurisdiction 
and the U.S. district courts. For criminal matters, both 
state courts of general jurisdiction and the U.S. district 
courts handle felonies (although both hear some serious 
misdemeanors).43 For civil matters, states can be se­
lected where the general jurisdiction courts hear a range 
of civil cases analogous to that found in the U.S. district 
courts. 

Text Table 1.18 provides information that indicates 
that the state general jurisdiction judiciary handles over 
48 times as many civil and criminal cases with only 16 
times as many judges as the federal judiciary. On 
average, the work load for a judge in a state court of 
general jurisdiction is three times larger than for a U.S. 
district court judge.44 Before these relative work loads 
can be fully interpreted, it is necessary to know whether 
cases handled in the federal courts are more complex 
than those handled in the state courts. If federal court 
cases are more complex, then perhaps the difference in 
case load per judge between the state and federal courts 
exists because federal cases require more judge time 
than state court cases. Yet, if the cases currently handled 
in the federal courts are more complex, it is crucial to 
know the dimensions of this complexity before these 
cases are shifted to the state courts. At this point, the 
relative complexity of federal and state court cases is 
primarily a matter of assumption due to the lack of 
systematic data on the subject. However, the debate 
over whether to shift cases from the federal to state 
courts ought not to proceed on the basis of an untested 
but testable assumption. Evidence on case complexity 
has important and direct implications for the feasibility 
and consequences of transferring federal drug and diver­
sity-of-citizenship cases to the state courts. It seems 
reasonable to examine the evidence before tampering 
with so fundamental an institution as the state courts. 

Summary of Trial Court Activity 

What stands out in examining trial court caseloads is 
that volume is up, and up substantially in many states. 

43. Drunken driving and traffic offenses combined represent 17.8 
perc.ent of the U,S, District Court 1990 criminal caseload. 

44. There has been a decHne in the number of civil cases filed in the 
U.S. district courts each year since 1985 •• A.s a consequence, civil filings 
perjudge have fallen from 476 filings perjudge in 1985 to 379 filings per 
judge in 1990. 

TEXT TABLE 1.18: Civil and Criminal Filings In 
U.S. District COl,lrts and 
State trial Courts of General . 
Jurisdiction 

Filings Judges 
Filings 

per Judga 

All U. S. District Courts: 
Criminal 48,904 575 85 
Ci~;, 217,879 575 379 

TOTAL 266,783 575 464 

All General Jurisdiction State Courts: 
Criminal 3,785,608 9,325 406 
Civil 9,175,487 9,325 984 

TOTAL 12,961,095 9,325 1,390 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992, and U. S. 
Government Printing Office 

Trends in all majorcase types are rising. Since 1984, civil 
case loads have risen by 30 percent, criminal caseloads 
by 33 percent, juvenile case loads by 28 percent, and 
traffic case loads by 12 percent. In contrast, national 
population has increased by only 5 percent over the 
same seven-year period. 

Part I focuses on interstate caseload comparisons in 
1990 as well as changes in each individual state over 
time. Three major case types-civil, criminal, and juve­
nile-are examined in detail. The analysiS looks at (1) the 
total volume of each case type, (2) how the caseload 
levels vary by state both in terms of absolute volume and 
population size, (3) clearance rates, (4) the composition 
of each case type, and (5) trends in particular case types. 

Volume 
Ten or fewer states account for 50 percent or more 

of each of the different case types. The states with the 
largest civil filings are not necessarily the same as the 
states with the largest criminal or juvenile filings. How­
ever, the states that dominate each of the major types of 
cases have one thing in common: they tend to be the 
largest in terms of population. Caseload is correlated 
highly with population, although other 1actors affect 
caseload. 

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

juvenile case loads, and it is not exclusively related to 
population. This is seen by the simple fact that not every 
state has the same number of filings per 100,000 popu­
lation. Civil filings showed the least variation and may 
reflect the broadly similar civil law and procedure across 
the country. Greater variation characterized criminal 
mings, which may be partially due to differences in crime 
rates, substantive criminal laws, law enforcement prac-
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Hces. and criminal justice resources. The greatest varia­
tion was present for juvenile filings w1d may reflect the 
pronounced differences across states in rates of offend­
ing. state law. state law enforcement. and the philosophy 
of the court in dealing with juvenile cases. 

Clearance Rates 
The upward trend in case fHings puts increasing 

pressure on courts as they attempt to stay current in the 
disposition of these cases. Many courts are experiencing 
difficulty in keeping up with the inflow of new cases. The 
number of new cases filed in 1990 often substantially 
exceeded the number of cases that were disposed of by 
the court. The problem is more prevalent for civil and 
criminal cases than for juvenile cases, and more preva­
lent for limited than for general jurisdiction courts. 

An examination of the three-year clearance rates, 
however, offers some encouragement. The 1990 clear­
ance rate for criminal cases in general jurisdiction courts 
exceeds the three-year rate in 1wo-thirds of the states. 
This implies that clearance rates in 1990 tended to be 
ahove the average clearance rates for 1988 to 1990. 
Further, the three-year clearance rate for civil cases was 
above 98 percent in nearly one-half of the state general 
jurisdiction court systems. Because courts must give 
priority to criminal case loads, maintaining high criminal 
clearance rates is necessary to ensuring the timely 
disposition of all other case types. 

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

criminal, and juvenile caseload composition is consis­
tency. The underlying composition of civil, criminal, and 
juvenile case loads is strikingly similar across different 
states. The number of cases may vary, but the business 
of the state courts is about the same. Despite differences 
in such factors as jurisdiction, crime rates, and law 
enforcement practices, states are handling cases in 
similar proportions. 

Trial Court Filing Trends 1984-90 
Change rather than continuity 'characterizes the fil­

ings of felony and civil cases. Specifically, civil filing rates 
in general jurisdiction courts tend to fluctuate from year to 
year. The direction 1" toward higher rather than lower 
case filings, but few courts consistently demonstrate 
annual increases even over the limited time period con­
sidered here. 

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

The addition of 1990 data to the tort filing time series 
is far from conclusive in establishing clear trends. Be­
tween 1985 and 1986, tort filing rates increased in most 
states. This pattern was largely reversed between 1986 
and 1989. with tort filings leveling off, often nearpre-1986 
levels, and a slight increase in 1990. A tendency toward 
higher filing rates is evident, but that assessment de­
pends on the importance given to the trends in particular 
states and to the assumptions made about the long-term 
impact of tort reform. 

The trend analysis also suggests that tort filings are 
changing over time in a manner that differs from other 
general civil case categories. Much ofthe variation in tort 
filing rates is attributable to specific legislative changes 
enacted by states during the second wave of major tort 
reform. Recent trends for contract and real property 
rights cases offer more consistency. Contract cases are 
experiencing moderate annual growth and real property 
rights cases substantial growth. Given the prevailing 
economic climate. it is possible that those types of cases 
will replace torts as the predictors of the increasing 
volume of litigation. 
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ApPELLATE COURT CASELOADS IN 
1990 AND 1984,90 TRENDS 
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Introduction 

After trial courts render their judgments, a party may 
challenge the decision. Civil litigants may seek to over­
turn judgments against them, and criminal defendants 
may seek to reverse their convictions. For both sets of 
litigants, the appellate process offers the opportunity to 
alter an unfavorable outcome by convincing an appellate 
court that the trial court judgment was based on a 
reversible error. For example, the appellant (the party 
bringing the appeal) may contend that the trial court erred 
when it allowed particular testimony to be admitted, that 
the jury was given improper instructions, or that the 
statutory meaning or the constitutionality of a law was 
misinterpreted.1 

The appellate process that courts across the country 
follow to resolve these issues consists of the same five 
basic steps: (1) record preparation, (2) briefing, (3) 
submission of oral argument, (4) conferencing by the 
judges, and (5) the rendering of a decision. Yet, despite 
the fact that the steps are similar, appellate courts are 
organized in quite different ways to handle the business 
brought before them. 

The objective of Part II ofthe Report is to describe the 
caseload levels and trends in the American state appel­
late systems within the context of the diversity in court 
structure. Issues examined include: 

Appellate court structure and jurisdiction. How 
are mandatory and discretionary jurisdiction al­
located between intermediate appellate courts 
and courts of last resort? How many states have 
both an intermediate appellate court and a court 
of last resort? Do organizational differences 
between courts shape their respective 
caseloads? 

• Volume of appellate court caseload. How many 
appeals are filed nationwide and in individual 

1. It should not be assumed that all criminal appeals are defendant 
based. Governmentappeals, which are counted in state courtcaseload 
statistics, do occur, but infrequently. They have been found to account 
for only 2 to 3 percent of all criminal appeals. See Joy A. Chapper and 
Roger A. Hanson, Understanding Reversible Errorin Criminal Appeals, 
Criminal Justice Quarterly (forthcoming 1992). 

states? After adjusting for population, are appel­
late court caseloads similar or different across 
the country? What is the appellate court case load 
composition? 

• Clearance rates for appellate cases. Are appel­
late courts keeping up with the new cases that 
are filed each year? Do clearance rates vary 
between mandatory and discretionary 
case loads? 

• Trends in appellate court caseloads. Is the 
volume of appeals rising, falling, or remaining 
relatively constant? Are the trends consistent 
across courts? 

These questions are addressed within the framework of 
court structure and jurisdiction. An understanding of how 
courts are organized helps to explain similarities and 
differences in caseload levels and trends. Hence, this 
section begins by highlighting essential aspects of appel­
late court structure in 1990. 

Appellate Court Structure in 1990 

Appeals are heard by two types of appellate courts: 
(1) courts of last resort and (2) intermediate appellate 
courts. Each of the 50 states and the District of Columbia 
have a court of last resort (COLR), usually designated the 
state supreme court. These courts were generally estab­
lished early in each state's history. In contrast, the 
intermediate appellate court (lAC), usually named the 
state court of appeals, is a more contemporary develop­
ment. While in 1957 only 13 states had permanent 
intermediate appellate courts, by 1990 there were per­
manent intermediate appellate courts in all but 12 states 
and the District of Columbia.2 Map 11.1 displays the 

2. In 1991 the picture changed again with an intermediate appellate 
court being established in Nebraska, thus reducing the number of 
states without an lAC. Additionally, North Dakota has been operating 
for the past several years with a temporary lAC that comes into play 
when the North Dakota Supreme Court deems it appropriate. It seems 
reasonable to expect that additional states may establish an interme­
diate appellate court as a way of dealing with appellate case'oad 
pressures. 
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MAP 11.1: Appellate Court Structure, 1990 

geographic distribution of states with only a COLR and 
states with both a COLR and an lAC. 

In those states with both types of appellate courts, 
parties challenging trial court decisions generally bring 
their appeal first to the intermediate appellate court. For 
virtually all criminal appeals, the intermediate appellate 
court must accept the case because the court's jurisdic­
tion is mandatory. However, because intermediate ap­
pellate courts tend to have some limited discretion to 
determine what civil cases it will hear, all civil appeals are 
not necessarily acceptixj,3 After the intermediate appel­
late court hears a case and reaches a decision, a party 
dissatisfied with the decision may petition the court of last 
resort for further review.4 The court of last resort, which 
generally has broad discretionary jurisdiction in both 
criminal and civil appeals, must first decide whether to 
accept the case for review. If the petition is granted, then 

3. Discretionary jurisdiction should not be assumed to be a light 
responsibility. The process of screening petitions is very labor-inten­
sive and imposes a burden on courts in addition to work necessary to 
decide the cases that they do choose to hear. 

4. The fact that appellate courts must accept some cases does not 
mean, of course, that the courts render a decision in each case. Some 
cases are withdrawn or settled before the court reaches a decision, or 
dismissed by the court. 

States with 
COLROnly 
(12 States & D.C.) 
Sm.tes with Both 
a COLR & lAC 
(38 States) 

National Center for State Courts, 1992 

the court of last resort hears the case and renders a 
decision. On the other hand, if the petition is denied, the 
litigation terminates, and the intermediate appellate court's 
ruling stands. The clearest exception to this pattern of 
review occurs in those states with capital punishment. In 
all instances, death-penalty appeals bypass the interme­
diate appellate court and go directly to the court of last 
resort. A geographic representation of how states with 
both a COLR and lAC allocate mandatory and discretion­
ary jurisdiction between the two levels is shown in Map 
11.2. 

In those states where there is no intermediate appel­
late court, civil and criminal litigants bring their appeals 
directly to the court of last resort. In these 12 states and 
the District of Columbia, the court of last resort tends to 
resemble an intermediate appellate court in terms of its 
caseload levels and trends. This is because the jurisdic­
tion of these courts of last resort commonly is mandatory, 
which is also true for most intermediate appellate courts. 
As seen in Map 11.3, however, there are two exceptions. 
New Hampshire and West Virginia have courts of last 
resort with exclusively discretionary jurisdiction, although 
neither state has an intermediate appellate court.s 

5. The court structure charts in Part IV provide a point of reference 
for further distinctions among appellate court structures. 
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Courts of Last Resort 
Although some courts of last resort operate with and 

others operate without an intermediate appellate court, 
they all share some important characteristics. Most have 
either five or seven members.6 The entire bench gener­
ally sits as a group, or en banc, to hear cases. The work 
of these courts consists primarily of those civil and 
criminal appeals the judges have chosen to hear, al­
though most of these courts also have mandatory juris­
diction for particular categories of cases. In addition to 
hearing appeals from either trial courts directly (e.g., 
death penalty cases) or by granting a petition for review, 
courts of last resort have jurisdiction in original proceed­
ings (e.g., writs of mandamus, injunctions). Finally, they 
supervise the bar by reviewing cases involving potential 
disciplinary action against attorneys. 

Caseload levels and trends are important to courts of 
last resort because their structures are relatively inflex­
ible in response to changes. This is partially because, 
historically, they have had very limited growth in the 
number of their judges. While the legislature may in­
crease the membership of courts of last resort from five 
to seven or seven to nine judges in response to a rising 
number of appE:lIate cases, the courts more typically face 
two other options: (1) they may lower the rate at which 
they accept discretionary petitions in response to in­
creases in the total number of petitions, thereby keeping 
the number of petitions heard at a relatively constant 
level, and/or (2) they may allocate some of their cases to 
the intermediate appellate court. However, because 
there are limits to the extent to which courts of last resort 
can exercise these options, increases in the volume of 
cases can and do have an appreciable impact on COLRs. 
Despite the common concern that courts of last resort 
have with respect to changes in caseload levels and 
trends, there are organizational differences among these 
courts that affect the size and shape of their case loads. 
Some of the key differences include the following: 

In some states (Hawaii, Iowa, North Dakota, 
Oklahoma, and South Carolina) appeals go first 
to the court of last resort, which decides the 
appeals that it will retain and the appeals that will 
be heard by the in~ermediate appellate court. 

In Oklahoma and Texas, there are separate civil 
and criminal courts of last resort. 

In several courts of last resort, cases are heard 
frequently by panels of judges, ratherthan exclu­
sively en banco 

Whereas the overwhelming majority of the courts 
have five or seven members, the Oklahoma 
Court of Criminal Appeals has three members, 
while the Oklahoma Supreme Court, both Texas 

6, Figure G (Part V, p, 274) provides state-by-state information on 
the number of judges at all levels of the state courts. 

courts, the District of Columbia, and four other 
states (Alabama, Iowa, Mississippi, and Wash­
ington) have nine-member bodies. 

Intermediate Appellate Courts 
Permanent intermediate appellate courts exist in 37 

states and are usually established with statewide juris­
diction. Their creation and expansion represent the 
major organizational change in American courts during 
the past 30 years. The courts generally sit in tile state 
capital but the judges may travel periodically to other 
locations to hear oral argument. As caseloads have 
grown, and judges have been added in response, some 
states have divided their lACs into separate regional 
districts to maintain collegiality and cohesion among the 
judges. There is no clear consensus on what the optimal 
size of an intermediate appellate court should be, but the 
issue of creating regional courts has tended to arise 
when an existing court reaches about 15 to 20 judges. It 
should not be assumed, however, that all intermediate 
appellate courts have more judges than the court of last 
resort. While it is generally true, the following are 
exceptions: 

In Alabama, the court of civil appeals has three 
judges and the court of criminal appeals has five 
judges, but the supreme court has nine mem­
bers. 

In Alaska, the court of appeals has three mem­
bers, but the supreme court has five judges. 

In Arkansas, the court of appeals has six judges, 
but the supreme court has seven members. 

In Hawaii, the intermediate court of appeals has 
three judges, but the supreme court has five 
members. 

In Idaho, the court of appeals has three judges, 
but the supreme court has five members. 

In Iowa, the court of appeals has six judges, but 
the supreme court has nine members. 

New Jersey's 28-judge appellate division of the 
superior court is the largest intermediate appellate court 
with statewide jurisdiction. The eight states that have 
more judges (California, Florida, Illinois, Louisiana, Mis­
souri, New York, Ohio, and Texas) are all organized into 
regional districts. There are several states, however, that 
have fewer than 28 judges, but are organized on a 
regional basis.7 If each regional district court is counted 
separately, then there are 106 state intermediate appel­
late courts across the country. 

Regional intermediate appellate courts have their 
own presiding judge, court staff, and local rules of proce-

7. Appellate court structure is displayed in Part IV. 
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dure. Some of the regional district courts are further 
organized into permanent subdivisions, each with its own 
presiding judge (e.g., California Court of Appeal, First 
fi.ppellate District). In these states, one of the tasks of the 
court of last resort is to ensure uniformity in the law by 
reconciling differences that arise among the decisions 
made by the separate regional districts about the same 
matters of law. 

Intermediate appellate courts were created to deal 
with problems of caseload pressures imposed on courts 
of last resort. They have achieved that objective by 
taking on a substantial portion of the mandatory case load 
of most appellate courts. A common distinction made in 
the literature on state appellate courts is that intermedi­
ate appellate courts serve an error-correcting function 
and courts of last resort have a law-making function. That 
is, lACs are viewed as a means of ensuring that the trial 
courts are accountable and resolve cases according to 
established law and procedures. In contrast, courts of 
last resort are viewed as determining the meaning of law 
and shaping legal policy, especially through their discre­
tionary jurisdiction. While there is some truth to this 
distinction, reality is more complex. Intermediate appel­
late courts are the final arbiters in fact, if not in theory, of 
most of the appeals arising from the trial courts; this way, 
they also shape the contours of the law. 

The work of the intermediate appellate courts gener­
ally is performed by three-member panels. Exceptions to 
this arrangement include en banc reviews, that can occur 
in any court, and New Jersey's use of two-judge panels 
in routine cases. Intermediate appellate courts hear 
criminal and civil appeals, including domestic relations 
cases. In addition to appeals from state trial courts, 
intermediate appellate courts hear appeals from admin­
istrative agency proceedings (e.g., unemployment insur­
ance, worker's compensation). While intermediate ap­
pellate courts share a general error-correcting function, 
there are organizational differences among them that 
affect the volume and composition of their caseloads. 
Some of those differences include the following: 

In five states, as mentioned previously, appeals 
go firstto the court of last resort. The court of last 
resort then decides what cases should be heard 
by the intermediate appellate court. 

In Alabama and Tennessee, there are separate 
courts for civil and criminal appeals. 

In some states, such as Virginia, the intermedi­
ate appellate court was established with prima­
rily criminal jurisdiction. Over time, the jurisdic­
tion may be expanded to include civil cases as 
well. (In Maryland, the process worked in re­
verse. The lAC began with civil jurisdiction and 
later gained jurisdiction in criminal cases). 

In addition to these organizational differences, inter­
mediate appellate courts vary in subject matter jurisdic­
tion. This diversity is illustrated by whether offenders are 

permitted to challenge their sentences as well as their 
convictions. In all states, including those with determi­
nant sentencing, offenders can question whether the 
sentence was beyond the statutory maximum. In some 
states, however, offenders can challenge the application 
of particular sentencing prOVisions (e.g., enhancements 
associated with a habitual offender statute). As a result, 
two states with roughly equal populations may have quite 
different criminal appeal caseloads. The state with 
appellate sentencing review is likely to have a much 
higher mandatory case load than the state with limited 
sentencing review. 

State Appellate Caseloads in 1990 

Overview 
The volume of appeals reached a new high in 1990. 

More appeals were filed in state appellate courts than in 
any preceding year. Based on information from the 50 
states and the District of Columbia, the total number of 
mandatory and discretionary filings was 238,007, which 
is a 3.7 percent increase over the level reached in 1989. 

Most of these cases were appeals of right that the 
state appellate courts are mandated to hear. Specifi­
cally, mandatory appeals numbered 174,251 in 1990, or 
73 percent of the nationwide appellate court caseload. 
Discretionary petitions represent a 27 percent share of 
the total caseload. Because COLRs and lACs have 
various combinations of mandatory and discretionary 
authority, it is important to see where the increase in 
mandatory appeals and the discretionary petitions oc­
curred. 

The volume of mandatory appeals in lACs went from 
142,117 in 1989 to 148,831 in 1990, a 4.7 percent 
increase. In COLRs, which have fewer mandatory ap­
peals than lACs, there was a 1 percent decrease in the 
number of such cases as volume dropped from 25,608 in 
1989 to 25,420 in 1990. Thus, the increase in mandatory 
appeals overall occurred entirely in the lACs. 

The change in the volume of discretionary petitions 
presents a mirror image of the pattern in the mandatory 
area. The COLRs experienced a 4 percent increase in 
the number of discretionary petitions between 1989 and 
1990 as the number of petitions grew from 43,018 to 
44,815. This growth contrasts with a marginal increase 
in discretionary petitions in the lACs. The lACs received 
18,941 petitions in 1990 compared to 18,756 in 1989. 

The importance of these figures is threefold. First, 
they demonstrate that appellate court case loads in 1990 
continue a long-term trend of increasing volume that 
began in the 1960s and that the increase is occurring at 
both levels of state appellate systems and for both basic 
types of appeals.s Second, the data also reveal that the 

8. Previous studies have pointed out that appellate court caseloads 
have been doubling every 8 to 10 years since the 19605. See Victor E. 
Flango and Mary E. Elsner, Advance Report: The Latest State Court 
Data, 7 State Court Journal 16 (Winter 1983); Thoma~ B. Marvell and 
Sue A. Lingren, The Growth of Appeals (U.S. Bureau of Justice 
Statistics 1985). 
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caseload pressures for courts of last resort and interme­
diate appellate courts are different in fundamental ways. 
Courts of last resort are confronted with increases in 
discretionary petitions, which account for the largest 
share of theircaseloads. In contrast, intermediate appel­
late courts are confronted with increases in mandatory 
appeals that form the major portion of their case loads. 
Third, from the standpoint of volume, the image of inter­
mediate appellate courts as the workhorses of state 
appellate court systems appears to capture an important 
reality. This can be shown by breaking down the caseloads 
of COLRs and lACs into categories of appeals: (1) lAC 
mandatory, (2) COLR discretionary, (3) COLR manda­
tory, and (4) lAC discretionary. As seen in Chart 11.1, 
lACs have most of the appeals (70 percent). Further­
more, the largest category of appeals consists of those 
that fall within the mandatory jurisdiction of lACs (62 
percent). By contrast, the discretionary jurisdiction 
case load of the lACs is the smallest of the four categories 
(8 percent). Hence, for every discretionary petition that 
an lAC is asked to accept, there are nearly eight' appeals 
of right that they must accept. 

The Number of Appeals in Each State 
The average numberof appeals in each state in 1990 

is typified by the 2,967 cases filed in Indiana. Half of the 
states have fewer appeals than Indiana and half of the 
states have more appeals. Yet, while this median point 
conveys important information, further examination of 
the distribution of case load levels across the states 
enhances the descriptive picture. 

Caseload levels extend from a low of 314 appeals in 
Wyoming to a high of 25,392 in California, as seen in Text 
Table 11.1. This wide difference in case load levels can be 
represented in two different ways. First, 11 states have 
fewer than 1,000 appeals. This cluster of states con­
trasts sharply with the 11 states having the largest 
numbers of appeals; these states handled over 5,000 
appeals each. Second, the uneven distribution is seen in 
the concentration of appeals: eight states (LouiSiana, 
Texas, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Michigan, New York, Florida, 
and California) have a majority of the nation's appeals. 
Despite the considerable variation in the number of 
appeals per state, two distinct patterns emerge. First, the 
states with the fewest number of cases have appellate 
systems composed only of a court of last resort. Ten of 
the 11 states with fewer than 1,000 appeals do not have 
an intermediate appellate court; conversely, of the 11 
states with the largest number of filings, all have two­
tiered systems. Furthermore, all but two of these have a 
regional intermediate appellate court (the exceptions 
being New Jersey and Michigan). 

Second, as one might expect, the ratio of mandatory 
to discretionary petitions varies with the total number of 
filings; states with few total filings have a greater number 
of mandatory than discretionary filings. This tendency 
occurs because in states with the fewest total filings, the 
composition is overwhelmingly mandatory. On the other 

Chart 11.1: Appellate Case Filings, 1990 

COLR Mandatory 11% lAC Discretionary 8% 

Total = 238,007 

Source: Table 2, Part III, National Center for State Courts, 
1992 

hand, states with more filings than the 11 smallest state 
appellate systems have greater balance between the 
types of petitions. Mandatory petitions outnumber dis­
cretionary petitions, but to a lesser degree than in the 
states with the fewest number of total filings. Finally, 
among the states with the largest number of filings, the 
ratio of mandatory to discretionary petitions is greater 
than in states with a medium number of appeals. This is 
because in large states, the lACs have primarily manda­
tory jurisdiction and tend to handle a significant majority 
of the total caseload.· 

Analysis of the information in Text Table 11.1 supports 
these conclusions. Discretionary petitions are almost 
nonexistent among the one-third of the states with the 
smallest number of total filings. New Hampshire is the 
only exception to the pattern because its jurisdiction is 
completely discretionarY. Among the middle third of the 
states, most systems have ratios of two or three manda­
tory appeals to every discretionary appeal. Finally, 
among the third of the states with the largest number of 
total filings, most of the states have ratios of four, five, or 
six mandatory filings to every discretionary petition. 

The Total Number of 
Appeals and State Population 
Tne most obvious explanation forthe particular num­

ber of cases in a state appellate court system is the 
number of individuals living in the state. The larger the 
state's population, the largerthe numberof appeals filed. 
This expectation is supported by the data presented in 

52 • State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annua/ Report 1990 



TeXT TABLE 11.1: Total Appellate Court Filings, 1990 

Total 
Total Total A~lIate 

Mandatory Discretionary ourt Population 
State Filings Filings Filings Ranking 

Wyoming 314 NJ 314 51 
North Dakota 442 NJ 442 47 
South Dakota 403 49 452 45 

Delaware 483 1 484 46 
MlJllne 622 DC 622 38 

Vermont 590 32 622 49 
New Hampshire NJ 627 627 40 

Montana 633 NJ 633 44 
Idaho 564 77 641 42 

Rhode Island 465 177 642 43 
Hawaii 624 43 667 41 

Mississippi 961 64 1,025 31 
South Carolina 972 61 1,033 25 

Alaska 776 292 1,068 50 
Nevada 1,089 NJ 1,089 39 

Utah 1,195 48 1,243 35 
Nebraska 1,270 DC 1,270 36 

New Mexico 1,094 460 1,554 37 
Arkansas 1,578 DC 1,578 33 

West Virginia NJ 1,623 1,623 34 
Connecticut 1,388 305 1,693 27 

District of Columbia 1,650 45 1,695 48 
Kansas 1,366 461 1,827 32 

Iowa 1,954 DC 1,954 30 
North Carolina 1,524 1,077 2,601 10 

Indiana 2,165 802 2,967 14 
Tennessee 2,089 895 2,984 17 

Massachusetts 1,654 1,360 3,014 13 
Maryland 2,267 830 3,097 19 

Minnesota 2,439 974 3,413 20 
Colorado 2,497 1,072 3,569 26 
Kentucky 2,850 812 ~,362 23 

Wisconsin 2,853 842 3,695 16 
Virginia 477 3,345 3,822 12 

Oklahoma 3,801 446 4,247 28 
Alabama 3,691 867 4,558 22 
Missouri 3,812 809 4,621 15 
Georgia 3,074 1,873 4,947 11 

Washington 3,801 1,242 5,043 18 
Oregon 4,778 791 5,569 29 
Arizona 4,583 1,127 5,710 24 

New Jersey 7,394 1,217 8,611 9 
Illinois 8,390 1,582 9,972 6 

Louisiana 3,917 6,664 10,581 21 
Texas 10,346 2,587 12,933 3 

Ohio 11,406 1,872 13,278 7 
Pennsylvania 10,007 3,681 13,688 5 

Michigan 12,342 2,507 14,849 8 
New York 13,124 4,499 17,623 2 

Florida 15,003 3,760 18,763 4 
California 13,534 11,858 25,392 1 

DC: Data are combined with mandatory filings. 
NJ: Court does not have jurisdiction over the case type. 

Source: Table 2, Part III, National Center for State Courts, 1992 
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Text Table 11.1, which show a strong correspondence 
between each state's total case load and its population 
size.9 

The congruence between caseload and population 
has at least three important implications. First, almost all 
appellate court systems in states experiencing popula­
tion growth should expect growth in case load volume to 
track growth in the population. As a result, nationally as 
well as in most states, the number of appeals will rise 
unless the discretionary jurisdiction of appellate courts is 
expanded or particular matters are completely removed 
from the system's jurisdiction and transferred to some 
other dispute resolution process. Second, because the 
correspondence between case load volume and popula­
tion size is not perfect, the other social, economic, and 
legal factors will affect appellate filing rates. Thus, 
individual states should not rely exclusively on popula­
tion projections in estimating future caseload levels. 
Third, the close connection between population size and 
total case load levels suggests the need to control for 
population size when statistical comparisons are made 
of different state appellate systems. For example, if 
population is taken into account, do trends across states 
look similar? What differences exist after controlling for 
population size? 

A Comparison of State Appellate 
Caseload Levels After Taking Popula­
tion into Account 
Applying the common standard of comparing appel­

late case filings per 100,000 population will clarify how 
similar or dissimilar the states are. As seen in Chart 11.2 
and Chart 11.3, variation remains across the states, al­
though it is not as substantial as the variation in the 
absolute number of appeals. 

Turning first to Chart 11.2, the volume of each of the 
four basic categories of appeals per 100,000 population 
for states with a COLR and an lAC is represented by a 
bar. The larger the ratio of appeals to population, the 
longer the length of the bar; the larger the ratio of appeals 
in a given category, the longer a particular segment of the 
bar. Because population is such an important determi­
nant of the number of appeals, it is not surprising that the 
appellate filing rates of most states fall within approxi­
mately 50 filings of the average (or median) rate of 85 
filings per 100,000 population (represented by Califor­
nia). Thus, while California has the largest absolute 
number of filings, its number per 100,000 population 
reflects the national average (it is the median, or mid­
point). In addition, some other important patterns emerge 
from this analysis of the ratio of appellate filings to 
population. 

The longest portion of the bar for most states in Chart 
11.2 is that iepresenting the mandatory appeals filed with 

9. This conclusion is based on a visual examination of Text Table 
11.1. corroborated by a statistical correlation. The Pearson correlation 
coefficient between the volume of appeals and state population is +.92. 
This indicates that states with the smallest populations have smaller 
caseloads and states with largest populations have larger caseloads. 

lACs. This suggests that lACs across the country face 
similar work load pressures relative to their populations. 
Exceptions to this pattern are likely to be the result of 
some COLRs retaining mandatory appeals. In Hawaii, 
Iowa, North Dakota, Oklahoma, and South Carolina, for 
example, COLRs screen cases before sending some of 
them on to the lACs. In these states, one might expect 
more mandatory appeals to be retained by the COLR, 
leaving relatively fewer mandatory appeals at the lAC 
level than in other states. This expectation is met 
because the portion of the bar representing COLR man­
datory appeals is longer relative to the lAC mandatory 
portion in these five states than it is in the other states. 

Another pattern is that the portion of the bar repre­
senting the ratio of COLR mandatory appeals to popula­
tion is short and of the same relative length for most 
states. Thus, virtually all state COLRs are alike in that 
mandatory petitions constitute a minority of their 
case loads. The exceptions to this patterli include the five 
COLRs mentioned previously that retain an unusually 
large percentage of mandatory appeals. 

A fourth pattern is that the share of the lACs' com­
bined mandatory and discretionary appeals is greaterfor 
states having the largest number of appeals per 100,000 
population. That is, as the total filings increase relative to 
population, lACs take on a larger share of the total 
caseload. This phenomenon can be seen in Chart 11.2 
because as the total length of each bar becomes longer, 
the relative length of the lAC portion of the bar becomes 
longer. This pattern is a strong indication that the 
workhorse image of lACs is accurate. As the volume of 
cases in the state appellate system increases relative to 
population, the lACs bear a larger share of that burden. 

In states where the appellate system consists of a 
COLR without an lAC, however, another set of patterns 
emerges. In Chart 11.3, the caseload levels per 100,000 
population for each of these 12 states and the District of 
Columbia are represented by separate bars. An exami­
nation of the length of the bars reveals three relationships 
that distinguish these appellate systems from those 
having both a COLR and an lAC. First, mandatory 
case loads dominate the overall picture of these appellate 
systems, except in West Virginia and New Hampshire, 
both of which have entirely discretionary jurisdiction. 
Thus, it appears that unless a COLR without an lAC has 
completely discretionary jurisdiction, it will have virtually 
no discretionary petitions. In these systems, therefore, 
discretionary petitions tend to be all or nothing. 

Second, the ratio of all appeals to population, includ­
ing both mandatory and discretionary filings, is quite 
similar across the 12 states. Despite New Hampshire's 
and West Virginia'S sharp jurisdictional differences from 
the other 10 states, the length of every bar in the chart is 
about the same. Thus, all COLRs without an lAC, with 
the exception of the District of Columbia, are alike in total 
caseload levels adjusted for population, suggesting that 
they are a homogenous group of courts. 

Finally, the COLRs without an lAC have one charac­
teristic in common with some of the other states included 
in Chart 11.2. The high frequency of mandatory appeals 
in the COLRs without an lAC is similar to the dominance 
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CHART 11.2: Total Appellate Filings per 100,000 Total Population (States with COLR and lAC), 1990 
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of mandatory appeals among those states in Chart 11.2 
that have the largest ratio of filings to population. The 
mandatory appeals in Chart 11.2, however, are found in 
the lACs rather than the COLRs. This suggests that first­
level appellate courts, whether they are COLRs without 
an lAC or lACs with large caseloads, are similar in 
caseload composition; they tend to have virtually all 
mandatory jurisdiction, and they handle the bulk of their 
respective state's appeals. 

The Courts' Success in 
KeeDing Up with Mandatory ADp'eals 
The farg9 volume of mandatory appeals in all fjrst-

level appellate courts, as well as their occurrence in 
several courts of last resort that have intermediate appel-

late courts, poses an important issue. Given that these 
appeals must be heard, how effective are the courts in 
responding to these demands? 

One way to address this issue is by examining the 
relationship between the number of appeals filed and the 
number of appeals disposed of each year. Is there a 
disposition for every filing? A one-to-one correspon­
dence indicates that the court is maintaining a balance 
between demand and output. Text Table 11.2 uses 
relevant information from Table 3, Part III (p. 84), to 
present clearance rates for each COLR and each lAC. 
The table also provides the clearance rate for each 
appellate court recorded in 1988 and 1989 as well as a 
three-year clearance rate to ascertain whether what is 
reported in 1990 reflects short- or long-term problems in 
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CHART 11.3: Totaj Appellate Filings per 100,000 Total Population (States with COLR only), 1990 
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Source: Table 2, Part III, National Center for Stale Courts, 1992 

the appellate courts. States are listed from lowest to 
highest three-year clearance rates. 

A 1990 clearance rate for mandatory cases could be 
calculated for COLRs in 36 states and for the lACs in 36 
states. COLRs in 18 states reduced their pending 
caseloads in 1990 (reporting clearance rates of 100 or 
greater). This is an improvement over 1988 and 1989. 
Examining the three-year clearance rates shows that the 
COLRs are having moderate success in keeping up with 
their mandatory caseloads: 19 of the 32 states for which 
a three-year rate could be calculated have a rate of 98 or 
greater. 

Mandatory clearance rates reported by lACs are of 
more concern. Eight of the 36 states for which data are 
available report disposing of as many cases as were filed 
in 1990. The three-year clearance rates suggest that 
lACs are experiencing increasing difficulty with their 
caseloads; seven states had three-year rates of 100 or 
more. Furthermore, the clearance rate in 1990 was 
below the three-year rate in 21 of the 32 states for which 
a three-year rate could be calculated. This implies that 
tile clearance rates in 1990 for mandatory cases tended 
to be below the average clearance rates based on the 
period from 1988 to 1990. While these data suggest that 
most lACs are experiencing a problem keeping up with 
mandatory appeals, they also indicate that ~tates with 

150 200 250 

o COLR·Dlscretionary 

• COLR-Mandatory 

300 

rates of 1 00 or more (those keeping up with their case loads 
or reducing them) are not limited to systems where there 
are the fewest appeals. On the contrary, the states with 
the greatest progress include Califomia (a three-year 
clearance rate of 110) and New York (a three-year 
clearance rate of 117.9). Hence, the volume of appeals 
is not necessarily an impediment to a desirable clearance 
rate. 

The Courts' Success in Keeping Up 
with Discretionary Petitions 
The analysis of how appellate courts, including both 

courts of last resort and intermediate appellate courts, 
are managing discretionary petitions presents a more 
positive picture than for mandatory appeals. Discretion­
ary petitions constitute the bulk of the work load for courts 
of last resort, especially those in a two-tiered appellate 
system. As seen in Text Table 11.3, the three-year 
clearance rates tor 15 ot the 29 COLRs tor which a three­
year rate could be calculated are 100 or better. Hence, 
as with mandatory appeals, discretionary petitions do not 
appear to be overwhelming every court of last resort. 

Intermediate appellate courts are also meeting with 
success in disposing of discretionary petitions. Six of the 
11 states for which data are available achieved three­
year clearance rates of 100 or more (see Text Table 11.3). 
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TEXT TABLE 11.2: Appellate Court Clearance Rates for Mandatory Appeals, 1988-90 

Courts of last Resort 

Three-Year 
Clearance 

State 1988 1989 1990 Rate 

Montana 98.6 98.6 
Connecticut 108.0 101.4 
New Mexico 99.2 105.4 

Indiana 124.4 130.2 
Alabama 119.9 68.3 57.0 79.8 

Ohio 92.4 85.4 77.5 84.3 
Maine 96.0 83.7 76.4 84.9 

South Carolina 61.7 116.0 89.2 86.4 
Nebraska 99.2 85.3 80.5 87.7 
Maryland 75.6 107.8 93.5 91.5 

Minnesota 92.3 97.6 92.2 93.9 
Idaho 86.9 94.8 105.7 95.5 

Rhode Island 98.3 87.0 102.4 95.9 
Florida 104.7 90.3 96.4 96.6 

Mississippi 86.3 108.7 98.2 97.1 
Delaware 86.1 92.8 114.5 97.8 

New Jersey 97.8 92.7 103.6 97.9 
Nnvada 93.0 105.0 97.1 98.3 
Alaska 108.5 87.1 100.6 99.0 

Wyoming 93.6 113.1 91.4 99.2 
New York 113.9 89.4 95.0 99.5 
Arkansas 114.3 95.0 92.9 100.1 

North Dakota 110.4 96.0 102.3 102.7 
Arizona 70.5 83.6 176.1 103.0 
Missouri 101.4 100.0 108.1 103.3 
Vermont 95.7 100.8 116.1 104.0 

Hawaii 85.2 115.2 117.5 104.2 
District of Columbia 98.7 105.5 109.0 104.4 

Kentucky 117.1 100.3 98.9 105.0 
Texas 99.1 108.6 109.0 105.1 

Louisiana 108.9 97.2 131.7 112.6 
North Carolina 144.9 87.2 87.9 110.2 
South Dakota 108.2 125.1 107.7 113.4 

Washington 129.1 125.7 93.9 113.9 
Kansas 132.3 162.0 161.8 147.0 
Illinois 106.2 124.8 93.0 106.5 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

Hence, most state lACs have not been experiencing the 
same degree of difficulty in disposing of discretionary 
petitions as they have encountered with mandatory ap­
peals. 

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

percent of the discretionary petitions filed. 10 State COLRs 
tend to accept a larger percentage of petitions filed. On 
average during 1990, state COLRsgranted 13 percent of 
the discretionary petitions filed. 

That percentage is derived from Text Table 11.4, 
which shows the number of petitions filed, and the 

10. Doris Marie Provine, Certiorari, in Encyclopedia of the American 
JUdicial Process 783-84 (R. Janosik ad.). 

Intermediate Appellate Courts 

Three-Year 
Clearance 

State 1988 1989 1990 Rate 

Massachusetts 74.7 
Tennessee 96.1 89.2 

Utah 102.7 109.9 
Georgia 86.1 81.2 64.4 77.1 
Arizona 83.0 90.2 81.5 84:7 
Indiana 93.0 88.0 84.3 87.8 

Michigan 99.3 82.0 85.1 87.9 
Oklahoma 89.2 97.4 78.5 88.5 
Kentucky 84.2 89.9 95.9 89.9 

Idaho 71.4 104.5 94.9 90.0 
Arkansas 92.0 90.6 92.7 91.8 

Washington 104.2 90.1 84.5 92.5 
North Carolina 94.2 86.2 97.0 92.5 

Oregon 106.6 94.9 81.3 93.3 
Louisiana 86.4 102.4 91.7 93.5 
Missouri 94.9 91.0 100.1 95.3 

Illinois 94.2 94.9 97.1 95.4 
Alabama 101.6 91.3 94.5 95.5 
Maryland 100.5 98.4 90.1 96.1 

Alaska 92.6 106.7 00.2 96.3 
Ohio 96.6 91.6 101.9 96.7 

New Jersey 100.6 100.6 89.7 96.8 
Hawali 107.5 98.6 87.0 97.2 
Texas 96.8 95.5 100.9 97.6 

Minnesota 94.4 105.6 94.7 97.8 
New Mexico 106.5 95.4 95.7 98.7 

South Carolina 119.5 84.2 99.2 98.8 
Iowa 91.9 117.8 89.1 99.1 

Florida 95.5 101.1 100.8 99.1 
Kansas 99.8 105.5 95.9 100.4 

Wisconsin 110.3 102.5 91.6 100.5 
Colorado 104.2 109.0 92.8 101.6 

Connecticut 103.1 115.2 100.0 105.9 
Pennsylvania 112.6 111.3 98.1 107.2 

Califomia 96.6 120.3 112.1 110.0 
New York 118.7 120.1 114.8 117.9 

number and the percentage granted, forthe COLRs of 23 
states. The percentage granted ranges from a low of 3.2 
percent in Michigan to highs of 34.3 percent in West 
Virginia and 36.3 percent in Massachusetts. However, 
where an lAC has been established, the precise bound­
aries of the COLR's jurisdiction become important to 
understanding the flow of cases to the COLR and, 
possibly, t:J~ 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 full discretion over its docket. 

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. 
70), provides information on the percentage of discre-
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TEXT TABLE 11.3: Appeliate Court Clearanca Rates for Discretionary Petitions, 1988a 90 

Courts of Last Resort 

Three-Year 
Clearance 

State 1988 1989 1990 Rate 

Connecticut 171.6 79.1 
Indiana 106.0 91.2 

Mississippi 74.4 92.2 
New Mexico 94.0 97.1 

New York 79.3 82.1 84.6 82.0 
Ohio 91.6 81.4 75.5 82.7 

Wisconsin 94.6 89.5 86.5 90.3 
Kentucky 98.8 85.6 95.4 93.1 
Michigan 84.7 87.5 109.9 93.6 
Arizona 88.9 99.1 96.4 94.B 

Louisiana 83.4 94.8 106.9 94.8 
Illinois 95.1 95.3 94.7 95.0 

New Hampshire 107.7 90.6 90.4 95.6 
Minnesota 90.0 96,1 102.6 96.2 

Florida 108.4 86.9 96.0 97.6 
Oregon 101.6 103.4 89.4 98.0 

California 93.1 105.4 96.1 98.1 
Rhode Island 94.2 94.4 111.3 99.8 

Hawaii 93.3 107.1 100.0 100.0 
New Jersey 103.2 99.3 98.6 100.4 

Virginia 115.0 114.4 76.5 100.5 
North Carolina 114.3 88.8 96.0 100.9 

Alaska 104.5 96.8 101.7 101.0 
Maryland 113.8 90.8 97.1 101.1 
Missouri 100.2 101.6 101.7 101.2 

Texas 98.0 109.8 97.3 102.0 
District of Columbia 106.6 100.0 100.0 102.6 

Washington 111.5 101.0 99.1 104.1 
West Virginia 109.5 105.5 97.7 104.3 

Vermont 100.0 102.9 112.5 105.1 
Idaho 110.5 96.7 111.7 105.7 

Delaware 75:0 83.3 500.0 1'18.2 
Alabama 78.8 137.0 143.9 121.2 

tionary petitions granted in seven lACs: California Courts 
of Appeal, 10.4 percent; Indiana Court of Appeals, 40.2 
percent; Louisiana Courts of Appeal, 31.9 percent; Mary­
land Court of Special Appeals, 9.3 percent; Minnesota 
Court of Appeals, 29.5 percent; New Mexico Court of 
Appeals, 23.9 percent; and North Carolina Court of 
Appeals, 11.8 percent. However, while with the excep­
tion of Maryland, the lACs grant a higher percentage of 
discretionary petitions filed than do their state COLRs, 
the comparison is inexact because the lAC discretionary 
jurisdiction is often over interlocutory matters, rather than 
appeals of final judgment. 

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

Intermediate Appellate Courts 

Three-Year 
Clearance 

State 1988 1989 1990 Rate 

Connecticut 42.2 
Tennessee 77.6 67.1 

Massachusetts 100.0 
Indiana 93.8 103.6 
Florida 80.5 83.8 93.5 86.1 

Arizona 105.0 101.9 67.5 88.2 
Georgia 95.3 87.3 100.0 94.1 

Minnesota 99.7 95.9 98.1 98.0 
North Carolina 100.0 100.0 95.6 98.4 

Louisiana 98.1 98.8 99.1 98.7 
Maryland 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Alaska 106.5 90.3 104'.9 100.5 
Washington 104.3 95.9 100.9 100.6 

Kentucky 83.7 100.0 128.8 100.8 
California 104.7 101.5 102.8 103.0 

Virginia 112.6 1167 136.3 121.9 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992 

Appellate Court Opinions in 1990 
Tlie preparation of full written opinions "has been 

called the single most time-consuming task in the appel­
late process."11 Rising appellate ca3eloads have led both 
to cu rtailme nt of the issuance of fu II opinions to decide the 
bulk of cases and to concern over the availability of 
sufficient judicial time to prepare full opinions in particu­
larly important cases. 

Table 6, Part III (p. 102), presents the number of 
signed opinions issued by state appellate courts during 
1990. The table also provides supplementary informa­
tion about whether this count is by case or by written 
document and whether majority opinions, per curiam 
opinions, and memoranda/orders are included in the 
count. Information is also provided on the number of 
justices or judges serving on each court and the number 
of support staff with legal training that the court employs. 

11. JUdicial Administration Division, American Bar Association, Stan­
dards Relating to !.ppellate Delay Reduction 21 (1988). 
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The numcerof justices or judges is particularly significant 
and, as noted earlier, varies considerably from court to 
court. 

The restricted size of COLRs and the nature of their 
responsibilities tend to limit the number of signed opin­
ions to several hundred in a year in most jurisdictions (the 
U.S. Supreme Court typically decides about 150 cases a 
year by opinion).12 Generally, courts can determine how 
they decide cases, whether by full explanatory opinion, 
per curiam opinion, or by order, and thus control their 
work load. Therefore, the number of signed opinions is 
not directly related to the numberof cases decided by the 
court on the merits during 1990. Among COLRs, the 
number of signed opinions ranges from 66 in Texas to 
703 in Alabama. 

lACs vary considerably in the number of Signed 
opinions issued during 1990. The highest number of 
opinions reported was 1 0,4 ~ 6 by the California Courts of 
Appeal. The lACs in Florida, Louisiana, Michigan, New 
Jersey, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Texas reported more 
than 3,000 signed opinions. 

Appellate courts decide appeals in other ways that 
also state the facts ofthe case and reasons forthe court's 
decision. These include memorandum decisions, which 
are signed, and per curiam opinions. which are not 
signed 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 published opinions 
are designated memorandum decisions by some courts 
and are counted separately from 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 Court Caseload Trends 

A trend analysis offers perspective on where state 
appellate courts stand at a time when there is ample 
cause for concern about their well-being. At the federal 
level, it has been asserted authoritatively that "a crisiS of 
volume" afflicts the U.S. circuit courts of appeals.13 The 
main cause is clear: while in the 19405 one trial court 
termination in 40 was the subject of an appeal, by the 
mid-1980s, one termination in 8 was contested through 
an appeal.l o\ The result is an avalanche of cases in such 
numbers that it is asserted that only major structural 
reform will allow the federal appellate system to survive 
into the next century. 

12. In 1990, tho U.S. Supreme Court disposed of 121 cases by signed 
opinion and four cases by percuriam opinion (statistics supplied by the 
Administrative Office of the U. S. Courts). 

13. Federal Courts Study Committee, Judicial Conference of the 
United States, Report of the Federal Courts Study Committee ch.6 
(1990). 

14. Id.at 110. 

TEXT TABLE 11.4: Discretionary Petitions 
Granted as a Percentage Of 
Total Discretionary Cases 
Flied in COLRs, 1990 

Number of Number of Percentage 
Petitions Petitions of Petitions 

State Filed Granted Granted 

Alaska 231 32 13.9 
Connecticut 196 28 14.3 

Georgia 1,079 163 15.1 
Hawaii 43 10 23.3 
Illinois 1,582 136 8.6 

Kansas 461 34 7.4 
Louisiana 2,684 881 32.8 
Maryland 626 113 18.1 

Massachusetts 444 161 36.3 
Michigan 2,507 81 3.2 

Minnesota 662 105 15.9 
Mississippi 64 5 7.8 

Missouri 809 75 9.3 
New Mexico 414 31 7.5 

North Carolina 626 59 9.4 
Ohio 1,872 163 8.7 

Oregon 791 101 12.8 
Pennsylvania 3,645 246 6.7 

Tennessee 731 48 6.6 
Texas 2,587 286 11.1 

Virginia 1,775 259 14.6 
West Virginia 1.623 556 34.3 

Wisconsin 842 116 13.8 

Source: Tables 2, 4, and 5, Part III, National Center for State 
Courts, 1992 

At the state level, observers note a similar crisis, 
since "state appellate court case loads have, on average, 
doubled every ten years since the Second World War," 
implying an average annual increase of 8 percent in 
case load volume.15 Moreover, appellate courts are not 
merely confronting more of the same; rather, "as the 
number of cases has grown, so has the range of com­
plexity. Increasing numbers of complex cases, espe­
cially death penalty litigation, require substantial expen­
diture of judicial time."16 Volume and complexity com­
bined to bring an lAC into being in many states during the 
1970s and to make the 1980s a period of significant 
institutional innovation, notably through streamlined ap­
pellate procedures, settlement conferences, and alter­
natives to full appellate review. 

Appellate court case load growth has been clearly on 
the rise. Between 1984 and 1990, the number of 
mandatory appeals filed in COLRs increased by 12 
percent, and the number of discretionary petitions filed 
increased by 6 percent. Mandatory appeals filed in lACs 

15. Judicial Administration Division, supra note 11, at 11. 

16. Rita M. Novak and Douglas K. Somerlot, Delay on Appeal (1990). 
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grew by 18 percent and discretionary petitions by 36 
percent over those seven years. Over this period, 
population grew by just over 5 percent. 

The purpose of this section is to compare each 
individual state appellate system by examining case load 
levels overtime. How does the level in one year compare 
to the preceding year? How do the levels in each of 
several years compare to a benchmark point? Changes 
are measured through index numbers created by setting 
the 1984 case load at 100. The actual number of manda­
tory appeals and discretionary petitions can be found in 
Table 13, Part III, and Table 14, Part III, respectively. The 
overall change in population experienced by the state is 
also expressed as an index with the 1984 population set 
at 1 00 to allow a simple test of whetherfilings are growing 
at a faster rate than state population. 

Trends in Mandatory Appeals 
Text Tables 11.5 and 11.6 report the index scores for 

the two basic types of appellate systems. From Text 
Table 11.5, it can be seen that the indexed number of 
mandatory appeals in 23 of 38 COLRs was higher in 1990 
than in 1984; decreases occurred in 15 COLRs. Most 
increases represent a 10 percent or greater rise in the 
number of cases, with the average increase for a COLR 
being 28 percent. The rising trend in COLR filings is 
found primarily in those states where there is no lAC. 
Data presented in Text Table 11.5 show that 7 of the 11 
courts of last resort without an intermediate appellate 
court had consistently positive index scores. Particularly 
rapid mandatory caseload growth since 1984, however, 
is only evident in a few states: 135 percent in California, 
69 percent in Illinois, and 103 percent in Ohio. 

lAC caseloads changed in a more consistent manner 
between 1984 and 1990. 

Twenty-seven of 33 lACs included in Text Table 11.6 
recorded an increase, all but 3 in excess of 10 percent. 
The average rate of increase for an lAC was 28 percent. 
It appears, therefore, that mandatory case load trends 
across lACs are more similar than those across COLRs. 

This is confirmed by analyzing the year-to-year 
changes in mandatory filings for individual COLRs since 
1984. These changes rarely form an unambiguous trend 
either upward or downward. For example, the largest 
number of filings in 1990 is found for only 9 out of the 23 
COLRs that recorded an overall increase overthe seven­
year period; 8 recorded their largest case load in 1989, 
and 9 in 1988. In the 15 COLRs where the overall change 
was a decrease, fewer than half of them (7) had their 
highest number of filings in 1984. 

By contrast, among lACs, the peak caseload oc­
curred in 1990 for 18 of the 27 lACs in which an overall 
increase took place across the seven years. These 18 
include courts that are experiencing filing growth that, if 
continued, will soon result in caseloads double their 1984 
size (e.g., Arizona, Indiana, and Oklahoma). Although 
the trends in filing rates in most lACs are clearly increas­
ing, they are rarely the product of consistent yearly 
growth over the period; only the lAC in Colorado con-

forms to a steady seven-year upward trend. A pattern of 
year-to-year fluctuations is particularly evident for states 
in which all cases reach the lAC by aSSignment from the 
COLR: Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, and South Carolina. 

Consequently, COLRs and lACs face caseloads that 
vary significantly from year to year in ways that it would 
be difficult forthe court to anticipate and make provisions 
for (e.g., increasing the number of judges or support 
staff). That phenomenon is somewhat more prevalent 
among COLRs, but it applies to many lACs as well. 
Beyond the problems associated with riSing case vol­
ume, uncertainty over the extent of yearly caseload 
growth represents a substantial challenge to many courts. 

Several factors underlie the trend data differences 
between COLRs and lACs. First, COLR mandatory 
jurisdiction is typically quite restricted in states with an 
lAC, leading to a small numberof appeals in some states. 
Small case loads are more sensitive to changes that 
appear large when expressed as a percentage. For 
example, the 1990 index numberof 61 forthe Massachu­
setts Supreme Judicial Cou rt represents 141 case filings 
in 1984 and 86 filings in 1990. Six of the 38 COLRs had 
less than 200 case filings in 1984, the base year. Sec­
ond, COLRs have coped with rising dockets by transfer­
ring jurisdiction over some types of appeals to lACs. 
COLRs in some states assign cases to the lAC, and 
COLRs in other states can transfer cases to the lAC. 
Third, COLRs can control their caseloads by issuing 
court rules or promoting legislation that shifts cases, 
especially appeals of right, to lACs. 

Trends in Discretionary Petitions 
Discretionary petitions account for two out of every 

three cases filed in COLRs between 1984-90 but form a 
relatively insignificant share of the lAC's caseload in 
most states. Changes in discretionary case filings of 
COLRs can be traced in Text Table 11.7, while lAC trends 
are shown in Text Table 11.8. Both text tables are based 
on the detailed case filing information inTable 14, Part III, 
which is also the authoritative source on the status of 
each court's case load numbers relative to the model 
reporting categories recommended by COSCA. 

There is greater variability among courts at boih 
levels ill discretionary petitions than in mandatory ap­
p€'.:"ls. Thirty-four COLRs are considered in Text Table 
II. ;~. Of these, 24 report increases (all but 8 of more than 
10 percent), and 10 report decreases (7 greater than 10 
percent) between 1984 and 1990. The largest increase 
was in the New Mexico Supreme Court, where the 
number of case filings more than doubled over the seven 
years. 

lACs split between those with increases and those 
with decreases over the seven-year period, and the 
overall change is often substantial. Trend data could be 
obtained for 11 lACs and are displayed in Text Table 11.8. 
Six courts show an overall increase, and 5 show a 
decr,ease. The number .)f petitions filed in the Louisiana 
Court of Appeals, for example, more than doubled over 
the seven years. Expressed in terms of the absolute 
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TEXT TABLE 11.5: Trends In Total Mandatory Cases Flied, 1984-90 

Courts of Last Resort 

Total 
Mandatory 

Filings 
Mandatory 

Filings 
Mandatory 

Filings 
Mandatory 

Filings 
Mandatory 

Filings 
Mandatory 

Filings 
Mandatory 

Filings 
p~ulation 

rowth 
Index Index Index Index Index Index Index 1984 to 

State 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1990 

States with one COLR and at least one lAC 

Alabama 100 107 111 134 111 122 134 101 
Alaska 100 104 99 115 113 107 108 110 

Arizona 100 77 112 110 107 151 88 120 
Arkansas 100 92 86 96 84 92 101 100 
California 100 128 106 142 144 171 235 116 
Colorado 100 78 80 84 77 80 89 104 

Florida 100 102 107 99 87 109 105 118 
Georgia 100 104 93 97 96 102 104 111 

Hawaii 100 105 128 131 152 138 103 107 
Idaho 100 100 83 83 109 105 100 101 
Illinois 100 142 185 149 233 130 169 99 

Kansas 100 105 112 127 205 106 98 102 
Kentucky 100 128 114 118 117 138 127 99 
Louisiana 100 54 76 92 84 73 56 95 
Maryland 100 99 108 106 110 93 119 110 

Massachusetts 100 91 61 51 68 53 61 104 
Michigan 100 60 80 100 80 80 40 102 

New Jersey 100 62 64 95 97 112 105 103 
New Mexico 100 94 101 99 92 114 92 106 

North Carolina 100 97 108 79 64 47 50 108 
Ohio 100 131 145 125 148 158 203 101 

Oklahoma 100 143 100 140 103 109 131 95 
Oregon 100 S8 71 86 94 106 95 106 

Pennsylvania 100 53 34 30 45 35 84 100 
South Carolina 100 94 108 107 130 97 126 106 

Texas 100 102 113 125 183 179 116 106 
Washington 100 85 71 59 51 44 65 112 

States with no intermediate appellate court 

Delaware 100 123 126 
District of Columbia 100 98 86 

Mississippi 100 97 121 
Nebraska 100 100 101 

Nevada 100 97 107 
North D3kota 100 91 102 
Rhode Island 100 99 95 
South Dakota 100 104 106 

Utah 100 98 97 
Vermont 100 92 88 

Wyoming 100 92 103 

Source: Table 13, Part III, National Center for State Courts, 1992 

number of petitions, that increase is daunting: 1,842 
petitions were filed with the court in 1984 and 3,980 in 
1990. The number of petitions is so great as to over­
whelm the trends in other states. If Louisiana is excluded 
from the calculation of the growth in lAC discretionary 
petitions, the increase drops from 36 percent 10 20 
percent. 

120 143 156 146 109 
83 90 84 91 97 

106 110 92 115 99 
119 110 149 127 98 
107 124 125 136 132 
103 99 107 116 93 
79 100 111 114 104 

123 124 113 117 99 
74 69 78 88 104 
86 100 99 95 106 
97 108 97 95 89 

The trends suggest that discretionary cases are 
becoming an increasingly important component of the 
case loads of some lACs. Discretionary cases increased 
at rates similar to mandatory appeals in the lACs of 
Arizona, California, Florida, and Washington. In other 
states, however, the dominant pattern was the variability 
from one year to the next. As with discretionary and 
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TEXT TABLE 11.6: Trends In Total Mandatory Cases Flied, 1984·90 

Intermediate Appellate Courts 

Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory 
Filings Filings Filings 
Index Index Index 

State 1984 1985 1986 

Alabama 100 103 100 
(Court of Civil Appeals) 
Alabama 100 109 110 
(Court of Criminal Appeals) 

Alaska 100 96 108 
Arizona 100 103 122 

Arkansas 100 99 111 
California 100 101 99 
Colorado 100 103 118 

ConnecticLit 100 69 70 
Florida 100 104 115 

Georgia 100 94 129 
Hawaii 100 131 131 
Idaho 100 102 119 
Illinois 100 107 106 

Indiana 100 90 93 
Iowa 100 128 97 

Kansas 100 104 109 
I(entucky 100 116 102 
Louisiana 100 92 95 
Maryland 100 92 93 

Massachusetts 100 95 98 
Missouri 100 111 110 

New Jersey 100 97 98 
New Mexico 100 116 117 

North Carolina 100 105 105 
Ohio 100 101 103 

Oklahoma 100 81 123 
Oregon 100 104 108 

Pennsylvania 100 101 103 
(Superior Court) 

Pennsylvania 100 89 93 
(Commonwealth Court) 

South Carolina 100 97 87 
Texas 100 108 106 

Washirlgton 100 114 123 
Wisconsin 100 105 92 

Source: Table 13, Part III, National Center for State Courts, 1992 

mandatory COLR filings, it would be difficult to use the 
previous year's change in an lAC's discretionary case load 
as a reliable guide to what will occur in the next year. 

Appellate case load trendf;, such as those just exam­
ined, are often shaped by changes in 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 has shifted appeals involving a sentence of 
life imprisonment from the COLR to the lAC. In other 
states, however, this shift has been in the reverse direc­
tion, with all mandatory appeals of convictions for of-

Total 
Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory P~ulation 

Filings Filings Filings Filings rowth 
Index Index Index Index 1984 to 
1987 1988 1989 1990 1990 

110 99 105 122 101 

121 127 152 146 101 

100 93 87 92 110 
125 142 140 163 120 
111 105 126 128 100 
99 108 114 129 116 
122 123 '127 144 103 
69 73 '72 81 104 
118 121 118 122 117 
100 111 114 115 110 
133 119 139 137 106 
124 155 151 147 100 
111 114 114 115 99 
100 106 132 171 100 
109 128 119 131 95 
108 113 111 1"15 101 
99 98 100 94 98 
99 103 92 99 94 
96 99 104 113 109 
104 101 106 114 103 
107 116 128 125 102 
101 104 104 113 102 
106 113 136 139 106 
96 103 105 107 107 
106 107 115 114 100 
118 173 174 168 95 
112 98 99 120 106 
106 111 104 109 99 

76 79 78 87 99 

109 76 111 92 105 
106 112 119 109 106 
113 110 112 127 111 
98 96 105 127 102 

fenses such as first-degree homicide now falling within 
Hie jurisdiction of the COLR. More generally, sentencing 
reform can expand the role of a state's appellate courts, 
especially lACs, in the review of sentences. 

Changes to state constitutions and statutes govern­
ing civil law can also have an impact. In Pennsylvania 
mandatory jurisdiction over appeais of decisions by cer­
tain 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. Court 
rules or policies can also change in ways that redistribute 
appellate jurisdiction, particularly in those states in which 
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TEXT TABLE 11.7: Trends In Total Discretionary Cases Flied, 1984·90 

Courts of Last Rasort 

Discre- Discre- Discre- Discre- Discre- Discrs- Dlscre· Total 
tionary tionary tionary tionary tionary tionary tionary p~Ulation 
Filings Filings Filings Filings Filings Filings Filings rowth 
Index Index Index Index Index Index Index 1984 to 

State 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1990 

States with one COLR and at least one lAC 

Alabama 100 85 107 100 107 113 122 101 
Alaska 100 88 142 99 110 114 105 110 

Arizona 100 114 114 98 100 99 103 120 
California 100 109 120 114 109 106 116 116 
Colorado 100 94 96 93 101 122 132 104 

Florida 100 111 104 120 125 105 123 118 
Georgia 100 104 104 107 106 117 115 111 

Hawaii 100 128 134 178 141 131 134 107 
Idaho 100 153 128 137 127 152 128 101 

Illinois 100 94 98 100 93 93 94 99 
Kentucky 100 82 86 70 70 76 76 99 
Louisiana 100 109 115 126 136 131 126 95 
Maryland 100 94 80 86 90 79 82 110 

Massachusetts 100 107 118 27 45 48 36 104 
Michigan 100 88 87 89 113 120 107 102 

New Jersey 100 92 121 121 119 130 107 103 
New Mexico 100 89 116 201 170 210 238 106 

North Carolina 100 115 136 125 118 83 116 108 
Ohio 100 96 102 108 104 99 110 101 

Oklahoma 100 76 88 76 76 114 115 95 
Oregon 100 104 114 '125 99 81 91 106 

Texas 100 103 109 104 110 100 107 106 
(Supreme Court) 

Texas 100 106 106 105 111 140 10~ 106 
(Court of Criminal Appeals) 

Virginia 100 54 62 75 75 82 93 110 
Washington 100 103 102 131 108 93 101 112 

Wisconsin 100 106 116 121 127 125 117 103 

States with no intermediate appellate court 

Delaware 100 60 60 
District of Columbia 100 95 89 

New Hampshire 100 95 89 
Rhode Island 100 143 83 
South Dakota 100 63 119 

Utah 100 58 71 
Vermont 100 76 96 

West Virginia 100 107 124 

Source: Table 14, Part III, National Center for State Courts, 1992 

the COLR assigns cases to the lAC or has significant 
authority to transfer cases. 

Caseload growth continues to outstrip judicial re­
sources. The number of COLR justices has remained 
constant since 1984; although the number of lAC judges 
has grown by about 10 percent, this still falls short of the 
rise in case filings. Thus, case loads per judge continue 
to rise at both appellate levels. It is not known, however, 
whether these recent cases tend to be more difficult or 

80 80 120 20 109 
113 72 58 53 97 
86 84 97 104 114 

108 94 89 88 104 
100 130 144 181 99 
42 85 50 67 104 

124 128 136 128 106 
159 126 128 127 92 

demanding on judge time than the appeals and petitions 
filed in previous decades. 

Summary 

The data contained in this Report suggest that state 
courts of last resort and intermediate appellate courts 
operate under conditions of high caseload volume. Al­
though only particulai state COLRs and lACs continue to 
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TEXT TABLE 11.8: Trends In Total Discretionary Cases Flied, 1984·90 

Intermediate Appellate Courts 

Discre- Discre- Discre-
tionary tionary tionary 
Filings Filings Filings 
Index Index Index 

State 1984 1985 1986 

Alaska 100 102 132 
Arizona 100 80 98 

California len 102 107 
Florida 100 100 116 

Georgia 100 103 104 
Kentucky 100 122 119 
Louisiana 100 138 164 
Maryland 100 62 78 

New Mexico 100 119 91 
North Carolina 100 103 116 

Washington 100 122 141 

Source: Table 14, Part III, National Center for State Courts, 1992 

experience the rapid growth found in earlier decades, 
increases in case load remain substantial. The caseload 
level nationally in 1990 was approximately 4 percent 
greater than it was in 1989. Moreover, the larger 
caseloads, both mandatory and discretionary, that a 
majority of appellate courts experienced in 1990 were 
part of a larger trend between 1984 and 1990. However, 
it is important to note that these increases are not 
uniform, occurring in some areas and not in others. 

Mandatory appeals substantially increased from 
1984 to 1990 in rnostfirst-Ievel appellate courts­
whether intermediate appellate courts or courts 
OT last resort without an intermediate appellate 
court. 

Discretionary petitions grew consistently from 
1984 to 1990 in a majority of both courts of last 
resort and intermediate appellate courts, although 
there are a limited number of lACs forwhich data 
are available. 

The consequence of these increases over time is a 
pronounced inability of appellate courts to keep up. Most 

Discre- Discre- Discre- Discre- Total 
tionary tionary tionary tionary Population 
Filings Filings Filings Filings Growth 
Index Index Index Index 1984 to 
1987 1988 1989 1990 1990 

86 98 98 97 110 
102 120 104 166 120 
115 120 119 124 '116 
116 116 115 125 117 
118 115 130 127 110 
114 116 113 75 98 
192 210 227 216 94 
95 71 75 66 109 

100 112 77 81 106 
103 95 82 96 107 
132 141 121 133 111 

simply do not dispose of as many mandatory appeals 
each year as are filed, as reflected clearly in the number 
of courts with three-year clearance rates below 100: 

Two-thirds of the intermediate appellate courts 
had three-year clearance rates of less than 100 
for mandatory appeals. 

More than hajf of the courts of last resort had 
three-year clearance rates for mandatory ap­
peals of less than 100. 

Difficulties disposing of discretionary cases are not 
as pronounced. A majority of courts of last resort and 
intermediate appellate courts are producing as many 
dispositions as the number of filings for discretionary 
petitions. However, these successful courts still consti­
tute only very small majorities. Hence, the conclusion is 
unambiguous that case load pressures continue to con­
front state appellate courts and that many are having 
difficulty keeping up. 
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TABLE 1: Reported National Caseload for State Appellate Courts, 1990 

Reported Caseload 

Courts of last resort: 

I. Mandatory jurisdicUon cases: 

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

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

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

II. DiscreUonary Jurisdiction petiUons: 

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

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

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

Intermediate appellate courts: 

I. Mandatory jurisdicUon cases: 

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

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

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

II. Discretionary Jurisdiction petitions: 

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

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

C. Number of reported petitions that are Incomplete 
Number of courts reporting Incomplete peUtions 
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Flied 

19,706 
41 

3,749 
5 

1,965 
4 

40,909 
39 

0 
0 

3,906 
5 

97,038 
35 

51,793 
7 

0 
0 

18,941 
19 

o 
o 

o 
o 

Disposed 

16,327 
32 

3,922 
7 

1,567 
4 

32,011 
30 

3,592 
3 

4,123 
6 

85,164 
29 

58,180 
12 

0 
0 

19,257 
16 

o 
o 

36 
1 
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TABLE 1: Reported National Case load lor State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Summary section for all appellate courts: 
Blll1.l2rled lillugli 

~ ~ ..I.2.tal 

A. Number 01 reported complete cases/petitions 60,615 115,979 176,594 
B. Number 01 reported complete cases/petitions that Include other case types 3,749 51,793 55,542 
C. Number 01 reported cases/petltlons that are Incomplete 5,871 0 5,871 

Total 70,235 167,772 238,007 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1990 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory 
cases and cases and 

discrotionary discretionary 
Total petitions petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary filed granted 
mandatory discretionary pedtions Filed Filed 

cases petitions filed per per 
State/Court name: filed filed granted Number judae Number judse 

States with 0110 court of last resort and ono Intermediate appellate court 
ALASKA 

Supreme Court 347 231 32 578 116 379 76 
Court of Appeals 429 61 NA 490 163 
State Total 776 292 1,068 134 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 92 1,044 8 NA 1,136 227 
Court of Appeals 4,491 83 NA 4,574 218 
Stale Total 4,583 1,127 • 5,710 220 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 482 C (C) NA 482 69 
Court of Appeals 1,096 NJ NJ 1,096 183 1,096 183 
State Total 1,578 • 1,578 121 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 522 4,622 150 A 5,144 735 672 96 
Courts of Appeal 13,012 7,236 753 20,248 230 13,765 156 
State Total 13,534 11,858 903 • 25,392 267 14,437 152 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 228 1,072 NA 1,300 186 
Court of Appeals 2,269 NJ NJ 2,269 142 2,269 142 
State Total 2,497 1,072 3,569 155 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court 281 196 28 477 68 309 44 
Appellate Court 1,107 109 56 1,216 135 1,163 129 
State Total 1,388 305 84 1,693 106 1,472 92 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 617 1,303 NA 1,920 274 
District Courts of Appeal 14,386 2,457 NA 16,843 295 
State Total 15,003 3,760 18,763 293 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 690 1,079 163 1,769 253 853 122 
Court of Appeals 2,384 8 794 (8) 3,178 353 2,384 265 
State Total 3,074 • 1,873 4,947 309 3,237 202 
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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 

disposed .2isposed $posed disposed disposed type counted 

349 235 NA 584 COLA 
387 64 NA 451 lAC 
736 299 1,035 

162 1,006 0 1,168 162 COLA 6 
3,659 56 NA 3,715 lAC 6 
3,821 1,062 4,883 

448 C (C) NA 448 COLA 2 
1,016 NJ NJ 1,\')16 1,016 lAC 2 
1,464 • 1,464 

20 A 4,442 3,252 4,462 3,272 COLA 6 
14,584 7,438 NA 22,022 lAC 2 
14,604 • 11,880 26,484 

(8) 1,261 8 NA 1,261 COLA 
2,105 NJ NJ 2,105 2,105 lAC 

1,261 • 3,366 

285 155 NA 440 COLA 
1,107 46 NA 1,153 lAC 
1,392 201 1,593 

595 1,251 NA 1,846 COLA 
14,503 2,297 NA 16,800 lAC 
15,098 3,548 18,646 

(8) 1,559 8 NA 1,559 COLA 2 
1,535 794 (8) 2,329 1,535 lAC 2 

2,353 • 3,888 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory 
cases and cases and 

discretionary discretionary 
Tatal petitions petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary filed aranted 
mandatory discretionary petitions Flied Filed 

cases petitions filed per per 
State/Court name: filed filed ..aranted Number -1!.~ Number judge 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 486 43 10 529 106 496 99 
Intermediate Court of Appeals 138 NJ NJ 138 46 138 46 
State Total 624 43 10 667 83 634 79 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 349 77 NA 426 85 
Court of Appeals 215 NJ NJ 215 72 215 72 
State Total 1.164 77 641 80 

ILLINOIS .. 
Supreme Court 199 1,582 87 1,781 254 286 41 
Appellate Court 8,191 B (B) NA 8,191 164 
State Total 8,390 • 9,972 175 

!NDIANA 
Supreme Court 199 690 NA 889 178 
Court of Appeals 1,966 112 45 2,078 160 2,011 155 
State Total 2,165 802 2,967 165 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 1,211 NA NA 
Court of Appeals 743 NJ NJ 743 124 743 124 
State Total 1,954 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 165 461 34 626 89 199 28 
Court of Appeals 1,201 B (B) NA 1,201 120 
Stale Total 1,366 • 1,827 107 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 26"1 753 A NA 1,034 148 
Court of Appeals 2,569 59 NA 2,628 188 
State Total 2,850 812 • 3,662 174 

LOUISIANA 
Suprema Court 82 2,684 881 2,766 395 963 138 
Courts of Appeal 3,835 3,980 1,268 7,815 163 5,103 106 
State Total 3,917 6,664 2,149 10,581 192 6,066 110 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

SUmo! 
Sumo! mandatory 

Total mandatory cases and Point at 
Total Total discretionary C1\ses anti discretionary which 

mandatory discretionary ~etitions discretionary petitions cases 
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are 

dispos~ disposed disposed disposed disposed type ~ 

571 43 NA 614 COLR 2 
120 NJ NJ 120 120 lAC 2 
691 43 734 

369 86 NA 455 COLR 1 
204 NJ NJ 204 204 lAC 4 
573 86 659 

185 1,498 96 1,683 281 COLR 
7,951 8 (8) NA 7,951 lAC 
8,136 • 9,634 

259 629 60 888 319 COLR 6 
1,657 116 49 1,773 1,706 lAC 6 
1,916 745 109 2,661 2,025 

947 8 311 A 78 1,258 1,025 COLR 1 
662 NJ NJ 662 662 lAC 4 

1,609 • 311 • 78 1,920 1,687 

267 NA NA COLR 5 
1,152 8 (8) NA 1,152 lAC 5 
1,419 • 

278 718 A NA 996 COLR 6 
2,463 76 NA 2,539 lAC 3 
2,741 794 • 3,535 

108 2,B70 921 2,978 1,029 COLR 2 
3,517 3,945 1,246 7,462 4,763 lAC 2 
3,625 6.815 2,161 10,440 5,792 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1990. (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 sranted Number Judge Number judge 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 261 626 113 887 127 314 53 
Court of Special Appeals 2,006 204 19 2,210 170 2,025 156 
State Total 2,267 830 132 3,097 155 2,399 120 

MASSACHUSETIS 
Supreme Judicial Court 86 444 161 530 76 247 35 
Appeals Court 1,568 916 NA 2,484 177 
State Total 1,654 1,360 3,014 144 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 2 2,507 81 2,509 358 83 12 
Court of Appeals 12,340 B (B) NA 12,340 514 
State Total 12,342 • 14,849 479 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court 282 662 105 944 135 387 55 
Court of Appeals 2,157 312 92 2,469 165 2,249 150 
State Total 2,439 974 197 3,413 155 2,636 120 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 247 809 63 1,056 151 310 44 
Court of Appeals 3,565 NJ NJ 3,565 111 3,565 111 
State Total 3,812 809 63 4,621 118 3,875 99 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 387 1,217 A 162 A 1,604 229 549 78 
Appellate Div. of Super. Ct. 7,007 NA NA 
State Total 7,394 

NEW MEXICO"· 
Supreme Court 297 414 31 711 142 328 66 
Court of Appeals 797 46 11 843 120 808 115 
State Total 1,094 460 42 1,554 130 1,136 95 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 116 626 59 742 106 175 25 
Court of Appeals 1,408 451 53 1,859 155 1,461 122 
State Total 1,524 1,077 112 2,601 137 1,636 86 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory 

Total mandatory cases and Point at 
Total Total discretionary casas and discretionary which 

mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary petitions cases 
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are 

disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed tyee counted 

244 608 NA 852 COLR 2 
1,808 204 NA 2,012 lAC 2 
2,052 812 2,864 

(8) NA 259 8 259 COLR 2 
1,171 916 NA 2,087 lAC 2 

(8) 2,755 NA 2,755 COLR 
10,503 8 (8) NA 10,503 lAC 

13,258 

260 679 '105 939 365 COLR 
2,042 306 90 2,348 2,132 lAC 
2,302 985 195 3,287 2,497 

267 823 78 1,090 345 COLR 
3,568 NJ NJ 3,568 3,568 lAC 
3,835 823 78 4,658 3,913 

401 1,200 A NA 1,601 COLR 
6,284 NA (8) 6,284 lAC 
6,685 

313 402 NJ 715 313 COLR 5 
763 8 (8) NA 763 lAC 5 

1,076 • 1,478 

102 601 54 703 156 COLR 2 
1,366 431 NA 1,797 lAC 2 
1,468 1,032 2,500 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1990, (continued) 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory 
cases and cases and 

discretionary discretionary 
Total petitions petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary filed S ran ted 
mandatory discretionary petitions Filed - Filed 

cases petitions filed per per 
State/Court name: filed filed sranted Number judge Number judge 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 429 NJ NJ 429 86 429 86 
Court of Appeals 13 NJ NJ 13 4 13 4 
State Total 442 0 0 442 55 442 55 

OHIO 
Supreme Court 685 1,872 163 2,557 365 848 121 
Court of Appeals 10,721 NJ NJ 10,721 182 10,721 182 
State Total 11,406 1,872 163 13,278 201 11,569 175 

OREGON 
Supreme Court 194 791 82 985 141 276 39 
Court of Appeals 4,584 NJ NJ 4,584 458 4,584 458 
State Total 4,778 791 82 5,569 328 4,860 286 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 602 61 61 663 133 663 133 
Court of Appeals 370 NJ NJ 370 62 370 62 
State Total 972 61 61 1,033 94 1,033 94 

UTAH 
Supreme Court 566 48 NA 614 123 
Court of Appeals 629 NA NA 
State Total 1,195 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court 13 1,775 267 1,788 255 280 40 
Court of Appeals 464 1,570 354 A 2,034 203 818 82 
State Total 477 3,345 621 • 3,822 225 1,098 65 

WASHINGTON 
S{iOt'eme Court 148 B 891 A NA 1,039 115 
Goult of Appeals 3,653 351 NA 4,004 236 
State Total 3,801 • 1,242 • 5,043 194 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court NJ 842 116 842 120 116 17 
Court of Appeals 2,853 NA NA 
State Total 2,853 
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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 

disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed tyee counted -
439 NJ NJ 439 439 COLR 

7 NJ NJ 7 7 lAC 
446 0 0 446 446 

531 1,413 137 1,944 668 COLR 
10,928 NJ NJ 10,926 10,928 lAC 
11,459 1,413 137 12,872 11,596 

271 8 707 (8) ~78 271 COLR 
3,725 NJ NJ 3,725 3,725 lAC 
3,006 • 707 4,703 3,996 

537 NA NA COLR 2 
367 NJ NJ 367 367 lAC 4 
904 

556 8 (8) NA 556 COLR 
691 8 (8) NA 691 lAC 

1,247 • 1,247 

13 1,357 NA 1,370 COLR 
(8) 2,140 8 NA 2,140 lAC 

3,497 • 3,510 

139 8 883 A 17 1,022 156 COLR 6 
3,086 354 NA 3,440 lAC 6 
3,225 • 1,237 • 4,462 

NJ 728 77 728 77 COLR 6 
2,612 NA NA lAC 6 
2,612 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1990. (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 ~anted Number judge Number judge 

Slates with no Intermediate appellate court 
DELAWARE 

Supreme Court 483 B 1 A NA 484 97 

DISTRICT Ot; COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 1,650 45 NA 1,695 188 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court 622 C (C) NA 622 89 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court 961 64 5 1,025 114 966 107 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court 633 A NJ NA 633 90 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court 1,270 B (B) NA 1,270 181 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court 1,089 NJ NJ 1,089 218 1,089 218 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court NJ 627 NA 627 125 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court 46:3 177 NA 642 128 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 403 B 49 NA 452 90 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 590 32 NA 622 124 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals NJ 1,623 556 1,623 325 556 111 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court 314 NJ NJ 314 63 314 63 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOS!!D 

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 

disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed type counted 

553 8 5 A NA 558 COLA 

1,753 45 NA 1,798 COLA 

475 C (C) NA 475 COLA 

944 59 0 1,003 944 COLA 2 

624 A NJ NA 624 COLA 

1,022 8 (8) NA 1,022 COLA 

1,057 NJ NJ 1,057 1,057 COLA 2 

NJ 567 NA 567 COLA 

476 197 NA 673 COLA 

434 B (8) NA 434 COLA 2 

685 36 NA 721 COLA 

NJ 1,586 647 1,586 647 COLA 

287 NJ NJ 287 287 COLA 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory 
cases and cases and 

discretionary discretionary 
Total petitions petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary filed a ranted 
mandatory discretionary petitions Filed Filed 

cases petitions filed per per 
State/Court name: filed filed granted Number judae Number JucJae --

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court 998 867 NA 1,865 207 
Court of Civil Appeals 651 NJ NJ 651 217 651 217 
Court of Criminal Appeals 2,042 NJ NJ 2,042 408 2,042 408 
State Total 3,,191 867 4,558 268 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals 302 4,499 NA 4,801 686 
Appellate Div. of Sup. Ct. 10,577 B (B) NA 10,577 225 
Appellate Terms of Sup. Ct. 2,245 B (B) NA 2,245 150 
State Total 13,124 • 17,623 255 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 1,033 446 NA 1,479 164 
Court of Criminal Appeals 1,445 B (B) 99 1,445 289 1,544 309 
Court of Appeals 1,323 NJ NJ 1,323 110 1,323 110 
State Total 3,801 • 4,2,47 163 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court 225 3,645 C 246 C 3,870 553 471 67 
Superior Court 6,291 NJ NJ 6,291 419 6,291 419 
Commonwealth Court 3,491 36 NA 3,527 392 
State Total 10,007 3,681 • 13,688 442 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court 107 731 48 838 168 155 31 
Court of Criminal Appeals 980 55 14 1,035 115 994 110 
Court of Appeals 1,002 109 27 1,111 93 1,029 86 
State Total 2,089 895 89 2,9B4 115 2,178 84 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 3 1,207 84 1,210 134 87 10 
Court of Criminal Appeal 2,281 1,380 202 3,661 407 2,483 276 
Courts of Appeals 8,062 NJ NJ 8,062 101 8,062 101 
State Total 10,346 2,587 286 12,933 132 10,632 108 
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Total 
mandatory 

cases 
disposed 

569 
641 

1,904 
3,114 

287 
12,540 8 
2,179 B 

15,006 • 

NA 
774 

1,038 

NA 
6,079 
3,519 8 

(8) 
843 8 
924 8 

3 
2,487 
8,134 

10,624 

TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

Total 
discretionary 

petitions 
disposed 

1,248 
NJ 
NJ 

1,248 

3,808 
(8) 
(8) 

NA 
412 
NJ 

NA 
NJ 
NJ 

772 B 
36 A 
74 

882 • 

1,166 
1,352 

NJ 
2,518 

Total 
discretionary 

petitions 
granted 
disposed 

NA 
NJ 
NJ 

192 
NA 
NA 

NA 
99 
NJ 

NA 
NJ 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

116 
255 
NJ 

371 

Sumo! 
mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions 
disposed 

1,817 
641 

1,904 
4,362 

4,095 
12,540 
2,179 

18,814 

1,186 
1,038 

6,079 
3,519 

772 
879 
998 

2,649 

1,169 
3,839 
8,134 

13,142 

Sum of 
mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions 
granted 
disposed 

641 
1,904 

479 

873 
1,038 

6,079 

119 
2,742 
8,134 

10,995 

Court 
tyee 

COLR 
lAC 
lAC 

COLR 
lAC 
lAC 

COLR 
COLR 
lAC 

COLR 
lAC 
lAC 

COLR 
lAC 
lAC 

COLR 
COLR 
lAC 

Point at 
which 
cases 

are 
counted -

1 
2 
2 

1 
2 
4 

6 
1 
1 

1 
5 
1 
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Table 2: Reported Total Caseload for State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR = Court of last resort 
lAC = Intermediate appellate court 

POINTS AT WHICH CASES ARE COUNTED: 

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

NOTE: 

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

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

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

QUAUFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

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

"Total mandatory cases filed and disposed in the Illinois Supreme 
Court do not include the miscellaneous record cases. 
"'Total mandatory cases filed in the New Mexico Supreme Court 
do not include petitions for extension of time in criminal cases. 

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 
California-Supreme Court-Mandatory disposed data do 

not include disciplinary cases which are estimated to 
make the total less than 75% complete. Total discretion­
ary petitions granted do not include original proceed­
Ings and administrative agency cases. 

Delaware-Supreme Court-Data do not include some 
discretionary Interlocutory decision cases, which are 
reported with mandatory Jurisdiction cases. 

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

Iowa-Supreme Court-DIscretionary petlllons granted 
and disposed do not include some dlscrellonary 
original proceedings. 

Kentucky-Supreme Court-Data do not include some 
unclassified discretionary pellllons. 
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Montana-Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed and 
disposed data do not include administrative agency 
cases. 

New Jersey-Supreme Court-Data do not Include discre­
tionary Interlocutory decisions. 

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

Virginia-Court of Appeals-Filed data do not Include 
original proceeding petitions granted. 

Washington-Supreme Court-Data do not include some 
discretionary pellllons. 

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

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

tory Jurisdiction cases. 
Delaware-Supreme Court-Data include some dlscrellon­

ary pellllons and filed data include discretionary 
pelltlons that were granted. 

Georgia-Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed data 
include a few discretionary petitions that were granted 
and refiied as appeals. Discretionary petitions disposed 
data represent some double counting because they 
include all mandatory appeals and discretionary 
petitions granted that are reliled as a mandatory case. 
-Court of Appeals-Total mandatory data include all 
discretionary petitions that were granted and refiled as 
appeals. 

Illinois-Appellate Court-Data include all discretionary 
petitions. 

Iowa-Supreme Court-Data include some discretionary 
petitions that were dismissed by the Court, which are 
reported with mandatory Jurisdiction cases. 

Kansas-Court of Appeals-Data include all discretionary 
petitions. 

Massachusetts-Supreme Court-Total discretionary 
petitions granted disposed data include all mandatory 
cases. 
-Appeals Court-Data include all discretionary 
petitions. 

Michigan-Supreme Court-Disposed data include manda­
tory Jurisdiction cases. 
-Court of Appeals-Total mandatory data include 
discretionary pelltlons. 

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

Nebraska-Supreme Court-Data include all discretionary 
petitions. 

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

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



----~ ---I 

Table 2: Reported Total Caseload for State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Oklshoma-Court of Criminal Appeals-Mandatory flied 
data include all discretionary petition •• 

Oregon-Supreme Court-Disposed data include all 
dlscrellonary petition. that were granted. 

South Dakota-Filed data Include discretionary advisory 
opinions. Mandatory Jurisdiction disposed data include 
all discretionary petitions. 

Tennessee-Supreme Court-Discretionary petitions 
disposed data Include all mandatory Jurisdiction cases. 
-Court of Appeals-Mandatory disposed data include 
some discretionary petitions. 
-Court of Criminal Appeals-Mandatory Jurisdiction 
disposed data Include some discretionary petitions. 

Utah-Supreme Court-Disposed data Include all discre­
tionary petition •. 
-Court of Appeals-Disposed data include all discretion­
ary petition •. 

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

Washlngton-8upreme Court-Data Include some discre­
tionary petition •• 

C: The following courts' data are both Incomplete and 
overinclusive: 
Arkansas-8upreme Court-Data include a few discretion­

ary petitions, but do not Include mandatory attorney 
disciplinary cases and certified question. from the 
federal courts. 

Connecticut-8upreme Court-Disposed data Include 
mandatory cases, but do not Include some unclassified 
appeals and judge disciplinary cases. 

Maine-8upreme JUdicial Court Sitting as Law Court- Total 
mandatory Jurisdiction data Include discretionary 
petitions, but do not include mandatory disciplinary and 
advisory opinion cases. 

Pennsylvania-Supreme Court-Total discretionary 
Jurisdiction filed data include noncase motions, but do not 
include original proceeding petitions. 
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
In State Appellate Courts, 1990 

Disposed Flied 
asa NUmber Filed per 

Court percent fJf per 100,000 
State/Court name: !l~_ Filed Dls~sed of filed ~ judge Jlgeulatlon 

States with one court of last resort and one Intermediate appnllate court 

ALASKA 
Supreme Court COLR 347 349 101 5 69 63 
Court of Appeals lAC 429 387 90 3 143 78 
State Total n6 736 95 8 97 141 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court COLR 93 163 175 5 19 ~ 
Court of Appeals lAC 4,491 3,659 81 21 214 123 
State Total 4,584 3,822 83 26 176 125 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court COLR 482 C 448 C 93 7 69 21 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,096 1,016 93 6 183 47 
Stale Total 1,578 • 1,464 • 93 13 121 67 

CALIFORNIA 
Su .,lreme Court COLR 522 20 A 7 75 2 
Courts of Appeal lAC 13,012 14,584 112 88 148 44 
Stale Total 13,534 14,604 • 95 142 45 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court COLR 228 NA 7 33 7 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,269 2,105 93 16 142 69 
State Total 2,497 23 ,09 76 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court COLR 281 285 101 7 40 9 
Appellate Court lAC ',107 ',107 100 9 123 34 
State Total 1,388 1,392 100 16 87 42 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court COLR 617 595 96 7 88 5 
District Courts of Appeal lAC 14,386 14,503 101 57 252 111 
State Total 15,003 15,098 101 64 234 116 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court COLR 690 502 73 7 99 11 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,384 1,535 64 9 265 37 
State Total 3,074 2,037 66 16 192 47 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court COLR 486 571 117 5 97 44 
Intermediate Court of Appeals lAC 138 120 87 3 46 12 
State Total 624 691 111 8 78 56 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected Case load and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Disposed Filed 
asa Number Filed per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed of filed judges judge JlQPulation .-
IDAHO 

Suprema Court COLR 349 369 106 5 70 35 
Court of Appeals lAC 215 204 95 3 72 21 
State Total 564 573 102 8 n 56 

ILUNOIS 
Supreme Court COLR 199 185 93 7 28 2 
Appellate Court lAC 8,191 B 7,951 B 97 50 164 72 
State Total 8,390 • 8,136 • 97 57 147' 73 

INDIANA 
Supreme Cot.;rt COLR 199 259 130 5 40 4 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,966 1,657 84 13 151 35 
State Total 2,165 1,916 8S 18 120 39 

IOWA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,211 947 B 9 135 44 
Court of Appeals lAC 743 662 89 6 124 27 
State Total 1,954 1,609 • 15 130 70 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court COLR 165 267 162 7 24 7 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,201 B 1,152 B 96 10 120 48 
State Total 1,366 • 1,419 • 104 17 80 55 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court COLR 281 278 99 7 40 8 
Cour~ of Appeals lAC 2,569 2,463 96 14 184 70 
State Total 2,850 2,741 96 21 136 n 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court COLR 82 95 116 7 12 2 
Courts of Appeal lAC 3,835 3,517 92 48 80 91 
State Total 3,917 3,612 92 55 71 93 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals COLR 261 244 93 7 37 5 
Court of Special Appeals lAC 2,006 1,808 90 13 154 42 
State Total 2,267 2,052 91 20 113 47 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicia: Court COLR 86 NA 7 12 1 
Appeals Court lAC 1,568 1,171 75 14 112 26 
State Total 1,654 21 79 27 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court COLR 2 NA 7 0 0 
Court of Appeals lAC 12,340 B 10,503 B 85 24 514 133 
State Total 12,342 • 31 398 133 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Disposed Filed 
gsa Number Flied per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
State/Court name: type Filed Di~eosed of filed judges iu~e p~ulation 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 282 260 92 7 40 6 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,157 2,042 95 15 144 49 
State Total 2,439 2,302 94 22 111 56 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court COLR 247 267 108 7 35 5 
Court of Appeals lAC 3,565 3,568 100 32 111 70 
State Total 3,812 3,835 101 39 98 74 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court COLR 387 401 104 7 55 5 
Appellate Div. of Super. Ct. lAC 7,007 6,284 90 28 250 91 
S~ate Total 7,394 6,685 90 35 211 96 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court COLR 297 313 105 5 59 20 
Court of Appeals lAC 797 763 B 7 114 53 
State Total 1,094 1,076 • 12 91 72 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLR 116 102 88 7 17 2 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,408 1,366 97 12 117 21 
State Total 1,524 1,468 96 19 80 23 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 429 439 102 5 86 67 
Court of Appeals lAC 13 7 54 3 4 2 
State Total 442 446 101 8 55 69 

OHIO 
Supreme Court COLR 685 531 78 7 98 6 
Court of Appeals lAC 10,721 10,928 102 59 182 99 
State Total 11,406 11,459 100 66 173 105 

OREGON 
Supreme Court COLR 194 271 B 7 28 7 
Court of Appeals lAC 4,584 3,725 81 10 458 161 
State Total 4,778 3,996 • 17 281 168 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLR 602 537 89 5 120 17 
Court of Appeals lAC 370 367 99 6 62 11 
State Total 972 904 93 11 88 28 

UTAH 
Supreme Court COLR 566 556 B 5 113 33 
Court of Appeals lAC 629 691 B 7 90 37 
State Total 1,195 1,247 • 12 100 69 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Disposed Filed 
asa Number Filed per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed of filed jUVges judge p2.P.!!lation _._-
VIRGINIA 

Supreme Court COLR 13 13 100 7 2 0 
Court of Appeals lAC 464 NA 10 46 '7 
State Tottll 4n 17 28 8 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court COLR 148 B 139 B 94 9 16 3 
Court of Appeals lAC 3,653 3,086 84 17 215 75 
State Total 3,801 • 3,225 • 85 26 146 78 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ 7 
Court of Appeals lAC 2,853 B 2,612 B 92 13 219 58 
State Total 2,853 • 2,612 • 92 20 143 58 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court COLR 483 B 553 B 114 5 97 73 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals COLR 1,650 1,753 106 9 183 272 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court COLR 622 C 475 C 76 7 89 51 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court COLR 961 944 98 9 107 37 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court COLR 633 A 624 A 99 7 90 79 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,270 B 1,022 B 80 7 181 80 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,089 1,057 97 5 218 91 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ 5 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court COLR 465 476 102 5 93 46 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 403 B 434 B 108 5 81 58 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court COLR 590 685 116 5 118 105 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
in State P,ppellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Dh:;posed Filed 
asa Number Filed per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
Stale/Court name: !yea Filed Diseosed of filed judges judge Jloeulation 

WEST VIAGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals COLA NJ NJ 5 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court COLA 314 287 91 5 63 69 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 

Supreme Court COLA 99B 569 57 9 111 25 
Court of Civil Appeals lAC 651 641 98 3 217 16 
Court of Criminal Appeals lAC 2,042 1,904 93 5 408 51 
Stale Total 3,691 3,114 84 17 217 91 

NEWYOAK 
Court of Appeals COLA 302 287 95 7 43 2 
Appellate Div. of Sup. ct. lAC 10,577 B 12,540 B 119 47 225 59 
Appellate Terms of Sup. ct. lAC 2,245 B 2,179 B 97 15 150 12 
State Total 13,124 * 15,006 * 114 69 190 73 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court COLA 1,033 NA 9 115 33 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLA 1,445 B 774 5 289 46 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,323 1,038 78 12 110 42 
State Total 3,801 * 26 146 121 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court COLA 225 NA 7 32 2 
Superior Court lAC 6,291 6,079 97 15 419 53 
Commonwealth Court lAC 3,491 3,519 B 9 388 29 
State Total 10,007 31 323 84 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court COLA 107 NA 5 21 2 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,002 924 B 12 84 21 
Court of Criminal Appeals lAC 980 843 B 9 109 20 
Stale Total 2,089 26 80 4::1 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court COLA 3 3 100 9 0 0 
Court of Criminal Appeal CO!...R 2,281 2,487 109 9 253 13 
Courts of Appeals lAC 8,062 8,134 101 80 101 47 
State Total 10,346 10,624 103 98 106 61 
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR = Court of Last Resort 
lAC = Intermediate Appellate Court 

NOTE: 

NA = Data are unavailable. Blank spaces indicate 
that a calculation is inappropriate. 

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

(B): Mandatory jurisdiction cases cannot be separately idontified 
and are reported with discretionary petitions. (See Table 4.) 

QUAUFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

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

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

disciplinary cases. 
Califomia-Supreme Court-Filed data do not include Judge 

disciplinary cases. Discretionary petitions disposed 
data do not include disciplinary cases, which are 
estimated to make the total less than 75% complete. 

New Mexico-Supreme Court-Disposed data do not include 
administrative agency cases. 

Pennsylvania-Commonwealth Court-Filed data do not 
include transfers from the Superior Court and the Court of 
Common Pleas. 

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

ary petitions and discretionary petitions that were 
granted. 

Georgia-Supreme Court-Mandatory Jurisdiction filed 
data include, discretionary petitions that were granted 
and rafiled as appeals. 
-Court of Appeals-Mandatory Jurisdiction data include 
discretionary petitions that were granted and refiled as 
appeals. 

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

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

Illinois-Appellate Court-Data include discretionary 
petitions. 

Iowa-Supreme Court-Filed data include discretionary 
original proceedings. Disposed data include some 
discretionary CBBes that were dismissed. 

Kansas-Court of Appeals-Data include all discretionary 
cases. 

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

Massachusetts-Appeals Court-Filed data include a small 
number of discretionary Interlocutory decision 
petitions. 

Michigan-Court of Appeals-Data include dlscretJonllry 
petitions. 

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

Nebraska-Supreme Court-Data Include all discretionary 
petitions. 

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

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

New York-Court of Appeals-Data include discretionary 
petitions that were granted. 
-Appellate Divisions of Supreme Court-Data include 
discretionary petitions. 
-Appellate Terms of Supreme Court-Data include 
discretionary petitions. 

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

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

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

Pennsylvania-Superior Court-Data include all discretion­
ary petitions that were granted. 
-Commonwealth Court-Disposed data incl(Jde discre­
tionary petltlonn. 

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

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

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

Utah-Supreme Court-Disposed data include discretion­
ary petitions. 

Washington-Supreme Court-Data include some discre­
tionary petitions. 

C: The following courts' data are both incomplete and 
overinclusive: 
Arkansas-Supreme Court-Data include a few d!scretlon­

ary petitions, but do not include mandatory attorney 
disciplinary cases and certified questions from the 
federal courts. 

Connecticut-Supreme Court-Disposed data include 
mandatory cases, but do not include some unclassified 
appeals and judge disciplinary cases. 

Maine-Supreme Judicial Court Sitting as Law Court-Data 
include discretionary petition cases, but do not include 
mandatory disciplinary and advisory opinion cases. 
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TABLE 4: Selected Case load and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
In State Appellate Courts, 1990 

Disposed Filed 
asa Number Filed per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
State/Court name: ~ee Filed Diseosed of filed judges judge eoeulation 

States with ono court of Isst rosort Rnd one Intermediate appellate court 

ALASKA 
Supreme Court COLR 231 235 102 5 46 42 
Court of Appeals lAC 61 64 105 3 20 11 
Slate Total 292 299 102 8 37 53 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,044 B 1,006 B 96 5 209 28 
Court of Appeals lAC 83 56 67 21 4 2 
State Total 1,127 • 1,062 • 94 26 43 31 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court COLR NA NA 7 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 6 
State Total 13 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court COLR 4,622 4,442 96 7 660 16 
Courts of Appeal lAC 7,236 7,438 103 88 82 24 
State Total 11,858 11,880 100 95 125 40 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court COLR 1,072 1,261 B 7 153 33 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 16 
State Total 1,072 1,261 • 23 47 33 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court COLR 196 155 79 7 28 6 
Appellate Court lAC 109 46 42 9 12 3 
Stale Total 305 201 66 16 19 9 

FLORiDA 
Supreme Court COLR 1.303 1,251 96 7 186 10 
District Courts of Appeal lAC 2,457 2,297 93 57 43 19 
State Total 3,760 3,548 94 64 59 29 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,079 1,559 B 7 154 17 
Court of Appeals lAC 794 794 100 9 88 12 
State Total 1,873 2,353 • 16 117 29 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court COLR 43 43 100 5 9 4 
Intermediate Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 3 
Stale Total 43 43 100 8 5 4 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected Case load and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (condnued) 

Disposed Filed 
asa Number Filed per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
State/Court name: type Flied Dis~osed of filed ~ ~ ~o~ulation 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court COLA 77 86 112 5 15 8 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 3 
State Total 77 86 112 8 10 8 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court COLA 1,582 1,498 95 7 226 14 
Appellate Court lAC NA NA 50 
State Total 57 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court COLA 690 629 91 5 138 12 
Court of Appeals lAC 112 116 104 13 9 2 
State Total 802 745 93 18 45 14 

IOWA 
Supreme Court COLA NA 311 A 9 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 6 
State Total 311 • 15 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court COLA 461 NA 7 66 19 
Court of Appeals lAC NA NA 10 
State Total 17 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court COLA 753 A 718 A 95 7 108 20 
Court of Appeals lAC 59 76 129 14 4 2 
State Total 812 • 794 • 98 21 39 22 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court COLA 2,684 2,870 107 7 383 64 
Courts of Appeal lAC 3,980 3,945 99 48 83 94 
State Total 6,664 6,815 102 55 121 158 

MAAYLAND 
Court of Appeals COLA 626 608 97 7 89 13 
CO'urt of Special Appeals lAC 204 204 100 13 16 4 
State Total 830 812 98 20 42 17 

MASSACHUSETIS 
Supreme Judicial Court COLA 444 NA 7 63 7 
Appeals Court lAC 916 916 100 14 65 15 
State Total 1,360 21 65 23 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court COLA 2,507 2,755 110 7 358 27 
Ctlurt of Appeals lAC NA NA 24 
State Total 31 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
in State Appellate Courts, 1990, (continued) 

Disposed Filed 
asa Number Filed per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
State/Court name: type Filed DisEosed ~ ~ ~ EOEulation 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 662 679 103 7 95 15 
Court of Appeals lAC 312 306 98 15 21 7 
State Total 974 985 101 22 44 22 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court COLR 809 823 102 7 116 16 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 32 
State Total 809 823 102 39 21 16 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court COLR 1,217 A 1,200 A 99 7 174 16 
Appellate Div. Clf Super, ct. lAC NA NA 28 
State Total 35 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court COLR 414 402 97 5 83 27 
Court of Appeals lAC 46 NA 7 7 3 
State Total 460 12 38 30 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLR 626 601 96 7 89 9 
Court of Appeals lAC 451 431 96 12 38 7 
State Total 1,077 1,032 96 19 57 16 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ 5 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 3 
State Total 0 0 8 0 0 

OHIO 
Supreme Court COLR 1,872 1,413 75 7 267 17 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 59 
State Total 1,872 1,413 75 66 28 17 

OREGON 
Supreme Court COLR 791 '107 89 7 113 28 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 10 
State Total 791 707 89 17 47 28 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLR 61 NA 5 12 2 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 6 
State Total 61 11 6 2 

UTAH 
Supreme Court COLR 48 NA 5 10 3 
Court of Appeals lAC NA NA 7 
State Total 12 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Disposed Flied 
asa Number Filed per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
State/Court name: tyee Filed Disposed of filed Judges ~ population --
VIRGINIA 

Supreme Court COLR 1,775 1,357 76 7 254 29 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,570 2,140 136 10 157 25 
State Total 3,345 3,497 105 17 197 54 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court COLR 891 A 883 A 99 9 99 18 
Court of Appeals lAC 351 354 101 17 21 7 
State Total 1,242 • 1,237 • 100 26 48 26 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court COLR 842 728 86 7 120 17 
Court of Appeals lAC NA NA 13 
State Total 20 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court COLR 1 A 5 A 500 5 0 0 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals COLR 45 45 100 9 5 7 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court COLR NA NA 7 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court COLR 64 59 92 9 7 2 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ 7 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court COLR NA NA 7 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ 5 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court COLR 627 567 90 5 125 57 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court COLR 177 197 111 5 35 18 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 49 NA 5 10 7 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court COLR 32 36 113 5 6 6 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Disposed Filed 
aSB Number Filed per 

Court percent of per 100,000 
Slale/Court name: type Flied Dlseosed of filed ~ ~ eoeulation 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals COLR 1,623 1,586 98 5 325 90 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ 5 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court COLR 867 1,248 144 9 96 21 
Court of Civil Appeals lAC NJ NJ 3 
Court of Criminal Appeals lAC NJ NJ 5 
Slale Total 867 1,248 144 17 51 21 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals COLR 4,499 3,808 85 7 643 25 
Appellate Dlv. of Sup. CI. lAC NA NA 47 
Appellate Terms of Sup. CI. lAC NA NA 15 
Slale Total 69 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court COLR 446 NA 9 50 14 
Court of Criminal Appeals GOLR NA 412 5 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ 12 
State Total 26 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court COLR 3,645 NA 7 521 31 
Superior Court lAC NJ NJ 15 
Commonwealth Court lAC 36 NJ 9 4 0 
Stale Total 3,681 31 119 31 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court COLR 731 772 B 5 146 15 
Court of Appeals lAC 109 74 68 12 9 2 
Court of Criminal Appeals lAC 55 36 A 9 6 1 
Slate Total 895 882 • 26 34 18 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court COLR 1,207 1,166 97 9 134 7 
Court of Criminal Appeal COLR 1,380 1,352 98 9 153 8 
Courts of Appoals lAC NJ NJ 80 
State Total 2,587 2,518 97 il8 26 15 
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Table 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures lor Discretionary Petitions in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

COURTTVPE: 

COLR = Court of Last Resort 
lAC = Intermediate Appellate Court 

NOTE: 

NA = Data are unavailable. Blank spaces indicate that a 
calculation is Inappropriate. 

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

(B): Discretionary petitions cannot be separately Identified and 
are reported with mandatory cases. (See Table 3). 

QUAUFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

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

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

discretionary Interlocutory petitions and some 
dlscrellonary advisory opinions. 

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

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

Minnesota-Court of Appeals-Data do not include petitions 
of final Judgments that were denied. 

New Jersey-Supreme Court-Data do not include discre­
tionary Interlocutory petitions. 

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

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

Tennessee-Court of Criminal Appeals~Disposed data do 
not include some cases that are reported wiU, mandatory 
Jurisdiction cases. 

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

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

disciplinary cases. 
Colorado-Supreme Court-Disposed data Include all 

mandatory Jurisdiction cases. 
Georgla-Supreme Court-Disposed data Include all 

mandatory Jurisdiction cases and dlscrotlonary 
potillons granted that are roflled as a mandatory case. 

Michigan-Supreme Court-Disposed data Include manda­
tory Jurisdiction cases. 

Tennessee-Supreme 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 Incomplete and 
overinclusive: 
Pennsylvania-Supreme Court-Filed data include noncase 

motions that could not be separated, but do not include 
original proceeding petitions. 
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TABLE 5: Selected Case load and ProcessIng Measures for DIscretionary Petitions Granted 
In State Appellate Courts, 1990 

Discretionary Granted Disposed Flied 
~etltlons: asa asa Number granted 

Court filed granted percent percent of per 
State/Court name: ty~e filed aranted dis~sed of filed of aranted judaes ~ 

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

ALASKA 
Supreme Court COLR 231 32 NA 14 5 6 
Court of Appeals lAC 61 NA NA 3 
State Total 292 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,044 A NA 0 5 
Court of Appeals lAC 83 NA NA 21 
State Total 1,127 • 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court COLA NA NA NA 7 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 6 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court COLR 4,622 150 A 3,252 7 21 
Courts of Appeal lAC 7,236 753 NA 10 88 9 
State Total 11,858 903 • 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court COLR 1,072 NA NA 7 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 16 
State Total 1,072 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court COLR 196 28 NA 14 7 4 
Appellate Cou/1 lAC 109 56 NA 51 9 6 
State Total 305 84 28 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,303 NA NA 7 
Ulstrlct Courts of Appeal lAC 2,457 NA NA 57 
State Total 3,760 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,079 163 NA 15 7 23 
Court of Appeals lAC 794 NA NA 9 
State Total 1,873 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court COLR 43 10 NA 23 5 2 
Intermediate Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 3 
State Total 43 10 23 

(continued on next page) 

96 • State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annua/ Report 1990 



TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed 
~etitions: as a as a Number granted 

Court filed granted percent percent of per 
State/Court name: ty~e filed aranted dis~sed of filed of granted judges judge 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court COLR 77 NA NA 5 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 3 
State Total 77 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court COLR 1,582 87 96 5 110 7 12 
Appellate Court lAC NA NA NA 50 
State Total 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court COLR 690 NA 60 5 
Court of Appeals lAC 112 45 49 40 109 13 3 
State Total 802 109 

IOWA 
Supreme Court COLR NA NA 78 9 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 6 
State Total 78 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court COLR 461 34 NA 7 7 5 
Court of Appeals !AC NA NA NA 10 
State Total 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court COLA 753 A NA NA 7 
Court of Appeals lAC 59 NA NA 14 
State Total 812 • 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court COLR 2,684 881 921 33 105 7 126 
Courts of Appeal lAC 3,980 1,268 1,246 32 98 48 26 
State Total 6,664 2,149 2,167 32 101 55 39 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals COLR 626 113 NA 18 7 16 
Court of Special Appeals lAC 204 19 NA 9 13 1 
State Total 830 132 16 

MASSACHUSETIS 
Supreme Judicial Court COLR 444 161 259 B 36 7 23 
Appeals Court lAC 916 NA NA 14 
State Total 1,360 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court COLR 2,507 81 NA 3 7 12 
Court of Appeals lAC NA NA NA 24 
State Total 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected Case 10 ad and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed 
~titions: asa asa Number granted 

Court tiled granted percent percent of per 
State/Court name: ~~e filed aranted dise2sed of filed o!Jlranted judaes judae 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 662 105 105 16 100 7 15 
Court of Appeals lAC 312 92 90 29 98 15 6 
State Total 974 197 195 20 99 22 9 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court COLR 809 63 78 8 124 7 9 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 32 
State Total 809 63 78 8 124 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court COLR 1,217 A 162 A NA 13 7 23 
Appellate Div. of Super. Ct. lAC NA NA NA 28 
State Total 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court COLR 414 31 N,j 7 5 6 
Court of Appeals lAC 46 11 NA 24 7 2 
State Total 460 42 9 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLR 626 59 54 9 92 7 8 
Court of Appeals lAC 451 53 NA 12 12 4 
State Total 1,077 112 10 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ NJ 5 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 3 
State Total 0 0 0 

OHIO 
Suprema Court COLR 1,872 163 137 9 84 7 23 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 59 
State Total 1,872 163 137 9 84 

OREGON 
Supreme Court COLR 791 82 NA 10 7 12 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 10 
State Total 791 82 10 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court COLR 61 61 NA 100 5 12 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 6 
State Total 61 61 100 

UTAH 
Supreme Court COLR 48 NA NA 5 
Court of Appeals lAC NA NA NA 7 
State Total 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
in State Appellate Courts, 1990, (continued) 

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed 
~titions: as a asa Number granted 

Court filed granted percent percent of per 
State/Court name: type filed granted dis~sed oifiled of granted judges jUdge 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,775 267 NA 15 7 38 
Court of Appeals lAC 1,570 354 A NA 10 35 
State Total 3,345 621 • 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court COLR 891 A NA 17 9 
Court of Appeals lAC 351 NA NA 17 
State Total 1,242 • 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court COLR 842 116 77 14 66 7 17 
Court of Appeals lAC NA NA NA 13 
State Total 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court COLR 1 A NA NA 5 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals COLR 45 NA NA 9 

MAINE 
Supreme JUdicial Court COLR NA NA NA 7 

MISSISSIPP' 
Supreme Court COLR 64 5 0 8 9 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NA NA 7 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court COLR NA NA NA 7 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ NJ 5 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court COLR 627 NA NA 5 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court COLR 177 NA NA 5 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 49 NA NA 5 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court COLR 32 NA NA 5 

(continued on next page) 

Part III: 1990 State Court Caseload Tables • 99 



TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measuros for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed 
~titions: asa asa Number granted 

Court filed granted percent percent of per 
State/Court name: !lee filed aranted dis~sed of filed of granted judges ~ 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals COLR 1,623 556 647 34 116 5 111 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ NJ 5 

States with mUltiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court COLR 867 NA NA 9 
Court of Civil Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 3 
Court of Criminal Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 5 
State Total 867 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals COLR 4,499 NA 192 7 
Appellate Div. of Sup. ct. lAC NA NA NA 47 
Appellate Terms of Sup. Ct. lAC NA NA NA 15 
State Total 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court COLR 446 NA NA 9 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR NA 99 99 100 5 20 
Court of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 12 
State Total 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court COLR 3,645 246 C NA 7 35 
Superior Court lAC NJ NJ NJ 15 
Commonwealth Court lAC 36 NA NA 9 
State Total 3,681 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court COLR 731 48 NA 7 5 10 
Court of Appeals lAC 109 27 NA 25 12 2 
Court of Criminal Appeals lAC 55 14 NA 25 9 2 
State Total 895 89 10 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court COLR 1,207 84 116 7 138 9 9 
Court of Criminal Appeal COLR 1,380 202 255 15 126 9 22 
Courts of Appeals lAC NJ NJ NJ 80 
State Total 2,587 286 371 11 130 
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Table 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR= Court of Last Resort 
lAC = Intermediate Appellate Court 

NOTE: 

NA = Data are unavailable. Blank spaces indicate that a 
calculation is inappropriate. 

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

QUAUFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

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

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

original proceedings initially heard in the Supreme Court 
that were granted. 

Delaware-Supreme Court-Dlscrellonary petitions filed 
data do not include some dlscrellonary Interlocutory 
pellllons and some discretionary advisory opinion •• 

Kentucky-Supreme Court-Dlscrellonary pellilon. filed 
data do not include some unclassified dlscrellonary 
pellllons. 

New Jersey-Supreme Court-Filed data do not include 
discretionary Interlocutory petitions granted. 

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

Washington-Supreme Court-Discretionary pelltlons 
flied data do not include some cases reported with 
mandatory jurlsdlcllon cases. 

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

tory judge disciplinary cases. 
Massachusetts-Supreme Judicial Court-Disposed data 

include all mandatory Jurisdiction cases disposed. 

C: The following court's data are incomplete and overinclusive: 
Pennsylvania-Supreme Court-Filed data includa motions 

that could not be separated, but do not include original 
proceeding petitions that were granted. 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1990 

\ ion Composition of 
count isb~: 2Einion count: Total Number of Number of 

per dispositions authorized lawyer 
wrillen signed curiam memos! by signed justices! support 

State/Court name: case document 2einions 2einions orders 2einion judges ~rsonnel 

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

ALASKA 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 0 180 5 11 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 119 3 8 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 116 5 16 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X some 288 21 48 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court X 0 X X X 373 7 15 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X 0 623 6 16 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X sC'me 100 7 50 
Courts of Appeal X 0 X X some 10,416 88 206 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 237 7 14 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 some 384 16 26 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 246 7 14 
Appellate Court X 0 X X some 413 9 14 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 199 7 15 
District Courts of Appeal X 0 X X 0 4,492 57 102 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 310 7 17 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 1,922 9 28 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 318 5 14 
Intermediate Court of Appeals X 0 X X X 118 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 24 
Appellate Court X 0 X X some 2,082 50 as 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 219 5 13 
Court of Appeals X X X X X 1,685 13 10 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Opinion Composition of 
count isb~: 2Einion count: Tolal Number 01 Number of 

per dispositions authorized lawyer 
written signed curiam memos! by signed justices! support 

State!Court name: case ~t ..2Einions 2Einions orders 2Einion judges J?:Ilrsonnel 

IOWA 
Suprema Court 0 X X 0 0 249 9 '16 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 551 6 6 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 200 7 7 
Court QI Appeals X 0 X X some BB6 10 1B 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some NA 7 11 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X some NA 14 22 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 0 X X X some 135 7 27 
Courts of Appeal 0 X X X X 3,195 4B 103 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 142 7 14 
Court 01 Special Appeals X 0 X 0 0 205 13 29 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court 0 X X 0 0 236 7 20 
Appeals Court 0 X X X X 163 14 31 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 71 7 15 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X some 4,729 24 B4 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 0 157 7 10 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 437 15 36 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 130 7 15 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X some 1,884 32 135 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 0 X X 0 0 B7 7 26 
Appellate Div. of Super. CI. X 0 X X X 3,397 2B 60 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 some 166 5 10 
Court of Appeals 0 X X 0 0 164 7 20 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 some 93 7 19 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 X 1,221 12 2B 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Opinion Composition of 
count Is b~: ~inion count: Total Number of Number of 

per disposhions authorized lawYGr 
wriHen signed curiam memos! by signed justices! support 

State/Court name: case document ~inions ~inions orders ~inion ~ J?C!rson,!!21 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 281 5 10 
Court of Appeals X 0 0 0 0 NA 3 0 

OHIO 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 X NA 7 20 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 X 7,127 59 varies 

OREGON 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 31 7 10 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 499 10 18 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 178 5 19 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X 0 339 6 11 

UTAH 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 111 5 12 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X 0 244 7 9 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 164 7 23 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X 0 564 10 12 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 119 9 23 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X some 1,358 17 32 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 101 7 10 
Court of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 1,265 13 25 

States with no Intermediate appall ate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 0 n 5 5 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X 0 369 g 27 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court 0 X X 0 0 259 7 9 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 X 375 9 38 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 0 387 7 14 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Opinion Composition of 
count isb~: 2einion count: Total Number of Number 01 

per dispositions authorized lawyer 
written signed curiam memosl by signed justicesl support 

Slale/Court name: ~ ~\ 2einions 2elnlons orders 2elnlon ~ ~rsonne' 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X X 322 7 14 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court 0 X X X 0 155 5 20 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 139 5 20 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 0 163 5 17 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 159 5 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 0 211 5 8 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals X 0 X X some 278 5 20 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 161 5 12 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 703 9 18 
Court of Civil Appeals X 0 X X X 404 3 6 
Court of Criminal Appeals X 0 X 0 some 418 5 10 

NEW YORK 
Court 01 Appeals 0 X X 0 0 120 7 28 
Appellate Div. of Sup. CI. 0 X X X some NA 47 25 
Appellate Terms 01 Sup. CI. 0 X X X some NA 15 171 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 313 9 16 
Court of Criminal Appeals X 0 X X 0 NA 5 6 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X X 1,038 12 12 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 0 209 7 NA 
Superior Court X 0 X X X 4,193 15 NA 
CommonweaHh Court 0 X X X X 1,556 9 57 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Opinion Composition of 
countlsb~: !?Elnlon count: Total Number of Number of 

per disposlllons authorized lawyer 
wrillen signed curiam memosl by signed Justlcesl support 

StalelCourt name: case ~t !?Elnlons _opinions orders !?Elnlon Judges ~rsonnel 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court X 0 X X nome 157 5 12 
Court of Criminal Appeals X 0 X X nome 789 9 9 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X nome 748 12 12 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 0 X X 0 0 66 9 44 
Court of Criminal Appeal X 0 X 0 0 170 9 42 
Courts of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 4,839 eo 217 

CODES: 

X • Court follows this method when counllng opinions. 
o • Court does nol follow this method when counllng opinions. 
NA • Data are not available. 
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TABLE 7: Reported National Civil and Criminal Case load for State Trial Courts, 1990 

Reported Caseload 

I. Genl:lral jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete civil cases 
Number ot 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 

C. Number of reported civil cases that are incomplete 
Number of courts reporting civ:1 cases that are incomplete 

D. Number of reported civil cases that are incomplete and include noncivil case types 
Number of courts reporting civil cases that are incomplete and include noncivil case types 

II. Limited jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete civil cases 
Number of 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 

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

D. Number of reported civil cases that are incomplete and include noncivil case types 
Numbor of courts reporting civil cases that are incomplete and include noncivil case types 

Criminal cases: 

I. General jurisdiction courts: 

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

B. Number of reported complete criminal cases that Include other case types 
Number of courts reporting complete criminal data that include oll-ter case types 

Filed 

3,692,643 
30 

2,529,167 
21 

1,999,856 
7 

966,525 
3 

4,799,487 
49 

199,790 
2 

4,211,397 
23 

0 
0 

1,299,765 
22 

502,974 
13 

C. Number of reported criminal cases that are incomplete 1,174,138 
Number of courts reporting criminal cases that are incomplete 14 

D. Number of reported criminal cases that are incomplete and include noncriminal case types 813,373 
Number of courts reporting criminal cases that are incomplete and include noncriminal case types 4 

II. Limited jurisdiction courts: 

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

2,711,052 
22 

(continued on next page) 

Disposed 

3,365,479 
28 

2,026,031 
16 

1,905,862 
8 

1,018,342 
5 

3,024,701 
37 

226,391 
2 

4,410,200 
29 

0 
0 

837,300 
18 

688,239 
13 

918,485 
14 

1,007,885 
4 

1,998,633 
16 
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TABLE 7: Reported National Civil and Criminal Caseload for State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Reported Caseload 

B. Number of reported comple'.a criminal cases that include othor case types 
Number of courts rejXlrtJfl9 complete criminal data that include other case types 

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

Filed 

1,920,129 
16 

2,014,681 
9 

Disposed 

1,n8,179 
14 

1,911,966 
9 

D. Number of reported criminal cases that are incomplete and include noncriminal case types 2,644,030 2,316,957 
15 Number of courts reporting criminal cases that are incomplete and Include noncriminal case types 16 

Summary section for all trial courts:' 

1. Total number of reported 
complete cases 

2. Total number of reported 
complete cases that include 
other case types 

3. Total number of reported cases 
that are incomplete 

4. Total number of reported cases 
that are incomplete and include 
other case types 

Total (incomplete) 

General 
Jurisdiction 

.QMl Q.rlminal 

3,692,643 1,299,765 

2,529,167 502,974 

1,999,856 1,174,138 

966,525 813,373 

9,188,191 3,790,250 

Reported fjlings 
Limited Total 

Jurisdictioo (Incomplete) 
.QMl .QrimIoa1 .QMl .QrimIoa1 

4,799,487 2,711,052 8,492,130 4,010,817 

199,790 1,920,129 2,728,957 2,423,103 

4,211,397 2,014,681 6,211,253 3,188,819 

° 2,644,030 966,525 3,457,403 

9,210,674 9,289,892 18,398,865 13,080,142 

• National civil and criminal caseload data reported in Table 7 do not exactly match the corresponding data reported In Part I. The small 
differential reflects last minute changes based on data review by one state. These changes were incorporated Into the Tables In Part III, 
but the text and graphics in Part I could not be revised prior to the publication deadline. 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State trial Court Case load, 1990 

Grand lolal Grand lolal Dispositions Filings per 
Crimlool filings and dispositions ail a 100,000 

Juris- unit of Supportl qualifying and quaJay- percenlage tolai 
SlalelCourt name: ~ Parking ~ cuslody foolnotes Ina fool notes offilinas l?2Eulallon 

ALABAMA 
Circ:tJil G 2 G 6 154,355 B 154.606 B 100 3.820 
Dlsfricl L 1 B 1 669,297 B 606,855 B 107 14.089 
Municipal L 1 M 1 854,141 A 645.057 A 76 21,139 
Probale L 2 I 1 NA NA 
Slate Tolal 

ALASKA 
Superior G 1 B 6 18,769 C 19,179 C 102 3,412 
District L 3 B 5 102,302 114.465 112 18,599 
Stale Tolal 121,071 • 133,644 • 110 22,011 

ARIZONA 
Superior G 2 D 6 150,648 146,899 98 4,110 
Tax G 2 I 1 1,318 976 74 36 
Justice ollhe Peaco L 1 Z 1 624,430 600,825 96 17.037 
Municipal L 1 Z 1 1,066,094 1.083,526 102 29,087 
SlaleTolal 1,842,490 1,832,226 99 50,269 

ARKANSAS 
Chancery and Probale G 2 I 3 80,806 72,331 90 3,431 
Circuil G 1 A 1 54,900 53,835 98 2,335 
Chy L 1 A 1 23,788 12,036 51 1,012 
Counly L 2 I 1 NA NA 
Court of Common Pleas L 2 I 1 NA NA 
Justice ollhe Peace L 2 A 1 NA NA 
Municipal L 1 A 1 581,428 A 371,386 A 64 24,734 
Police L 1 A 1 NA NA 
SlalaTolal 

CALIFORNiA 
Superior G 2 B 6 93..1,296 A 883,940 A 93 3,136 
Justice L 3 B 1 528,m C 438,003 C 83 1,m 
Municipal L 3 B 1 15,879,799 C 13,885,646 C 87 53,360 
SlataTotsl 17.341,872 • 15,188,169 • 88 58,272 

COLORADO 
Dislrlct, Denvar Juvenile, Denver Probale G 2 D 3 137,279 B 131,821 B 96 4,167 
Water G 2 I 1 1,210 1,590 1:31 37 
Counly L 2 D 1 407,628 C 362,053 C 89 12,373 
Municipal L 1 I 1 603,924 A NA 18,332 
SlaleTolal 1,150,041 • 34,909 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior G 6 E 5" 610,054 B 580,105 C 18,559 
P:obate L 2 I 57,467 NA 1,748 
Slate Tolal 667,521 • 20,307 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Grand total Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
Criminal lilingsand dispositions asa 100,000 

Juris- unitel support/ qualifying and qualHy- percentage total 
Stale/Court name: ~ Parking ~ cuslod~ footncles In!! footnoles offilln!!s ~ulalion 

DELAWARE 
Court of Chancery G 2 I 3,611 3,212 89 642 
Superior G 2 B 12,4n B 11,472 B 92 1,873 
Alderman's L 4 A 28,307 27,512 97 4,249 
Court of Common Pleas L 2 A 44,992 43,348 96 6,754 
Family L 2 B 3" 40,007 42,179 105 6006 
Justice of the Peace L 2 A 1 257,063 255,553 99 38,588 
Municipal Court 01 Wilmington L 5 A 1 47,341 46,844 99 7,106 
State Total 433,798 • 430,120 • 99 65,118 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior G 6 B 6" 214,085 207,310 A 35,275 

FLORIDA 
Circuit G 2 E 4 865,008 690,883 A 6,686 
County L 5 A 1 4,556,811 3,540,083 78 35,221 
Stale Total 5,421,819 4,230,966 • 41,906 

GEORGIA 
Superior G 2 G 3 272,495 263,447 97 4,206 
Civil L 2 M 1 NA NA 
County Recorder's L 1 M 1 NI\ NA 
Juvenile L 2 I 1 76,455 A 60,776 A 79 1,180 
Magistrate L 2 B 1 388,088 A 331,844 A 86 5,991 
Municipal L 2 M 1 NA NA 
Municipal and City 01 Allanta L 1 M 1 NA NA 
Probate L 2 B 1 121,053 A 90,344 A 1,869 
State L 2 G 1 362,210 A 337,768 A 93 5,591 
State Tolal 

HAWAII 
Circuit G 2 G 6 55,309 B 62,061 B 112 4,991 
District L 4 A 1 889,714 895,216 101 80,283 
State Total 9~5,023 • 957,2n • 101 85,273 

IDAHO 
District G 3 0 6" 389,149 C 388,646 C 100 38,654 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit G 4 G 6" 6,584,092 C 6,364,045 C 97 57,601 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit G 3 B 5 707,232 A 656,890 A 93 12,756 
City and Town L 3 B 1 242,822 222,668 92 4,380 
County L 4 B 1 170,727 160,223 94 3,079 
Probale L 2 I 1 2,837 2,310 81 51 
Municipal Court of Marion County L 3 B 1 142,565 A 137,747 A 97 2,571 
Small Claims Court of Marion Counly L 2 I 1 70,503 63,086 89 1,272 
Slate Tolal 1,336,686 • 1,242,924 • 93 24,110 

(continued on Ilext page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Case load, 1990. (continued) 

Grandtolal Grand tolal Dlsposltfons Filings per 
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000 

Juris- unit of Support/ qualifying and quallfy- percentage lotal 
State/Court name: diction Parking count custody footnotes 1!!2 footnotes ~ ~ulatfon 

IOWA 
District G 3 B 6 980,717 B 1,004,295 C 35,319 

KANSAS 
Dlslrict G 4 B 6" 467,931 464,510 99 18,887 
Municipal L 1 B 385,963 A 330,653 A 86 15,578 
State Toial 853,894 • 795,163 • 93 34,465 

KENTUCKY 
Circuit G 2 B 6 83,025 77,770 94 2,253 
District L 3 B 1 672,580 B 635,571 B 94 18,250 
State Toial 755,605 • 713,341 • 94 20,503 

LOUISIANA 
District G 1 Z 6 506,697 B NA 12,007 
Family and Juvenile G 2 I 4'·· 30,354 24,050 79 719 
City and Parish L 1 B 66..1,598 565,860 85 15,725 
Jusllce of the Peace L 1 I NA NA 
Mayor's L 1 I NA NA 
Stale Toial 

MAINE 
SUperior G 2 E 6 20,996 B 20,168 B 96 1,710 
Administrative L 2 I 1 357 377 106 29 
District L 4 E 5 315,123 B 305,404 B 97 25,663 
Probate L 2 I 1 NA NA 
State Toial 

MARYLAND 
Clrcuil G 2 B 6" 225,688 B 191,205 B 85 4,720 
District L 1 B 2,114,363 1,260,583 A 44,220 
Orphan's L 2 I NA NA 
Slale Toial 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G D 5" 2,115,171 A 1,073,583 A 35,157 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit G 2 B 6" 252,027 250,908 100 2,711 
Court of Claims G 2 I 611 865 142 7 
Recorder's Court of Detroit L I B 14,480 14,121 98 156 
District L 4 B 3,216,746 3,110,802 97 34,606 
Municipal L 4 B 43,133 41,695 97 464 
Probate L 2 I 186,758 110,872 A 2,009 
State Toial 3,713,755 3,529,263 • 39,953 

MINNESOTA 
District G 4 B 6 i,!MO,214 1,899,027 98 44,347 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE a: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Grand tolal Grand total Dispos~ions F~ings per 
Criminal filings and disposhions asa 100,000 

Juris- unit of Support/ qualifying and qualify- percentage total 
State/Court name: diction Parking count custody footnotes ina footnotes of filings ~ulation 

MISSISSIPPI 
Chanc.3ry G I 5 63,126 C NA 2,453 
Circuit G B I 36,514 B NA 1,419 
County L B I 35,783 NA 1,391 
Family L I i 1,077 NA 42 
Justice L B I NA NA 
Municipal L B I NA NA 
State Total 

MISSOURI 
Circuit G 2 G 6" 834,621 A 789,952 A 95 16,311 
Municipal L 1 I 1 NA NA 
State Total 

MONTANA 
District G 2 G 3 28,451 25,560 00 3,561 
Water G 2 I 1 NA NA 
Workers' Compensation L 2 I 1 NA NA 
City L 1 B 1 NA NA 
Justice of the Peace L 1 B 1 NA NA 
Municipal L 1 B 1 NA NA 
State Total 

NEBRASKA 
District G 2 B 5 58,028 B 57,293 B 99 3,676 
County L 1 B 1 429,694 A 426,642 A 99 27,224 
Separate Juvenile L 2 I 1 2,484 NA 157 
Workers' Compensation L 2 I 1 486 485 100 31 
SlaleTotal 490,692 • 31,088 

NEVADA 
Dislrict G 2 Z 2 45,585 A NA 3,7!?3 
Justice L 1 Z 1 NA NA 
Municipal L 1 Z 1 NA NA 
SlaleTolal 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior G 2 A 5 46,465 41,173 89 4,189 
Dist:ict L 4 A 1 346,760 972 A 31,261 
Municipal L 4 A 1 4,013 NA 362 
Probate L 2 I 1 19,850 NA 1,789 
SlaleTotal 417,088 37,601 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior G 2 B 6" 1,037,582 1,010,654 97 13,422 
Municipal L 4 B 6,416,685 6,673,136 104 83,006 
Tax L 2 I 6,324 3,463 55 82 
Slale Tolal 7,460,591 7,687,253 103 96,512 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Case load, 1990. (continued) 

Grand total Grand total Disposhions Filings per 
Criminal filings and dlsposhlons asa 100,000 

Jurls- unit of Support! qualifying and qualify- percentage total 
StatelCourt name: diction Parking ~ custody footnotes ing footnotes of filings e2eulation 

NEW MEXICO 
District G 2 E 6 n,402 B 73,610 B 95 5,109 
Magistrate L 3 E 1 105,072 B NA 6,935 
Municipal L 1 I 1 NA NA 
Probate L 2 I 1 NA NA 
Metropolitan Ct. of Bernalillo County L 3 E 1 351,545 288,009 82 23,203 
State Tolal 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County G 2 E 1 298,927 C 278,159 B 1,662 
Court of Claims L 2 I 1 2,383 2,222 93 13 
District and City L 4 E 1 1,574,043 A 1,555,419 A 99 8,749 
Family L 2 I 4 529,424 517,261 98 2,943 
Surrogates' L 2 I 1 123,568 116,279 A 687 
Town and Village Justice L i E 1 NA NA 
Civil Court of the City of New York L 2 I 1 247,634 A 271,683 A 110 1,376 
Criminal Court of the City of New York L 2 E 1 338,518 A 322,238 A 95 1,882 
State Total 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior G 2 E 222,789 202,288 91 3,361 
District L 6 E 6" 2,240,612 2,117;389 A 33,802 
State Total 2,463,401 2,319,677 • 37,163 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District G 4 B 6" 30,581 B 28,739 B 94 4,787 
County L 1 E 86,503 85,9n 99 13,541 
Municipal L 1 B NA 46,104 A 
State Total 160,820 • 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas G 2 B 6" 711,016 B 700,790 B 99 6,555 
County L 5 B 271,453 265,575 98 2,503 
Court of Claims L 2 I 6,506 5,728 88 60 
Mayor's L 1 B NA NA 
Municipal L 5 B 2,368,229 2,360,872 100 21,833 
State Total 

OKLAHOMA 
District G 2 J 6 498,545 A 468,935 A 94 15,849 
Court of Tax Review L 2 I 1 NA NA 
Municpal Court Not of Record L 1 I 1 NA NA 
Municipal Criminal Court of Record L 1 I 1 NA NA 
State Total 

(continued on next page) 
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TABl.E 8: Rsported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Grand total Grand total Dispositions Fgings per 
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000 

Juris- unil of Support/ qualifying and quaJny- percentage total 
State/Court name: diction Parking ~ custody footnotes ins footnotes offilinss e2(!ulation 

OREGON 
Circuit G 2 E 6" 141,n6 B 123,600 C 4,988 
Tax G 2 I 1 442 378 86 16 
County L 2 I 1 NA NA 
District L 1 E 1 500,706 A 478,952 A 96 17,616 
Justice L 3 E 1 120,842 C 122,400 C 101 4,252 
Municipal L 3 A 1 258,013 234,303 91 9,078 
StnteTolal 

PENNSVL VANIA 
Court of Common Pleas G 2 B 4 499,723 A 480,483 A 96 4,206 
District Justice L 4 B 1 2,283,019 2,055,398 90 19,215 
Philadelphia Municipal L 2 B 1 197,094 B 194,825 B 99 1,659 
Philadelphia Traffic L 1 I 1 265,854 A 179,085 A 2,238 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates L 4 B 1 367,004 NA 3,089 
State Tolal 3,612,694 • 

PUERTO RICO 
Sup£rior G 2 J 6 114,888 A 110,259 A 96 3,283 
District L 2 J 1 184,434 A 183,445 A 99 5,238 
Justice of the Peace L 2 I 1 NJ NJ 
Municipal L 1 I 1 NA NA 
State Total 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior G 2 D 1 18,141 B 17,979 B 99 1,808 
District L 2 D 1 86,190 A 72,221 A 84 8,589 
Family L 2 I 6 16,761 A 16,545 A 1,670 
Municipal L 1 I 1 NA NA 
Probate L 2 I 1 NA NA 
State Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Circuit G 2 B 156,612 B 143,151 B 91 4,492 
Family L 2 I 6" 84,609 84,237 100 2,427 
Magistrate L 4 B 930,000 A 925,106 A 99 26,673 
Municipal L 4 B 430,908 425,918 99 12,359 
Probate L 2 I 23,234 22,256 96 666 
Slate Total 1,625,363 • 1,600,668 • 98 46,616 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit G A A 221,422 190,638 A 31,813 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery G 2 Z 6" 187,527 A 161,031 A 86 3,845 
General Sessions L 1 M 6" 3,547 A 2,878 A 81 73 
Juvenile L 2 I NA NA 
Municipal L 1 M NA NA 
Probate L 2 I NA NA 
State Total 

(contiilued on next page) 
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---- ---- - -----1 
TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Grand total Grand total Disposhions Filings per 
Criminal lilings and dlsposhlons asa 100,000 

Jurls- unit 01 Support! qualifying and qualify- percentage total 
State/Court name: ~ Parking ~ custody foolnoles Ing foolnoles oflillngs e.oeulallon 

TEXAS 
Dlslrict G 2 B 6" 637,018 623,935 98 3,750 
Counly-Level L 2 B 6" 634,853 645,592 102 3,737 
Jusllce of the Peace L 4 A 2,517,188 A 2,235,517 A 89 14,819 
Municipal L 4 A 6,157,611 A 4,622,670 A 75 36,250 
Slate TOlal 9,946,670 • 8,127,714 • 82 58,556 

UTAH 
Dlslrict G 2 J 3 34,555 B 3,550 C 2,006 
Clrcuh L 4 B 1 326,221 C 98,865 A 18,935 
Justice L 4 B 1 308,139 303,952 99 17,885 
Juvenile L 2 I 1 38,642 38,323 99 2,243 
Slate TOlal 707,557 • 444,690 • 41,069 

VERMONT 
District G 2 D 4"'· 146,303 137,286 94 25,997 
Superior G 2 B 5 12,408 11,012 89 2,205 
Probate L 2 I 1 4,496 4,011 89 799 
Slale TOlal 163,207 152,309 93 29,001 

VIRGINIA 
Clrcuh G 2 A 3 211,193 192,410 91 3,413 
Dlslrict L 4 A 4 3,456,923 3,507,762 101 55,871 
Slale Total 3,(;68,116 3,700,172 101 59,284 

WASHINGTON 
Superior G 2 G 6 201,504 B 184,435 B 92 4,140 
Dislrict L 4 C 1 911,n2 A 888,458 A 97 18,735 
Municipal L 4 C 1 1,175,148 A 482,857 A 24,147 
Slate TOlal 2,288,424 • 1,555,750 • 47,022 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Clrcuh G 2 J 5 57,146 B 56,964 B 100 3,186 
Magislrale L 2 J 1 330,269 326,744 A 18,415 
Municipal L 1 A 1 NA NA 
Slate Total 

WISCONSIN 
Circuh G 3 D 6" 1,002,990 989,123 99 20,504 
Municipal L 3 A NA 328,289 A 
SlaleTolal 1,317,412 • 

WYOMING 
District G 2 J 5 13,823 B 10,657 B n 3,047 
County L 1 J 4 106,969 107,346 A 23,583 
Justice of the Peace L 1 J 1 30,760 29,667 96 6,781 
Municipal L 1 A 1 NA NA 
Slale TOlal 

(continued on next page) 

Part III: 1990 State Court Caseload Tables • 115 



Table 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

NOTE: All state trial courts with grand total jurisdiction are listed 
in the table, regardless of whether caseload data are 
available. Blank spaces in the table indicate that a 
particular calculation, such as the t('ltal state caseload, is 
not appropriate. State total "filings per 100,000 popula­
tion" may not equal the sum of tho filing rates for the 
individual courts due to rounding. 

NA = Data are not available. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G General Jurisdiction 
L = Limited Jurisdiction 

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES: 

2 
3 

4 

5 

6 

"" 

""" 

The court does not have jurisdiction over supporVcustody 
cases 
SupporVcustody case load data are not available 

= Only contested support/custody cases and all URESA 
cases (where the court has jurisdiction) are counted 
separately from marriage dissolu!ion cases 
Both contested and uncontested support/custody cases and 
URESA cases (where the court has jurisdiction) are counted 
separately from marriage dissolution cases 
Support/custody is counted as a proceeding of the marriage 
dissolution and, thus, a marriage dissolution that involves 
support/custody is counted as one case 
Support/custody is counted as a proceeding of the marriage 
dissolution, but URESA cases are counted separately 

= Nondissolution support/custody cases are also counted 
separately 
Court has only URESA jurisdiction 

PARKING CODES: 

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 ca.ses 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 Data element is inapplicable 
A Single defendant-single charge 
B Single defendant-single incident (one/more charges) 
C Single defendant-single incident/maximum 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 incident/maximum 

number charges (usually two) 
J One/more defendants-one/more incidents 
K = One/more defendants-content varies with prosecutor 
L Inconsistent during reporting year 
Z Both the defendant and charge components vary within the 

state 

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

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

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 
Alabama-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed 

data do not include cases that were unavailable from a few 
municipalities. 

Arkansas-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include data from several municipalities that 
did not report. 

Califomia--Superior Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include cases from one court that did not 
report for part of the year. 

Colorado-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include cases from 18 courts. 

District of Columbia-Superior Court-Grand total disposed 
data do not include most child-victim petition cases and 
some unclassified civil cases. 

Florida-Circuit Court-Grand total disposed data do not 
include criminal appeals cases. 

Georgia-Magistrate Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include criminal cases and data from 16 
counties that did not report. 
-Probate Court-Grand total filed data include civil cases 
from 97 of 159 counties, criminal cases from 51 counties, 
and are less than 75% complete. Disposed data do not 
include any civil cases, criminal and traffic data from 108 
counties, and are less than 75% complete. 
-State Court-Grand total filed and disposed data include 
data from 22 of 62 courts, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Indiana-Superior and Circuit Courts-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include civil appeals and criminal 
appeals cases. 
-Municipal Court of Marion County-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include appeals of trial court cases. 

Kansas-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include parking cases. 

Maryland-District Court-Grand to~1 disposed data do not 
include ordinance violation, parking and most civil 
cases, and are less than 75% complete. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth- Grand 
total filed data do not include misdemeanor cases from 
the Juvenile Court Department and motions filed in 
Probate/Family Court Department. Disposed data do not 
include civil cases from the Housing Court Department, 
some civil cases from the Boston Municipal Court 
Department, criminal cases from the Boston Municipal 
Court, Housing Court and Juvenile Court Departments, 
DWIIDUI and criminal appeals cases from the District 
Court Department, moving traffic violation cases from 
the Boston Municipal Court Department, ordinance 
violation, and miscellaneous criminal cases; most 
Juvenile data from the Juvenile Court Department, and 
some Juvenile data from the District Court 
Department,and are less than 75% complete. 

Michigan-Probate Court-Grand total disposed data do not 
include paternity, miscellaneous domestic relations, 
mental health, miscellaneous civil, and adoption 
cases, and are less than 75% complete. 
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Table 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Missouri-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
do not Include those ordinance violations heard by 
Municipal judges. 

Nebraska-County Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include parking cases. 

Nevada-District Court-Grand total filed data do not include 
felony, misdemeanor, OWI/OUI, miscellaneous 
criminal, and all juvenile cases, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

New Hampshire--Oistrict Court-Grand total disposed data 
do not include criminal, trafflc, and juvenile cases, are 
missing all civil case types except mental health, and ilre 
less than 75% complete. 

New York-Supreme and County Courts-Grand total 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy proceed­
Ings. 
-District and City Courts-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include administrative agency appeals 
cases. 
-Civil Court of the City of New York-Grand total filed 
and disposed data do not include administrative agency 
appeals cases. 
-Criminal Court of the City of New York-Grand total filed 
and disposed data do not include moving traHic, 
miscellaneous traffic, and some ordinance violation 
cases. 
-Surrogates' Court-Grand total disposed data do not 
include some miscellaneous estate cases. 

North Carolina-District Court-Grand total disposed data do 
not include miscellaneous civil cases. 

North Dakota-Municipal Court-Grand total disposed data 
do not include ordinance violation and parking cases, 
and are less than 75% complete. 

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 parking cases. 

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Grand total filed 
and disposed data do not include some civil appeals and 
some criminal appeals cases. 
-Philadelphia Traffic Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include ordinance violation, 
parking, and miscellaneous traffic cases, and are less 
than 75% complete. Disposed data also do not include 
some moving traffic violation cases. 

Puerto Rico-Superior Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include URESA cases. 
-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed data do 
not include small claims cases. 

Rhode Island-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include administrative agency appeals and 
mental health cases. 
-Family Court-Grand total filed data do not include 
paternity cases. Disposed data do not include URESA 
and paternity cases for the first three quarters of the year, 
and are less than 75% complete. 

South Carolina-Magistrate Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include ordinance violation cases. 

South Dakota-Circuit Court-Grand total disposed data do 
not include adoption, miscellaneous domestic rela­
tions, estate, mental health, administrative agency 
appeals, and juvenile data. 

Tennessee-Circuit, Criminal and Chancery Courts-Grand 
total filed and disposed data do not include miscella­
neous criminal and traffic/other violation cases. 

-General Sessions Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data represent cases from 16 of 92 counties, and are less 
than 75% complete. 

Texas-Justice of the Peace Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data represent a reporting rate of 85%. 
-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 

represent a reporting rate of 90%. 
Utah-Circuit Court-Grand total disposOO data do not 

include criminal and traffic/other violation cases. 
Washington-District Court-Grand total fiIOO and disposed 

data do not include cases from several courts. 
-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed data do 
not include cases from several courts. DisposOO data also 
do not include cases from Seattle Municipal Court, which 
handled more than half the total filings statewide. 
DisposOO data are less than 75% complete. 

West Virginia-Magistrate Court-Grand total fiIOO and 
disposed data do not include miscellaneous domestic 
relations cases. 

Wisconsin-Municipal Court-Grand total disposOO data do 
not include data from 45 of 195 municipalities. 

Wyoming-County Court-Grand total disposed data do not 
include trial court civil appeals and criminal appeals 
cases. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Alabama-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 

include postconvlctlon remedy proceOOlngs. 
-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include preliminary hearing proceOOlngs. 

Colorado-District, Denver Juvenile, and Denver Probate 
Courts-Grand total filed and disposed data include 
extraditions, revocations, parole, and release from 
commitment hearings. 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Grand total fiIOO data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Delaware-Superior Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings and 
extraordinary writs. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include criminal postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Iowa-District Court-Grand total filed data include 
postconvlction remedy proceedings. 

Kentucky-District Court-Grand total fiIOO and disposed 
data include sentence review only 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. 
-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include prellmlnBry hearing proceedings. 

Maryland-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include estate cases from the Orphan's Court, and 
some postconvlctlon remedy and sentence review only 
proceedings. 

Mississippi-Circuit Court-Grand total filed data include 
extraordinary writs. 

Nebraska-District Court-Grand total filed and diGPosOO 
data include postconvlction remedy proce-edlngs. 

New Mexico-District Court-Grand total fiIOO and disposed 
data include postconvlctlon remedy proce-edlngs. 
-Magistrate Court-Grand total filed data include 
preliminary hearing proceedings. 
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Table 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

North Dakota-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include sentence review only and postconvlction 
remedy proceedings. 

Ohio-Court of Common Pleas-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include postconvlction remedy proceed­
Ings. 

Oregon-Circuit Court-Grand total filed data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Pennsylvania-Philadelphia Municipal Court-Grand total 
filed and disposed data include preliminary hearing 
proceedings. 

Rhode Island-Superior Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy proceed­
Ings. 

South Carolina-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include postconvlction remedy proceed­
Ings. 

Utah-District Court-Grand total filed data include 
postconvlction remedy and sentence review only 
proceedings. 

Washington-Superior Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include some postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

West Virginia-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include postconvlction remedy proceedings and 
extraordinary writs. 

Wyoming-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include postconvlction remedy proceedIngs. 

C: The followlng courts' data are incomplete and overinclusive: 
Alaska-Superior Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 

include extraordinary writs, orders to show cause, unfair 
trade practices, and postconvlction remedy proceed­
Ings, but do not include criminal appeals cases. 

California-Justice Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include preliminary hearing bindovers and transfers, 
but do not include partial year data from one court. 
-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include preliminary hearing bindovers and transfers, but 
do not include partial year data from one court. 
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Colorado-County Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include some preliminary hearing proceedings, but 
do not include cases from Denver County Court. 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Grand total disposed data 
include postconvlction remedy proceedings, but do not 
include most small claims cases, and represent some 
double counting of cases disposed at geographical area 
locations by transfer to district location. 

Idaho-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include postconvlction remedy and sentence review 
only proceedings, but do not include mental health 
cases. 

lliinois-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include some preliminary hearing proceedings, but do 
not include s()me reinstated and transferred cases. 

Iowa-District Court-Grand total disposed data includa 
postconvlction remedy proceedings, but do not include 
Juvenile cases and a few domestic relations cases. 

Mississippi-Chancery Court-Grand total filed data include 
extraordinary writs, but do not include juvenile cases 
from thr99 counties. 

New York-Supreme and County Courts-Grand total filed 
data include postconvlction remedy proceedings, but 
do not include civil appeals and criminal appeals cases, 

Oregon-Circuit Court-Grand total disposed data include 
postconvlction remedy proceedings, but do not include 
Juvenile, some adoption, and some mental health cases. 
-J!Jstice Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include preliminary hearing proceedings, but do not 
include data from several courts. 

Utah-District Court-Grand total disposed data include 
some postconvlctlon remedy proceedings, but do 
not include tort. contract, real property rights, 
domestic relations, estate, and criminal cases. 
-Circuit Court-Grand total filed data include 
postconvlction remedy proceedings, but do not include 
OWIIOUI cases. 



TABLE 9: Reported Total State trial Court Civil Caseload, 1990 

Dispo· 
Sueeort/custod~: 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 

State/Court name: diction code co~ footnotes footnotes of filings ~ulation 

ALABAMA 
Circuit G 6 NF 94,189 B 97,800 B 104 2,331 
District L 1 169,364 194,337 115 4,192 
Probate L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

ALASKA 
Superior G 6 R 13,861 B 14,680 B 106 2,520 
District L 5 19,408 32,307 166 3,528 
State Total 33,269 • 46,987 • 141 6,048 

ARIZONA 
Superior G 6 R 109,762 108,100 98 2,995 
Justice 01 the Peace L 1 127,903 123,406 96 3,490 
Municipal L 1 10,596 10,543 99 289 
Tax G 1 1,318 976 74 36 
State Total 249,579 243,025 97 6,809 

ARKANSAS 
Chancery and Probate G 3 R 69,227 62,415 90 2,945 
Circuit G 1 22,542 24,212 107 959 
City L 1 85 63 74 4 
Justice of the Peace L 1 NA NA 
County L 1 NA NA 
Court of Common Pleas L 1 NA NA 
Municipal L 1 54,029 A 22,694 A 42 2,298 
Police L 1 NA NA 
State Tolal 

CALiFORNIA 
Superior G 6 NC 685,816 A 597,250 A 87 2,304 
Justice L 1 30,344 A 22,781 A 75 102 
Municipal L 1 1,105,522 A 842,974 A 76 3,715 
State Total 1,821,682 • 1,463,005 • 80 6,121 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G 3 R 98,219 95,182 97 2,981 
Water G 1 1,210 1,590 131 37 
County L 1 114,830 A 113,899 A 99 3,486 
State Total 214,259 • 210,671 • 98 6,504 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior G 5" NC 173,337 B 101,867 C 5,273 
Probate L 57,467 NA 1,748 
State Total 230,804 • 7,021 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Case load, 1990. (continued) 

Dispo-
SU~r1Icustoda: Total civil Total civil sltlons Filings per 

(a) metOd (b)ecree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000 
Juris- of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total 

State/Court name: diction ~ co~ footnOles footnOles 01 filings e:2eulatlon 

DELAWARE 
Court of Chancery G 3,611 3,212 89 542 
Superior G 5,644 B 4,697 B 83 847 
Alderman's L 0 0 
Court of Common Pleas L 5,420 5,060 93 814 
Family L 3" R 25,927 B 27,502 B 3,892 
Justice 01 the Peace I 1 29,432 28,594 97 4,418 
State Total 70,034 • 69,065 • 10,513 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior G 6" R 141,053 140,925 100 23,242 

FLORIDA 
Circuit G 4 R 557,913 447,120 80 4,312 
County L 1 354,358 328,924 93 2,739 
State Total 912,271 n6,044 85 7,051 

GEORGIA 
Superior G 3 NF 180,432 176,722 98 2,785 
Civil L 1 NA NA 
Magistrate L 1 302,547 A 262,333 A 87 4,670 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
Probate L 1 26,518 A NA 409 
State L 1 130,112 A 105,435 A 81 2,008 
State Total 

HAWAII 
Circuit G 6 R 28,179 B 36,686 8 130 2,543 
District L 1 24,510 21,968 90 2,212 
State Total 52,689 • 58,654 • 111 4,754 

IDAHO 
District G 6" NF 62,075 A 62,494 A 101 6,166 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit G 6" R 695,416 C 676,817 C 97 6,084 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit G 5 R 294,730 A 285,309 A 97 5,316 
City and Town L 1 12,035 11,203 93 217 
County L 1 51,640 50,196 97 931 
Probate L 1 2,149 A 1,615 A 75 39 
Municipal Court of Marion County L 1 9,983 A 11,012 A 110 180 
Small Claims Court of Marlon County L 1 70,503 63,086 89 1,272 
State Total 441,040 • 422,421 • 96 7,955 

IOWA 
District G 6 NF 184,692 B 185,152 C 6,651 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Dispo-
SUpportlcuSlod~: Tolal civil Total civil stllons filings per 

(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000 
Jurls- of count change and qualifying and qualifying cenlage total 

Stale/Court name: diction ~ counted as lootnoles footnotes of filings eoJ?Ulallon 

KANSAS 
District G 6" NO 160,398 156,851 98 6,474 

KENTUCKY 
Circuit G 6 A 67,914 63,229 93 1,843 
District L 1 148,003 A 137,447 A 92 4,038 
SlaieTolal 216,717 • 200,676 • 93 5,881 

LoUISIANA 
District G 6 R 175,755 B NA 4,165 
Family and JUVenile G 4e .. R 10,117 7,672 76 240 
City and Parish L 66,208 48,306 73 1,569 
Jusllce of the Peace L NA NA 
Stale Total 

MAINE 
Superior G 6 NO 6,893 7,135 104 561 
Administrative L 1 357 377 106 29 
District L 5 NO 66,105 58,123 88 5,383 
Probate L 1 NA NA 
Stale Total 

MARYLAND 
Circuit G 6" NF 128,893 B 102,193 B 19 2,696 
District L 738,202 6,967 A 15,439 
Orphan's L NA NA 
SlaleTolal 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G 5" R 560,420 A 555,297 A 9,315 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit G 6" NO 206,411 205,368 99 2,221 
Court of Claims G 1 611 865 142 7 
District L 1 414,847 411,731 99 4,463 
Municipal L , 863 818 95 9 
Probate L 1 103,605 36,241 A 1,115 
SlaleTotal 726,a37 655,073 • 7,814 

MINNESOTA 
District G 6 NF 215,792 207,691 96 4,932 

MISSISSIPPI 
Chancary G 5 NF 59,479 B NA 2,311 
Circuit G I I 21,561 B NA 838 
County L I I 23,651 NA 919 
Family L I I NA NA 
Justice L I I NA NA 
Stale Total 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Dispo-
su~rtlcustodf Total civil Total civil sitions Filings per 

(a) metOd (b)ecree filings dispositions as a per· 100,000 
Jurig· of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total 

State/Court name: diction code counted as footnoles footnoles of filings population 

MISSOURI 
Circuit G 6" NF 264,923 244,327 92 5,177 

MONTANA 
District G 3 R 23,115 A 19,577 A 85 2,893 
C~y L 1 NA NA 
Justice of the Peace L 1 NA NA 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
Slate Total 

NEBRASKA 
District G 5 R 51,504 C 50,956 C 99 3,263 
County L 1 57,071 54,868 96 3,616 
Workers' Compensation L 1 486 485 100 31 
State Total 109,061 • 106,309 • 97 6,910 

NEVADA 
District G 2 R 45,579 NA 3,792 
Justice L 1 NA NA 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
Slate Total 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior G 5 R 33,709 29,244 87 3,039 
District L 1 55,037 972 A 4,962 
Municipal L 1 334 NA 30 
Probate L 1 19,850 NA 1,789 
Stale Total 108,930 9,820 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior G 6" R 844,051 826,754 98 10,919 
Tax L 6,324 3,463 55 82 
State Total 850,375 830,217 98 11,001 

NEW MEXICO 
District G 6 R 56.709 B 53,713 B 95 3,743 
Magistrate L 1 NA NA 
Probate L 1 NA NA 
Metropolitan Ct. of Bernalillo County L 1 9,787 10,387 106 646 
State Tolal 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County G 1 219,605 C 200,531 B 1,221 
Court 0/ Claims L 1 2,383 2,222 93 13 
Distrit.1 and Cny L 1 249,450 A 242,659 A 97 1,387 
Family L 4 R 468,727 452,324 97 2,605 
Surrogates' L 1 123,568 116,279 A 687 
Town and Village Justice L 1 NA NA 
Civil Court of the City 0/ New York L 1 247,634 A 271,683 A 110 1,376 
State Total 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Dispo-
SUE~rtlcuslod~: TOlal civil Total civil sltlons Filings per 

(a) methOd (b) decree filings dlspos~lons as a per- 100,000 
JUris· 01 count change and qualifying and qualifying cent age total 

State/COurt name: diction code co~ footnotes lootnotes 011llln9s ~ulatlon 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior G 114,005 102,430 90 1,720 
District L 6" R 501,625 426,575 A 7,568 
State Total 615,630 529,005 • 9,287 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District G 6" R 18,131 17,706 98 2,838 
COunty L 1 16,269 15,427 95 2,547 
Stale Total 34,400 33,133 96 5,385 

OHIO 
Court 01 Common Pleas G 6" NF 398,357 B 388,COO B 97 3,672 
COunty L 26,579 24,698 93 245 
COUrt 01 Claims L 6,506 5,728 88 60 
Municipal L 383,890 384,894 100 3,539 
State Total 815,332 • 803,320 • 99 7,517 

OKLAHOMA 
District G 6 NF 205,833 199,987 97 6,544 
coun of Tax Revlow L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

OREGON 
ClrcuU G 6" R 93,530 B 96,170 B 103 3,291 
Tax G 1 442 378 86 16 
COunty L 1 NA NA 
District L 1 82,410 84,440 102 2,899 
Justice L 1 6,717 A 6,304 A 94 236 
State Total 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Coun of Common Pleas G 4 NF 302,739 A 283,949 A 94 2,548 
District Justice L 1 253,139 241,723 95 2,131 
Philadelphia Municipal L 1 125,561 A 124,333 A 99 1,057 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates L 1 5,729 NA 48 
State Total 687,168 • 5,783 

PUERTO RICO 
Superior G 6 A 70,961 A 68,421 A 96 2,015 
District L 1 57,970 A 57,822 A 100 1,646 
State Total 128,931 • 126,243 • 98 3,662 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior G 1 11,470 B 11,733 B 102 1,143 
District L 1 39,462 A 29,745 A 75 3,933 
Family L 6 A 8,825 A 9,141 A 879 
Probate L 1 NA NA 
Slate Tolal 

(continued on next page) 

Part III: 1990 State Court Caseload Tables • 123 



TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Dispo-
SueeOrl/cuslod~: Total civil Total civil sillons Filings per 

(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000 
Juris- of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total 

~ourlname: diction code counted as footnotes loot notes 2!.fllin9.!!. population -
SOUTH CAROLINA 

Circuit G 55,151 B 51,518 B 93 1,582 
Family L 6" NF 67,233 67,174 100 1,928 
Magislrate L 1 158,100 157,189 99 4,534 
Probate L 1 23,234 22,256 96 666 
State Total 303,718 • 298,137 • 98 8,711 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit G A B 40,573 33,565 A 5,829 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery G 6" R 122,672 107,916 88 2,515 
General Sessions L 6" R 3,547 A 2,B7B A B1 73 
Juvenile L NA NA 
Probate L NA NA 
State Total 

TEXAS 
District G 6" NF 454,991 B 448,360 B 99 2,679 
County-Level L 6" NF 173,863 B 19B,BB9 B 114 1,024 
Justice of the Peace L 1 250,903 A 209,440 A 83 1,4n 
Municipal L 1 653 A 65.1 A 100 4 
State Total 880,410 • 857,342 • 97 5,183 

UTAH 
District G 3 R 29,947 B 3,550 C 1,738 
Circuit L 1 103,660 "1:1,865 95 6,017 
Justice L 1 2,241 1,B73 84 130 
SlataTotal 135,B4B • 104,288 • 7,885 

VERMONT 
District G 4'" NC 23,02n 20,2n 88 4,091 
Superior G 5 NC 12,355 10,884 88 2,195 
Probata L 1 4,496 4,Oi~ 89 799 
State Total 39,871 35,172 88 7,OB5 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit G 3 R 113,92i' 96,311 85 1,841 
District L 4 R 1,184,078 A 1,204,OB9 A 102 19,137 
Stata Total 1,29B.005 • 1,300,400 • 100 2O,;)7B 

WASHINGTON 
Superior G 6 R 147,111 B 133,720 B 91 3,023 
District L 1 111,579 A 78,042 A 70 2,293 
Municipal L 1 181 A 169 A 93 4 
StataTotai 258,B71 • 211,931 • 82 5,319 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1990. (continued) 
Dlspo-

Su~rtlcustod~: _ Total civil Total civil sitioJ1s Filings per 
(a) method (b) dElCfee filings dispositions as a par- 100,000 

Jurls- 01 count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total 
StatelCourt name: diction ~ co~s footnotes footnotes of filings ~ulation 

WEST VIRGINIA 
ClrcuH G 5 R 43,658 B 43,687 a 100 2,434 
Magistrate L 1 51,363 47,490 A 2,864 
State Total 95,021 • 91,177 • 5,298 

WISCONSIN 
ClrcuH G 6" R 341,909 B 333,417 B 98 6,989 

WYOMING 
District G 5 R 10,744 B 9,126 B 2,369 
County L 4 R 18,739 18,528 A 4,131 
Justice of the Peace L 1 4,148 3,582 86 914 
StataTotal 33,631 • 31,236 • 7,414 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

NOTE: All state trial courts with civil jurisdiction are listed in the 
table regardless of whether caseload data are available. 
Blank spaces in the table indicate that a particular 
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 Genaral Jurisdiction 
L Limited Jurisdiction 

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES: 

(a) Method of count codes: 

The court does not have jurisdiction over support/custody 
cases 

2 = Support/custody 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 support/custody cases and 
URESA cases (where the court has jurisdiction) are counted 
separately from marriage dissolution cases 

5 Support/custody is counted as a proceeding of the marriage 
dissolution and, thus, a marriage dissolution that involves 
support/custody is counted as one case 

6 Support/custody is counted as a proceeding of the marriage 
dissolution, but URESA cases are counted separately 

""Nondissolution support/custocr/ cases are also counted sepa­
rately 

""Court has only URESA jurisdiction 

(b) Decree change counted as: 

NC = Not counted/collected 
NF New filing 
R Reopened case 

QUAUFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

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

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 
Arkansas-Municipal Court-Total civil filed and disposed 

data do not include data from 4 municipalities, and partial 
data from 16 others. 

valifomia-Superior Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data do not include cases from one court that did not 
report for part of the year. 
-Justice Court-Total civil filed and disposed data do not 
include partial year data from one court. 
-Municipal Court-Total civil filed and disposed data do 
not include partial year data from one court. 
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Colorado-County Court-Total civil tiled and disposed data 
do not include cases from Denver County. 

Georgia-Magistrate Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data do not include cases from 16 counties that did not 
report. 
-Probate Court-Total civil filed data include cases from 
97 of 159 counties and are less than 75% complete. 
-State Court-Total civil filed and disposed data include 
cases from 20 of 62 courts and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Idaho-District Court-Total civil filed and disposed data do 
not include mental health cases. 

Indiana-Superior and Circuit Courts-Total civil filed and 
disposed data do not inrJude civil appeals, miscella­
neous domestic relations, and some support/custody 
cases. 
-Probate Court-Total civil filed and disposed data do 
not include miscellaneous domestic relations cases. 
-Municipal Court of Marion County-Total civil filed and 
disposed data do not include appeals of trial eourl cases. 

Kentucky-District Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
do not include paternity cases. 

Maryland-District Court-Total civil disposed data do not 
include tort, contract, real property rIghts, small 
claims, and miscellaneous civil cases, and are less than 
75% complete. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
civil filed data do not include motions. Disposed data do 
not include some real property rights and some small 
claims cases. 

Michigan-Probate Court-Tota! cl .. 11 disposed data do not 
include adoption, paternity, miscellaneous domestic 
relations, mental health, and miscellaneous civil cases 
and are less than 75% complete. 

Montana-District Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
do not include some trial court civil appeals cases. 

New Hampshire-District Court-Total civil disposed data 
do not include tort, contract, real property rights, small 
claims, and miscellaneous domestic relations cases 
and are less than 75% complete. 

New York-District and City Court-Total civil filed and 
disposed data do not include administrative agency 
appeals cases. 
-Civil Court of the City of New York-Total civil filed and 
disposed data do not include administrative agency 
appeals cases. 
-Surrogates' Court-Total civil disposed data do not 
include some miscellaneous estate cases. 

North Carolina-District Court-Total civil disposed data do 
not include mIscellaneous civil cases. 

Oregon-Justice Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
do not include cases from several courts due to incomplete 
reporting. 

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Total civil data do 
not include some civil appeals cases. 
-Philadelphia Municipal Court-Total civil filed and 
disposed data do not include miscellaneous domestic 
relations cases. 

Puerto Rico-Superior Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data do not include URESA cases. 
-District Court-Total civil filed and disposed data do not 
include small claims cases. 

Rhode Island-District Gourt-Total civil filed and disposed 
data do not include administrative agency appeals and 
mental health cases. 



TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Case load, 1990. (continued) 

-Family Court-Total civil filed data do not include 
paternity cases. Disposed data do not include URESA 
and paternity cases for the first three quarters of the year, 
and are less than 75% complete. 

South Dakota-Circuit Court-Total civil disposed data do 
not include adoption, miscellaneous domestic rela­
tions, estate, mental health, and administrative a,gency 
appeals cases. 

Tennessee-General Sessions Court-Total civil filed and 
disposed data represent cases from 16 of 92 counties, and 
are less than 75% complete. 

Texas-Justice of the Peace Court-Total civil filed and 
disposed data represent a reporting rate of 85%. 
-Municipal Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
represent a reporting rate of 90%. 

Virginia-District Court-lotal civil filed and disposed data 
do not include some domestic relllt\ons cases. 

Washington-District Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data do not include cases from several courts. 
-Municipal Court-Total civil filed and disposed data do 
not include cases from several courts. 

West Virginia-Magistrate Court-Total civil disposed data 
do not include miscellaneous domestic reilltions cases. 

Wyoming-County Court-Total civil disposed data do not 
include trial court civil appeals cases. 

B: The following courts' data are ollerinclusive: 

Ohio-Court of Common Pleas-Total civil filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy proceed­
Ings. 

Oregon-Circuit Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
include criminal appeals cases and postconvlcllon 
remedy proceedings. 

Rhode Island-Superior Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data include postconvictlon remedy proceedings. 

South Carolina-Circuit Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Texas-District Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
include child-victim petition cases. 
-County-level Courts-Total civil filed and disposed 
data include child-victim petition cases. 

Utah-District Court-Total civil filed data include some 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Washington-Superior Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data include some postconvlction remedy proceedings. 

West Virginia-Circuit Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data include postconvictlon remedy proceedings and 
extraordinary writs. 

Wisconsin-Circuit Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
include criminal appolll$ cases. 

Wyoming-District Court-Total civil filad and disposed data 
include criminal appeals cases and pO!lteon~ictlon 
remedy proceedings. Disposed data also include 
Juvenile cases. 

Alabama-Circuit Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. C: The following courts' data are incomplete and overinclusive: 

Alaska-Superior Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
include extraordinary writs, orders to show cause, unfair 
trade practices, and postconvlclion remedy proceed­
Ings. 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Total civil filed data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Delaware-Superior Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data include extraordinary writs. 
-Family Court-Total civil tiled and disposed data 
include status offense petition cases. Disposed data 
also include chllcl-vlctlm petition cases. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
include criminal postconvlctlon remedy proceedings 
and some criminal and traffic/other violation cases. 

Iowa-District Court-Total civil filed data include 
postconvlctlon romedy proceedings. 

louisiana-District Court-Total civil filed data include 
postconvlction remedy proceedings. 

Maryland-Circuit Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
include estate cases from the Orphan's Court. 

Mississippi-Chancery Court-Total cMI filed data include 
extraordinary writs. 
-Circuit Court-Total civil filed data include extraordl­
nary writs. 

New Mexico-District Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data include postconvlctlon remedy proceadlngs. 

New York-Supreme and County Court-Total civil 
disposed data include criminal appeals and 
postconvlction remedy proceedings. 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Total civil disposed dala 
include postconvlction remedy proceedings, but do not 
include most small claims cases, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Illinois-Circuit Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
include miscellaneous criminal cases, but do not include 
some reinstated and transferred cases. 

Iowa-District Court-Total civil disposed data include 
postconvlction remedy proceedings, but do not include 
a few domestic relations cases. 

Nebraska-District Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
include postconvlction remedy proceedings, but do not 
include civil appeals cases. 

New York-Supreme and County Courts-Total civil filed 
data include postconvlction remedy proceedings, but 
do not include civil appeals cases. 

Oregon-Circuit Court-Total civil disposed data include 
criminal appeals and postconvlction remedy proceed­
Ings, but do not include some adoption and some mental 
health cases. 

Utah-District Court-Total civil disposed data include some 
postconvlction remedy proceedings, but do not include 
tort, contract. real property rights, domestic relations, 
and estate cases. 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1990 

Total Dispo- Filings 
Total criminal silions per 

criminal dispositions asa 100,000 
Unit Point flIingsand and percen- adult 

Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count .J!!!!L footnotes footnotes ~ lion 

ALABAMA 
Circuit G G A 43,945 B 42,687 B 97 1,088 
District L B B 138,381 B 139,889 B 101 3,425 
Municipal L M B 127,029 C 138,419 C 3,144 
State Total 309,355 * 320,995 * 7,656 

ALASKA 
Superior G B A ~,718 A 2,733 A 101 494 
District L B B 27,209 B 26,517 B 97 4,947 
State Total 29,927 * 29,250 * 98 5,441 

ARIZONA 
Superior G D A 29,073 26,855 92 793 
Justice of the Peace L Z B 70,310 62,159 88 1,918 
Municipal L Z B 212,745 223,308 105 5,804 
State Total 312.128 312,322 100 8,516 

ARKANSAS 
Circuit G A A 32,358 29,623 92 1,377 
City L A B 6,303 B 3,621 B 57 268 
Justice of the Peace L A B NA NA 
Municipal L A B 193,556 C 138,311 C 71 8,234 
Police L A B NA NA 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior G B A 154,482 A 143,421 A 93 519 
Justice L B B 55,020 C 46,442 C 84 185 
Municipal L B B 973,614 C 815,504 C 84 3,272 
State Total 1,183,116 * 1,005,367 * 85 3,976 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G D B 21,054 B 21,574 B 102 639 
County L D B 81,153 C 47,031 C 2,463 
State Total 102,207 * 68,605 * 3,102 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior G E A 176,301 C 209,356 B 5,363 

DELAWARE 
Superior G B A 6,833 B 6,775 B 99 1,026 
Alderman's L A B 5,676 B 5,368 B 95 852 
Court of Common Pleas L A B 4,848 A NA 728 
Family L B B 5,255 5,416 103 789 
Justice of the Peace L A B 63,124 63,279 100 9,476 
Municipal Court of Wilmington L A B 20,386 C 20,283 C 99 3,060 
State Total 106,122 * 15,930 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Tolal Dispo- Filings 
Total criminal sitlons per 

criminal dispositions asa 100,000 
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult 

Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: ~ count -1!!!!!L footnotes footnotes ~ tlon 

DiSTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior G B G 40,310 A 40,078 A 99 6,642 

FLORIDA 
Circuit G E A 193,740 168,095 A 1,497 
County L A B 439,131 366,722 84 3,394 
State Tolal 532,871 534,817 • 4,892 

GEORGIA 
Superior G G A 92,063 B 86,725 B 94 1,421 
Civil L M M NA NA 
County Recorder's L M M NA NA 
Magistrate L B B NA NA 
Municipal L M M NA NA 
Municipal and City of Atlanta L M M NA NA 
Probate L B A 3,252 A 2,991 A 92 50 
State L G A 71,139 A 67,528 A 95 1,098 
State Tolal 

HAWAII 
Circuit G G B 7,917 A 6,546 A 83 714 
District L A C 39,030 A 37,572 A 96 3,522 
State Total 46,947 • 44,118 • 94 4,236 

IDAHO 
District G D F 67,520 B 66,545 B 99 6,707 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit G G A 447,565 C 514,031 C 115 3,915 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit G B A 112,555 A 97,532 A 87 2,030 
CilyandTown L B F 53,150 B 41,589 B 18 959 
County L B F 38,998 37,155 95 703 
Municipal Court of Marion County L B F 39,332 37,564 96 709 
State Total 244,035 • 213,840 • 88 4,402 

IOWA 
District G B A 60,942 A 59,996 A 98 2,195 

KANSAS 
District G B C 40,376 42,235 105 1,630 
Municipal L B C 12,415 11,066 89 501 
State Total 52,791 53,301 101 2,131 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Total Dispo- Filings 
Total criminal sltions 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 .J!!!!L footnotes footnotes ~ tion 

KENTUCKY 
Circuit G B A 15,111 14,541 96 410 
District L B F 168,401 B 153,520 B 91 4,570 
State Total 183,512 • 168,061 • 92 4,980 

LOUISIANA 
District G Z A 155,490 NA 3,685 
City and Parish L B F 148,376 112,998 76 3,516 
State Total 303,866 7,201 

MAINE 
Superior G E A 11,003 C 10,179 C 93 896 
District L E F 40,108 C 38,307 C 96 3,266 
State Total 51,111 • 48,486 • 95 4,162 

MARYLAND 
Circuit G B A 60,229 B 56,072 B 93 1,260 
Dif'trlct L B A 213,306 221,421 104 4,461 
State Total 273,535 • 277,493 • 101 5,721 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G D B 391,658 A 319,280 C 6,510 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit G B A 45,616 45,540 100 491 
Recorder's Court of Detroit L B A 14,480 14,121 96 156 
District L B B 271,347 C 257,715 C 95 2,iH9 
Municipal L B B 1,944 C 1,939 C 100 21 
State Total 333,387 • 319,315 • 96 3,587 

MINNESOTA 
District G B B 178,504 C 164,395 C 92 4,080 

MISSISSIPPI 
Circuit G B B 14,953 NA 581 
County L B B 5,090 B NA 198 
Justice L B B NA NA 
MUnicipal L B B NA NA 
State Total 

MISSOURI 
Circuit G G G 139,971 121,410 87 2,735 

MONTA."lA 
District G G A 3,771 B 4,732 B 125 472 
City L B B NA NA 
Justice of the Peace L B B NA NA 
Municipal L B B NA NA 
State Total 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Total Dispo- Filings 
Total criminal sitlons per 

criminal dispositions asa 100,000 
Unit Point filings and and parcen- adult 

Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: ~ count ~ footnotes footnotes ~ tion 

NEBRASKA 
District G B A 6,524 B 6,337 B 97 413 
County L B F 81,562 B 78,594 B 96 5,167 
State Total 88,086 • 84,931 • 96 5,581 

NEVADA 
District G Z A 6 A NA 0 
Justice L Z B NA NA 
Municipal L Z B NA NA 
State Total 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior G A A 12,756 11,929 94 1,150 
District L A B 41,736 NA 3,763 
Municipal L A B 615 NA 55 
State Total 55,107 4,968 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior G B A 61,098 54,471 89 790 
Municipal L B B 404,847 386,095 95 5,237 
State Total 465,945 440,566 95 6,028 

NEW MEXICO 
District G E A 11,502 10,740 93 759 
Magistrate L E B NA NA 
Metropolitan Ct of Bemalillo County L E B 63,439 B 63,694 B 100 4,187 
State Total 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County G E A 79,322 A 77,628 A 98 441 
District and City L E D 238,687 B 226,854 B 95 1,327 
Town and Village Justice L E B NA NA 
Criminal COllrt of the City of New York L E D 242,710 229,932 95 1,349 
State Total 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior G E A 108,784 99,858 92 1,641 
District L E G 544,588 C 527,698 C 97 8,216 
State Total 653,372 • 627,556 • 96 9,857 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District G B A 1,775 B 1,692 B 95 278 
County L E F 18,248 18,580 102 2,857 
Municipal L B B NA NA 
State Total 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Tolal Dispo- Filings 
Total criminal sitions per 

criminal dispositions asa 100,000 
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult 

Juris- of of qualifying qualifying lage of popula-
Slate/Court name: diction count ....!!!!!L footnotes footnotes ~ tion 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas G B C 55,949 55,057 98 516 
County L B E 45,041 B 44,869 B 100 415 
Mayor's L B E NA NA 
Municipal L B E 462,400 B 458,645 B 99 4,263 
State Total 

OKLAHOMA 
District G J A 75,352 B 67,458 B 90 2,395 

OREGON 
Circuit G E G 28,523 A 27,430 A 96 1,004 
District L E G 75,788 69,633 92 2,666 
Justice L E B 7,392 C 7,588 C 103 260 
Municipal L A B 34,631 C 30,378 C 88 1,218 
Slate Total 146,334 • 135,029 • 92 5,148 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Court of Common Pleas G B A 139,699 A 140,125 A 100 1,176 
District Justice L B B 514,919 B 446,381 B 87 4,334 
Philadelphia Municipal L B B 42,246 C 41,741 C 99 356 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates L B B 16,108 B NA 136 
State Total 712,972 • 6,001 

PUERTO RICO 
Superior G J B 35,539 33,544 94 1,009 
District L J B 47,069 C 46,998 C 100 1,337 
State Total 82,608 • 80,542 • 97 2,346 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior G D A 6,671 6,246 94 665 
District L D B 46,728 B 42,476 B 91 4,657 
State Total 53,399 • 46,722 • 91 5,321 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Circuit G B A 101,461 91,633 90 2,910 
Magistrate L B E 159,030 C 158,603 C 100 4,561 
Municipal L B E 93,636 NA 2,666 
State Total 354,129 • 10,157 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit G A B 36,128 15,432 A 5,191 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery G Z A 64,655 A 53,115 A 82 1,330 
General Sessions L M M NA NA 
Municipal L M M NA NA 
State Total 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Total Dlspo- Filings 
Total criminal sWons per 

criminal dispositions asa 100,000 
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult 

Juris- of of qualifying quali~lng tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count -.!lli!L footnotes foo~:':-')tes filings tion - ~.l-

TEXAS 
District G B A 168,269 161,022 96 991 
County-Level L B F 433,337 356,401 A 2,551 
Justice of the Peace L A B 573,604 A 420,056 A 73 3,377 
Municipal L A B 615,218 A 374,739 A 61 3,622 
State Total 1,790,428 • 1,312,218 • 10,540 

UTAH 
District G J A 4,608 B NA 267 
Circuit L B A 44,917 C NA 2,607 
Justice L B B 47,035 B 46,162 B 98 2,730 
State Total 96,560 • 5,605 

VERMONT 
District G D C 22,034 B 22,187 B 101 3,915 
Superior G B A 53 128 242 9 
State Total 22,087 • 22,315 • 101 3,925 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit G A A 97,266 B 96,099 B 99 1,572 
District L A E 476,372 A 496,554 A 104 7,699 
State Total 573,638 • 592,653 • 103 9,271 

WASHINGTON 
Superior G G A 28,047 25,584 91 576 
District L C B 133,551 A 110,490 A 83 2,744 
Municipal L C B 97,667 A 45,635 A 2,007 
State Total 259,265 • 181,709 • 5,327 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit G J A 6,820 6,884 101 380 
Magistrate L J E 128,287 139,184 108 7,153 
Municipal L A B NA NA 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit G D C 89,648 A 84,823 A 95 1,833 
Municipal L A B NA NA 
State Total 

WYOMING 
District G J A 1,503 A 1,531 A 102 331 
County L J B 10,383 NA 2,289 
Justice of the Peace L J B 3,991 NA 880 
Municipal L A B NA NA 
State Total 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

NOTE: All state trial courts with criminal Jurisdiction are listed in 
the table regardless of whether caseload data are 
available. Blank spaces in the table Indicate that a 
particular calculation, such as the total state caseload, Is 
not appropriate. State total "filings per 100,000 popula­
tion" may not equal the sum of the filing rates for the 
individual courts due to rounding. 

NA :: Data are not available. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General Jurisdiction 
L = Limited Jurisdiction 

UNIT OF COUNT CODES: 

M = Missing data 
I = Data element is inapplicable 
A ::: Single defendant-single charge 
B = Single defendant-single incident (one/more charges) 
C = Single defendant-single incident/maximum number 

charges (usually two) 
D = Single defendant-one/more incidents 
E = Single defendant-content varies with prosecutor 
F Ono/more defendants-single charge 
GOne/more dEifendants-single incident (one/more charges) 
H One/more defendants-single incident/maximum number 

charges (usually two) 
J = One/more defendants,one/more incidents 
K One/more defendants--content varies with prosecutor 
L Inconsistent during reporting year 
Z Both the defendant and charge components vary 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 pleaJinitial appearance 
D = When docketed 
E = At issuing of warrant 
F At filing of information/complaint 
G Varies (at filing of the complaint, information, indictment) 

QUAUFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

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

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 
Alaska-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 

data do not Include criminal appeals cases. 
California-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and 

disposed data do not include cases from one court that did 
not report for part of the year. 
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Delaware-Court of Common Pleas-Total criminal filed 
data do not Include some misdemeanor cases reported 
with traffic/other violation data. 

District of Columbia-Superior Court-Total criminal filed 
and disposed data do not include OWI/DUI cases. 

Florida-Circuit Court-Total criminal disposed data do not 
include criminal appeals cases. 

Georgia-Probate Court-Total crimInal filed and disposed 
data include cases from 51 of 159 counties, do not include 
DWIIDUI cases, which are reported with traffic/other 
violation data, and are less than 75% complete. 
-State Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
include cases from 21 of 62 courts, do not include some 
DWI/DUI and misdemeanor cases, which are reported 
with traffic/other viola lion data, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

HawaII-Circuit Court-Total crlmlnalliled and disposed 
data do not include reopened prior cases. 
-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data do 
not include some misdemeanor cases. 

Indiana-Superior 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 misdemeanor cases. 

Kansas-Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data represent a reporting rate of less than 75%. 

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
criminal filed data do not include some misdemeanor 
cases. 

Nevada-District Court-Total criminal filed data do not 
include felony, misdemeanor, DWI/DUI, and miscella­
neous criminal cases and are less than 75% complete. 

New York-Supreme and County Courts-Total criminal 
filed and disposed data do not include criminal appeals 
cases. 

Oregon-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data do not include criminal appeals cases. 

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Total criminal filed 
and disposed data do not include some criminal appeals 
cases. 

South Dakota-Circuit Court-Total criminal disposed data 
do not include most misdemeanor and some criminal 
appeals cases, and are less than 75% complete. 

Tennessee-Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery Courts- Total 
criminal filed and disposed data do not include miscella­
neous criminal cases. 

Texas-County-Level Courts-Total criminal disposed data 
do not include some criminal appeals cases. 
-Justice of the Peace Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data represent a reporting rate of 85%. 
-Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
represent a reporting rate of 90%. 

Virginia-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data do not include DWIIDUI cases. 

Washington-District Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data do not include cases from several courts. 
-Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
do not include cases from several courts. Disposed data 
also do not include cases from Seattle Municipal Court and 
are less than 75% complete. 



TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Wisconsin-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data do not include criminal appoals and some OWI/OUI 
cases. 

Wyoming-District Court-Total crImInal filed and disposed 
data do not include crimInal appeals cases. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Alabama-Circuit Court-Total crIminal filed and disposed 

data include poatconvlctlon remedy proceedIngs. 
-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
include prel:mlnary hearing proceedings. 

Alaska-District Court-Total crimInal filed and disposed 
data Include some moving traffic violation caSC:lS and all 
ordinance violation cases. 

Arkansas-City Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data include ordinance violation cases. 

Colorado-District, Denver Juvenile, and Denver Probate 
Courts-Total crlmli1al filed and disposed data include 
extraditions, revocations, parole, and release from 
commitment hearings. 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Total crImInal disposed data 
represent some double counting of cases disposed in 
geographical area locations by transfer to district location. 

Delaware-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy proceed­
Ings. 
-Alderman's Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data include ordInance vIolation cases. 

Georgia-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data include all traffIc/other vIolation cases. 

Idaho-District Court-Total crimInal filed and disposed data 
incluoo postconvlctlon remedy and sentence revIew 
only proceedings. 

Indiana-City and Town Courts-Total crImInal filed and 
disposed data include some ordInance vIolation and 
some unclassified traffic cases. 

Kentucky-District Court-Total crimInal filed and disposed 
data include ordinance vIolation cases and sentence 
review only proceedIngs. 

Mar/land-Circuit Court-Total crimInal filed and disposed 
data include some postconvlctlon remedy and sentence 
review only proceedings. 

Mississippi-County Court-Total crimInal filed data include 
preliminary hearing proceedings. 

Montana-District Court-Total crImInal filed and disposed 
data include some trIal court civil appeals cases. 

Nebraska-District Court-Total crimInal filed and disposed 
data include civil appeals cases. 
-County Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
include ordinance violation cases. 

New Mexico-Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo County-Total 
criminal filed and disposed data include ordinance 
violation cases. 

New York-District and City Courts-Total crIminal filed and 
disposed data include ordInance vIolation cases. 

North Dakota-District Court-Total crimInal filed and 
disposed data include sentence review only and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Ohio-County Court-Total crImInal filed and disposed data 
include ordInance violation cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total crimInal filed and disposed data 
include ordinance violation cases. 

Oklahoma-District Court-Total crimInal filed and disposed 
data include ordinance vIolation cases. 

Pennsylvania-District Justice Court-Total criminal filed 
and disposed data include ordinance violation cases. 
-Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court-Total criminal filed 
data include ordInance vIolation cases. 

Rhode Island-District Court-Total crIminal filed and 
disposed data include movIng traffic vIolation and 
ordInance vIolation cases. 

Utah-District Court-Total crimInal filed data Include some 
postconvlctlon remedy and all sentence revIew only 
proceedIngs. 
-Justice Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
include some moving traffic violation cases. 

Vermont-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data include ordInance vIolation cases. 

Virginia-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data include ordInance violation cases. 

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and overinclusive: 
Alabama-Municipal Court-Total crImInal filed and 

disposed data include ordinance vIolation cases, but do 
not include data that were unavailable from a few 
municipalities. Filed data also do not include DWI/OUI 
cases. 

Arkansas-Municipal Court-Total crimInal filed and 
disposed data include ordInance violation cases, but do 
not include data from several municipalities. 

California-Justice Court-Total crIminal filed and disposed 
data include prelimInary hearIng bindovers and transfers, 
and some ordInance vIolation cases, but do not Include 
DWI/OUI cases and partial year data from une court. 
-Municipal court-Total crimInal filed and disposed data 
include prelimInary hearing bindovers and transfers and 
some ordInance vIolation cases, but do not include OWl/ 
OUI cases, and partial year data from one court. 

Colorado-County Court-Total crIminal filed and disposed 
data include some prelimInary hearing proceedIngs, but 
do not include cases from Denver County Court. Disposed 
data also do not include OWI/OUI cases. 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Total crImInal filed data 
include ordInance violation cases, but do not include 
DWI/OUI cases. 

Delaware-Municipal Court of Wilmington-Total crImInal 
filed and disposed data include ordInance violation 
cases, but do not include most OWI/OUI cases. 

Illinois-Circuit Court-Total crIminal filed and disposed 
data include some prelimInary hearing proceedIngs and 
some ordInance vIolation cases, but do not include OWl! 
OUI and mIscellaneous crImInal cases, and some 
reinstated and transferred cases .. 

Maine-Superior Court-Total crimInal filed and disposed 
data include ordinance vIolation cases, and 
postconvlction remedy and sentence revIew only 
proceedIngs, but do not include DWI/OUI and some 
crImInal appeals cases. 
-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
include prelimInary hearIng proceedIngs, but do not 
include OWI/OUI and some mIsdemeanor cases, and are 
less than 75% complete. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
crImInal disposed data Include some movIng traffIc 
vIolation cases, but do not include some cases from the 
Boston Municipal, Juvenile, District, and Housing Court 
Departments. 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Michigan-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data Include ordlnanc(l violation cases, but do not 
include OWI/OUI cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
include ordinance violation cases, but do not include 
OWI/OUI cases. 

Minnesota-District Gourt-Total criminal filed and disposed 
clata include ordinance vlo~atlon cases, but do not 
include some OWI/OUI cases. 

North Carolina-District Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include some ordinance violation cases, 
but do not include OWI/OUI cases. 

Oregon-Justice Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data Include preliminary hearing proceedings, but do 
not include data from several courts due to incomplete 
reporting. 
-Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
include ordinance violation cases, but do not include 
OWI/OUI cases. 
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PennsYlvania-Philadelphia Municipal Court-Total criminal 
filed and disposed data Include preliminary hearing 
proceedings, but do not include some misdemeanor 
cases. 

PUerto Rico-District Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data Include ordinance violation cases, but do 
not include OWI/OU: cases. 

South Carolina-Magistrate Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data Include miscellaneous Juvenile cases, but 
do not Include DWI/OUI cases. (Filed data were estimaU,d 
using percentages provided by the AOC.) 

Utah-Circuit Court-Total crimInal filed data Include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceed In go, but do not Include 
OWI/OUI and some miscellaneous criminal cases 



TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court traffic/Other Violation Caseload.1990 

Dispo- Filings 
Total traffic Total traffic sitions per 
filings and dispositions asa 100,000 

Juris- qualifying and qualifying percentage total 
~courIMme: ~ Parking footnotes footnotes of minas ~eulation 

ALABAMA 
District L 238,167 249,890 105 5,894 
Municipal L 727,112 C 506,638 A 17,995 
State Total 965,279 • 756,528 • 23,890 

ALASKA 
District L 3 55,564 A 55,564 A 100 10,102 

ARIZONA 
Justice of the Peace L 426,217 415,260 97 11,629 
Municipal L 842,753 849,675 101 22,993 
State Total 1,268,970 1,264,935 100 

ARKANSAS 
City L 17,400 A 8,352 A 48 740 
Municipal L 333,843 A 210,381 A 63 14,202 
Police L NA NA 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Justice L 3 443,413 C 369,380 C 83 1,490 
Municipal L 3 13,800,663 C 12,227,168 C 89 46,373 
State Total 14,244,076 • 12,596,548 • 88 

COLORADO 
County L 2 211,645 A 201,123 C 6,424 
Municipal L 1 603,924 A NA 18,332 
State Total 815,569 • 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior G 6 246,420 C 254,783 7,497 

DELAWARE 
Alderman's L 4 22,631 A 22,144 A 98 3,397 
Court of Common Pleas L 2 34,724 B 38,288 B 5,212 
Family L 2 360 447 124 54 
Justice of the Peace L 2 164,507 163,680 99 24,695 
Municipal Court of Wilmington L 5 26,955 C 26,561 C 99 4,046 
State Total 249,177 • 251,120 • 101 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior G 6 19,425 B 19,622 B 101 3,201 

FLORIDA 
County L 5 3,763,322 2,844,437 76 29,088 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court TraffiC/Other Violation Caselolld, 1990. (continued) 

Dispo- Filings 
Totallraffic Totallrlllfic sWons per 
filings and dispositions asa 100,000 

Juris- qualifying and qualifying percentage total 
State/court name: diction Par~ing footnotes footnotes of filinss e2eulation 

GEORGIA 
Superior G 2 NA NA 
County Recorder's L 1 NA NA 
Juvenile L 2 11,915 A 10,360 A 87 184 
Magistrate L 2 85,541 A 69,511 A 81 1,320 
Municipal and City of Atlanta L 1 NA NA 
Probate L 2 91,283 C 87,353 C 96 1,409 
State L 2 160,959 C 164,805 C 102 2,485 
State Total 

HAWAII 
Circuit G 2 363 A 256 A 71 33 
District L 4 826,174 B 835,676 8 101 74,549 
State Total 826,537 • 835,932 • 101 

IDAHO 
District G 3 250,652 250,847 100 24,897 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit G 4 5,402,940 C 5,139,428 C 95 47,267 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit G 3 268,298 247,572 92 4,839 
City and Town L 3 177,637 A 169,878 A 96 3,204 
County L 4 80,089 72,872 91 1,445 
Municipal Court of Marion County L 3 93,250 89,171 06 1,682 
State Total 619,274 • 579,491 • 94 

IOWA 
District G 3 727,023 B 759,147 B 104 26,182 

KANSAS 
Distr. ~t G 4 251,756 A 250,277 A 99 10,161 
Municipal L 1 373,548 A 319,587 A 86 15,077 
State Total 625,304 • 569,864 • 91 

KENTUCKY 
District L 3 317,542 A 311,184 A 98 8,616 

LOUISIANA 
District G 167,797 NA 3,976 
City and Parish L 442,709 398,935 90 10,491 
Justice of the Peace L NA NA 
Mayor's L NA NA 
State Total 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1 Soo. (continued) 

Disp-J- Filings 
Totaltralflc Total traffic sitions per 
filings and dispositions asa 100,000 

Juris- qualifying and qualifying percentage total 
State/court name: diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filin9s ~~Iation 

MAINE 

Superior G 2 3,100 C 2,854 C 92 252 
District L 4 203,828 B 204,430 B 100 16,599 
State Total 206,928 • 207,284 • 100 

MARYLAND 
District L 1,159,545 1,028,899 A 24,251 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G 1,122,068 B 178,234 C 18,650 

MICHIGAN 
District L 4 2.530,552 C 2,441,306 C 96 27,224 
Municipal L 4 40,326 C 38,938 C 97 434 
Probate L 2 19,025 18,814 99 205 
State Total 2,589,903 • 2,499,058 • 96 

MINNESOTA 
District G 4 1,508,674 C 1,489,946 C 99 34,483 

MISSISSIPPI 
Municipal L NA NA 

MISSOURI 
Circuit G 2 410,665 A 405,690 A 99 8,025 
Municipal L 1 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 286,682 A 288,855 A 101 18,163 

NEVADA 
Justice L NA NA 
Municipal L NA NA 
State Total 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
District L 4 242,466 NA 21,859 
Municipal L 4 3,064 NA 276 
State Total 245,530 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/ather Violation Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Dispo- 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 e2e!;!lation 

NEW JERSEY 
Municipal L 4 6,011,838 6,287,041 105 77,771 

NEW MEXICO 
Magistrate L 3 NA NA 
Metropolitan ct. of Bernalillo County L 3 278,319 A 213,928 A 77 18,370 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

NEW YORK 
Criminal Court of the City of New York L 2 95,808 A 92,306 A 96 533 
District and City L 4 1,085,906 A 1,085,906 A 100 6,036 
Town and Village Jl.M.ltice L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

NORTH CAROLINA 
District L 6 1,166,325 I~ 1,134,277 C 97 17,5~5 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District G 4 539 NA 84 
County L 1 51,986 A 51,970 A 100 8,138 
Municipal L 1 NA 46,104 C 
State Total 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas G 2 111,693 112,943 101 1,030 
County L 5 199,833 A 196,008 A 98 1,842 
Mayor's L 1 NA NA 
Municipal L 5 1,521,939 A 1,517,333 A 100 14,031 
State Total 

OKLAHOMA 
District G 2 217,360 A 201,490 A 93 6,910 
Municipal Court Not of Record L 1 NA NA 
Municipal Criminal Court of Record L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

OREGON 
District L 1 342,508 A 324,879 A 95 12,050 
Justice L 3 106,733 A 108,508 A 102 3,755 
Municipal L 3 223,382 C 203,925 C 91 7,859 
State Total 672,623 • 637,312 • 95 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Dlstrict Justice L 4 1,514,961 A 1,367,294 A 90 12,750 
Philadelphia Municipal L 2 29,287 B 28,751 B 98 246 
Philadelphia Traffic L 1 265,854 A 179,085 A 2,238 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates L 4 345,167 A NA 2,905 
State Total 2,155,269 • 18 

(continued on next page) 

140 • State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annual Report 1990 



TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Dispo- Filings 
Total traffic Total traffic sitions per 
filings and dispositions as a 100,000 

Juris- qualifying and qualifying percentage total 
Stale/COUrt name: diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings populati~ -
PUERTO RICO 

District L 2 79,395 C 78,625 C 99 2,255 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
Slate Total 

RHODE ISLAND 
Dis/riet L 2 NA NA 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
Slate Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Family L 2 NA NA 
Magistrate L 4 612,870 C 609,314 C 99 17,577 
Municipal L 4 337,270 425,918 B 9,673 
State Total 

SOUTH :JAKOTA 
Circuit G 140,667 141,641 B 20,211 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery G 2 NA NA 
General Sessions L 1 NA NA 
Municipal L 1 NA NA 
Slate Total 

TEXAS 
County-Level L 2 24,776 87,467 B 146 
Justice of the Peace L 4 1,692,681 A 1,606,021 A 95 9,965 
Municipal L 4 5,541,740 A 4,247,278 A 77 32,624 
State Total 7,259,197 • 5,940,766 • 

UTAH 
Circuit L 4 177,644 8 NA 10,311 
Justice L 4 258,863 A 255,917 A 99 15,025 
Juvenile L 2 524 582 111 30 
Slate Total 437,031 • 

VERMONT 
District G 2 99,478 A 93,116 A 94 '17,677 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit G 2 NA NA 
District L 4 1,699,073 B 1,712,294 B 101 27,460 
Slate Total 

WASHINGTON 
District L 4 666,642 A 699,926 A 105 13,698 
Municipal L 4 1,077,300 A 437,053 A 22,136 
State Total 1,743,942 • 1,136,979 • 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

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 offilinas e2eulation 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Magistrate L 2 150,619 140,070 93 8,398 
Muni!:ipal L 1 NA NA 
StateTQtal 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit G 3 533,384 B 53~,353 B 100 10,904 
Municipal L 3 NA 328,289 C 
State Total 861,642 • 

WYOMING 
County L 77,847 88,818 B 17,i62 
Justice of the Peace L 22,621 26,085 B 4,987 
Municipal L NA NA 
State Total 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

NOTE: Parking violations are defined as part of the traffic/other 
violation caseload. However, states and courts within a 
state differ to the extent In which parking violations are 
processed through the courts. A code opposite the name 
of each court indicates the manner in which parking 
cases are reported by the court. Qualifying footnotes in 
Table 11 do not repeat the infomlation provided bjl the 
code, and, thus, refer only to the status of the statistics 
on moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, and ordinance 
violations. All state trial courts with traffic/other violation 
jurisdiction are listed in the table regardless of whether 
caseload data are available. Blank spaces in the table 
indicate that a particular calculation, such as the total 
state caseload, is not appropriate. State total "filings per 
100,000 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 Limited Jurisdiction 

PARKING CODES: 

1 = Parking data are unavailable 
2 Court does not have parking jurisdiction 
3 Only contested parking cases are included 
4 = Both contested and uncontested parking cases are 

included 
5 Parking cases are handled administratively 
6 Uncontested parking cases are handled administratively; 

contested parking cases are handled by the court 

QUAUFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

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

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 
Alabama-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other violation 

disposed data do not include ordinance violation cases 
and data that were unavailable from a few municipalities. 

Alaska-District Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data do not include some moving traffic 
violation cases and all ordinance violation cases. 

Arkansas-City Court-Total troffic/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 4 municipalities and partial 
data from 16 others. 

Colorado-County Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
data do not include cases from Denver County Court. 
-Municipal Court-~Total traffic/other violation filed data 
do not include cases from 18 courts. 

Delaware-Aldernlan's Court-Total traffic/other violation 
filed and disposed data do not include ordinance 
violation cases. 

Georgia-Magistrate Court-Total traffic/other violation 
filed and disposed data do not include cases from 16 
counties that did not report. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Total traffic/other violation filed end 
disposed data do not include reopened prior cases. 

Indiana-City and Town Courts-Total traffic/other 
violation filed and disposed data do not include some 
ordinance violation and some other traffic cases. 

Kansas-District Court-Total traHic/other violation filed 
and disposed data do not include juvenile traffic cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed data do not include parking cases. 

Kentucky-District Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data do not include ordinance violation 
cases. 

Maryland-District Court-Total traffic/other violation 
disposed data do not include parking and ordinance 
violation cases. 

Missouri-Circuit Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data do not include those ordinance 
violation cases heard by municipal judges. 

Nebraska-County Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data do not include ordInance violation and 
parking cases. 

New Mexico-Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo County- Total 
traffic/other violation filed and disposed data do not 
include ordinance violation cases. 

New York-Criminal Court of the City of New York-Total 
traffic/other violation filed and disposed data do not 
include moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, and some 
ordinance violation cases and are less than 75% 
complete. 
-District and City Courts-Total traffic/other violation 
filed and disposed data do not include ordinance 
violation cases. 

North Dakota-County Court-Total traffic/other \llolatlon 
filed and disposed data do not include parking cases and 
are less than 75% complete. 

Ohio-County 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. 

Oklahoma-District Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data do not include ordinance violation 
cases. 

Oregon-District Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data do not include parking cases. 
-Justice Court-Total traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed data do not include cases from several courts 
due to incomplete reporting. 

Pennsylvania-District Justice Court-Total trafflclolher 
violation filed and disposed data do not include ordi­
nance violation cases. 
-Philadelphia Traffic Court-Total treffle/other violation 
filed and disposed data do not include ordinance 
violation, parking, and mlscelhmeous traffic cases, and 
are less than 75% complete. Disposed data also do not 
include some moving traffic violation cases. 
-Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court-Total traffic/ other 
violation filed data do not include ordinance violation 
cases. 

Texas-Justice of the Peace Court-Total traffic/other 
violation filed and disposed data represent a reporting 
rate of 85%. 
-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed data represent a reporting rate of 90%. 

Utah-Justice Court-Total traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed data do not include some moving traffic 
violation cases. 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Vermont-District Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data do not include ordinance violation 
cases. 

Washington-District Court-Total traffic/other violation 
hfed and disposed data do not Include cases from several 
courts. 
-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed data do not include cases from several courts. 
Disposed data also do not include cases from Seattle 
Municipal Court, which handled more lilan one-half of t.he 
total case filings for the municipal courts statewide. 
Disposed data are therefore less than 75% complete. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Delaware-Court of Common Pleas-Total traffic/other 

violation filed data include some misdemeanor cases. 
Disposed data include all feluny and misdemeanor 
cases. 

District of Columbia-Superior Court-Total traffic/other 
violation filed amd disposed data include DWI/DUI cases. 

Hawaii-District Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data include some misdemeanor cases. 

lowa-Distri~t Court-Total traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed data include some misdemeanor cases. 

Maine-District Court-Total traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed data include some misdemeanor and all OWl/ 
DUI cases. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
traffic/other violation filed data include some misde­
meanor cases. 

Pennsylvania-Philadelphia Municipal Court-Total traffic/ 
other violation filed and disposed data include miscella­
neous. domestic relations and some misdemeanor 
cases. 

South Carolina-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other 
violation disposed data include misdemeanor and OWl/ 
DUI cases. 

South Dakota-Circuit Court-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 data 
include some mlscellal'eous criminal cases. 

Virginia-District Court-Total tratflc/other violation filed 
and disposed data include DWI/DUI cases. 

Wisconsin-Circuit Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data include uncontested first offense OWl/ 
DUI cases. 

Wyoming-County Court-Total traffic/other violation 
disposed data include misdemeanor and DWI/DUI cases. 
-Justice of the Peace Court-Total traffic/other 
violation disposed data include misdemeanor, OWl/DUl, 
and criminal appeals cases. 

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and overinclusive: 
Alabama-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other violation 

filed data include OWI/OUI cases, but do not include 
ordinance violation cases and data thqt were unavailable 
from a few municipalities. 

Califomia-Justice Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data include OWI/OUI cases, but do not 
include some ordinance violation cases and partial year 
data from one court. 
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-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed data include OWI/OUI cases, but do not Inclucla 
some ordinance violation cases, and partial year data 
from one court. 

Colorado-County Court-Total traffic/other violation 
disposed data include OWI/OUI cases, but do not include 
data from Denver County Court. 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Total traffic/other violation 
filed data include OWI/OUI cases, but do not include 
ordinance violation cases. 

t)elaware--Municipal Court of Wilmington-Total traffiC/ 
other violation filed and disposed data include most OWl/ 
OUI cases, but do not include ordinance violation cases. 

Georgia-State Court-Total traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed data include some OWI/OUI and misdemeanor 
cases, represent data from 22 of 62 courts, t'.nd are less 
than 75% complete. 
-Probate Court-Total traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed data include OWI/OUI cases, represent data from 
51 of 150 counties, and are less than 75% complete. 

lIIinois-Circt:it Court-Total traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed dat.., include OWI/DUI cases, but do not include 
some ordinance violation cases, and some reinstated 
and transferred cases. 

Maine-Superior Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data include OWI/DUI and some criminal 
appeals cases, but do not include ordinance violation 
cases. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
disposed data include some misdemeanor cases, but do 
not include ordinance violation and most moving traffic 
cases. 

Michigan-District Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data include OWI/OUI cases, but do not 
include ordinance violation cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed data include OWI/OUI cases, but do not include 
ordinance violation cases, 

Minnesota-District Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data include some OWI/OUI cases, but do 
not include ordinance violation cases. 

North Carolina-District Court-Total traffic/other violation 
filed and disposed data include OWI/OUI cases, but do not 
include some ordinance violation cases. 

North Dakota-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other 
violation disposed data include OWI/OUI 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 OWI/OUI cases, but do not 
include ordinance vIolation cases. 

Puerto Rico-District Court-Total traffic/other violation 
filed and disposed data include DWI/DUI cases, but do not 
include ordinance violation cases. 

South Carolina-Magistrate Court-Total traffic/other 
violation filed and disposed data include OWI/OUI cases, 
but do not include ordinance violation cases. 

Wisconsin-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other violation 
disposed data include OWI/OUI cases, but do not include 
cases from several municipalities. 



TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1990 

Total Total Dispo- Filings 
juvenile juvenile sitions per 

Point filings and dispositions asa 100,000 
Juris- of qualifying and qualifying percentage juvenile 

State/court name: diction ....!lli!!L footnotes footnotes of filings population -
ALABAMA 

Circuit G A 16,221 14,119 87 1,532 
District L A 23,385 22,739 97 2,209 
Slate Total 39,606 36,858 93 

ALASKA 
Superior G C 2,190 1,766 81 1,271 
District L I 121 77 64 70 
Slate Total 2,311 1,843 80 

ARIZONA 
Superior G C 11,813 11,944 101 1,204 

ARKANSAS 
Chancery and Probate G C 11,579 9,916 86 1,864 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior G C 92,998 A 123,269 A 133 1,200 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G A 18,006 15,065 84 2,091 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior G F 13,996 14,099 101 1,867 

DELAWARE 
Family L C 8,465 A 8,814 A 5,182 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior G B 13,297 6,685 A 11,356 

FLORIDA 
Circuit G A 113,355 75,668 67 3,955 

GEORGIA 
Juvenile L A 64,540 A 50,416 A 78 3,736 

HAWAII 
Circuit G F 18,850 18,573 99 6,729 

IDAHO 
District G C 8,902 8,760 98 2,886 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit G C 38,171 A 33,769 A 88 1,296 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Total Total Dispo- Filings 
juvenile juvenile sitions per 

Point filings and dispositions asa 100,000 
Juris- of qualifying and qualifying percentage juvenile 

State/court name: diction ....lli!lliL footnotes footnotes offilinas ~~Iation 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit G C 31,649 B 26,477 B 84 2,174 
Probate L C 688 B 695 B 101 47 
State Total 32,337 • 27,172 • 84 

IOWA 
District G A 8,060 NA 1,121 

KANSAS 
District G C 15,401 B 15,147 B 98 2,328 

KENTUCKY 
District L C 37,834 B 33,420 B 88 3,965 

LOUISIANA 
District G C 7,655 NA 624 
Family and Juvenile G C 20,237 16,378 81 1,649 
City and Parish L C 6,305 5,621 89 514 
State Total 34,197 

MAINE 
District L C 5,082 4,544 89 1,645 

MARYLAND 
Circuit G C 36,566 32,940 90 3,146 
District L C 3,310 3,296 100 285 
State Total 39,876 36,236 91 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G C 41,025 20,772 C 3,032 

MICHIGAN 
Probate L C 64,128 55,817 87 2,608 

MINNESOTA 
District G C 37,244 36,995 99 3,192 

MISSISSIPPI 
Chancery G C 3,647 A NA 488 
County L C 7,042 NA 943 
Family L C 1,077 B NA 144 
State Total 11,766 • 

MISSOURI 
Circuit G C 19,062 18,525 97 1,450 

MONTANA 
District G C 1,565 1,251 80 705 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Total Total Dispo- Filings 
juvenile juvenile sWons per 

Point filings and dispositions asa 100,000 
Juris- of qualifying and qualifying percentage juvenile 

State/court name: diction ~ footnotes footnotes of filinas ~eulation 

NEBRASKA 
County L C 4,379 4,325 99 1,021 
Separate Juvenile L C 2,484 NA 579 
State Total 6,863 

NEVADA 
District G C NA NA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
District L C 7,521 NA 2,698 

NEWJEASEY 
Superior G F 132,433 129,429 98 7,360 

NEW MEXICO 
District G C 9,191 9,157 100 2,057 

NEWYOAK 
Family L C 60,697 64,937 107 1,425 

NORTH CAROLINA 
District L C 28,074 28,839 103 1,748 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District G C 10,136 9,341 8 5,779 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas G E 145,017 144,790 100 5,180 

OKLAHOMA 
District G G NA NA 

OREGON 
Circuit G C 19,723 NA 2,724 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Court of Common Pleas G F 57,285 56,409 98 2,050 

PUERTO RICO 
Superior G C 8,388 8,294 99 

RHODE ISLAND 
Family L C 7,936 7,404 93 3,516 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Family L C 17,376 8 17,063 B 98 1,888 
Magistrate L I NA NA 
State Total 

(continued on ne>:t page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

Total Total Dispo- Filings 
juvenile juvenile sltions per 

Point filings and dispositions asa 100,000 
Juris- of qualifying and qualifying percentage Juvenile 

State/court name: diction ...!!!!:!L footnotes footnotes of filinas ~eulation 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit G 4,054 NA 2,043 

TENNESSEE 
General Sessions L B NA NA 
Juvenile L B NA NA 
State Total 

TEXAS 
District G C 13,758 A t4,553 A 106 285 
County-Level L C 2,877 A 2,835 A 99 59 
State Total 16,635 • 17,388 • 105 

UTAH 
Juvenile L C 38,118 37,741 99 6,075 

VERMONT 
District G C 1,771 1,706 96 1,238 

VIRGINIA 
District L C 97,400 B 94,825 B 97 6,473 

WASHINGTON 
Superior G A 26,346 25,131 95 2,089 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit G C 6,668 6,393 96 1,503 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit G C 38,049 37,530 99 2,952 

WYOMING 
District G C 1,576 NA 1,163 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1990. (continued) 

NOTE: All state trial courts with juvenile jurisdiction are listed in 
the table regardless of whether caseload data are 
available. Blank spaces in the table indicate that a 
particular calculation, such as the total state caseload, is 
not appropriate. State total "filings per 100,000 popula­
tion" may not equal the sum 01 the filing rates for the 
individual courts due to rounding. 

NA = Data are not available. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General Jurisdiction 
L = Limited Jurisdiction 

POINT OF FILING CODES: 

M = Missing data 
I Data element is inapplicable 
A Filing of complaint 
B At initial hearing (intake) 
C Filing of petition 
E = Issuance of warrant 
F At referral 
G Varies 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

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

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 
California-Superior Court-Total juvenile filed and 

disposed data do not include cases from one court that did 
not report for part of the year. 

Delaware-Family Court-Total juvenile filed and disposed 
data do not include status offense cases. Disposed data 
also do not include child-victim petition cases. 

District of Columbia-Superior Court-Total juvenile 
disposed data do not include most child-victim petition 
cases and are less than 75% comolete. 

Illinois-Circuit Court-Totaljuvenllo Iiled and disposed data 
do not include some reinstated and transferred cases, 

Mississippi-Chancery Court-Total juvenile filed data do 
not include cases from three counties. 

Texas-District Court-Total juvenile filed and disposed 
data do not include child-victim potltlon cases. 
-County-Level Court-Total juvenile filed and disposed 
data do not include child-victim petition cases and are 
less than 75% complete. 

B: The following courts' da.1a are overinclusive: 
Indiana-Superior and Circuit Courts-Total Juvenile filed 

and disposed data include miscellaneous domestic 
relations and some support/custody casea. 
-Probate Court-Total juvenile filed and disposed data 
include miscellaneous domestic relations cases. 

Kansas-District Court-Total juvenile filed and disposed 
data include juvenile traffic/other violation cases. 

Kentucky-District Court-Total Juvenile filed and disposed 
data include paternity cases. 

Mississippi-Family Court-Total Juvenile filed data include 
adoption and paternity cases. 

North Dakota--District Court-Total Juvenile disposed data 
include traffic/other violation cases. 

South Carolina-Family Court-Total juvenile filed and 
disposed data include traffic/other violation cases. 

Virginia-District Court-Total Juvenile filed and disposed 
data include some miscellaneous domestic relations 
cases. 

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and overinclusive: 
Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 

Juvenile disposed data include juvenile traffic cases from 
the District Court Dei:drtment, but do not include most 
cases from the Juvl:Jnile Court Department and some cases 
from the District Court Department. The data are less than 
75% complete. 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseload In State Appellate Courts, 1984·1990 

1984 1965 1966 1967 1966 1969 1990 
Number of Numborof Number of Number of Number of Number of Nurnoorof 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qUalifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes --
Sillies with one court of last resort and one Intermediate appellate court 

ALASKA 
Supreme COUrt 320 334 316 366 363 342 347 
Court of Appeals 467 446 505 469 435 404 429 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 105 A 61 A 116 A 116 A 112 A 159 A 92 
Court of Appeals 2,753 2,843 3,352 3,451 3,902 3,BSB 4,491 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 479 C 439 C 411 C 459 C 400 C 443 C 482 C 
Court of Appeals 655 646 951 949 699 1,079 1,096 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 222 A 264 A 236 A 315 A 319 A 360 A 522 
Courts of Appeal 10,116 10,252 10,035 9,965 10,954 11,542 13,012 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 256 200 205 214 197 205 226 
Court of Appeals 1,560 ',626 1,662 1,930 1,946 2,012 2,269 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court NA NA NA 56 66 274 281 
Appellate Court 1,362 B 934 B 953 B 945 995 985 1,107 

FLORIDA 
Suprema Court 567 597 629 561 510 642 617 
District Cts. of Appeal 11,770 12,262 13,502 13,661 14,195 13,924 14,366 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 663 B 692 B 616 B 640 B 639 B 674 690 
Court of Appeals 2,070 B 1,946 B 2,666 B 2,071 B 2306 B 2,361 B 2,384 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 471 B 496 B 604 B 616 B 715 B 650 B 469 
Intermediate CI. of App. 101 132 132 134 120 140 136 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 349 B 346 B 268 8 269 8 362 8 366 B 349 
Court of Appeals 146 149 174 161 227 221 215 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 118 167 218 176 275 153 199 
Appellate Court 7,134 8 7,611 B 7,550 B 7,954 8 8,119 8 8,139 8 8,191 8 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court NA NA NA 409 NA 336 199 
Court of Appeals 1,150 8 1,037 B 1,073 8 1,149 8 1,222 8 1,516 1,966 

IOWA 
Supreme Court NA NA 1,528 877 8 80~ 8 1,303 1,211 
Court of Appeals 569 730 552 618 728 678 743 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 169 177 189 214 347 179 165 
Court of Appeals 1,041 8 1,087 B 1,131 8 1,127 B 1,176 8 1,154 B 1,201 B 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 221 282 251 261 258 304 281 
Court of Appeals 2,725 3,156 2,769 2,691 2,665 2,712 2,569 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 147 B 79 B 112 135 124 108 82 
Courts of Appeal 3,870 8 3,578 8 3,695 3,846 3,967 3,562 3,835 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number 01 Number of Number 01 Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dlsposilions dlsposillons dispositions dlsposilions 
and quallfy- and quallfy- and qualify- and quallfy- and quallly- and quallfy- and qualify· 

Ina footnotes I!!U footnotes 1r!Q footnotes In2 footnotes Ina footnoles In2 footncles 1!:!1'! footnote! 

347 287 355 291 394 298 349 
449 406 589 429 403 431 387 

111 A 87 A 70 A 86A 79 A 133 A 162 
2,598 2,953 3,445 3,372 3,240 3,478 3,659 

448 C 451 C 404 C 416 C 457 C 421 C 448 
827 895 840 983 827 978 1,016 

NA NA NA 73 C 101 C 46 20 
NA NA NA 10,669 10,577 13,886 14,584 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
1,411 1,396 1,590 1,602 2,028 2,193 2,105 

NA NA NA NA NA 296 B 285 
568 B 877 B 1,055 B 893 1,026 1,135 1,107 

530 639 644 548 534 580 595 
11,941 12,540 12,847 13,591 13,559 14,073 14,503 

NA NA NA NA NA NA 502 
2,090 B NA NA 1,961 B 1,986 B 1,918 B 1,535 

454 B 516 B 691 B 579 B 609 B 749 B 565 
125 105 132 142 129 138 120 

352 B 333 B 359 B 295 B 332 B 347 B 369 
175 282 174 174 162 231 204 

120 152 207 152 292 191 185 
6,891 B 6,961 B 7,007 B 7,451 B 7,648 B 7,722 B 7,951 B 

357 ,·:i9 470 384 380 418 259 
1,137 B 1,062 B 1,116 B 1,130 B 1,137 B 1,334 1,657 

846 B 868 B 933 B 944 B 899 B 970 B 947 B 
532 637 589 578 669 799 662 

343 344 331 333 459 290 267 
1,045 B 989 B 1,106 B 1,143 B 1,174 B 1,218 B 1,152 B 

200 259 253 271 302 305 278 
2,696 2,757 2,661 2,304 2,243 2,438 2,463 

NA NA 71 123 134 105 95 
NA NA 3,944 3,380 3,429 3,646 3,517 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Case load in Siate Appellate Courts, 1984·1990. (contlnued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Numborol Numborol Numborof Numborof Numborol Numborof Numborof 
filings and IIl1ngsand filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualilying qualifying qualifying 

Slalo/Court namo: 100111010s .!20lnolos. 100lnol05 ,foolnoles foolnolos loolnolos loolnolos 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 220 B 218 B 238 B 233 B 242 e 205 B 261 
Court 01 Spec. Appeals 1,m 1,642 1,644 1,714 1,754 1,841 2,006 

MASSACHUSETIS 
S~rome Judicial Court 141 129 86 72 96 75 66 
Appeals Court 1,375 B 1,301 B 1,352 B 1,434 B 1,394 B 1,451 B 1,568 

MICHIGAN 
S~remoCourt 5 3 4 5 4 4 2 
Court 01 Appeals 4,796 5,187 NA 8,186 B 8,559 B 10,951 B 12,340 B 

MINNESOTA 
S~romo Court NA NA 175 241 271 248 282 
Court 01 Appeals NA NA 1,767 1,924 2,065 1,m 2,157 

MISSOURI 
S~romo Court 161 B 187 B 164 B 93 8 63 227 247 
Courl 01 Appeals 2,852 3,166 3,147 3,055 3,315 3,659 3,565 

NEW JERSEY 
S~romo Court 368 227 236 349 357 413 387 
Appellalo Dlv. 01 SL.p6r. CI. 6,~24 B 6,037 B 6,106 B 6,2n B 6,458 B 6,492 B 7,007 

NEW MEXICO 
S~remo Court 322 303 325 320 296 368 297 
Court 01 Appeals 572 662 671 604 648 m 797 

NORTH CAROLINA 
S~r9meCourt 230 222 249 182 147 109 116 
Court of Appeals 1,314 B 1,375 B 1,381 B 1,265 B 1,351 B 1,378 1,378 

NORTH DAKOTA 
S~reme Court 370 338 3n 382 :l67 397 429 
Court of Appeals NC NC NC NC 9 0 13 

OHIO 
Slipreme Court 338 442 491 422 500 535 682 
Court 01 Appeals 9,383 9,522 {},683 9,983 10,005 10,n1 10,721 

OREGON 
S~reme Court 205 180 145 176 192 217 194 
Court 01 Appeals 3,828 3,981 4,146 4,305 3,739 3,795 4,584 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
S~remeCourt 479 451 519 511 624 463 602 
Court 01 Appeals 404 391 351 440 307 448 370 

UTAH 
S~reme Court 640 628 623 474 443 498 566 
Court of Appeals NA NA NA 560 A 721 764 629 

VIRGINIA 
S~reme Court NA NA NA NA NA NA 13 
Court 01 Appeals NC 538 419 422 455 443 464 

WASHINGTON 
S~rElmo Court 228 B 194 B 162 B 135 B 123 B 101 B 148 B 
Court 01 Appeals 2,866 3,27Ci 3,535 3,238 3,157 3,222 3,653 

WISCONS!N 
S~reme Court 98 91 NA NA NA NA NA 
Court of Appeals 2,239 2,358 2,053 2,185 2,147 2,355 2,853 B 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number 01 Number of Numoorof Number of Number of Number of Number 01 

disposillons dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
andquatify- and quaiily- andquatily- andquatify- andqualily- andquatily- andqualily· 

Ing foolnoles i!!(! loolnoles ing loolnoles 100 loolnoles _'ng foolnotes Ing loolnoles Ing loolnoles 

230 B 232 B 188 B 222 B 183 B 221 B 244 
1,877 1,807 1,55~ 1,m 1,762 1,811 1,808 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NA NA NA NA NA NA 1,171 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NA NA NA 7,502 B 8,497 B 8,983 B 10,503 B 

NA NA 157 204 250 242 260 
NA NA 1,848 1,9111 1,949 1,872 2,042 

158 B 170 B 115 B 133 B 60 227 267 
3,159 3,177 3,206 3,259 3,145 3,331 3,568 

408 251 237 381 349 383 401 
6,262 B 6,056 B 6,611 B 6,400 B 6,494 B 6,531 B 6,284 

NA NA NA NA NA 365 A 313 
NA NA NA 853 B 690 B 741 B 763 B 

219 183 245 192 213 95 102 
1,412 B 1,464 B 1,626 B 1,310 B 1,272 B 1,188 B 1,366 

331 335 357 357 405 381 439 
NC NC NC NC 13 0 7 

320 383 414 380 462 457 531 
9,124 9,491 9,296 9,393 9,668 9,871 10,928 

390 B 296 B 262 B 313 B 322 B 301 B 271 B 
3,759 3,784 4,014 4,232 3,985 3,601 3,725 

NA NA NA 596 B 385 B 537 B 537 
441 398 374 368 367 377 367 

NA NA NA 521 B 617 B 642 B 556 B 
NA NA NA NA NA 785 B 691 B 

NA NA NA NA NA NA 13 
NC 216 476 NA NA NA NA 

176 B 184 B 209 B 148 B 154 B 127 B 139 B 
2,724 2,994 3,238 3,870 3,289 2,902 3,086 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
2,223 2,501 2,178 2,206 2,368 2,414 2,512 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984-1990. (continued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and IIlIngs and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

Slale/Court name: foolnotes foolnoles foolnol£s foolnoles foolnoles foolnoles footnotes 

States with no Intermediate appellatll court 

DELAWARE 
S!.preme Court 331 B 406 B 417 B 397 B 473 B 517 B 483 B 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 1,810 B 1,770 B 1,556 1,500 1,624 1,515 1,650 

MAINE 
S!.preme Judicial Court 61 A NA 59 A 631 C 528 C 540 622 C 

MISSISSIPPI 
S!.preme Court 838 815 1,010 891 919 773 961 

MONTANA 
S!.premeCourt NA NA 566 546 597 627 633 

NEBRASKA 
S!.preme Court 1,002 B 997 8 1,014 B 1,196 B 1,103 8 1,497 B 1,207 8 

NEVADA 
S!.preme Court 799 m 853 856 991 997 1,089 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

RHODE ISLAND 
S!.preme Court 409 403 389 323 410 455 465 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
S!.preme Court 344 B 358 8 363 8 422 B 428 8 387 8 403 B 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 623 B 575 550 538 620 619 590 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court 331 306 342 320 357 321 3f4 

States with mUlliple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court 745 798 827 998 829 908 998 
Court of Civil Appeals 532 548 530 5801 529 556 651 
Court of Criminal Appeals 1,400 1,520 1,537 1,695 1,784 2,132 2,042 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals NA NA 680 409 324 8 330 8 302 
Appellate Div. of Sup. Ct. NA 135 C NA 9,205 8 10,740 8 11,338 8 10,577 8 
Appellate Terms of Sup. Ct. NA NA NA 2,208 8 2,192 B 2.461 B 2.245 B 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 789 1,128 788 1,105 809 862 1,033 
Court of Appeals 788 635 971 931 1,362 1,373 1,323 
Court of Criminal Appeals 502 NA NA 980 B 1,046 8 1,192 8 1,445 B 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court 268 142 92 80 121 94 225 
Commonwealth Court 4,012 3,554 3,737 A 3,030 A 3,164 A 3,115 A 3,491 
St.perior Court 5,793 8 5,878 8 5,989 B 6,137 8 6,439 8 6,040 B 6,291 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions disposillonli 
and qualify- andqunlify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify-

i!!!l footnotes i!!!l footnotes i!!!l footnol9s i!!!l footnotes l!!!l footnotes i!!!l footnotes i!!!l footnotes 

354 B 373 B 415 B 419 B 407 B 480 B 553 B 

1,510 B 1,568 B 1,568 B 1,595 1,602 1,598 1,798 

494 A 506 A 521 A 495 A 507 C 452 475 C 

637 853 912 831 793 840 944 

NA NA 355 NA NA 618 B 624 

NA NA NA 964 B 1,094 B 1,2n B 1,022 B 

788 867 854 1,013 922 1,047 1,057 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

447 393 478 402 403 396 476 

NA NA NA NA 463 B 484 B 434 B 

532 B 506 535 527 593 1524 685 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

250 347 327 302 334 363 287 

NA 797 940 1,017 994 1520 569 
536 516 548 518 576 528 641 

1,480 1,424 1,745 1,819 1,n4 1,927 1,904 

391 401 350 369 369 B 295 287 
NA 135 C NA 13,392 B 13,225 B 14,534 B 12,540 B 
NA NA NA 2,133 B 2,124 B 2,034 B 2,179 B 

229 A 149 A 174 A 813 B 852 B NA NA 
801 693 856 728 1,215 1,337 1,038 
645 404 536 626 693 773 n4 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NA NA NA 4,053 B 4,392 B 3,973 B 3,519 B 

5,908 B 8,355 B 7,410 B 6,253 B 6,416 B 6,218 B 6,079 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984-1990. (continued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qUalifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court 216 139 146 170 161 161 107 
Court of Appeals 951 999 1,173 1,003 8B9 B89 980 
Court of Criminal Appeals 868 B 850 B 8B5 B 811 B 994 994 1,002 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 0 2 3 3 3 3 
Court of Criminal Appeals 1,959 1,998 2,221 2,450 3,578 3,504 2,281 
Courts of Appeals 7,386 7,954 7,832 7,857 8,250 B,B13 8,062 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
and qualHy- and qualify- and qualify- and quamy- and quaIHy- and qualify- and qualKy-

i;'lg footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes lng footnotes Ing footnotes Ing footnotes 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
1,010 1,010 1,330 1,033 1,015 B 1,015 B 924 

851 B 891 B 946 B 747 B 794 B 794 B 843 8 

0 1 2 3 3 1 3 
2,237 2,084 2,027 2,448 3,546 3,806 2,487 
8,274 7,981 8,161 7,824 7,984 8,416 8,134 
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Table 13: Mandatory Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984-1990. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR = Court of last resort 
lAC = Intermediate appellate court 

NOTE: 

NA = Indicates that the data are unavailable. 
NJ = Indicates that the court does not have jurisdiction. 
NC = Indicates that the court did not exist during that year. 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

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

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

disciplinary cases. 
Oklahoma-Supreme Court-Disposed data for 1984- 1986 

do not include mandatory appeals of final Judgments, 
mandatory disciplinary cases and mandatory inter­
locutory decisions. 

Pennsylvania-Commonwealth Court-Data for 1986- 1989 
do not include transfers from the Superior Court and Court 
of Common Pleas. 

Utah-Court of Appeals-Data represent an 11-month 
reporting period. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Connecticut-Appellate Court-Data for 1984-1986 include a 

few discretionary petitions that were granted review. 
Delaware-Supreme Court-Data include some discretion­

ary petitions and filed data include discretionary 
petitions that were granted. 

District of Columbia-Court of Appeals-Data for 1984 and 
1985 include discretionary petitions that were granted 
and refiled as appeals. 

Georgia-Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed data for 
1984-1988 include a few discretionary petitions that 
were granted and refiled as appeals. 
-Court of Appeals-Total mandatory data include all 
discretionary petitions that were granted and reliled as 
appeals. 

Hawaii-Supreme Court-Data include a few discretionary 
petitions granted. 

Idaho-Supreme Court-Data include discretionary 
petitions that were granted. 

Illinois-Appellate Court-Data include all discretionary 
petitions. 

Indiana-Court of Appeals-Data for 1984-1988 include all 
discretionary petitions. 

Iowa-Supreme Court-Data inl;lude some discretionary 
petitions that were dismissed by the court. 

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 1985 include 
refiled discretionary petitions that Were granted review. 

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

Massachusetts-Appeals Court-Data include all discre­
tionary petitions. 

Michigan-Court of Appeals-Data include discretionary 
petitions. 

Missouri-Supreme Court-Data include discretionary 
petitlont>. that were granted and refiled as appeals. 

Montana-Supreme Court-Data include discretionary 
petitions. 

Nebraska-Supreme Court-Data include discretionary 
petitions. 

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

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

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

Oklahoma-Court of Criminal Appeals-Data include all 
discretionary petitions. 

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

Pennsylvania-Superior Court-Data for 1984-89 include all 
discretionary petitions disposed that were granted. 

South Dakota-Supreme Court-Data include discretionary 
advisory opinions. 

Tennessee-Court of Criminal Appeals-Data include all 
discretionary petitions. 

Vermont-Supreme Court-Data for 1984 include discre­
tionary petitions that were granted and decided. 

Washington-Supreme Court-Data include some discre­
tionary petitions. 

C: The following courts' data are both incomplete and 
overinclusive: 
Arkansas-Supreme Court-Data include a few discretion­

ary petitions, but do not include mandatory attorney 
disciplinary cases and certified questions from the 
federal courts. 

Maine-Supreme JUdicial Court Sitting as Law Court-Data 
include discretionary petitions, but do not include 
mandatory disciplinary and advisory opinion cases. 
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseload In State Appellate Courts, 1984-1990 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: f~ footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

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

ALASKA 
Supreme Court 221 194 313 219 244 251 231 
Court 01 Appeals 63 64 83 54 62 62 61 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 1,016 B 1,161 B 1,156 B 995 B 1,018 B 1,004 B 1044 B 
Court of Appeals 50 40 49 51 60 52 83 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Court of Appeals NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 3,991 4,346 4,808 4,558 4,351 4,214 4,622 
Courts of Appeal 5,838 5,938 6,234 6,732 7,005 6,966 7,236 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 813 767 783 756 825 993 1,072 
Appellate Court NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 1,056 1,175 1,097 1,270 1,316 1,111 1303 
District Courts of Appeal 1,970 1,975 2,294 2,282 2,285 2,259 2457 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 941 975 980 1.006 998 1.101 1.079 
Court of Appeals 623 641 647 733 717 809 794 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 32 41 43 57 45 42 43 
Intermediate CI. of App. NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 60 92 77 82 76 91 77 
Court of Appeals NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 1,675 1,579 1,637 1,673 1,558 1,558 1582 
Appellate Court NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court NA NA NA 404 NA 565 690 
Court of Appeals NA NA NA NA NA 81 112 

IOWA 
Supreme Court NA NA 352 327 371 NA NA 
Court of Appeals NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court NA NA NA NA NA 526 461 
Court of Appeals NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 986 813 847 693 A 686 A 748 A 753 A 
Court of Appeals 79 96 94 90 92 89 59 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 2.126 A 2,313 A 2,455 2,673 2,657 2,776 2684 
Courts of Appeal 1,842 2,538 3,016 3,541 3.877 4,189 3980 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
and quallfy- and quallfy- and quallfy- and quallfy- and quallfj- and quallfy- and qualify-
In~ footnotes In~ footnotes II![ footnotes .l!!1!ootnotes In~ footnotes In~ footnotes In~ footnotes 

220 197 290 231 255 243 235 
77 54 99 54 66 56 64 

1,048 B 1,07a B 1,156 B 1,054 B 905 B 995 B 1006 B 
59 45 48 45 63 53 56 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

NA NA NA 4,004 4,052 4,442 4442 
NA Nil NA 6,776 7,334 7,070 7438 

NA NA NA 1,036 B 1,001 B 1,215 B 1261 B 
NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

1,060 1,123 1,260 1,223 1,426 965 
1,669 1,683 1,751 1,897 1,839 1,893 

NA NA NA 1,524 B 1,615 B 1,885 B 1559 B 
629 NA NA 701 683 706 794 

35 39 45 58 42 45 43 
NJ NJ MJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

55 99 71 76 84 88 86 
NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NoJ 

1,715 1,673 1,622 1,633 1,482 1,484 1,498 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

356 325 355 437 494 599 629 
NA NA NA NA NA 76 116 

479 A 497 A 520 A 317 A 291 A 303 A 311 
NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

793 1,044 898 706 A 678 A 640 A 718 
73 87 107 71 77 89 76 

NA NA 2,230 2,660 2,404 2,633 2,870 
NA NA 2,935 3,460 3,802 4,138 3,945 
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Case load in State Appellate Courts, 1984-1990. (continued) 

1984 19B5 19B6 19B7 19B8 19B9 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: foolnotes footnoles footnotes footnotes footnoles footnotes footnotes 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 761 713 607 655 6B2 59B 626 
Court of Special Appeals 30B 192 240 294 220 230 204 

MASSACHUSETIS 
Supreme Judicial Court 1,246 1,336 1,473 336 563 592 444 
Appeals Court NA NA NA NA BB6 959 916 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 2,347 2,069 2,042 2,082 2,662 2,B05 2507 
Court of Appeals NA 2,249 NA NA NA NA NA 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 846 9B1 989 1,033 1,056 B57 B09 
Court 0/ Appeals NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 1,142 A 1,053 A 1,3B2 A 1,3B2 A 1,354 A 1,4B2 A 1217 A 
Appellate Div. of Super. CI. NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court 174 155 202 350 295 366 414 
Court 01 Appeals 57 68 52 57 64 44 46 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 541 620 735 676 636 447 626 
Court 0/ Appeals 471 484 546 4B3 446 385 451 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court NA NA NA NA 6 0 NA 
Court 0/ Appeals NC NC NC NC NA NA NA 

OHIO 
Supreme Court 1,704 1,644 1,733 1,846 1,770 1,686 1872 
Court 0/ Appeals NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

OREGON 
Supreme Court B70 903 990 1,OB6 857 709 791 
Court 0/ Appeals NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court NA NA 24 A 32 A 26 A 43 A 61 
Court 0/ Appeals NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

UTAH 
Supreme Court 72 42 51 30 61 36 48 
Court 01 Appeals NA NA NA 10 20 NA NA 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court 1,915 1,043 1,193 1,441 1,439 1,573 1,740 
Court 0/ Appeals NC 1,103 1,113 1,201 1,291 1,523 1,570 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 881 C 906 C 897 C 1,151 C 947 A 821 A 891 A 
Court 0/ Appeals 263 32() 371 346 372 31B 351 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court 718 761 836 869 915 896 842 
Court of Appeals 245 228 241 221 228 191 NA 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dlsposUlons dlsposhlons disposUlons dlsposhlons dlsposhlons dlsposhlons disposhlons 
and qualify· and qualify· and qualify· and qualify· and qualify. and qualifY· and qualifY· 

Ing footnotes Ing footnotes Ing footnotes Ing footnotes Ing footnotes Ing footnotes Ing footnotes 

785 678 700 562 776 543 608 
308 192 185 294 220 230 204 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NA NA NA NA NA NA 916 

2,495 B 2,314 8 2,397 8 2,168 8 2,254 8 2,453 8 2,755 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

812 A 980 A 953 A 997 A 1,064 871 823 
NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

1,075 A 1,025 A 1,378 A 1,411 A 1,398 A 1,472 A 1,200 A 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

NA NA NA NA NA 344 402 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

465 665 748 637 727 397 601 
423 462 560 483 446 385 431 

NA NA NA NA 5 0 NA 
NC NC NC NC NA NA NA 

1,293 1,428 1,532 1,59B 1,621 1,372 1,413 
NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

NA 873 1,013 1,042 871 733 707 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

1,919 1,321 1,095 1,169 1,655 1,800 A 1,610 
NC 637 881 1,743 1,454 1,777 2,140 

905 C 907 C 786 C 1,093 C 1,060 A 829 A 883 A 
270 283 317 388 388 305 354 

721 8 699 765 725 866 802 728 
209 228 241 1BB 162 148 NA 

(continued on next page) 

Part III: 1990 State Court Caseload Tables • 163 



TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984·1990, 
(continued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of NlJmberof 
filings and filings and filings and filings and IIl1ngsand filings and filings and 
qualifying qUalifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

Stale/Court name: fool notes footnotes foolnotes fool not es fool notes foolnoles footnotes 

Stotes with no Intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court 5 A 3 A 3 A 4 A 4 A 6A 1 A 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 85 81 76 96 61 49 45 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court 2 4 3 2 0 43 64 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court NA NA 36 25 31 6 NA 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court 603 A 574 A 534 A 516 A 504 567 627 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court 202 288 168 219 189 179 177 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 27 A 17 A 32 A 27 A 35 A 39 A 49 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 25 19 24 31 32 34 32 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court ('1 Appeals 1,282 1,372 1,585 2,037 1.621 1,644 1,623 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

ALABAMA 
States with multiple appellate courts et any level 

Supreme Court 712 606 763 713 765 806 867 
.Court 0/ Civil Appeals NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 
Court of Criminal Appeals NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

NEW YORK 
Court 0/ Appeals NA NA NA NA 4,280 4,411 4,499 
Appellate Div. of Sup. Ct. NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Appellate Terms of Sup. CI. NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 388 295 340 293 295 443 446 
Court 0/ Appeals NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 
Court of Criminal Appeals 284 NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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I 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dlsposillons dispositions dispositions 
and qualffy- and qualHy- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualHy- and qualHy-

Ina footnotes Ina footnotes Ina footnotes Ina footnotes Ina footnotes Ina footnotes Ina footnotes 

5 A 2 A 3 A 4 A 3 A 5 A 5 A 

NA n 72 87 65 49 45 

52 68 67 40 NA NA NA 

2 4 3 2 0 32 59 

NA NA 19 NA NA NA NA 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

550 A 602 A 415 A 451 A 543 532 567 

218 219 199 241 178 169 197 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

26 20 21 26 32 35 36 

1,124 1,268 1,396 1,909 1,775 1,735 1,586 

NA NA NA NA NA NA tJA 

NA 588 582 654 603 1,104 1,248 
NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 
NJ N.I NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

3,477 3,505 3,549 3,478 3,392 3,621 3,808 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 237 231 NA NA 
NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

256 267 264 283 291 312 412 
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984·1990. (continued) 

1984 1985 1986 
Number of Number of Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 

filings and filings and 

Stale/Court name: 
'.!ualifying qualifying 

f~ footnotes f~ 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court 1,537 2,579 
Commonwealth Court 82 81 
Superior Court NA NA 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court 842 772 
Court of Appeals 57 82 
Court of Criminal Appeals NA NA 

TeXAS 
Supreme Court 1,130 1,169 
Court of Criminal Appeals 1,281 1,360 
Courts of Appeal NJ NJ 

COURT TYPE; 

COLA = Court of last resort 
lAC Intermediate appellate court 

NOTE: 

NA = Indicates that the data are unavailable. 
NC = Indicates that the court did not exist during thai year. 
NJ = Indicates that the court does not have jurisdiction. 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

2,242 
NA 
NA 

765 
74 
NA 

1,228 
1,360 

NJ 

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

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

discretionary InterloclJtory decision cases, which ara 
reported with mandatory Jurisdiction cases. 

Iowa-Supreme Court-Data do not include some discre­
tionary original proceedings. 

Kentucky-Supreme Court-Data for 1987,1988, 1989 and 
1990 do not incluclo some unclassified discretionary 
petitions. 

Louisiana-Supreme Court-Data for 1984 and 1985 do not 
include some discretionary petitions that are reported 
with mandatory Jurisdiction caseload. 

Missouri-Supreme Court-Disposed data for 1984-1987 do 
not include a few original proceedings. 

New Hampshire-Supreme Court-Data for 1984-1987 
include dlscretlonar)' judge disciplinary cases. 

1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
f~ f~ footnotes f~ 

1,936 2,207 2,227 3,645 
115 45 29 36 
NA NA NA NA 

758 758 82u 731 
77 77 103 109 
NA NA 67 55 

1,176 1,243 1,126 1,206 
1,339 1,416 1,792 1,380 

NJ NJ NJ NJ 

New Jersey-Supreme Court-Data do not include discre­
tionary Interlocutory decisions. 

South Dakota-Supreme Court-Data do not include 
advleory opinions that are reported wilh mandatory 
Jurisdiction cases. 

South Carolina-Supremo Court-Data for 1986, 1987, 
1988, and 1989 do not include discretionary petitions 
that Were denied or otherwise dismissed/withdrawn or 
settled. 

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

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

disciplinary cases. 
Colorado-Supreme Court-Disposed data include manda· 

tory Jurisdiction cases. 
Georgia-Supreme Court-Disposed data for 1987, 1988, 

1989, and 1990 represents some double counting because 
they include all mandatory appeals and discretionary 
eppea!s that were granted and refiled as appeals. 

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

Wisconsin-Supreme Court-Data for 1984 include all 
disposed mandatory Jurisdiction cases. 

C: The following courts data are both incomplete and 
overinclusive: 
Washington-Supreme Court-Data for 1984·1987 include 

mandatory certified questions from the federal courts, 
but do not include some discretionary petitions. 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify-

ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes , Ing footnotes Ing footnotes Ing footnotos Ing footnotes 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 1,087 1,087 1,057 772 
57 82 74 77 77 97 74 
NA NA NA NA NA 35 36 

1,034 1,187 1,166 1,261 1,168 1,096 1,166 
1,081 1,046 1,100 1,672 1,437 2,107 1,352 

NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 
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-... TABLE 15: Felony Caseload In State Trial Courts, 1984-1990 
~ 
• 

\J) 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 - Number of Number of Numt>grof Number of Number of Number of Number of III -.. 
CI) filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and fiJingsand 

~ qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

§. State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnol.es footnotes 

~ General jurisdiction courts 
Ct: 
CI) 

0- ALABAMA III 
Circuit NA NA NA NA NA NA 31,807 Q.. 

C/) 

iii" ALASKA 
~ Superior NA NA 2,658 2,661 2,526 2,757 2,718 -o· 
C/) 
'. ARIZONA 
):. Superior 
:J 

15,360 17,295 20,653 21,444 22,176 23,981 26,057 

:J 
c::: ARKANSAS lU - Circuit 17,993 B 21,425 B 21,944 8 24,805 B 22,110 B 24,842 B 25,755 B 
:0 
{g 

CAUFORNIA 0 
~ Superior 74,412 B 82,372 B 94,779 B 104,906 B 115,595 B 132,486 C 150,975 C 
-... 
to 
to COLORADO c 

District 14,783 15,804 16,087 16,223 17,391 19,284 20,212 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior· 3,879 4,179 4,512 4,985 6,204 6,194 5,268 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior 10,583 12,399 16,207 19,986 21,472 21,;332 20,138 

FLORIDA 
Circuit 173,420 B NA 146,449 B 159,701 B 184,532 B 199,111 B 192,976 B 

GEORGIA 
Superior 33,725 36,182 37,146 45,104 53,984 63,977 66,275 

HAWAII 
Circuit" 2,969 C 2,878 C 2,842 C 2,766 C 2,909 C 3,115 C 3,025 C 



TABLE 15: Felony Casaload in State Tria! Courts, 1984-1990. (continued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and fifingsand filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

~Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

IDAHO 
District NA 4,006 NA NA 4,747 5,260 5,725 

ILUNOIS 
Circuit 46,107 B 45,925 B 47,075 B 46,342 B 58,289 B 69,114 B 74,541 C 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit- 13,519 B 14,894 B 18,436 B 19,804 B 21,313 B 26,358 B 27,681 B 

IOWA 
District 7,658 B 7,970 B 7,692 B 8,230 B !l,666 B 10,481 B 10,884 B 

KANSAS 
District 11,397 10,470 11,106 11,500 12,188 12,631 12,197 

KENTUCKY 
Circuit 13,961 B 13,439 B 13,380 B 13,5CO B 12,518 B 14,411 B 14,881 B 

LOUISIANA 
District NA NA NA NA NA NA 23,621 

"'tJ 
Q) 

MAINE ::l-
Superior 3,189 3,656 3,583 3,612 3,657 4,142 4,745 

..... 
to MARYLAND 
to Circuit 31,757 C NA 44,656 C 50,939 C 53,229 C 56,775 C 55,755 C 0 
(fJ 
Ej MASSACHUSETIS -tT) Trial Court of the Commonwealth NA NA NA 6,790 6,075 5,583 6,271 
0 
0 

MINNESOTA c 
::l- District 11,777 12,208 12,366 13,008 13,637 13,607 14,747 
0 
Q) 
en 
tT) 

0' 
Q) {continued on next page} a. 
-f 
Q) 
0-
CD 
en 
• 

..... 
O"J 
to 



..... TABLE 15: Felony Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1990. (continued) 
C:l 

C/) 
i984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 iii" ..... Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of (!) 

C) filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
0 qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying c:: 
~ StateiCourt name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

~ MISSOURI 30,305 B 30,494 B 32,796 B 34,971 B 36,965 B 39,952 B 40,968 B C/) 
(!) Circuit 0-
tu 
Q. MONTANA 2,378 C 2,574 C 2,591 C 2,443 C 2,726 C 2,710 C 2,966 C 
C/) 
n;- District 

~ 
NEBRASKA g: 

C/) District 2,878 B NA NA 3,445 B 4,024 B 4,823 B 5,105 B '. 

> 
NEW HAMPSHIRE ::::J 

::::J Superior 3,813 4,198 4,857 5,527 6,079 6,599 6,678 c: 
~ 
::0 NEW JERSEY 
{g Superior 37,135 37,784 38,443 41,198 43,837 53,215 57.223 
0 
~ 
..... NEW YORK 
(Q Supreme and County" 49,191 B 51,034 B 56,356 B 62,940 B 67,177 B 79,025 B 79,322 B (Q 
c 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior 42,160 40,915 44,980 51,210 55,284 62,752 69,810 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 1,284 B 1,312 B 1,390 B 1,487 B 1,497 B 1,444 B 1,637 B 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 37,073 36,249 38,374 39,376 43,613 51,959 55,949 

OKLAHOMA 
District 24,178 B 24,673 B 25,782 B 26,438 B 25,997 B 26,482 B 27,541 B 

OREGON 
Circuit 19,913 20,682 22,533 24,591 26,859 27,248 28,523 



TABLE 15: Felony Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1990. (continued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
fiJingsand fiJingsand fiJingsand fiJingsand fiJingsand fiJingsand filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Court of CQmmon Pleas 86,083 8 NA 98,880 8 106,972 8 113,605 8 128,478 8 139,699 8 

PUERTO RICO 
Superior 14,511 8 15,516 8 20,073 8 20,314 8 21,532 8 21,548 B 23,328 8 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior 4,232 4,780 4,360 4,278 6,685 6,740 6,011 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit 2,606 3,088 3,182 3,275 3,257 3,388 4.072 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery 33,994 8 NA 38,656 8 41,533 8 NA 50,412 B 55,622 8 

TEXAS 
District 87,249 93,968 111,331 119,395 122,903 139,611 147,230 

UTAH 
District 3,937 8 NA 5,055 8 4,320 8 4,182 8 4,215 B 4,608 B 

"U VERI\1ONT Po) 
::l. District 1,837 1,897 2,177 2,111 2,115 1,993 2,202 

Superior 8 6 1 85 112 138 53 
...... 
co VIRGINIA co 
0 Circuit 42,642 43,096 
C/) 

45,646 49,481 53,445 63,304 64,053 

Q) 
WASHINGTON -CD 

Superior '15,432 17,885 19,693 21,071 25,476 28,121 26,914 0 
0 
c: WEST VIRGINIA ::l. 
0 Circuit 4,724 B 4,707 B 4,546 B 4,885 B 4,291 B 4,121 B 4,071 B 
Po) 
CJ) 

CD (continued on next page) 
0 
Po) 
a. 

~ c:r 
CD 
CJ) 

...... 

" ..... 

I 
~ 
I 



-.. TABLE 15: Felony Caseload in State Trial Courts. 1984-1990. (continued) 
~ 

1984 1985 1986 1CS7 1988 1989 1990 

C/) Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
ru filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and ..... 

qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying (1) 

~ State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 
c:: 
~ WISCONSIN 
C) Circuit 13,607 14.549 14,470 13.802 14,484 17.625 18.738 III en 
(1) 

WYOMING 0-
III District 1.462 1,468 1,466 1.353 1.480 1.591 1.503 Q.. 
C/) 
ru 
~ Limited Jurisdiction courts ..... CALIFORNIA o· en Justice 10,165 B 10.700 B 10.571 B 11.640 B 12.076 B 11,628 C 11.025 C '. 
)::. Municipal 133.315 B 145.133 B 163.959 B 185.995 B 197.176 B 210.615 B 228.340 C 
:::J 
:::J 

DELAWARE c:: a Court of Common Pleas 656 520 726 819 804 787 736 
::0 

{g HAWAII 
0 

District 381 230 256 235 229 409 508 ~ 
-.. 
(Q 

INDIANA (Q 
Co:) County 7.442 B 8.623 B 8.437 B 8.271 B 7.602 B 7.261 B 7,443 B 

Municipal Court of Marion County NA NA 8.789 B 8,517 B 6,451 B 7.045 B 5.803 B 

MAINE 
District NA NA NA 4.263 B 4.936 B 5.255 8 5.520 B 

MICHIGAN 
District NA NA 18.568 20,445 20.036 22.029 23.217 
Municipal NA NA 307 178 191 264 186 

OHIO 
County 856 1.199 1.048 1.139 1.112 1,278 1,349 
Municipal 17.354 16,561 18.371 20.222 23.643 31,475 33.552 
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1990. (continued) 

1984 1985 
Number of Numbarof 
filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes 

PENNSYLVANIA 
District Justice 147,535 B NA 

VIRGINIA 
District NA 42,412 

1986 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

NA 

49,685 

1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

52,331 B 55,352 8 64,095 B 67,348 B 

51,358 52,739 57,786 60,909 



TABLE 15: Felony Case load in State Trial Courts, 1984-1990. (continued) 

NOTE: The footnoting scheme has been consolidated. Footnotes 
for 1984-1987 have been translated into the foolnote 
scheme for 1988, 1989, and 1990. 

NA = Data were unavailable or net comparable. 

QUAUFYING FOOTNOTES: 

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 

Puerto Rico-superior Court-Felony data include appeals. 
Tennessee-Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery Court-Felony 

data include misdemeanor and some criminal appeals 
cases. 

Utah-District Court-Felony data include misdemeanor 
and criminal appeals cases, and some postconvlction 
remedy and sentence review only proceedings. 

West Virginia-Circuit Court-Felony data include OWl/llUI 
cases. 

Michigan-District Court-Felony data do not include cases 
from several courts. C: The following courts' data are incomplete and overindusive: 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Arkansas-Circuit Court-Felony data include OWI/OUI 

cases. 
Califomia-Superior Court-Felony data for 1984-1988 

include OWI/OUI cases. 
-Justice Court-Felony data for 1984-1988 include 
preliminary hearing bindovers and transfers. 
-Municipal Court-Felony data for 1984-1989 include 
preliminary hearing bindovers and transfers. 

Florida-Circuit Court-Felony data include misdemeanor, 
OWI/OUI, and miscellaneous criminal cases. 

Illinois-Circuit Court-Felony data include preliminary 
hearings for courts "doWnstate." 

Indiana-Superior and Circuit Courts-Felony data include 
OWI/OUI cases. 
-County Court-Felony data include OWI/OUI cases. 
-Municipal Court of Marion County-Felony data include 
OWI/OUI cases. 

Iowa-District Court-Felony data include third-offense OWl/ 
OUI cases. 

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

Maine-District Court-Felony data include preliminary 
hearings. 

Missouri-Circuit Court-Felony data include some OWilOUI 
cases. 

Nebraska-District Court-Felony data include misde­
meanor and OWI/OUI cases. 

New York-Supreme and County Courts-Felony data 
include OWI/OUI cases. 

North Dakota-District Court-Felony data include sentence 
review only and postconvlction remedy proceedings. 

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

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Felony data 
include misdemeanor, OWI/OUI, and some criminal 
appeals cases. 
-District Justice Court-Felony data include OWI/DUI 
cases. 
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Califomia-Superior Court-Felony data for 1989 include 
OWI/OUI cases, but do not include partial year data from 
several courts. Data for 1990 include OWI/OUI cases, but 
do not include partial year data from one court. 
-Justice Court-Felony data for 1989 and 1990 include 
preliminary hearing bindovers and transfers, but do not 
include partial year data from several courts for 1989, and 
one court for 1990. 
-Municipal Court-Felony data for 1990 include prelimi­
nary hearing bindovers and transfers, but do not indude 
partial year data from one court. 

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

lliinois-Circuit Court-Felony data for 1990 include 
preliminary hearings for courts downstate, but do not 
include some reinstated and transferred cases. 

Maryland-Circuit Court-Felony data include some 
misdemeanor cases, but do not include some cases. 

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

Additional information: 
Connecticut-Superior Court-Figures for felony filings do 

not match those reported in the 1984, 1985, and 1986 
State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annual Reports. Felony 
filings have been adjusted to include only triable felonies 
so as to be comparable to 1987, 1988, 1989, and 1990 
data. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Figures for felony filings do not match 
those reported in the 1984, 19135, and 1986 State Court 
Case/oad Statistics: Annua/ Reports. Misdemeanor cases 
have been included to allow comparability with 1987, 
1988, 1989, and 1990 data. 

Indiana-Superior and Circuit Courts-County COUrl- 1985-
1990 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 oHllings 
due to the change to an individual calendaring system in 
1986. 



TABLE 16: Tort Caseload In State Trial Courts, 1984G 1990 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnctes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

General Jurisdiction courts 

ALASKA 
Superior NA 2,096 2,344 1,664 937 851 826 

ARIZONA 
Superior 9,173 10,748 11,888 12,260 20,490 12,559 15,418 

ARKANSAS 
Circuit NA 5,382 5,541 5,606 5,132 5,000 5,045 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior 97,068 112,049 130,206 137,455 132,378 131,900 A 121,960 A 

COLORADO 
District 4,199 4,537 6,145 3,666 4,506 5,490 5,886 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior NA 12,742 13,754 15,385 15,741 16,955 16,477 

""'0 
FLORIDA m 

~ Circuit" 26,815 A 29,864 A 34,027 A 33,622 A 34,325 A 36,606 A 38,652 A 
.. 
-" HAWAII to 
to Circuit 1,611 A 1,676 A 1,749 A 1,785 A 1,736 A 1,793 A 2,065 A 
0 
en 

IDAHO §t 
Cl) District 1,729 A 2,010 A 2,118 A 1,757 A 1,453 A 1,478 A 1,417 A 
() 
0 INDIANA c: 
~ Superior and Circuit NA NA NA NA NA 5,697 6,719 
() 
m 

KANSAS en 
Cl) 

District 4,033 4,061 4,273 4,380 4,595 4,513 4,010 '0 
£\) 
a. (continued on next page) 
-I 
m 
0" 
CD 
en 

-" 
--..J 
01 



~ TABLE 16: Tort Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1990. (continuecij 
~ 
• 

C/) 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 - Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of III -(l) lilingsand lilingsand filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
() qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 0 
r::: State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 
~ 
() 

MAINE III 
(I) 

Superior 2,063 2,072 2,044 1,786 1,776 1,950 1,878 (l) 

Ci 
III 

MARYLAND 0.. 
C/) Circuit 
til 

10,826 A 10,120 A 12,373 A 12,938 A 14,170 A 14,274 A 14,908 A 

~ MICHIGAN -o· Circuit NA 22,811 32,612 29,756 30,966 32,663 38,784 
(I) 
'. 
):. ivilNNESOTA 
::l 

District NA NA 10,356 10,739 10,125 9,658 7,135 ::l 
r::: 
III - MISSOURI :0 
~ Circuit NA NA NA NA NA NA 21,680 
0 
~ MONTANA ..... 

District 1,640 1,870 1,836 1,792 1,541 1,613 1,651 (Q 
(Q 
c 

NEVADA 
District NA NA NA NA 4,329 4,799 5,295 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior 41,722 A 42,141 A 45,547 A 46,671 A 56,186 A 58,193 A 59,428 A 

NEW MfXICO 
Metropolitan Court of 

Bernalillo County NA NA NA 1,497 1,401 1,835 1,357 

NEW YORK 
Suprema and County 37,847 35,549 32,011 34,249 30,709 29,922 31,241 



TABLE 16: Tort Caselcad in State Trial Courts, 1984-1990. (continued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior NA 8,062 8,897 8,981 7,639 7,879 8,175 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 550 512 561 551 552 602 744 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 22,149 25,518 28,225 29,375 28,614 29,039 34,488 

PUERTO RICO 
Superior 3,968 B 4,388 B 4,558 B 4,811 B 4,077 B 5,579 B 6,095 B 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, and 

Chancery 11,775 12,565 13,167 13,597 NA 13,501 13,453 

TEXAS 
District 34,224 37,596 38,238 40,764 36,597 36,710 39,648 

UTAH 
-0 District 1,433 B 1,245 B 2.527 B 1.335 B 1,404 B 1.233 B 1,631 B PJ 
;::1. 

- WASHINGTON 
...... Superior 
co 

8,997 9.747 19.515 8,007 8,746 10,146 10,147 

co 
0 WISCONSIN 
SQ Circuit NA NA a NA 9,545 9.534 9.152 9,669 

CD 

0 
(continued on next page) 0 

c: 
;::1. 

0 
PJ en 
CD 
0" 
PJ a. 
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CD en 

...... 

....... 

....... 



..... TABLE 16: Tort Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1990. (continued) 
~ 
• 

C/) 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 - Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of III -C!) filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 

~ qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
c: State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 
~ 

~ 
(I) 

Umlted jurlsdl~tion courts 

Cl) 

0- ALASKA 
III 

District NA 860 A 4,069 A 1,071 A 445 A 474 A 341 A Q. 
C/) 
iii" FLORIDA 
~ County NA NA 42,229 52,491 53,992 57,375 60,796 -0' 
(I) 

HAWAII '. 
:b District 
::l 

693 652 738 937 781 870 1,062 
::l 
c: INDIANA III - City and Town NA NA NA NA NA 2,626 3,672 :0 

{g County NA NA NA NA NA 52 44 
0 Municipal Court of 
~ Marion County NA NA NA NA NA NA 51 ..... 
(Q 
(Q NORTH DAKOTA <:) 

County NA NA NA 22 28 18 12 

OHIO 
County 519 464 463 406 410 528 430 
Municipal 13,503 12,992 13,999 15,505 15,373 15,078 14,674 

PUERTO RICO 
District 1,550 B 1,579 B 1,779 B 1,729 B 1,860 B 2,010 B 1,932 B 

TEXAS 
County-Level 7,143 8,242 9,833 11,314 12,188 11,437 12,355 



TABLE 16: Tort Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-90. (continued) 

NOTE: The footnoting scheme has been consolidated. 
Footnotes for 1984-1987 have been translated into the 
footnote scheme for 1988, 1989, and 1990. 

NA = Data were unavailable or not comparable. 

QUAUFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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 unclassi­
fied civil cases. 

California-Superior Court-Tort data for 1989 do not include 
partial data from several courts. Data for 1990 do not 
include partial data from one court. 

Florida-Circuit Court-Data do not include professional tort 
cases reported with other civil cases. 

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

Idaho-District Court-Data do not include some cases 
reported with unclassified civil cases. 

Maryland-Circuit Court-Data do not include some cases 
reported with unclassified civil cases. 

New Jersey-Superior Court-Data do not includo some 
cases reported with unclassified civil casas. The unit of 
count for civil cases changed for 1989 and 1990, but tor1 
data were adjusted using the unit of count from previous 
years so data are comparable. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Puerto Rico-Superior Court-Tort data Include appeals. 

-District Court-Tort data Include appeals. 
Utah-District Court-Tort data Include dam novo appeals 

from the Justice of the Peace Courts. 

Additional court information: 
Colorado-District and Denver Superior Courts-The Denver 

Superior Court was abolished 11/14/86 and the caseload 
absorbed by the District Court. 

Florida-Circuit Court-Figures for tort filings do not match 
those reported in the 1986, 1987, 1988, 1989, and 1990 
State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports. Profes­
sional tort cases have been removed so as to be compa­
rable to 1984 and 1985 data. 
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1990 STATE COURT STRUCTURE CHARTS 
• • • • • • • • • 

An Exp~anatory 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 informa­
tion, such as the number of authorized justices, judges, 
and magistrates (or other judicial officers). Each court 
system's subject matter jurisdiction is indicated using the 
Court Statistics Project case types. Information is also 
provided on the use of districts, circuits, or divisions in 
organizing the courts within the system and the number 
of courts, where this coincides with a basic government 
unit. 

The case types, which define a court system's sub­
ject matter jurisdiction, require the most explanation. This 
is done separately for appellate and trial court systems. 

Appellate Courts 

The rectangle representing each appellate cou rt con­
tains information on the number of authorized justices; 
the number of geographic diviSions, if any, that are 
maintained; whether court decisions are made en banc, 
in panels, or both; and the Court Statistics Project case 
types that are heard by the court. The case types are 
shown separately for mandatory and discretionary cases. 
The case types themselves are defined in other Court 
Statistics Project publications, especially 1984 State 
Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Report­
ing and State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989. 

An appellate court can have both mandatory and 
discretionary jurisdiction over the same Court Statistics 
Project case type. This arises, in part, because the Court 
Statistics Project case types are defined broadly in order 
to be applicable to every state's courts. There are, for 
example, only two appellate Court Statistics Project case 
typesforcriminal appeals: capital and noncapital. Acourt 
may have mandatory jurisdiction over felony cases, but 
discretionary jurisdiction over misdemeanors. The list of 
case types would include "criminal" for both mandatory 
and discretionary jurisdiction. The duplication of a case 
type under both headings can also occur if appeals from 
one lower court for that case type are mandatory, while 
appeals from another lower court are discretionary. Also, 
statutory provisions or court rules in some states auto­
matically convert a mandatory appeal into a discretionary 
petition-for example, when an appeal is not filed within 
a specified time limit. A more comprehensive description 
of each appellate court's subject matter jurisdiction can 
be found in the 1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction 
Guide for Statistical Reporting. 

Trial Courts 

The rectangle representing each trial court also lists 
the applicable Court Statistics Project case types. These 
include civil, criminal, traffic/other violation, and juvenile. 
Where a case type is simply listed, it means that the court 
system shares jurisdiction over it with other courts. The 
presence of exclusive jurisdiction is always explicitly 
stated. The absence of a case type from a list means that 
the court does not have that subject matter jurisdiction. 
The dollar amount jurisdiction is shown where there is an 
upper or a lower limit to the cases that can be filed in a 
court. A dollar limit is not listed if a court does not have a 
minimum or maximum dollar jurisdiction for general civil 
cases. In criminal cases, jurisdiction is distinguished 
between ''triable felony,"where the court can try a felony 
case to verdict and sentencing, and "limited felony," 
which applies to those limited jurisdiction courts that can 
conduct preliminary hearings that bind a defendant over 
for trial in a higher court. 

Trial courts can have what is termed incidental appel­
late jurisdiction. The presence of such jurisdiction over 
the decisions of other courts is noted in the list of case 
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types as either "civil appeals," "criminal appeals," or 
"administrative agency appeals." A trial court that hears 
appeals directly from an administrative agency has an "A" 
in the upper right corner of the rectangle. 

For each trial court, the chart states the authorized 
number of judges and whether the court can empanel a 
jury. The rectangle representing the court also indicates 
the number of districts, divisions, or circuits into which the 
court system is divided. These subdivisions are stated 
using the court system's own terminology. The descrip­
tions, therefore, are not standardized across states or 
court systems. 

Trial courts are differentiated into those that are 
totally funded from local sources and those that receive 
some form of state funds. Locally funded court systems 
are drawn with broken lines. A solid line indicates some 
or all of the funding is derived from state funds. 

Symbols and Abbreviations 

An "A" in the upper right corner of a rectangle, 
representing either an appellate or a trial court, indicates 
that the court receives appeals directly from the decisions 
of an administrative agency. Where "administrative 
agency appeals" is listed as a case type, it indicates that 
the court hears appeal$ from decisions of another court 
on an administrative agency's actions. It is possible for a 
court to have both an "A" designation and to have "admin­
istrative agency appeals" listed as a case type. 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. 

The numberof justices or judges is sometimes stated 
as "FTE." This represents ''full time equivalent" autho­
rized judicial positions. "DWIIDUJ" stands for "driving 
while intoxicated/driving under the influence." The abbre­
viation "SC" stands for "small claims." The dollar amount 
jurisdiction for civil cases is indicated in parentheses with 
a dollar sign. Where the small claims dollar amount 
jurisdiction is different, it is noted. 

Conclusion 

The court structure charts are convenient summa­
ries. They do not substitute for the detailed descriptive 
material contained in State Court Organization, 1987, 
anotller Court Statistics Project publication. Moreover, 
they are based on the Court Statistics Project's terminol­
ogy and categories. This means that a state may have 
established courts that are not included in these charts. 
Some states have courts of special jurisdiction to receive 
complaints on matters that are more typically directed to 
administrative boards and agencies. Since these courts 
receive cases that do not fall within the Court Statistics 
Project case types, they are not included in the charts. 
The existence of such courts, however, is recognized in 
a footnote to the state's court structure chart. 
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STATE COURT STRUCTURE PROTOTYPE, 1990 

COURT OF LAST RESORT 
NUMber of Justices 
CSP casetypesl 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction, 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction, 

INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COUnT 
(nUMber of courts) 
NUMber of Judges 
CSP casetypes I • 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction, 

COURT OF GENERAL JURISDICTION 
(nUMber of courts) 
NUMber of Judges 
CSP casetypesl 
- Civil, 
- CriMinal. 
- Traffic/other violation, 
- Juvenile, 
Jury trial/no Jury trial. 

COURT OF LIMITED JURISDICTION 
(nUMber of courts) 
HUMber of Judges 
CSP casetypesl 
- Civil. 
- CriMinal, 
- Traffic/other violation, 
- Juvenile, 
Jur~ trial/no Jury trial, 

Court of 
last resort 

Intert·,~diate 
appedate 

court 

Court of 
general 

Juri sdi cti on 

Court of 
liMi ted 

Jurisdiotion 
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ALABAMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
9 Justices sit in panels 
CSP case types: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 

a~ency disciplinary, original ~roceeding cases, 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMinistrative agency, juvenile, advisory opinion, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

COURT OF CIUIL 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 (40 circuits) 
124 Judges 

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS 
5 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory ~urisdiction in 

criMi nal, \luven i Ie, ori gi nal 
proQe,ding, interlocutory 
deCISion cases, 

- Ho discretionary jurisdiction, 

l 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real ~roperty rights ($ 1,500/no Max), 

DOMestic relatlons~ civil appeals Jurisdiction, 
- MisdeMeanor, D~I/Dul, Exclusive triable felony, 

criMinal appeals jurisdiction, 
- Juvenile, 

Jury trials, 

r'" ...... t. ........ , r ........... ! ............ , 
I PROBATE COURT I I MUNICIPAL COURT I 
I (67 counti es) I I (266 courts) I 
I I I I 
I 67 judges I I 218 judges I 
I I I I 
I CSP casetypes: I I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive Mental, I - MisdeMeanorr D~I/DUI, I , health, estate I I - Moving traf iC, I 

Y Jurisdiction, , 
I larking, Misce - , 

I I aneous traffic, I , , , Exclusive ordinance I 
I I I violation jurisdic- , , , I tion, , , I , I 
I Ho jury trials, , 
~ ••••••••••••••••••• J 

I Ho jury trials, , 
~ •••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

DISTRICT COURT (67 districts) 
95 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real property ri~hts ($ 1~500/5,000), 

Exclusive sMal claiMs Jurisdiction ($ 1,~00), URESA, 
'-------I - MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. Exclusive liMited felonY ,-

Jurisdiction, 
- Movin~ traffic, Miscellaneous traffic, 
- Juvenile, 
No jury trials, 
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ALASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justioes sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiotion in civil, adMinis- + 

trative agency, juvenile, disciplinary 
cases. 

- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction,in criMinal, 
Juvenile, original ~roceedlngt interlocutory 
decisions, and oertlfied queHions fro~ 
federal courts. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
3 Judges sit en bane 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiotion in criMinal, juvenile, 

oriqinal proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in criMinal, 
Juv~nlle, original prooeeding, interlooutory 
decIsion oases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (15 oourts in 4 districts) A 
36 judges, 5 Masters 
CSP case types: 
- Tort, contraot, dOMestio relations, estate. 

Exolusive real property l'ights, Mental 
health, adMinistrative agency, oivil -
appeals, Miscellaneous civil Jurisdiotion. 

- Exolusive triable felony, criMinal appeals 
Jurisdiotion. 

- Juvenile. 
Jury trials in Most cases, 

DISTRICT COURT (56 looations in 4 districts) 
17 judges, 58 Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort oontract ($ 0/10,OOO-50,000), dOMestic 

relations, SMall claiMS Jurisdiction ($ 5,000). 
- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI 

Jurisdiotion. 
- Exclusive traffi%ther violation Juris­

diction, exoept for uncontested parking 
violations (Which are handled adMinistrat­
ively) • 

- EMergency Juvenile. 
Jury trials in Most oases. 
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ARIZONA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en bane 

CS~ cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I 't I " I di 'I' - lIan a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI IcaPI a criMina I SClP Inary 
certified questions fr~M federa courts, origina proceeding 
cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agencY, juvenile, original proceeding, inter­
locutory decision cases, tax appeals. 

COURT OF APPERLS (2 divisions) 
21 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMin­

istrative,agency, Juvenile, original prooeeding, interloo­
utorY deolslon oases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in adMinistrative agency cases. 

A TAX COURT* 

A 

SUPERIOR COURT (15 counties) 
116 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 

1 judge (froM 
SUPer! or Ct) 

- Tort, contra~t, real propert~($5ee/no Max) 
Miscellaneous dOMestio relations, 
exclusive estate, Meijtal health, appeals, 
Misoellaneous oivil Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, Miscellaneous criMinal. 
Felon~1 criMinal appeals Jurisdiction. 

- Juvenl e. 
Jury trials. 

1 

CSP case types: 
-AdMinistra­
tive agency 
appeals. 

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT 
r·······································, 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (83 cities/towns) I 

84 Judges 
(84 preoincts) 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract~ real ~roperty 

rights ($ e/2 l Jee), Mlsoellaneous 
dOMesti c re I ati ons. Exc I us i ve 
sMall claiMs Jurisdiotion ($ ieee). 

- MisdeMeanor) DUI/DUI, Misoellaneous 
oriMinal. LiMited felony 
Jurisdiction. 

- Moving traffio violations, parking, 
Misoellaneous traffic. 

Jury trials except in sMail claiMs. 

I I 
I 137 full and part-tiMe Judges I 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Miscellaneous dOMestic relations. I 
I - MisdeMeanor l DUIIDUI. I 
I - Moving traffic, parking, Miscel-
I laneous traffio. Exclusive 
I ordinance violation Jurisdiction. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I I 
I Jury trials. I 
~ ••••• " ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

* The Tax Court was created in SepteMber, 1988. 
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ARKANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
1 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: ..... 
- Mandatory Jurisdi cU on in c i v II, criMI nal, adMl n I strat,!Ve 

agencY, lawyer disciplinary, certified questions fro~ federal 
courts l original ~rooeedingl interlooutory decis!~r oases. 

- Discre~ionary JUrisdiction In civil, noncapiiai criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency cases. ' 

COURT OF APPEALS A 

6 Judges sit in panels and en bane 
CSP oasetype~:. .... . . . . 
- Mandatory JUrisdiction In OIVII, nonoapi tal orlMlnal, ad~Hn­

istrative agency, Juvenile , interlocutory decision cases. 
- No discretionary Jurisdiction. 

I 
CIRCUIT COURT (24 cirouits) 
33 Judges* 
CSP casetypes: 
- TortI contraot~ real proper­

t~ rights ($ 1~0/no MaxiMuM), 
Mlscellar,eous oivil. ~-..., 
Exolusive oivil appeals 
Juri sdi oti on. 

- MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI, Misoel­
laneous criMinal. Exclusive 
triable felony! criMinal ap­
peals Jurisdic~ion. 

Jury trials. 

I 
CHANCERV AND PROBATE COURT 
(24 oirouits) 
32 Judges* 
CSP oasetypesl 
- iOl't1 contract, real property 

righ~s. Exolusive dOMestic 
relations, estate, Mental 
health Jurisdiotion. 

- Exclusive Juvenile 
Jurisdiction. 

No Jury trials. I 
r································, r································, 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (123 oourts) I I COUNTY COURT (15 oourts) I 
I I I I 
I 110 Judges I I ,5 Judges I 

I I I 
CSP casetypes: I I I 
- Contraot! real property I I CSP casetypes: I 

rights (~ 0/300~), sr1all !I---i----l! - R~al rroperty rig~ts, I 
olaiMs jurisdiction ($300). I I Mlsce laneous CIVIl. I 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, I I I 
D~IIDUI. I I I 

- Traffic/other violation. I I I 
I I I 
I I I 

No Jury trials. I I No Jury trials. I 
•• ~._ •••••••••••• _ ••••• ~ •••••••• J L •••••••••••• _ ••••••• _ •• ~ •••••••• J 

r································, r································, 
I POLICE COUnT (5 oourts) I I cm COURT (93 oourts) I 
I I I I 
I 5 judges I I 16 judges I 
I I I t 
I CSP oasetypes: I I CSP oasetypes: I 
I - Contract! real propertY!1 ! - Contraot! real property I 
I ri ghts (~ 0/300). I ri ghts (~ 0/300). I 
I - HisdeMH.nor, D~IIDUI. I I - MisdeMeanor, D"IIDUl. I 
I - Traffic/other violation. I I - Traffi%ther violation. I 
I I I I 
I No jury trials. I I No jury trials. I L __ • _______ • ______ •• ___ ~ •• _. __ •• _J l~-_-_. ____ •• ___________ • _______ ~J 

r·································, r································, 
I COURT OF COMMON PLEAS(13 oourts) I I JUSTICE OF THE PEACE I 

I I I 
13 Judges I 1 55 Justi ces or the peace 1 

I -- 1 I 
I CSP oasetypes: I CSP casetypes: 
I -Contraot($ 500/1,000). I - SMall claiMS ($ 0/30e). 
I 1 1 - MisdeMeanor. 
I Jury trialS. I INo Jury trials. I L. __________ ._ •• _ ••• ~- •• _. ___ ••• _.J L._._ •• _.~ •• __ •••••• _._._._._ •• _.J 

* Thirty-three additional Judges serve both Cirouit and Chanoery Courts, 20 or whioh 
are priMarily responsible for the juvenile division of Chanoery Court. 
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CALIFORNIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT A 

7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes I 
- MandatorY Jurisdiction in criMinal I disciplinary cases, 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civi I noneapital criMinal 

adMinistratiye ,agency, Juveni Ie, orJIJinal proceeding, inter­
locutory deCISion cases, 

COURTS OF APPEAL (6 oourts/districts) 
88 judges sit in panels 

A 

CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiotion in oivi I, noneapi tal criMinal, adMin­

istrative agency, Juvenile oases, 
- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in adMinistrative agency, orig­

inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT (58 counties) 
789 Judges, 120 cOMMissioners and r~j~rees 
CSP casetypes I 
- Tort, contraot, real propert~ rights ($ 25,000/no MaxiMUM), 

Misoellaneous oivil, Exoluslve dOMestio relations, estate, 
Mental health oivil appeals Jurisdiction, 

- DUI/DUI, Exclusive triable felonY, oriMinal appeals Juris­
diotion, 

- Exolusive juvenile jurisdiotion, 
Jury trials. 

I 
MUNICIPAL COURT (88 oourts) 
604 Judges, 137 oOMMissioners and 
referees 

I 
JUSTICE COURT (65 courts) 
66 Judges 

A 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort oontraot, real prorerty 

rights ($ 0/25,0~0), SMa I claiMS 
($ 2,000), ~liscellaneous oivil. 

CSP cmtypesl 
- Tort oontraot, real prorerty 

rights ($ 0/25,000), SMa I olaiMs 
($ 2,000), Misoellaneous civil, 

- LiMi.ed felony, MisdeMeanor, 
- LiMi.ed felony, MisdeMeanor, DUI/DUI, 
- Traffi%ther violation, 
Jury trials except in sMail claiMS 
and infraction cases. 

DUIIDUI. 
- Traffic/other violation. 
Jury trials except in sMail claiMs 
and infraction cases. 
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I 

COLORADO COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
7 Justices sit en banc 

CSP casetypesl . .. . ~ .. ' . t t - Mandator~ Jurisdiction in CiVil, criMinal, aUf'llnls ra lve 
agency, Juvenile, disciplinar~, advisory dPinion, original 
proceeding, interlocutory deCision cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiotion in oivil, noncapital oriMinal, 
adMinistrative agency, Juvenile, advisory opinion, original 
proop.eding cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
16 Judges sit in panels 

A 

A 

CSP casetype~l. . . . .. . . . 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction In 011,111, nonoaPltal orlMlnal, adMin­

istrative agency, Juvenile cases. 
- No discretionary Jurisdiction. 

I I 
DISTRICT COURT (22 districts)A DEHUER PROBATE COURT DEHUER JUUEHILE COURT 

ue Judges 
CSP oasetypesl 
- Tortt contract, real property 

righ s, estate Ci~il a~-
reals, Mental heal h, Mlscel-
aneous civil. Exclusive 

dOMestic relations Juris-
diction. . 

- CriMinal appeals, I IMI ted 
felon

E
, Miscellaneous oriMin-

al. xclusive triable felony 
~uriSdiction. . 

- xclusive iuvenile Jurisdic-
tion excep in Denver. 

Jury trials except in appeals. 

WATER COURT (1 districts) 
7 district judges serve 

~ CSP case types I 
- Real property rights. 
Jury trials. 

COUNTY COURr (63 oounties) 

1 District Court 
Judge serves, 1 
referee 

3 District Court 
Judges serve, 2 
cOMMissioners 

CSP casetypesl CSP oasetypesl 
- Exclusive estate, - Exclusive adoation, 

Mental health sup~ortlcusto y 
~urisdiotion in 
enver. 

Jury trials. 

rlUrlSdiotion in 
enver. 

- Exclusive Juvenile 
rluri sdi cti on in 
enver. 

Jury trials. 

Munitpal 
Court of 

, ........... :::1:: ........... , 
I MUHICIPAL COURT I 

112 Judges (6e full-tiMe. 52 part- I (2e6 courts) I 
tiMe) I I 

CSP cmtypesl I N250 Judges I 
- Tort contract real prorerty I I 

rights ($ 0/5,0a0). Exc usive I CSP casetypes: I 
SMail claiMs Jurisdiction I - Moving traffic, parking, I 
($ 210ee). Munioipal I Misoellaneous ~raftic. I 

- CriMinal appeals, liMi ted £elon~. ~ourt not-l Exolusive ordinanoe I 
Exolusive MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI of record I violation jurisdiotion. I 
Jurisdiotion. I I 

- novinv traffio, Misoellaneous I I 
traffiC. I I 

I I 
Jurv trials excert in SMail I I 
olalMs and appea s. I No Jury trials. I 

L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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CONNECTICUT COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
? justices sit in panels of 5 (MeMbership rotates daily) 

upon order of Chief Justioe 6 or ? May sit on panel 

~ CSP oasetypesl 
- M~nd~tory jurisdiotion in civil, criMinal, Judge 

disciPlinary cases, 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital oriMinal, 

adMinistrative agenoY oases, . 

APPELLATE COURT A 

9 Judges sit in panels of 3 (MeMbership rotates daily, May 
sit en banc) 

CSP casetypesl 
- Mandatory turisdiction in civil, nonoapital oriMinal, 

adMin i stra i ve agency (workers' oOMPensat,i on), Juvenll e, 
lawyer disoiplinary, original prooeeding oases, 

- Disoretionarr Jurisdiotion in adMinistrative agenoy 
(zoning only oases, 

SUPERIOR COURT (12 distriots and 21 geograthical areas A 
lor oivil/oriMinal Matters, and 14 dlstrio s for Juvenile 
Matters) 
15e Judges 
CSP casetipesl 
- Paterni y/bastardy, Mental health, Miscellaneous civil. 

Exclusive tortb contract, real proterty rights, sMail 
'-- claiMs ($ 2,ee ), Marriage dissolu ion, adMinistrative 

appeals (except workers' cOMpensation). 
- Exclusive criMinal turisdiotlon. 
- Exclusive traffi% her violation ~urisdiction, exoept 

for uncontested parking (which is andled adMinistra-
tively) • 

- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases • 

••• ~ ___ ••••• _ •••••••••••••• _ •• ••••••••••••••••••••••• m ••••• r 
I PROBATE COURT (132 courts) 
I 
I 132 judges 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Paternity/bastardy, Miscellaneous dOMestic relations, 
I Mental health, Miscellaneous oivil. Exolusive adoption, 
I estate jurisdiction. 
I I 
I Ho jury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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DELAWARE COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREHE COURT 
5 Justices sit In pahe\s and en bane 

CSPH casetypesl I di t' , "I "I I d" I' d . • - andatory Jur sCion In CIVI , orlMlna, awyer ISCIP Inary, a vlSOry oPIn-
ions for tne executive and legislature, original proceeding cases, 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncaPltal criMinal, certified questions 
froM federal oourts, interlocutory decision oases, 

COURT OF CHANCERY (3 oounties) 
i chanoeilor and 4 vice­
chance II ors 
CSP casetypesl 
- Tort, contraot l real rroper­

ty rights, Men.al hea th, 
Exclusive estate Juris­
diction, 

No Jury trials, 

SUPERIOR COURT (3 counties) A 

15 Judges 
CSP oasetypes: 
- Tort! contract, real property 

righ.s! r1ental h~alth, 
Miscel aneous, Exclusive 
civil appeals Jurisdiotion 

- MisdeMeanor, Exclusive tri­
able felony, criMinal a~­
peals, Misoellaneous criMinal 
Jurisdiction, 

Jury trials except in appeals, 

COURT OF COHHON PLEAS FAHILY COURT (3 counties) 
(3 counties) 
5 Judges 13 Judges 
CSP cmtypes: CSP oasetypes: 
- TortJ contract, real property - Exolusive dOMestic relations 

righ.s~ MiscellaneoUS eivil \----\-----1 Jurisdiction, 
($ 0/10,000), - fllsdeMeanor, 

- MisdeMeanor, - Moving traffic{ Miscellaneous 
~ PreliMinary hearings, trafflQ (Juvenile), 

- ExclUSive Juvenile Jurisdio-
Jury trials in SOMe cases, tlon, 
(Ho Jury trials in Hew Castle,) 

Ho Jury trials. 
1..--.:-. 

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT 
(19 courts) 

r································, 
I ALDERMAN'S COURT (12 towns) I 
I I 

53 Justices of the peace and 1 
ohief Magistrate 

I 18 al derMen I 
I I 
t CSP case types : I 

CSP case types: 
- Real property rights 

($ 0/5~0~0), SMail olaiMS 
($ 5,0t:l0), 

J.---+--~! - SMall olaiMs ($ ~500), I 
I - "isdeMeanor, D"lf)lUIl t 
I - Traffic/other violation, I 
I I 

- MisdeMeanort DUIIDUI, 
- Moving traffic, Misoellaneous 

traffiC, 
Jury trials in SOMe cases, 

I 1 
I I 
I I 
I Ho Jury trials. , 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~.J 

r'Hu"icipAi'cOURT'OF'UILHiNGTOH'(1'~iiy)"'1 
t I 
I 3 Judges (2 full-tiMe, i part-tiMe) I 
I , 
I CSP case types: , 
I - HisdeMeanor, D~IIDUI, I 
, - Traftic/other Violation. I 
I - PreliMinary hearings, I 
I I 
1 No Jury trials, I 
L ••••••••••••••••••• M •••• __ •••••••••••••••• J 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
general 

Jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 iMi ted 

Jurisdiction 

Part IV: 1990 State Court Structure Charts • 193 



DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT STRUCTURE,1990 

COURT OF APPEALS 
9 Judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypesl 
- Handatory jurlsdlotion In civil, 

criMi nal, adMl ni strati ve aqency, 
juyenlle, lawyer disciplinary, 
orlqi~al prooeeding, interlooutory 
dec lSI on oases. 

- Disoretionary Jurlsdiotion in sMail olaiMs, 
Minor oriMinal, and original prooeeding 
casp.s. 

SUPERIOR COURT 
59 Judges 

CSP cmtypes: 
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction ($ 2,001/no 

Max iMUM) • Srrall c I aiMs Juri' sdi ctl on ($ 2,000). 
- Exclusive criMinal jurisdic ion. 
- Exclusive traffic/other violation Juris-

diction, except for Most p~rking oa~es 
(whioh are handled adMinistratively). 

- Exolusive Juvenile Jurisdiotion. 
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FLORIDA COURT STRUCTURE,1990 

SUPREME COURT A 

7 justices sit en banc 

CSPH cdasettype~l , d' t' , "I "I ~." t t' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, ilurllnls ra Ive 
a~ency Juv~nile, disciFlinary, advisory opinion cases, 

- Dlsoretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency, Juveni Ie, advisory opinion, orig­
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

DISTRICT COURTS OF APPEAL (5 courts) 
57 judges sit in 3-judge panels 
CSP casetypes I 

A 

- MandatorY Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
Juvenile, original prooeeding, interlooutory decision 
oases, 

CIRCUIT COURT (20 circuits) 
421 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract~ real property rights ($ 51000/no Maxi­

MUM prior to 1~/1/90i $10100~/no MaxiMUM Deginning 
10/1190), Miscellaneous civil, Exolusive dOMestic re­
lations, Mental health, estate, oivil appeals 
Juri sdi cti on, 

- MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI\ Misoellaneous criMinal, 
Exclusive triable fe ony, criMinal appeals Jurisdiction. 

- Juvenile, 

Jury trials except in appeals, 

COUNr~ COURT (67 counties) 
241 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort~ contract, real property rights ($ 2,500/5,000 frior 

to 1~/1/90; $2,500/$10100~ beginnin~ 10/1190)1 Misce -
laneous civil, ExclUSive SMall claiMS Jurisdiction 
($2,500> , 

- MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI Miscellaneous criMinal, 
- Exclusive traffic/other violation Jurisdiction, except 

parking (which is handled adMinstratively), 
Jury trials except in Miscellaneous traffic, 

J 

l 
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GEORGIA COURT STRUCTURE,1990 

SUPREME COURT 
( justices sit en bane 

CS~oadsettype~:'d't' "'I 'tl" I' 'I d' 'I' - "an a ory Juris 10 Ion In OIVI I oapi a orlMlna, Juvenl e, ISOIP Inary, 
certified questions frOM federa oourts, original prooeeding cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiotion in oivil, nonoapital orlMinal, adMinistrative 
agenoy, Juvenile, original prooeeding, interlooutory deolsion oases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
9 Judges sit in panels and en bane 

CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I 't I ., 1 d" t t' - an a ory Juris 10 Ion In OIVI , noncaPI a orlMlna, a MiniS ra Ive agenoy, 
Juvenile, original proceeding, Interlooutoy decision cases. 

---, 

I~ 

Court 
of 

last 
resort 

-

~ 
I 

Medi ate 
appellate 

oourt 

- Disoretionary Jurisdiotion in oivi I, nonoapi tal oriMinal, adMinistrative 
agenoy, Juven i Ie, ori gi nal proceedi ng, inter I ooutory dec lsi on cases. 

J Inte~ 

Only for 
counti es w/ 

SUPERIOR COURT (45 oircuits) 
148 Judges authorized 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, civil appeals, Misoellaneous civil. 

Exclusive real rrop.erty riihts, dOMestic relations Jurisdiction. 
- MisdeMeanor, D~ /DUI. Exc usive triable felonY, criMinal appeals. 
- Traffi%ther violation, exoept for parking. 
Jury trials. 

I 

r'ciuii'couRT"(Bibb'~~d'Ri~~;~~d'~~~~ti;;)lr"""'" ... 1 ........... , 
I " COUNT V RECORDER'S COURT' 
, 3 Judges " (ChathaM, De Hal b, 
, "Gwinnett and Musoogee 
, CSP casetypes: I' Countiesl 

r-1 -~~~rl ~~~r~;Ct$~~~§~~~~i~§~5~~~)' :: 8 judges 
I - LiMited felony. I' 
, " CSP casetypes: 
I " - LiMited felony, 
, Jury trials in civil cases. " D~I/DUl. 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J, - Traffi%ther 
r··········································'1 violation. 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (1 court in COlUMbus) II 
, II No jury trials. , 1 Judge I L •••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

~ CSP casetypes: : MAGISTRATE COURT 
I - Tort, oontract ($0/7500), SMail I I (159 courts) I 

-
~ 

1-

, c I aiMS ($0/(500). I , I 
, - LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor. I , 159 ohief Magistrates I r·······················, 
I Jury trials in Civil cam. I I and 284 Magistrates, , ,MUNICIPAL COURTS I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J I 38 of WhOM also serve I I AND THE CITV COURT I 
r··········· ............................. , I State, Probate I' OF ATLANTA I 
I STATE COURT (62 oourts) I I Juven II e I C i v i I, or I I (N390 courts a judges) , 
, I I Municipa Courts. I I I 

'-t-.. ~, 40 full-tiMe and 45 part-tiMe judges I I , I CSP oasetypes: , 
I I I CSP casetypes: 'I - LiMited felony, I 
I CSP casetypes: I I - Tort contract ($ 0/f- D~l/DU!, I r-----i - Tort, contractl SMall claiMs, civil ~ 5000lJ. SMail claiMs I I - Traffic/other I 
I appeals, Misoe laneous civil. I I ($0/5tl00). 'I violation. I 
I - LIMited felonYI MisdeMeanor, DWl/DUI,' ,- LiMited felony, I I I 
I criMinal appea s. I , liMited MisdeMeanor.' , , 
, - Moving traffic, Miscellaneous traffic. ,- Ordinanoe violation.' ,No Jury trials except , 
, Jury trials. , 'No jury trials. 'lin Atlanta City Court. , 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J L ••••••••••••••••••••••• J L ••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r····················································· .....•..................................... , 
, JUUENILE COURT (159 oourts) , , , 
, 16 full-tiMe, 35 part-tiMe (2 of WhOM also serve as State Court Judges) and 34 assooiate , 
, Juvenile court judges. Superior Court judges serve in the counties without independent , 
, Juven i I e Courts. , , , 

L.....j CSP casetypes: , 
, - Moving traffic, Miscellaneous traffio. , 
, - Juvenile. , 
, No jury trials. , 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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HAWAII COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT A 

5 Justices sit en banc 

CSP caset~pe~:, , , , " " '" 
~ Handator~ Jurisdiction In OIVIl, criMinal, adMinistrative 

agency\ Juvenile, disciplinary, oertified questions froM 
federa oourts, original prooeeding cases. 

- Discretionary JUrisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 
agency, juveni Ie, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

INTERMEDIATE COURT OF APPEALS 
3 Judges sit en bane 

I 
I 
I 
I , 

CSP oasetype~ I, , , , " " 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction In CIYII, criMinal, 

adMinistrative agency Juvenile, original 
proceeding, interlocutory deoislon cases 
assi9ned to it by the SupreMe Court. 

- No discretionary Jurisdiction. 

A 

CIRCUIT COURT AND FAMILY COURT (4 circuits) A 
24 Judges and 10 district faMily Judges. One First 
Circuit Judge hears contested land Matters and tax 
appeals. 
CSP casetypesl 
- Tort

t 
contract, real property rights l Miscellaneous 

civi ($ 5,000/no MaxlMUM)[concurren~ frOM $5,000-
10.0001. Exclusive dOMestic relations, Mental health, 
estate, adMinistrative agency appeals Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, D"IIDUI1 Miscellaneous criMinal. 
Exclusive triable fe ony Jurisdiction. 

- Hoving traffic, Miscellaneous traffic. 
- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury tri al s. 

DISTRICT COURT (4 cirouits) 
24 Judges and 35 per dieM Judges* 
CSP casetypesl 
- Tort contract, real property rightsk Miscellaneous civil ($,01 

10,000) [concurrent frOM 5,000-Hl100tl (civi I non Jury) 1. Exclusive 
SMall claiMs court Jurisdiction (~0-$2,500). 

- MisdeMeanor~ D"I/DUI. Exclusive liMited felon~ Jurisdiction. 
- HQving,tra(lig, ~isQellaneous traffic. ExclUSive parking, ordinance 

Violation Jurisdiction. 
No Jury trials. 

~-------------------------------------------------------------------"---

.... Indicates aSsignMent ot 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, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypesl 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, 

adMinis~r~tive agency! Juvenile, disciplin­
ary, original proceeding cases, 

- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in civi I, non­
capi tal criMinal! adMinistrative agency, 
Juvenile, certified questions froM federal 
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

! 
I 
I 
I 

T 
COURT OF APPEALS 
3 Judges sit en bane 
CSP casetypesl 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 

criMinal, Juvenile! original proceeding 
cases assigned to It by the SupreMe Court, 

- Ho discretionary Jurisdiction, 

DISTRICT COURT (? districts) 

A 

A 

33 Judges, 63 Inwyer and 8 non-Iaw~er 
Magistrates, and 7 trial court adMinistrators, 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (including 

civil appeals) ($ 0/no MaxiMUM; Magistrates 
division: 0/10,000), SMail claiMs jurisdic-

------ tion ($ 2,000), 
- Exclusive criMinal jurisdiction (including 

criMinal appeals), 
- Exclusive traffic/other violation 

Jurisdiction, 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials except in sMail olaiMs and traffic. 

---- indicates assignMent of cases. 
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ILLINOIS COURT STRUCTURE. 1990 

SUPREME COURt 
? Justices sit en bane 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory juri sdi cti on in 0 i v i I, criMi nal, 

adMinistrative a~encYI Juveni Ie, lawyer 
disciplinary! otlgina proceeding, inter­
looutor~ deolsion oases. 

- Disoretlonar~ Jurisdiotion in oivil, non­
oapital oriMlnal! adMinistrative agenoy, 
juvenile, certified questions froM federal 
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
deoision oases. 

APPELLATE COURT (5 distriots) A 

38 authorized Judges plus 12 suppleMental 
Judges 
CSP oasetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 

criMinal, adMinistrative agenoy, Juvenile, 
original proceeding, interlooutory deoision 
cases. 

- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in oivil, inter­
locutory decIsion cases. 

CIRCUlI COURT (22 oircuits) 
389 authorized oircuit, 371 associate oirouit 
Judges, and 50 perMiSSive associate Judges. 

A 

CSP metypesl 
- Exolusive oivil Jurisdiotion (inoluding 

adMinistrative agenoy appeals), sMaIl olaiMs 
jurisdiction ($ 2 500). 

- EXolusive oriMinal jurisdiotion. 
- Exclusive traffic/other violation 

Jurisdiotion. 
- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials perMissible in Most cases. 

l 
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INDIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 

~Sha~ait~~~ej~ri sdi cti on inc i v i I, criMI nal, di SCI pi i nary, ori gi nal proceedi ng 
cases, 

- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMinistrative agenoy, 
Juvenile, original proceeding cases. 

TAl( COURT* 
i Judge 

t 
A 

CSP oasetypesl 
- AdMinistrative 

agency appeals. 

COURT OF APPEALS (4 courts) 
12 Judges 

A 

CSP casetypesl 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMinistrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision 
cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (140 courts) 
139 Judges 

A CIRCUIT COURT (92 courts) 
90 Judges 

A 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real property 

rights! sMail claiMs ($ 3 000) 
dOMestiC relations, Mental health, 
e~tatel civil app~~ls, 
Mlscel aneous CIVil. 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real property 

rights! sMail claiMs ($ 3 000) 
dOMestiC relations, Mental health, 
estate, c i v i I appeal s, Mi sce 1-
laneous civil. 

- Triable felon~, MisdeMeanor, 
D~IIDUI criMinal appeals. 

- Movin~ traffic, Miscellaneous 
tratrlc. 

- Triable felony, MisdeMeanor, D~I/ 
DUI! criMinal appeals. 

- Movln~ traffic, Miscellaneous 
traffiC. 

- Juvenile. - Juvenile. 
Jury trials except sMail claiMs. Jury trials except SMail claiMs. 

COUNr~ COURT (33 courts) 
32 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- TortI contract, real prop~rty 

rightS ($ 0/10h000) , SMall 
claiMs ($ 3,00~), Mental 
health, Miscellaneous civil. 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 
D~IIDUI. 

- Traffic/other violation. 

Jury trials except SMail claiMs 

PROBATE COURT 
(1 court) 
1 Judge 
CSP oasetypes: 
- Adoption, estate, 

Miscellaneous 
civil. 

- Juveni Ie. 

Jury trials. 

MUNICIPAL COURT OF MARION 
COUNTY (15 courts) 
16 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real 

property rights ($ 0/ 
20,000), Mental heal th, 
civil trial court appeals, 
Miscellaneous civil. 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMean­
or, D~I/DUI. 

- Traffic/other violation. 

Jury trials. 

r'ciTY' COURT' (49'~~~;i;)""""" r'TOUN' couRi'(24 '~~~;i;)l r SMALL' CLAiMS' COURT' or······· 
I I I I HARION COUNTY (8 courts) 
I 48 Judges I I 25 Judges I I 
I I I I I 8 Judges 
I CSP case types : I I CSP casetypes: I I 
I - Tort, contract ($ 0/500-2,500) I I - MisdeMeanor, I I CSP casetypes: 
I (MOSt are $ 500 MaxiMUM). I D~I/DUI. I - SMail claiMS ($ 31000). 
I - MisdeMeanor, D~IIDUI. I - Traffic/other I - Miscellaneous ciVIl. 
I - Traffic/other violation. I violation. I I 
I I I I I I 
I Jury trials. I I Jury trials. I I No Jury trials. I 
L ••••••••• _ •••••••••••••••••••••• ~ L •••• - •••••••••••••••••• J L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

* The Tax Court was established in 1986. 
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IOWA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREHE COURT 
9 Justices sit in panels and en bane 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Juri sdi cti on inc i v il, criMi nal, 

adMinistrative agencv, Juvenile, lawyer 
disciplinary, certified questions frOM fed­
eral courts, original proceedinv cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in Civil, criMin­
al, adMinistrative agenCY, juvenile, orig­
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 

COURT OF APPEALS 
6 Judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civi I, criMinal, 

adMinistrative agency Juvenile, original 
proceeding, interlocutory deciSion oases 
assi~ned hV the SupreMe 'ourt. 

- No discretionary Jurisdiction. 

DISTRICT COURT (8 districts in 99 counties) A 
8 chief Judges, 101 district Judges, 46 
district associate judges, 21 senior Judges, 
and 149 part-tiMe Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (including 

trial court appeals). SMall olaiMs 
Jurisdiction ($ 2 000). 

- Exclusive criMinal Jurisdiction (including 
criMinal appeals). 

- 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, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypeSI 

.....---~.. - Mandatory Jurisdiction in civi I, criMinal, adMinistrative 
r agency, disciplinary, certified questions froM federal 

courts original proceeding cases, 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistra­

tive agency, JUVenile, original proceeding, interlooutory 
deoision oases, 

COURT OF APPEALS A 

10 Judges generally sit in panels 
CSP casetypesl 
- Nandator~ Jurisdiotion in civil, criMinal I adMinistrative 

agencY, Juven i Ie, ori gi nal proceedi ng, criMi nal i nter­
locutorv deoision cases, 

- Discretionary Jurisdiotion in civil interlocutory deoision 
oases, 

DISTRICT COURT (31 districts) 
148 Judges and 70 Magistrates 
CSP casetypesl 
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (including civil appeals), 

L--------i SMall claiMs Jurisdiction ($ 1,000), 
- Exclusive criMinal Jurisdiction (including criMinal 

appeals), 
- Moving traffic, Miscellaneous traffic, 
- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction, 
Jury trials except in SMail claiMs, 

A 

r······························· ......................•....... , 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (N330 cities) I 
I I 
I N314 Judges I 
I I 
I CSP casetupes: I 
I - Moving traffic, Miscellaneous traffic! DUIIDUI, Exclusive I 
I ordinance violation, parking jurisdic.ion, I 
I I 
I No Jury trials, I 
~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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KENTUCKY COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
? Justices sit en banc 
CSP oasetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiotion in oapital and other oriMinal 

(death, life, 2e yr+ sentence), lawyer disoiplinary, 
certified questions froM federal courts, original proceed-

- ~~§c~:tf~nary jurisdiction in oivil, noncapital oriMinal, 
adMinistrative agenc~, Juvenile, original prooeeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. 

COURt OF APPEALS 
14 judges generally sit in panels, but sit en bane in 
a policy Making capaoity. 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, orig­

inal proceedin~ cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiotion in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMinistrative agency, original proceeding, interlocutory 
deOISlon cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (56 Judicial circuits) 
91 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, oontract~ real property rights, estate ($ 410001 

no MaxiMUM). txclusive dOMestic relations, excep. for 
p'at~rnity~bastardy, civil appeals, Miscellaneous civil 
Jurisdiction. 

- ~is~eM~anQr. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal appeal$ 
JUrISdiction. 

Jury trials except in appeals. 

DISTRICT COURT (59 judicial districts) 
125 Judges 
CSP oasetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real property rights, estate ($ e/4,000). 

Exclusive paternity/bastardy, Mental health, SMail claiMS 
Jurisdiction ($ 150e). 

- MisdeMeanor, liMited felon y\ D~IIDUI Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive traffic/other vio ation Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction. . 
Jury trials in Most oases. 
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-

LOUISIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COUnt 
? justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory.Juris~iction In civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 

a~ency disciPlinary cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMinistrative a~encYI juvenile, certified questions froM 
federal courts, Inter ocutory deoision cases. 

COURTS OF APPERL (5 courts) 
48 Judges sit in panels 
CSP oasetypes: 
- Mandatory juri sdi cti on in ci v ii, noncari tal criMi nal, ad­

Ministrative a~ency, juvenile, ori~ina prooeeding cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in original prooeeding cases. 

t 
DISTRICT COURTS 
194 Judges 

DISTRICT COURT (42 districts) 
181 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real property rights, adoption, Mental 

health, Marriage dissolution. Exclusive support/custody, 
paternity/bastard~1 estate, civil trial court appeals, 
Miscellaneous civi jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. Exclusive triable felonY, criMinal 
appeals Jurisdiction. 

- Traffic/other violation. 
- JUlien il e. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

A 

A 

JUVENILE COURT (3 courts) 
10 Judges 

FRMILY COURT (1 in East Baton 
Rouge) 
3 Judges 

CSP casetypes: 
- URESA/ adoption, Mental 

heal tn. 
CSP casetypes: 
- URESA adoption, Mental 

health, Marriage dissolu­
tion. - Juvenile. 

No Jury trials. 
- Juveni Ie. 
No Jury trials. 

I I I r ...... -........... , 
, JUSTICE OF THE , 

r···············_, 
, MAYOR'S COURT , CITY AND PARISH 

, PEACE COURT , , ("'250 courts) , COURTS (53 courts) 
, n84 courts) , , , , , , 250 JUdfes , ?2 judges 
, "'384 Justices of , , (Mayors , 
, the peace , , , CSP casetypes: , , , CSP casetypes: , - Tort, contract, 
, CSP casetypes: , , - Traffic/other' re a I pro fe rty 
, - Tort, contract , , violation. I riehts $ 0/ 
, real proferty , , , 50 0-10000)sMall 
, riehts ( 0/ I , I claiMs ($ 2000). 
, 12 0), SMa II I I I - Hi sdeMeanor, 
I claiMs ($1200) , , , D~IIDUI. 
, - Traffic/other I , , - Traffic/other , violation. , , I violation. 
I I , , - Juvenile except , , , , for status 
I , , , petitions. , , , I 
, No Jury trials. , 
L •••••••••••••••••• J 

I No Jury trials. I 
L •••• _ ••••••••••• J 

~lo Jury trials. 
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------ --

MAINE COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT SITTING AS LAW COURT 
? Justices sit en banc 

A 

CSP casetypesl d' , . t t' - Mandator~ Juris iction In,oivil, criMinal, adMlnls ra Ive 
agency, Juvenile, discipllnar~1 advisory opinion, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. , 

- Discretionary Jurisdiotion in criMinal extradition, 
adMinistrative agencY, original proceeding cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (16 oounties) 
16 Justi ces 

A 

m cmtypesl 
- Tort, contractl real property rights, 

Marriage disso ution, support/oustody, 
Misoellaneous/ciVil. Exclusive raternitvl 
bastardy, civ I appeals Jurisdic~lon. 

- MisdeMeanor, D~l/DUI. Exclusive triable tel· 
ony, criMinal appeals, Miscellaneous criMinal, 
Juvenile appeals JUrisdiction. 

Jury trials in SOMe cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (13 districts) 
25 Judges 
CSP omtypes: 
- Tort contract, real property 

rights ($ 0/301000), dOMestic re­
lations (except for adoptions 
and paternitylbastardy). Ex­
clUSive sMall claiMS ($ 1,400), 
Mental health Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, DWI/DUI. Exclusive 
liMited telony Jurisdiotion. 

- Moving traffic, ordinance vio­
lation. Exclusive parkin~, Mis­
cellaneous traffio Jurisdiction. 

- Original Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
No Jury trials. 

ADMINISTRATIVE COURT 
2 Judges 

r·························· ........ , 
I PROBATE COURT (16 courts) I 
I I 
I 16 part-tiMe Judges I 
I I 
I CSP casetypesl I 
I - Exclusive adoption'tMiscella- I 
I neous dOMesti c re I a ions! estate I 
I Jurisdiction. I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I Ho Jury trials. I L. __ ••••••••••••••••• _ •••• ~ •• _ •••••• J 

A 

CSP casetypesl 
- Appeal of adMinistrative agenoy cases. 
No Jury trials. 
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MARYLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

COURT OF APPEALS 
? judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes I 
- Mandator~ jurisdiction in civi 1 oriMinal, adMinistrative 

agency, ~uvenlle, lawyer discip! inary, oertified questions 
frOM federal oourts. original prooeedlng, interlooutory 
deoision cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital oriMinal, ad­
Ministrative agency, Juvenile, interlooutory decision cases. 

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS 
13 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypesl ~ 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMin-

istrative agency, Juvenile, interlocutory decision cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

original prooeeding cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (8 oircuits in 24 oounties) 
116 Judges 
CSP oasetypesl 
- Torti contract, real property rights, estate, Miscellaneous 

oivi ($ 2,500/no MaxIMUM). DOMestio relations, Mental 
~ health, civil appeals Jurisdiction. 

- Felony, MisdeMeanor, Miscellaneous criMinal. Exclusive 
oriMinal appeals Jurisdiction. 

- Juvenile except in MontgoMery County. 

Jury trials in Most cases. 

Juvenile in 
MontgoMery County 

A 

_l. 

DISTRICT COURT (12 districts in 24 
counti es) 

r·································· ... , 
I ORPHAN'S COURT (22 counties) I 
I 

95 judges 
CSP oasetypesl 
- Tort, contractl real propert4 

rightsl Miscel aneous civil ($ al 
10 000 • Miscellaneous dOMestic 
relations. Exclusive sMall olaiMs 
Jurisdiction ($ 2,500). 

- felonY (theft and worthless cheok), 
MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. 

- Exclusive Moving traffic, ordinance 
violation! Miscellaneous traffio 
Jurisdiotlon. 

- Juvenile in MontgOMerY County. 
No jury trials. 

I 66 judges 
I 
I CSP casetypesl 
I - Estate, except where such oases 
I are handled by Circuit Court in 
I MontgoMery and Harford counties. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I I 
I I 
I No ~ury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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MASSACHUSETTS COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREHE JUDICIAL COURt 
? Justices sit on the Court, and 5 Justices stt en banc 
CSP casetypesl 
- Handatorv Jurisdiction in ci~il, criMinal, Judge disciplin­

ary, advisory opinion, c~lginal.prooeeding cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiotion in olylll criMinal, adMinistra­

tive agenoy, Juvenile, Interlocutory decision cases. 

APPEALS COURT 
14 Justices sit in panels 
CSP casetype~l . .. .. . . 
- Nandator~ Jurisdiction in CIVil, orlMlnal, adMinistrative 

agencYt Juvenile cas~s.. . 
- Dlscre~ionary Jurisdlotlon in interlocutory deciSion cases. 

TRIAL COURT OF THE COHMONWEALTH 
320 Justices 
SUPERIOR COURT A 
DEPARTMENT 
(23 locations in 
14 counties) 
n Justices 
CSP casetypes I 
- Tort, contract, 

real property 
rights, ciyil 
appeals, Miscel­
laneous oivil. 

- Triable felony, 
Miscellaneous 
criMinal. 

Jury trials. 

DIstRICT COURT DEPARTHENT 
(69 ~eographieal divisions) 
168 Justioes 
CSP cmtypeSI 
- Tort, contract, real property 

riqh~s ($ 0/no MaxiMUM), 
SMall claiMS ($ 1,500), sup­
port/custody\ paternity/bas­
tardy, Menta health, civil 
trial court appeals, Misoel­
laneous civil, 

- Triable felony, liMited 
felony, MisdeMeanor, DUI/DUI, 
criMinal appeals. 

- Traffic/other Violation. 
. Juven il e. 
Jury trials. 

HOUSING COURT 
DEPARTMENT (Uorcester 
County, HaMpden 
County,and Boston) 

LAND COURT 
DEPARTMENT 
(1 stateWide 
court) 

6 Justices 4 Justices 

BOSTOH MUNICIPAL COURT 
DEPARTHENT (Boston) 
11 justices 
CSP casetypeil 
- Tort, contract, real 

property rights ($ O/no Max­
IMUM) SMall 0 I aiMS 
($ 1,500), support/custody, 
Mental health, civil trial 
court appeals, and Misoel­
laneous civi 1. 

- Triable felonv, MisdeMeanor, 
DUlIDUI, criMinal appeals. 

- Traffic/other violation. 

Jury trials. 
PROBATE AND FAHILV 
COURT DEPARTHENT 
(20 locations in 14 
counti es) 

JUUENILE COURT 
DEPARTHENT 
(Boston, Bris· 
to I County, 
HaMpden Coun­
ty, and ~or­
cester County) 
12 Justioes 
CSP casetypeSI 
- Juvenile. 

CSP casetypesl 
- Real property rights, 

SMall claiMS 
($ 1 500). 

CSP casetypes I 
- Real property 

rights. 

43 Justioes 
CSP casetypm 
- Support/custody, 

paternity/bastardVl Miscellaneous civl • 
Exclusive Marriage 
dissolution, adoption, 
Misoellaneous dOMestic 
relations, estate 
JUrisdiction. 

- LiMited felony, Mis­
deMeanor. 

Jury trials. 
Jury trials except in 
SMail claiMS, No Jury trials, No Jury trials. 

Court of 
last resort 

InterMediate 
appellate 

court 

Courts of 
general 

Jurisdiction 
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MICHIGAN COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

~----------t------------__ ~ ____________ ~ 
SUPREME COURT 
? Justices sit en banc 
CSP oasetypesl 
- Mandatory Jurisdiotion in Judge disoiplinary cases! 
- Discretionary Jurisdlotion in oiuil, oriMinal, adM nistrative 

agenoy, Juvenile! lawyer disolplinary, advisory opinion, 
original prooeed ng, Interlocutory decision oases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
24 Judges sit in panels 
CSP oasetypes I 

r-------~ - Mandator~ Jurlsdiotion in civil, oriMinal, adMinistrative 
agenoy, uuvenile cases. 

- Dlscre~ionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital oriMinal, 
adMi ni strati ve agency, Juven i Ie, Or! gi nal proceedi ng, 
interlooutory decision oases. 

C~YBT OF CLAIMS A 
(1 oourt) 
Cirouit Judges serve 
CSP casetYPe51 
- AdMinistrative agency 

afpeals involving 
c aiMs against the 
state. 

Ho Jury trials. 

I 
DISTRICT COURT 
(tee distriots) 
253 Judges 
CSP oasetypesl 
- Tort, oontraot, real 

fro~lr~~e~~y~t;Mall 
claiMs \$ 1,oee). 

- LiMited felonYl Mis­
deMeanor, DUlluUI. 

- Moving traffio, 
Misoellaneous 
traffic, ordinanoe 
violation. 

Jur~ trials in Most 
oases. 

CIRCUIT COURT A 
(55 cirouits) m Judges 
CSP oasetYPe51 
- Tort, oontraot, real 

prorerty rights 
($ e, e~e/no Max iMUM) , 
paternity/bastardy, 
adMinistrative agenoy 
appeals, Misoellaneous 
Civil. Exolusive Mar­
riage dissolution, 
support/oustody, civil 
trial oourt appeals 
Jurisdiction. 

- D~I/DUII Misoellaneous 
criMina. Exolusive 
triabJ~ ~eIQny, oriMinal 
appp~IS uurlsdlotlon. 

Jury trials. 

r·--·_·-_···_· _._ ...•..... , 
, PROBATE COURT , , m courts) , 
, I 
, 101 Judges , 
I , 
I CSP casetypesl , 
, - PaternitY/bastard~1 ' 
, Misoellaneous oivi. I 
I Exolusive adoption, I 
I Miscellaneous dOMestic I 
I relations, Mental , 
, health, estate. , 
I - Moving traffic, Miscel-I 
, laneous traffic. , 
, - Exclusive Juvenile , 
'Jurisdiotion. , 
, I , , 
I SOMe Jury trials. , 
~ •••••••••••• _ ••••••••••••• J 
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I 
RECORDER'S COURT 
OF DETROIT 
(1 court) 
29 Judges 
CSP oasetypesl 
- DUI/DUI, Misoel­

laneous oriMinal. 
Exolusive triable 
fe lony, Qri~i nal 
app~als JUrlS­
dlotion. 

Jury tt'i al s. 

r···········l ........... , 
I MUNICIPAL COURT , 
I (6 oourts) , 
I I 
I 6 Judges , , , 
I CSP oasetypesl , 
, - Tort, oontraot, real' 
, property rights , 
I ($ ~/1,5ee), SMaIl , 
I olaiMs($i,Sae). I 
I - LiMited felony~ , 
I MisdeMeanor, DHI/ I 
I nUl. I 
, - MQving traffic, , 
'Mlsoellaneou~ , 
I traffio, ordi- , 
, nance Violation. I 
I Jury trials in Most I 
I cases. I 
~ ••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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InterMediate 
appellate 
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Courts of 
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MINNESOTA COURT STRUCTURE,1990 

SUPREME COURT A 

7 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: . 

~~~ - Mandatory jurisdiction in criMinal~ adMinistrative agency, 
disciplinary, certified questions frOM federal court 
oases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
15 judges sit en banc and in panels 

CSf cadsettype~: , d' t' , "\ "1 d" t t' - lIan a or~ uur!s IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, a MiniS ra Ive 
avency! uuvenlle cases. 

- Dlscre1iionary Jurisdiction in civi I, criMinal, juveni Ie, 
original proceeding cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (10 districts) 
241 Judges 
CSP casetypesl 
- Tortl contrac'~~ real propertv rivhts, dOMestic relations, 

sMal claiMs (~onciliation Division: $ 0/4,000), Mental 
'-----I health

l 
estate, ~\iscellaneous civil. 

- Juveni e. 
- All criMinal, DUIIDUI. 
- Traffic/other violations. 
Jury trials except in sMall claiMs. 

A 

'---------------------------------------~ 

Court of 
last resort 

I nterMedi ate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jUrisdiction 
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MISSISSIPPI COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT A 

9 justices sit in panels and en banc 

CSPM cadsettype~: , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' - an a or~ Juris IC Ion In CIVI , criMina, a Minis ra Ive 
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, inter­
locutor~ decision cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in certified questions froM fed­
eral court cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (20 di stri cts) *A 
40 Judges 
Jurisdiction: 
- Civil actions ($ 200/no 

MaxiMUM) • 
Bastardy. 

- Felonies, MisdeMeanors. 
Appeals de novo or on 
record. 

Jury trials. 

r-------- ------- ---------------, , COUNTY COURT (19 counties)* I 
I I 
I 23 judges I 
I , 

I Jurisdiction: I 
I ! - Civil actions ($ 0/25,000). I 
--, - MisdeMeanors, felony pre- I 

I I iMinaries. I 
I - Juvenile. I 
I Appeals de novo. I 
I I 
I Jury trials. I L _______________________________ J 

r---------------- -----------~·--1 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (168 courts)* I 
I I 
I 102 Judges, 165 Mayors I 
I I 
I Juri sdi cti on: 
! - Municipal ordinance viola­
I tions. 
I 
I I 
I Jury trials. I L ________________________________ J 

If no 
County 
Court. 

I 
CHANCERY COURT (2a districts)* 
39 judges 
Jurisdiction: 
- Equity, divorce/ aliMony, pro­

bate, guardiansnip, Mental 
COMMitMents. 

- Hears Juvenile if no County 
Court. 
Appeals de novo. 

Jury trials. 

r---------------- ----------------, 
I FAMILV COURT (1 court)* 
I 
I 1 Judge 
I 
I Jurisdiction: 
I - Delinquency, neqlect. 
! - Adult criMes against 
I Juveniles. 
I 
I 
I 
I Jury trial of adults, L _________________________________ J 

r---------------- ---------- ... ---, 
I JUSTICE COURT (92 courts)* I 
I 
I 191 Judges 
I 
I Jurisdiction: 
I - Civil actions ($ 0/1,000). 
I - MisdeMeanors, felony 
I preliMinaries. 
I I 
I Jury trials. I L _________________________________ J 

* A trial court jurisdiction guide was never cOMPleted by Mississippi, and data 
are unavailable for the trial oourts; therefore, the trial court terMinology 
reported in this court structure ohart does not reflect CSP Model reporting terMs. 

210 • State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annua/ Report 1990 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
I iMi ted 

Jurisdiction 



- --_._----------------------

MISSOURI COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
? Justices sit en bano 
CSP oasetypes: 
- Hc~dator~ Jurisdiction in capital criMinal 

and oriVlnal proceeding cases, 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, nonca?­

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 

criMi nal, capi tal criMinal, adMI n i strati ve 
agency, Juvenile, original prodeedin9, and 
interlocutory decision cases, 

- No discretionary Jurisdiction, 

CIRCUIT COURT (44 circuits) 
133 circuit and 1?a associate circuit Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (including 

civil appeals) ($ a/no MaxiMuM; Associate 
division: $ a/15 j0a0), SMall claiMs Juris­
diction ($ i,Saa , 

- Exclusive criMinal Jurisdiction. 
- Traffic/other violation Jurisdiction, 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials in Most cases, 

A 

A 

r······················· .•..........•....•...... 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (418 courts) 
I I 
I 3a1 Municipal judges I 
I I 
1 CSP oasetYfes: I 
I - Municipa traffic/ordinance violations, I 
I I 
I No jury trials, I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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MONTANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
? Justices sit en bane and in panels 
CSP casetypes I 
- Mandatory Juri sdi oti on in ° i vi I, criMi nal, juven i Ie, 

disciplinary cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in adMinistrative agency, 

certified questions froM federal courts, original proceeding 
cases. 

WATER COURT 
(4 divisons) 
4 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Real property 

ri ghts, I iMi ted 
to adJudi cati on 
of eXisting 
water rights. 

Ho Jury tri al s. 

DISTRICT COURT (2e judioial districts)A 
36 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Torth contract, real property rights 

($ 5~/no MaxiMUM). Exolusive dOMestic 
relations, Mental health, estate l civil appoals, Miscellaneous ciVil 
Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive triable fel­
ony criMinal appeals. 

- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

WORKERS' 
COMPENSATION 
COURT 
1 Judge 
CSP casetypes: 
- LiMited to 

workers' 
cOMPensation 
disputes. 

Ho Jury trials. 

r························ ....... , 
I JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT I 

r······· ...................... , 
MUNICIPAL COURT (1 court) I 

I I (56 counties) I 
I I 1 Judge 
I se Justices of the peace, I 
I 3? of these also serve as city I 

Judges. I 
I I 
I CSP case types : I 

CSP casetypes: I 
- Tort, contract, real prop- I 

erty rights ($ e/3/,Se0). I 
- MisdeMeanor D~I/DuI. I 
- Movinar traffic l parking, I I - TortI contract~ real property I 

I righ'ts ($ 0/3h~ee), SMaIl I Misce laneous oraffio. I 
I claiMS ($2,50~). I 
I - MisdeMeanor D~I/DUI. I 
I - Moving traftic~ parking, MiS-I 
I cellaneous trarflc. I 
I I Jury trials. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I I Jur~ trials except in SMall I 

I claiMS. I •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r········· u •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

CITV COURT (S5 cities) 
50 Judges plu~ 3t JOP who also 
s~rve as city Judges. 
CSP casetypes: 
- TortI contract/ real property 

righ'ts ($2,Seel. 
- MisdeMeanor D~IIDUI. 
- Moving traffic l parking, 

Miscellaneous 'traffic, 
exclusive ordinance Violation, 
parking Jurisdiction. 

I 
Jury tri al sin SOMe cases. I 

L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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NEBRASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
7 Justioes sit in panels and en bane 
CSP oasetypeSI .. 
- Nandator~ jurisdiction over civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 

a~ency Juvenile, disoi~linary, ori~inal prooeedin~ oases. 
- DlsoretionarY Jurisdiction over oivll! adMinistrative agency, 

oertified questions frOM federal oour.s, original proceeding, 
interlocutorY decision cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (21 districts) A 
48 Judges 
CSP oasetypes I 
- Torti contraot, real property rivhts, 

civi appeals, MiscellaneoUS ciVil. 
Exolusive dOMestic relations (exoept 
adoptions), Mental health Jurisdiotion. 

- HisdeMeanor, DUI/DUI. Exolusive tri­
able felon~, oriMinal appeals, Misoel­
laneous orlMinal Jurisdiction. 

Jury trials exoept in appeals. 

SEPARATE JUVENILE COURT 
(3 oounti es) 

WORKERS' COMPENSAtiON COURT 
(1 oourt) 

5 Judges 
CSP oasetypes I 
- Juvenile. 

Ho Jury trials. 

7 Judges 
CSP oasetypes I 
- LiMited to workers' 

cOMPensation disputes. 
No jury trials. 

COUHTV COURT (93 courts in 21 districts) 
57 judges 
CSP oasetypes I 
- Tort, contraoth real property rights 

($ 0/5 000-10, ~aah sMal I c I aiMS 
($ 1,800). ExclUSive adoption, estate 
Jurisdiction. 

- LiMited felonY, MisdeMeanor, DUI/DUI. 
- Traffic/other violation. 
- Juvenile. 
Jur~ trials except in parking and SMail 
claiMS. 
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NEVADA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Handator~ Jurisdiction in civil

l 
criMinal, adMinistrative 

~genCYI Juvenile,.I~wyer discip inary, original proceeding, 
Interlocutory decIsion cases. 

- No discretionary Jurisdiction. 

DISTRICT COURT (9 districts) 
37 Judges 

A 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, real rroperty ri ghts ($5 000/no t1aX iMUM) • 

Exclusive dOMestic re atlons, Mental health, estate, civil 
appeals, Miscellaneous civil Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal 
appeals, Miscellaneous criMinal jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

r-jusTicE-COURr-(56-t~~~;) --------------
62 justices of the peace 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract real prorerty 

rights ($ 0/5,a00), sMal claiMs 
($ 2,500). 

- HisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. Exclusive 
liMited felony jurisdiction. 

- Hoving traffic, parking, Miscella­
neous traffic. 

Jury trials except in sMall claiMS 
and parking cases. 

r--------------- -----------------------, 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (18 incorporated 
I c i ti es/towns) 
I 
I 26 judges (8 also serve as JOP) 
I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Tort contract real prorerty 
I rights ($ 0/2,500), sMal claiMS 
I ($ 2,500). 
I - MisdeMeanor D~I/DUI. 
I - Hoving traffic, parking, Miscel-
I laneous traffic. Exclusive ordi­
I nance violation Jurisdiction. 
I 

I No jury trials. L _______________________________________ J 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justioes sit en bano 
CSP caset~pes: 

~ - Ho Mandatory Jurisdiction. 
- Disoretionary Jurisdiotion in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMinistrative agency, juvenile, disciplinary, advisorv 
opinions for the state executive and legislature, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT (10 oounties) 
26 authorized justioes 

A 

A 

CSP oasetypes: 
- Tort oontraot, real propertv rights , Misoellaneous civil 

($1,500/no MaxIMuM). ExcluSive Marriage dissolution, patern­
ity/bastardy, support/oustod~ Jurisdiction. 

- Exolusive triable felony, criMinal appeals jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

PROBATE COURT (10 counties) 
10 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 

~ - "iscellaneous dOMestic relations, 
Miscellaneous civil. Exolusive 
~dopti9nl.Mental health, estate 
Jurlsdlc'tlon. 

No jury tri al s. 

J 
DISTRICT COURT (41 dist.ricts) 
86 authorized full-tiMe and part­
tiMe judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract, real prorerty 

rights ($ 0-10,000), SMa I claiMS 
($ 2!500), Miscellaneous dOMestio 
rela'tions. 

MUNICIPAL COURT 
(4 MUnicipalities)* 
4 part-tiMe justices 
CSP oasetypes: 
- Real property rightsl SMall claiMS ($2,500 I 

Miscellaneous civil. 

+ 

- MisdeMeanor, DUl/DUl. 
- Traffic/other violation. 

- MisdeMeanor, DUI/DUI. 
- Traffic/other violation. 

- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
No jury trials. No 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, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
? Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 

r---t-i - Mandator~ Juri sdi cti on inc I vi!' criMI nal, adMi n i strati ',Ie 
a~encYI Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceedin~ cases, 

- Discretionary 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

nile, adMinistrative agency cases, 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT: CIVIL, FAMILV, GENERAL EQUITV, AND CRIMINAL 
DIVISIONS (15 Vicinages in 21 counties) 
338 Judges authorized 

21 Surrogates also serve as deputy Superior Court clerks 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (uncontested estate are 

handled by the surrogates) ($ 0/no MaxiMUMi Special Civi I 
Part: $ 075,000), SMail claiMS Jurisdiction ($ 1,000), 

- Exclusive triable felonv, criMinal appeals, Mis-
cellaneous criMinal jurisdiction, 

- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction, 

- Jury trials in Most cases, 

A 

A 

r .•••••••....•.••. 1 ................. , 
, MUNICIPAL COURT (535 courts of , TAX COURT* A 
I which 15 were Multi-Municipal) , , , 
, 365 Judges! of which approxiMately, 
I 20 are ful -tiMe I , , 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive liMited felony, Mis- , 
I deMeanor, DUI/DUI jurisdiction. , 
, - Exclusive traffic/other I 
I violation Jurisdiction. I 
I I 
, Ho Jury tri als. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

9 authorized Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- State/local tax 

Matters 

Ho Jury trials, 

* Tax Court is considered a liMited Jurisdiction court beoause ot 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, 1990 

SUPREME COURT A 

5 Justices sit in panels 

CSP casetype~ I. . . . .. .. . . 
~----~ - tlandator~ JurisdIctIon In olvII, crIMinal, adMinistrative 

f" ageQcy, disc i pi i nary, ori gi nal proceeding, i nterl ocutory 
deCISion cases. 

- Disoretionary Jurisdiotion in civil, noncapital oriMinal, 
adMinistrative agency, Juvenile, certified questions froM 
federal court cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS A 

? Judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 

adMinistrative agency, Juvenile cases, 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlooutory decision cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (13 districts) 
59 Judges 
CSP casetypesl 
- Tort, oontract, real property rights, estate. Exclusive 

dOMestic relatIons, Mental health, CIvil appeals, Miscel-
1.-.-----1 laneous civil Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusi~le triable felony, criMinal appeals 
Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

MAGISTRATE COURT (32 Magistrate 
distriots) 
57 Judges (2 part-tiMe) 
CSP casetypesl 
- TortI contractk real property 

righ.s ($ 0/5,~00). 
- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 

DUIIDUI. 
- Moving traffic violation, 

Miscellaneous traffic. 
Jury trials. 

r·HuNicipAi·couRi·(811~~~i~ip;i:·l 
, ities) I 
I I 
I 81 Judges I 
I I 
, CSP case types I I 
, - Traffi%ther violation. , 
I , 
I I 
I No Jury trials. I 
L •••• _._ •••• _ •••••• ~ ••• __ •••••••• J 

BERNALILLO COUNT~ METROPOLITAN 
COURT 
12 Judges 
CSP casetypesl 
- Tort, contractk real property 

righls ($ 0/5,~00). 
- LiMited felony MisdeMeanor, 

D~lIDU I. 
- Traffic/other violation. 

Jury trials except in traffic. 

r ..•...• __ ..•.•... _ ••••.. M •••••• 

I PROBATE COURT (33 counties) 
I 
I 33 Judges 
I 
I CSP casetypesl I 
I - Estate. (Hears uncontested I 
\ cases. Contested cases go tOI 
I District Court.) , 
I I 
I No Jury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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COURT OF APPEALS 
7 Judges 

NEW YORK COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

~Sha~a~t;i~ej~risdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative agency, Juvenile, 
original proceeding cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative agency, Juvenile, 
Judge disciplinary, original proceeding cases, 

l 
Court 

of last ]t 
~--------~.~--~ ~----~+------~ APPELLATE DIUISIONS OF SUPREHE A APPELLATE TERHS OF SUPREHE COURT l 

COURT (4 courts/divisions) (3 terMs/1st and 2nd departMents) 
47 Justices sit in panels in four 15 Justices sit in panels in three 
departMents terMs 

InterMediate 
CSP casetypes I CSP casetypes I appe 11 ate 
- Mandatory jurisdiotion in civil, - Mandatory ~urisdiction in oivil, f+----, oourts 

criMinal, adMinistrative agency, f----------i criMinal, Juvenile, interlocutory 
Juvenile, lawyer discirlinary, orig- decision cases, 
Inal proceeding, inter ocutory - Discretionary Jurisdiction in 
deoiSlOn cases, ~ cri~linal, Juvenile, interlocutory 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, I. _ decision cases, 
criMinal, juvenile l original pro- 3rd & 4th 1st & 
ceeding, interloou.ory decisi~n DepartMen s 2nd 
cases, Drts, 

I 
SUPREHE COURT (12 districts) A 
*568 FTE oOMbined SupreMe Court and 

County Court Judges, 

I 
COUNTY COURT (57 counties outside NYC) 
*568 FTE cOMbined SupreMe Court and 

County Court Judges. 
CSP casetypes I 
- Tort, oontraot, real propert~ rights, 

Miscellaneous civil, Exoluslve 
Marriage dissolution Jurisdictio~, 

CSP oasetypes: 
- Tort, contraot, real property rights, 

Miscellaneous civil ($ 0725,000). 
Trial oourt appeals jurisdiction. 

l 
Courts of 
general 
Juris-dl] - Triable felony, D~I, Miscellaneous 

oriMinal, 
Jury trials, 

- Triable felony! D~I/DUI, Miscellaneous 
criMinal. Exc usive orlMinal appeals. 

J 
COURT OF CLAIHS (1 oourt) 
55 jud~es, 38 aot as SupreMe 
Court Judges 
CSP casetypesl 
- Tort, contract, real 

property rights involving 
the state, 

No Jury trials, 

FAHILY COURT (62 counties-­
includes NYC FaMily Court) 
157 judges 
CSP casetypesl 
- DOMestic relations (except 

Marriage dissolution), ~ 
guardianship, 

- Exclusive juvenile 
jurisdiction, 

Ho Jury trials, 

CIUIL COURT OF THE CITY OF 
NEW YORN (1 oourt) 
120 Judges 
CSP oasetypes: 
- Tort, oontraot, real prorerty 

righ.s ($ 0/25~000), SMa I 
claiMS ($ 2,ea~), Miscellane­
ous 0 i v ii, adMi n I strati ve 
ageno~. 

Jury trial s. 

SURROGATES' COURT 
(63 counties) 
76 surrogates 
CSP casetypes: 
- Adoption, estate. 

Jury trials. 

Jury trials in estate. 

DISTRICT COURT (2 counties) 
49 judges in Nassau and Suffolk 
CSP casetypes: 
- Torti contract, real prorerty 

righ.s ($ 0/15 000), SMa I 
olaiMs ($ 2,00a), AdMinistra­
tive agency, 

- LiMited felony,MisdeMeanor,D~I, 
- Novinv traffic, Miscellaneous 

traffiC! ordinance violation, 
Jury tria s except in traffic. 

+ 
CRIMINAL COURT OF THE CITY OF 
NEW YORN (1 oourt) 
i07 Judges 
CSP casetypes; 
- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 

D~IIDUI • 
- Misoellaneous traffio Misde­

Meanors, ordinance violation, 

CITY COURT (79 oourts in 61 
oities) 
156 judges 
CSP oasetypes: 
- Tort, oontraot, r~al prorerty 

righ.s ($ 0/15~000), SMa I 
claiMS ($ 2,00~). 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 
D~ IIDU I. 

- Novinv traffio, Misoellaneous 
traffiC! ordinance violation. 

Jury tria s except in traffic. 

1st & 2nd 
DepartMents 

Courts of 
I i,Mi ~ed 
Juri s­
di cti on 

r················ ..............•• , 
I TOWN AND UILLAGE JUSTICE COURT I 
I (1487 oourts) 
I 2,242 justi ces 
! I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort, contraot~ real prorerty I 
I righ.s ($ 0/3~~00), sMal I 
I claiMS ($ 2,0~0). I 
I - MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI, Miscel- I 
I I aneous criMi nal. I 
I -Traffi%ther violation. I 

Jury trials in oriMinal cases. I Jury trials in Most oases. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

* Inoludes Aoting SupreMe Court Justices assigned adMinistrativelY. 
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r--+ 

'--

NORTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT A 

? Justioes sit en banc 

CSh °asttype~1 , d' t' ' "I "I dM" t t' - an a or~ ~urls 10 Ion In OIVI I criMIna, a Inls ra Ive 
ageQo~, Juvenile, Judge disciplInary, interlocutory 
decIsIon oases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMin-
istrative agenoy, Juvenile, advisory opinions for the 
executi ve and I egi s I ature, ori gi nal prooeeding, i nter-
looutory decision oases. 

COURT OF APPEALS A 

12 Judges sit in panels 
CSP oasetypesl 

~ • Mandatory turisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
a~iQistra ive a~ency, Juvenile, lawyer disoiplinary 
orIgInal prooeedlng oases • 

• Disoretionary Jurisdiotion in civil, nonoapital oriMinal, 
adMinistrative agencY, Juvenile, orIginal proceeding, 
interlooutory deoision oases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (44 distriots) A 

?? Judges and 100 olerks with estate Jurisdiotion 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tortj contraot, real pro~erty rights (over 10,000/no Max-

iMUM , Misoellaneous civil oases. Exolusive adoption, 
~st~tel M~ntal health, adMinistrative agency appeal~ 
~urlsdlotlon. 

- ,ls4eM~anQr. Exclusive triable felony, orlMinal appeals 
JUrISdIction. 

Jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT (35 districts) 
164 Judges and 654 Magistrates of whioh approXiMately 
70 Magistrates are part-tiMe 
CSP oasetypes: 
- TortI oontraot, real fro2ert0 rights ($ 0/1~,000). Ex-

oluslve SMall olaiMs $ ,00)\ non-adoption dOMestic 
relations, Miscellaneous oivi Jurisdiction. I-

- MisdeMeanor, liMited felony, D~I1DUI Jurisdiction. 
- Traffi%ther violation ~urlsdiotion. 
- Exolusive Juvenile Juris iotion. 

Jury trials in oivil oases only. 

l 

Court or 
last resort 

I nterMedi ate 
appe llate 

oourt 

Court of 
general 

Jurisdiction 

Court of 
I iMi ted 

Jurisdi oti on 
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NORTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE,1990 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypesl 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction In civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 

agency, Juveoi Ie, discipl inary, original proceeding, inter­
locutory deolslon cases, 

- Ho discretionary Jurisdiction, 
I 
I 
I 

t 
COURT OF APPEALS* (TeMPOrary) 
3-Judge panels 
CSP casetypesl 
- Mandatory Jurisdiotion in civil, nonoapital 

oriMinal, adMinistrative agenc~, JuvenIle, 
disoipl inary, original proceedIng, inter­
looutory decIsion cases, 

- No discretionary Jurisdiction, 

DISTRICT COURT (7 Judicial districts in 53 A 
counti es) 

27 Judges 
CSP oasetypesl 
- Tort, contraot, real property rights 

guardianship, Exoluslve dOMestic relations, 
appeals of adMinistrative agenoy cases, 
MIscellaneous civil Jurisdiction, 

- MisdeMeanor, Miscellaneous criMinal, Exclusive 
triable felony Jurisdiction, 

- Moving traffic, Miscellaneous traffic, 
- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiotion, 
Jury trials in Many cases, 

r··········· ....•...................•.. 
COUNT V COURT (53 counties) 

r····································, 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (112 incorporated I 

26 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, oontract, real property 

righ.s ($ 0/10,000), estate, Ex­
clusive SMall claiMs ($ 3,000), 
Mental health Jurisdiction, 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, DUll 
DUI, criMinal appeals, 

- HOVIng traffic, parking, Miscel­
laneous traffic, 

Jury trials except in SMail claiMs 

I cities) I 
I I 
I 102 Judges , 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 

I ,- D~I/DUI, I 
I ,- Moving traffic, parking, I 
I-f-i Miscellaneous traffic, , 
, , Exclusive ordinance violation I 
I , Jurisdiction. I 
I I I 

I I 
I I 
, I 

I cases, I I Ho Jury trials, , 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

.... Indicates assignMent of cases, 
* Effective July 1, 1987 through January 1, 1994, 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, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
? Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypesl . .. 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, orlMinal, adMinistrative 

agenCYt Juvenile, disci~linarY, original prooeedin9 oases. 
- Dlsore.ionary Jurisdiction in oivil, nonoapital orlMinal, 

juvenile, original prooeeding, interlocutory deoision cases. 

counT OF APPEALS (12 courts) 
5~ Judges sit in panels of 3 MeMbers each 

A 

A 

...--'T4l CSP casetype~:. . . . .. .. .. . ~ 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction In CIVil, criMinal adMinistrative 

agency, Juven i Ie, ori gi nal proceedi ng, inter I ocutory dec i sian 
oases. . 

- No discretitJnary Jurisdiction. 

r·~····-·-··············-········ .... -•... -............... ~ .... ~., 
, COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (88 counties) A , 
, I 
, 344 Judges , 
, I 
, CSP casetypes: , 
, - Tort, contract, real ~roperty rights ($ 500/no MaxiMUM), , 
, appeal of ad/'l,inistratlve agency cases l Misc~llaneous oivil. , 
, Exclusive dOMestic relations, Mental nealth, estate , 
, Jurisdiction. , 
1 - Exclusive triable felony, Misoellaneous criMinal Jurisdiotion., 
I - Exolusive juvenile Jurisdiotion. , 
, - Traffic/other violation (Juvenile cases only) Jurisdiotion. , , , 
, Jury trials in Most cases. , 
L ••••••••••••••••••• _ •• ~._ •• _ •••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••• •••••••••••• J 

r· ....•...............••...•....• , r···································· .. , 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (118 oourts) I ,COUNTV COURT (50 courts) , , , , , 
I 199 Judges I I 60 Judges , 
I I I , 
I CSP oasetypes: I I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Torti c~ntraotl r~al property, I - Torti oontract~ real property I 
I ri gh.s $ 0/10). aa6) , SMail I I ri ghts ($ 0/3, tl00), SMall c !aiMS I 
I claiMS $ i,00tl), Mlscellane~ I I ($ 1 00e), Miscellaneous civil. , 
I GUS oi",i!. I I - LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor) DUll I 
I - LiMited felonv, MisdeMeanor, , f DUJ criMinal a~peals. , 
I D~I/DUI, oriMlnal ap~eals. I I - Traffi%ther Violation, except for I 
I - TraHic/other violatIon. I I parking cases. I 
I I I I 
I Jury trials in Most cases. " Jury trials in Most cases. I 
L································r L···········f···························J 

COURT OF CLAIMS (1 oourt) 
2 judges sit on teMPOrary 
assi~nMent 

CSP casetypes: 
- Miscellaneous oivil actions 

a~ainst the state. 
- VictiMS of criMe cases 
Jury trials. 

r· ..........•....•..••.••.•. , 
I MAYOR'S COURT (N500 courts) f 
I I 
I "'500 Judges (MaYOrs) I 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - D~I/DUI. I 
I - Traffic/other violation. I 
I I 
I , 
I I 
I No jury trials. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~~ •• J 
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OKLAHOMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

~------------~'----------~ SUPREME COURT 
9 Justices sit en banc 

A COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS 
5 Judges sit en banc 

CSP casetypesl 
- Mandatory Jurisdiotion in civil, 

adMinistrative agency, Juvenile, 
lawyer disciplinary, advisory 
opi ni on, ori gi nal proceedi ng, 
interlocutory decision cases. 

CSP casetypesl 
- ~andatory Jurisdiction in criMinal, 

uvenile, original proceeding oases. 
- iscretionar~ Jurisdiction in inter­

looutory deolslon cases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiotion in civil, 

adMinistrative agency, Juveni le, in­
terlocutory decision cases. 

I 
I , 

COURT OF APPEALS (4 courts) 
12 Judges sit in four perM­
anent divisions of 3 MeMbers 
each 
CSP casetypeSI 
" Mandatory Jurisdiction in 

civil, adMinistrative 
agency, . Juveni Ie, ori gi nal 
proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases that are 
assigned by the SupreMe 
Court. 

- Ho discretionary Jurisdic­
tion. 

DISTRICT COURT (26 districts) 
71 district, 77 associate district, and 
62 special Judges 
CSP casetypesl 
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction, except 

for concurrent Jurisdiction In appeal 
of adMinistrative agency cases. 

A 

SMail claiMS Jurisdiction ($ 3,000). 
- Exclusive criMinal Jurisdiction (inoluding 

criMinal appeals). 
- Moving traffic, Miscellaneous traffic, 

ordinance violation. 
- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

COURT OF TAl( REUIEW A 
r············ ........... , 
I MUNICIPAL COURT NOT I 

r·············· ........ , 
I MUNICIPAL CRIMINAL I 

(1 court) I OF RECORD (346 oourts) I I COURT OF RECORD I 
I I I (2 courts) I 

3 District Court I AParoxiMately 356 full I I I 

Judges serve I an part-tiMe Judges I I S full-tiMe and 1S I 
I I I part-tiMe Judges I 

CSP casetYfeSI I CSP casetypeSI I I I 

- APteal 0 adMin- I - Traffic/other I I CSP oasetypeSI I 

is rative agency I violation. I I - Traffic10ther 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 01 cases. 

Courts ot 
I ast resort 

InterMedi ate 
appe II ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

Jurisdiction 

Courts of 
liMited 

Jurisdiotion 

OklahOMa has a ~orkers' COMPensation Court, which hears COMPlaints that are handled exclusively by 
adMinistrative agencies in other states. 
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OREGONCOURTSTRUCTUR~1990 

SUPREME COURT 
( Justices sit en banc 
CSP caset~pes: 
~ Mandatory Jurisdiction in capital CtiMinal, adMinistrative agency, 

disciplinary, ori~inal proceeding cases. 
- DiscretionarY jurlsdiotlon in civil, noncapital criMinal adMin­

istrative agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, certitied questions frOM 
federal courts, original proceeding cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS A 

10 judges sit in panels and en banc 

~St~ait~Wj~risdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adt1inistra- +­
tive agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

- Ho discretionary jurisdiction. 

TA~ COURT A 
(1 oourt) 
1 judge 

CIRCUIT COURT (21 Judicial districts in 36 
counti es) 
89 Judges 
CSP casetypes: CSP casetypes: 

- Civil appeals 
froM adMlnis· 
trative 
agencies. 

No Jury trials. 

- Tortl oontraot, real propert~ rights 
($ 1~,000/no MaxiMUM), adoptlon~ estate, 

r----~ civil appeals l Mental health. txolusive 
dOMestio rela,ions (exoept adoption), Miscel­
laneous civil Jurisdiotion, 

- Exclusive triable felony, criMinal ap?eals 
Jurisdiotion. 

r··············· ., 
t COUHIV COURT t 
t (36 counties) t 
t t 
1 9 Judges 1 
t t 
t CSP casetypes: 1 
f ~ Adoption, I 
f Mental health, I 
I estate, I 
I - Juvenile, I 
I I 
I No Jury trials. I 
L ••••••••••••••••• J 

- Juveni Ie. 
Jury trials for Most casetypes. 

r····················, 
1 JUSTICE COURT I 
I (3? courts) 1 
I I 
1 34 justices of the 1 
I peace I 
f f 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort, contract, I 
1 real property I 
I rights ($ 01 I 
1 2 500), sMail I 
1 claiMS ($ 2,500).1 
1 - LiMited felony, f 
I MisdeMeanor, I 
I D~l/DUI. I 
I - Moving trarfic\ I 
1 parking, Misce - 1 
1 I aneous traff i C, I 
1 1 
I Jury tri als for f­
I SOMe casetypes. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••• J 

r·················, 
I MUNICIPAL COURT I 
I (19? courts) 1 
I I 
I 126 Judges I 
I 1 
I CSP casetypes: f 
1 - MisdeMeanor, I 
I D~IIDUJ. I 
1 - TraHic/other !-+ 
1 violation. 1 
1 f 
I I 
1 Jury trials for I 
I SOMe caset~pes. I 
L ••••••••••••••••• J 

DISTRIcr COURT 
(30 counties with a 
District Court) 

61 Judges 
CSP casetypps: 
- Tort, oontract, 

real propert~ 
rights ($ 01 
10,000)! sMall 
~~~t~te>~irl~~r~! 
testate. 

- LiMited relony, 
Mi sdeMeanor, 
D"IIDUI. 

- Trafti c/other 
violation. -------+1,. Jury trials for 

SOMe casetypes. 

Court of 
last resort 

InterMediate 
appellate 

court 

Courts of 
general 

Jurisdiction 

Courts of 
I il",i ted 

Jurisdiction 
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PENNSYLVANIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

CSPN cadsettype~l , d' t' , "I "I d" t t' . 'I - an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , cl'IMlna , a MiniS ra Ive agency, Juvenl e, 
discIPlinary, ori~inal proceeding, interlocutorY decision cases. 

- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in CiVil, noncapital criMinal, adMinistrative agencY, 
juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

COHHONHEALTH COURT 
9 authorized judges sit in panels 
and en banc 

A 

CSP casetypesl 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, 

noncapital criMinal, adMinistra­
tive agency, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision oases 
involving the COMMonwealth. 

- Discretionar~ jurisdiction in 
civil adMinistrative agency or­
iginal proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases involving the 
COMMonwealth. 

SUPERIOR COURT 
15 authorized judges sit in panels 
and en bane 
CSP cmtypes 
- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, 

noncapital criMinal, Juvenile, or­
iginal proceeding, Interlocutory 
decision cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in 
c i vi I, noncapi tal criMi nal, Juv­
enile, original proceeding, Inter­
locutory deoision cases. 

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (6a districts in 67 counties) A 

342 judges 
CSP casetypeSl 
- Tort, contract, real property rights, Miscellaneous civi 1. 

Exclusive dOMestic relations, estate, Mental health, civil 
appeals jurisdiction. 

- NlsdeMeanor, 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 casetypes l 
-~I;~eff~K:~~~ a~~~;~i~$r~{~tr~~~' 

Miscellaneous civil. Exclusive 
sMail claiMS jurisdiction 
($ 5 Ba0). 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, D~l/ 
DUJ. 

- Ordinance violation. 
No jury tri al s. 

PHILADELPHIA TRAFFIC COURT 
(l.st D i stri ct) 
6 judges 
CSP casetypesl 
- Noving traffic, parking, 

Miscellaneous traffic. 

Ho jury trials. 

DISTRICT JUSTICE COURY 
(538 courts) 
538 district justices 
CSP casetypesl 
- Tort, oontractk real property 

ri ghts ($ 0/4, tJ00) • 
- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, 

DUIIDUJ. 
- Traffic/other violation. 

No jury tria Is. 

r·· .. ···.··· .. ···.·l .................. , 
, PITTSBURGH CITV MAGISTRATES , 
I (5th District) I 
I I 
I 6 Mag;strates I 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Real property ri ghts. I 
I - LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, I 
I D~IIDUJ. I 
I - Traffic/other violation. I 
I I 
I Ho jury trials. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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I 
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE 
i judge 

PUERTO RICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
7 Justices 
Jurisdiction: 
- Reviews JudgeMents and decisions of Court of First 

Instance, and cases on appeal or review before the 
Superi or Court, 

- Reviews rulings ot the Registrar of Pro~erty and 
rulings of certain adMinistrative agenCIes, 

t 
SUPERIOR COURT* (12 districts) 
108 Judges 
Juri sdi cti on: 
- Tort, contract, real pro~erty rights ($10,000/no 

MaxiMUM) dOMestic relatIons, and Miscellaneous 
civil, Exclusive estate and civil appeals Juris­
diction, 

- Exclusive felony and criMinal appeals Jurisdic­
tion, 

- "i sdeMeanor, 
- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction, 

Jury trials in criMinal cases, 

DISTRICT COURT* (3S courts) 
99 Judges 
Jurisdiction: 
- rort, contractl real propert~ rights ($ 0/10 ea0) , 

Miscellaneous dOMestic relatIons, and Miscellaneous 
civil, 

- MisdeMeanor, D~lIDUI, preliMinary hearings, 
- Traffic/other violatIon except parking, 
No Jury trials, 

t 
1 

MUNICIPAL COURT (52 courts) 
59 Judges 

Jurisdiction: 
- Civil investigation, 
- Probable cause hearings, search 

Jurisdiction: 
- Traffic/other violation, 

warrants, SUMMonses, l4arrants of 
iMPrisonMent, warrants to release 
frOM Jail, and bails, 

Ho Jury trials, No jury trials, 

* The court of First Instance consists of two divisions: the Superior Court and the 
District Court, There is a work distribution between theM that Ma~es it possible 
to classify the first as a court of general Jurisdiction and the other as a court 
of liMited jurisdiction, 

Court of 
last 

resort 

Court of 
general 

JUrisdiction 

Courts of 
liMited 

Jurisdiction 
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RHODE ISLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT A 

5 Justices sit en banc 

CSPHcdastetype~:'d't' "'I 'tl" l' 'I - an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , noncapi a criMina, Juvenl e, 
disciplinarY, advisory opinion, ori~inal ~roceeding cases. 

- DiscretionarY Jurisdiction in adMinistrative agency appeals, 
interlocutory decision, original proceeding cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (4 divisions) 
21 Justices, 2 Masters 

A 

CSP case types: 
- Tort, contractl real rroperty rights ($ 5,0e0/no 

MaxiMUM), civi aJpea s Miscellaneous civil. 
- HisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. Exclusive triable felony, 

criMinal appeals Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT (8 divisions) 
13 Judges, 1 Master 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort! contract~ real property 

rights ($1eee/~,eee-10!00e) 
appeals of adMinistrative a~ency 
cases. Exclusive sMail claiMs 
($1,50e); Mental health. 

- Hi sdeMeanor, D~ I1DU I. Exc I us i ve 
liMited felony Jurisdiction. 

- Ordinance violation. Exclusive 
Moving traffic for those cases 
not handled adMinistratively. 

No Jury tri al s. 

A 

r·················· ..........•....... 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (13 courts) 
I 
I 18 judges 
I 

I CSP case types: 
I - Ordinance violation. E~cjusive 
I parking Jurisdiction. 
I I 
I Ho Jury trials. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

FAMILY COURT (4 divisions) 
11 Judges, 2 Masters 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive dOMestic relations 

Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 

No Jury trials. 

r·················· .................. , 
I PROBATE COURT (39 cities/towns) I 
I I 
I 39 Judges I 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive estate jurisdiction. I 
I I 
I I 
I No Jury trials. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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SOUTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURt 
5 Justioes sit en bane 
CSP easetypes: 
- Handator~ Jurisdiction in oi~il, criMinal, ju~enilel r.-

disoiplinary, oertified questions frOM federal oour.s, orig-
inal prooeedln~, interlooutory decision oases. 

- Disoretionary Jurisdiotion in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agenoy, Juveni Ie, original prooeeding, in.er­
locutory decision cases. 

f t 
COURT OF APPEALS 
6 Judges sit in panels and en banc 

rt CSP casetypes: 
- Nandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, adMin­

istrative agency, juvenile, original proceedin~ cases assigned 
by the SupreMe Court. 

- No disoretionary Jurisdiction. 

CIRCUIT COURT (16 oircuits) A 

31 Judges and 21 Masters-in-equity 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract[ real property rights, Miscellaneous civil. 

Exclusive oivi appeals jurisdiction. -
- MisdeMeanor, DUI/DUI. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal 

appeals, Miscellaneous criMinal Jurisdiction, 
Jury trials except in appeals. 

FAMILV COURT (16 cirouits) 
r············· ......•........• 
, MAGISTRATE COURT (315 courts) 
I 

46 Judges I 325 Magistrates 
I 

CSP oasetypes: I CSP omtypes: 
- Misoellaneous civil, Exclusive I - Tortt contracts real proper 

dOMestic relations Jurisdiction, I ri~h s ($ 0/2t 00), SOMe 

--, , 
I 
I 
I 
I 

tYI 
I 
I except for SOMe haterniti/bastardy I La ernit~/bas ard~. 

cases heard in t e Magis rate I - iMited elony, MisdeMeanor, I 
Court. , DUI/DUL , 

- Juvenile traffic. I - Traffi%ther violation. I 
- Juveni Ie. I - Juvenile. I 

I I 
No Jury trials. , Jury trials. I 

~ ...•....•..•..•.•..• , ...•....• • • J 

r·-···-·········-··_u.- .. --- .. ~ .. -.-.. , r·-~·--------~·---·······-····· .. , 
I PROBATE COUnT (46 oourts) I I MUNICIPAL COURT (241 courts) , , , I I 
, 46 Judges , I "'250 Judges I 
I I I 
I CSP casetypes: I I CSP casetYfeSI 
I - ~xc!usive.Mental health, estate - LiMited elony, MisdeMeanor, 

Jurlsdlotlon. I DUIIDUI. 
, - irarric/other violation. , J I J 

, Ho Jury trials. I 
~ ••••••• _ ••••••••••••••••• _ ••••••••••• J 

I Jury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

.... Indicates aSsignMent of oases. 
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SOUTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en bane 
CSP casetypes: 
~ Handatory turisdiction in civil, criMinal, 

adMinistra ive a~encYi Juvenile, 
disciplinary, orl~ina proceeding cases, 

~ Discretionary ~urlsdictlon in advisory 
opi n ions for testate executi ve, i nte~ 
locutory decision, original proceeding 
cases, 

CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits) 
36 judges 18 law Malistrates, 9 part~tiMe 
lay Magis~ratesl 81 ull~tiMe clerk Magis~ 
trates, and 46 part~tiMe clerk Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: 
~ Exclusive civil jurisdiction (includinl 

civil a0feals), SMall claiMs jurisdic ion 
($ 2 00 , 

~ Exclusive criMinal jurisdiction (including 
criMinal a~peals), 

~ Exclusive raffic/other violation 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, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 
Csp casetype~l. . . . .. .. 
- Handator~ uurlsdlotlon In OIVII, orlMlnal, . 

lawyer dlsoiplinary cases, workers' oOMPensatlon, 
- Discretionarv Jurisdiotion in oivil, nonoapital oriMinal, 

juvenile, original proceeding, interlooutory deoision cases, 

~------~+----~ ~-----+~------~ 
COURT OF APPEALS 3 divisions A COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS (3) 

9 Judges 12 judges 

CSP casetypes I 
- Mandatory Jurisdiotion in civil, 

adMinistrative agency, juvenile 
oases, 

CSP oasetypes 
- Mandatory Jurisdiotion in non­

ca~i tal criMinal, juveni Ie, or­
i~lnal ~roceeding cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in 
interlocutory aecision cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdiotion in 
interlocutofY decision cases, 

.. + 
~ JUDICIAL DISTRICTS (31 districts) 

CIRCUIT COURT A CHANCERV A CRIMINAL COURT 
(95 counties in 31 districts) COURY (31 districts) 

(31 districts) 
76 Judges 29 Judges 

33 chancellors 
CSP casetypes: 
- Civi I ($ 50/no MaxiMUM), 

except SMail olaiMs. Civil 
appeals Jurisdiction. 

- CriMinal. 
- Hoving traffic, Miscella-

neous traffic. 
Jury trials. 

CSP casetypes: 
- Civil ($ se/ 

no MaxiMUM) 
except SMail 
claiMS. 

Jury trials, 

CSP emtypeSl 
- CriMi nal. CriMi nal 

appeals Jurisdiction. 

Jury trials. 

'-- -r'-' .-.-.. -.. -.. -.1-.-•. -.. -.-.. -. '-',--r'-' .-.-.. .....,..1-.. -.. -.. -.-.. -, -r-' .-.-.. -.. -.. -.. ....,.1. .......... , 
I JUUENILE COURT I I PROBATE COURT (2) I I MUNICIPAL COURT I 
, (21 courts) I I I I (N3ea courts) I 
I I I 3 Judges I I I 
I 22 Judges; 7 part-tiMe I I I I "'170 judges I 
I I I I I I 
I CSP casetypes: Itt t CSP casetypeSl I 
I - Paterni ty/bastardy, I I CSP casetypesl I I - MisdeMeanor, DU!/J)UI. I 
I Mental health. I I - Estate. t I - Traffic/other vio- I 
I - Juvenile. I I I I lation. I 
I I I I I I 
I 110 Jury trials. I I No jury trials. I I No Jury trials. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••• J L •••••••••••••••••• J L •••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r •••• • ••••• •· ••• •• ••• •••·••··•••···••·········••·•··•· •.•• , 
I GENERAL SESSIONS COURT (92 counties l 2 additional I 
I counties have a trial Justice court) I 
I I 
I 134 General Sessions Jud~es a~d 16 Municipal Court I 
t judges with General Sesslons Jurisdiction. I 
I I 
I CSP casetypesl I 
1 - Tort, contract

l 
real property rights ($ 0/varies) I 

I Marriage disso ution, support/custody, Mental health, I 
'-----; ~st~te. (Pfobate) oases. Exclusive SMall olaiMs I 

I Jurisdiction ($ 1e~00e). 
I - MisdeMeanor, D~I/DuI. 
\ - iraffic/other violation. 
I - Juvenile. 
I 
I 
I I 
I No Jury trials. I 
~ •• _ •••••••••••••••• _ •••• _ ••••••••••••••••• _ ••••• _._ •••••• J 

Court 01 
last resort 

InterMediate 
appellate 

courts 

Court of 
general 

Juri sdi cti on 

Courts of 
. liMited 
uurisdiction 

Part IV: 1990 State Court Structure Charts • 229 



TEXAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREHE COURT 
9 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiotion in civil cases. 
- Discretionary jurisdiotion in civil, 

adMi n i strati ve agency, juven i Ie, cer­
tified questions frOM federal courts, 
original proceeding cases. 

COURTS OF APPEALS (14 courts) 
80 justices sit in panels 

COURT OF CRIHINAL APPEALS 
9 judges sit en bano 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatorv jurisdiction in criMin­

ai, ori gl nal proceedi ng cases. 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in 

noncapital criMinal, original pro­
ceeding cases and certified ques­
tions frOM federal court. 

CSPM cdasettype~: , d' t' , "I 't I " I d" - an a ory Juris IC Ion In CIVI , noncapi a criMina I a MlnlS-
trative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, inter ocutory 
decision cases. 

- Ho discretionary jurisdiction. 

DISTRICT COURTS (384 courts) 384 judges r-

DISTRICT COURT (3?4 courts) A CRIHINAL DISTRICT COURT (10 courts) 
3?4 judges 10 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Torti contract, real property 

rights ($ 200/no MaxiMUM), 
dOMestic relations

l 
estate, 

Miscellaneous civi • 
Exclusive adMinistrative agency 
appeals jurisdiction. 

- Triable felony MisdeMeanor, 
D~I/DUI, Miscellaneous criMinal. 

- Juvenile. 
Jury trials. 

CSP casetypes: 
- Triable felony MisdeMeanor. 

D~IIDUI, Miscellaneous criMinal 
cases. 

Jury trials • 

~.~~~~!~.~~~~~.~~~~!~.~~~~.~~~:~:~ 428 judges ..•...........•...•........••.•. ~~ 
I CONSTITUTIONAL COUNTY COURT PROBATE COURT COUNTY COURT AT LAW (15? courts) I 
I (1? courts) I 
I (254 courts) 254 judges 15? judges I 
I 1? judges I 

I I CSP casetypes: CSP casetypes: 
I - Tort contract

2 
real propertv CSP casetypes: - Tort

t 
contract, real property I 

I rifhts ($ 200/ t500), dOMestlo - Estate. rith s ($ 200/varies), I 
I re ations, esta e, Mental - Mental es ate Mental health, I 
I health, Civil trial court health. civil trial court appeals. I 
I a~peals, Miscellaneous civil. Miscellaneous civil. I 
, - MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI, criMinal - MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI, , 
I appeals. criMinal affeals. I 
I - Moving traffic, Miscellaneous - Moving tra ic, Miscellaneous I 
I traffiC. traffiC. I 
I - Juvenile. - Juvenile. J 

I , 
I , 
I I 
I Jury trials. 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Jury trials. Jury trials. I 
• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r········································, 
I HUNICIPAL COURT* (838 courts) , 

r·····································, 
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT* I 

I I 
I 1,198 judges I 
I I 
I CSP case types: I 
I - LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor. I 

- Moving traffic, parking, Misc~lla- , 
neous traffic. ExclUSive ordinance I 

J violation jurisdiction. 
I 
I 
I I 

I 
(928 courts) 928 judges 
CSP casetypes: I 
- Tort contract real property i-I 

rights ($ 0/2,500), SMa!! claiMS 
(07 $ 2,500), Mental health. 

- LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor. 
- Moving traffic, parking, Misoel-

laneous traffic. 
I Jury trials. I Jury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

* SOMe Municipal and Justice of the Peaoe Courts May appeal to the District Court. 

230 • State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annua/ Report 1990 

Courts of 
last resort 

InterMediate 
appe 11 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

juri sdi cti on 

Courts of 
liMited 

juri sdi cti on 



UTAH COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT A 
5 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypeSI Court of 
- Nandator~ Jurisdiction in civil criMinal( adMinistrative last resort 

agency, Juvenile, lawyer disoiplinary, original prooeedlng 
cases. 

- Disoretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS A 

? Justices sit in panels of 3 
~ CSP casetypesl 

- Mandatory Jusisdiction in oivil, criMinal, adMinistra­
tive agency, juvenile, original proceeding cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision 
cases. 

t 
DISTRICT COURT (8 distriots in 29 counties) A 

29 Judges 
CSP case types I 
- Tort, contract, r~al fro~erty rights. 

Exclusive dOMestio re atlons, estate, 
Mental health, Miscellaneous civil 
Juri sdi cti on. 

- MisdeMeanor. Exclusive felony, 
criMinal appeals Jurisdiction. 

Jury trials in Most casetypes. 

CIRCUlI COURT (8 oircuits in 29 
counties) 

r·······························~···, 

I JUsn CE COURT I 
I W0 cities/oounties) I 
I I 

3? judges I 140 Judges I 
\ I 

CSP casetypes I I CSP casetypes: I 
- Torti contract, real property I - Torti oontract ($ 0/1/000), I 

righ~s ($ ali0,000), SMall claiMsLL-J sMal OlaiMS ($ 2(00010 ( 
($ 2(000). I'! - LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, I 

- LiMi~ed felonY, MisdeMeanor, I D"I/DUl. I 
DUIIDUI. Exclusive Misoellaneous I - Traffic/other violation. I 
criMinal Jurisdiction. I I 

- Trattic/other violation. I I 

Jury trials except in SMall claiMS 
and parking cases. 

I I 
I I 
I Jury trials in SOMe casetypes. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

JUVENILE COURT (8 Juvenile court districts) 
13 Judges 

....... -----1 CSP casetypesl 
- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 

Ho Jury trials. 
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VERMONT COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Nandator~ Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal 1 adMinistrative 

agency, ~uvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (14 counties) 
12 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract ($ 2aa/no Maxi­

MUM)/ support/custody, patern­
ity/oastardy, Miscellaneous 
dOMestic relations, Miscel­
laneous civil. Exclusive real 
property rights, Marriage dis­
solution, Civil appeals Juris­
diction. 

- Triable felony. 

Jury tri al s. 

A DISTRICT COURT* (14 circuits) 
17 Judges 
CSP oasetypes: 
- Tort, contract ($ a/5,aaa), 

support/custody, paternity/bas­
tardY! Miscellaneous dOMestic 
relations, Mental health. 
Exclusive SMall claiMs Juris­
diction ($ 2,aaa). 

- Triable felony. Exolusive Mis­
deMeanor, D~I1DUI Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive Moving traffic, Mis~ 
cellaneous traffic 1 ordinance 
violation ~urisdiction. 

- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
general 

Jurisdiotion 

PROBATE COURT (19 districts) 
19 Judges (part-tiMe) 
CSP casetypes: 

l Court 01 

J 
liMited 

Jurisdiction - Mental health, Miscellaneous dOMestic 
relations l 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, toe 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 
Superi or Court. 
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-

VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREHE COURT 
? Justices sit en banc and in panels 
CSP oasetypes: , 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction In capital criMinal, adMin­

istrative agency, lawyer disciplinary oases. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, nonoapital 

criMinal, adMinistrative agency, Juvenile Judge dis­
ciplinary, original proceeding, interlooutorY decision 
cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
10 Judges sit In panels 
CSP oasetypes: , 

A 

A 

- Handatorv Jurisdiction in SOMe civll~ SOMe adMInistra­
tive agency and SoMe original prooeeaing cases. 

- Discretionary Jurisdiotion in nonoapital oriMinal oases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (31 circuits) 
131 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 

A 

- Tort oontraot/ real property rights ($ 0-1, 000/no Max~ 
iMUMl l Mental nealih, adMinistrative agenoy app~als, 
Miscellaneous civil. Exclusive dOMestiC relations 
(exoept for support/custody), oivil appeals frOM trial 
courts, ~state Jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, criMinal appeals. Exclusive triable felony 
Jurisdiotion. 

- Ordinance violation. 
Jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT (204 General District, Juvenilej and 
DOMestic Relations Courts)** 
115 FiE general district and ?? FtE Juvenile and dOMestic 
relations judges 
CSP omtypes: 
- Tort, contract, real prorerty rights ($ 0/?,0e0) , sup­

port/custodYl Mental hea th, SMall claiMS in 
Fairfax 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, 

* A FaMily Court Pilot ProJeot authorized by legislation passed in the 1989 session 
of the General ASseMbly beCaMe operational on January 2, 1990. 

** The District Court is referred to as the Juvenile and DOMestic Relations Court 
when hearing Juvenile and dOMestic relations cases, and as the General Distriot 
Court for ihe balanoe of the cases. 
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WASHINGTON COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
9 Justices sit en bane and in panels 
CSP casetypesl 

~-------"~ - Mandator~ Jurisdiction in civil, criMinal, adMinistrative 
agency, Juvenile, certified questions froM federal court 
cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criMinal, 
adMinistrative agencYl Juvenile , disciplinary, original 
proceeding, interlocu.ory decision cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS (3 courts/divisions) 
17 Judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypesl 
- Mandatory Jurisdicti on in ci vi I, noncapital criMinal, adMin­

istrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding cases. 
- Discretionar~ Jurisdiction in adMinistrative agency, inter­

locutory decIsion cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (30 districts in 39 counties) 
14? Judges 

A 

CSP casetypesl 
- Tort! contract. Exclusive real pro~erty rights, dOMestic 

rela.ions , estate I Mental health, civil appeals, Miscel-
~----~ laneous civil Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive triable felony, criMinal appeals Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most cases. 

r····--.·------··--·--···· .......... . 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (134 cities) 
I 
I 96 Judges (82 part-tiMe) 
I 
I CSP casetypes I 
I - DOMestic relations. 
I - MisdeMeanor DUIIDUI. 
I - Moving traftio, parking, Miscel­
I laneol!s traffio, and ordinance 
I violations. 
I 

I 
I I 
I JurY,trials except in traffic and I 
I parking. I 
~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

r··············· ...•......••••.•...• , 
I DISTRICT COURT (60 oourts in 67 I 
I locations for 39 counties)* 
I 
I 107 Judges (27 part-tiMe) 
I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort, contract ($ O/10,000) I 
I Misoellaneous dOMestic relations. I 
I Exclusive sMall claiMs Juris- I 
I diction ($ 2,000).. I 
I - MisdeMeanor DUI/DUI. I 
I - Moving-traftic, parkingl Miscel- I 
I laneous (non-traffic) Violations. I 
I I 
I Jury trials except in traffic 
I and parking. I 
~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 

* District Court provides services to Municipalities that do not have a Municipal 
Court. 
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WEST VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT OF APP~ALS 
5 Justices sit en bano 
CSP case types : 

A 

- No Mandatory Jurisdiction. 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapiial criMinal, ad-

Ministrative agenoy, Juvenile, disciPlinary, certified ques­
tions froM federal courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

~------------------~------------------.-

CIRCUIT COURT (31 circuits) 
60 Judges 

A 

CSP casetypesl 
- Tort, contract ($ 300/no M?,xiMUM), DOMestio relations. 

Exclusive real property rights, Mental heal th, estate, civi I 
a~peals jurisdiction. 

- MisdeMeanor, DUIIDU I. Exc I us i ve tri abl e fe I ony, cri~li nal 
appeals JurIsdiction. 

- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

MAGISTRATE COURT (55 counties) 
156 Magistrates 
CSP casetypesl 
- Tort, contract ($ 0/3,000). 

Miscellaneous dOMestic relations. 
- MisdeMeanor, D~I/DUI. Exolusive 

liMited felony Jurisdiction. 
- Hovin~ traffio, Miscellaneous 

traffiC. 
Jury trials. 

r··············· ...•............. , 
, MUNICIPAL COURT (122 courts) I 
I I 
I 122 Judges (pari-tiMe) I 
I I 
I CSP 'oasetypw , 
I - DUII,DUI. • I 
I - Hoving tratilo, Miscellaneous I 
I traffiC. Exclusive parxing, I 
I ordinanoe violation I 
I Jurisdiction. I 
I I 
I I 
I Jury trials. I 
L ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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WISCONSIN COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
? Justlo~s sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- No Mandatory Jurisdiction. 
- D i screti onary Juri sdi oti on In olvi I orlMI nal, adMI n~ 

istrative agencY, disciplinary, certified ~uestions froM 
federal courts, original proceeding, Juvenile cases. 

COURT OF APP1~LS (4 districts) 
13 Judges sit In 3-Judge districts (one 4-Judge dlstrlot) 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, oriMinal, adMinistrative 

agency Juvenile oas~s. 
- Dlsoretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision 

cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (69 circuits) 
210 Judges 
CSP casetypes: 
~ Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (inoluding civil appeals). 

SMail claiMs Jurlsdiotion ($ 2 000). 
w DUIIDUI. Exolusive triable felony, MisdeMeanor 

Jurisdiction. 
- Contested: Moving trafric, parking, Miscellaneous traf­

fic. Ordi~ance violations If no Municipal Court. 
- EXclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in Most oases. 

A 

r······························ ..........•..•............•.. , 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (194 courts) I 
I I 
I 193 Judges (190 part-tiMe, 3 full-tiMe) I 
I I 
I CSP oasetypesl I 
I - DUIIDUI. (first offense) I 
I - Traffic/other violation. I 
I I 
I No Jury trials. I 
L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 
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Court of 
last resort 

InterMediate 
appell ate 

court 

Court of 
general, 

JUrisdiotlon 

Court of 
liMited 

Juri sdi oU on 



r········ 
I JUSTICE 
I (14 cou 
I 
I 14 Just 
I 
I CSP cas 
I - Tor\ 
I righ 
I ($ 2 
I - LiMi~ 
I DUIID 
1 •• Novin 
I laneo 
I 
I Jur~ tr 
I olalMs. 
L •••••••• 

WYOMING COURT STRUCTURE, 1990 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes I , 
- Handator~ Jurisdiotion in civil! criMinal, adMinistrative 

agenoy, Juvenile, lawyer disoip inarYI oertifled questions 
frOM federal oourts, original proceeding cases. , 

- DiscretionarY Jurisdiction in extraordinary writs, writs of 
certiorari on appeals froM liMited Jurisdiction courts. 

DISTRICT COURT (9 districts) 
1? judges 

A 

A 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contraot, real property ri~hts ($ 1,000-?~a00/no Max­

iMUM [depends on whether appeal IS froM County ~ourt or 
Justice of the Peace Court]), Exclusive dOMestic relations 
(except for Miscellaneous dOMestio relations), Mental health, 
estate I civil afpeals, Miscellaneous civil Jurisdiotion. 

- Exoluslve triab e felony, criMinal appeals Jurisdiction. 
- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials • 

..••...•... ~ .. ••.•.••...... , r·············· •••.•..•••.... 
OF THE PERCE COURT I I MUNICIPRL COURT (80 courts) 

rts in 11 counti es) ; I 
I I ?5 Judges (part-tiMe) 

ices ot the peace(part-tiMel I t 
I I CSP oasetypes: 

etypes I I I - DUI/DUr. 
contract real proyerty I 1 - Hoving trafflot parking, M 

s ($ 0/3,000), sMal claiMS I I cellaneous tra flc. Exclu 
000). I I ordinance violation Juris-
ed felony, MisdeMeanor, I I diotion. 
UI. I I 
g traftic, parking, Miscel- I 1 
us traffic/other violation. I I 

I I 
ials except in SMall I I 

I I Jury trials. 
.~ ••••••••• _ •••••••••••••••• J ~.~ •• ~ •••••• D ••••••• _ •• _._.~ •• 

COUNT~ COURT (9 districts) 
18 judges 
m casetypes: 
,. Tort, contract, real property riqhts 

($ 0/?i0~0), SMall olaiMs ($ 2,0~0). 
Miscel aneous dOMestic relations. 

" LiMited felony, MisdeMeanor, DUIIDUI. 
- Hovin9 traffic1 parking, Miscellaneolls 

traffiC Violation. 
Jury trials except In SMall claiMS. 

..... . , 
I 
I 
I 

is-
sive 

t 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•••••• J 

Court of 
I ast resort 

Court or 
general 

Jurisdiction 

Courts of 
, liMi ted, 
Jurisdiction 
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FIGURE A: Reporting Periods for All State Courts, 1990 

Aeeortlng eeriods 

January 1, 1990 July 1, 1989 September 1, 1989 October 1, 1989 
to to to to 

State December31 11990 .!une 30, 1990 August 31, 1990 Seetember 301 1990 

Alabama X X 
MUnicipal Court 

Alaska X 
Arizona X 
Ark."Insas X 
Calif~'rnia X 

Colorac.1o X 
Connec~\cut X 

Probate Court X 
Delaware X 
District of l~olumbia X 
Florida X 

Georgia X X X 
Court of Appeals Magistrate Court Supreme Court 
Superior Court (Aug. 1, 1988-
State Court July31,1989) 
Juvenile Court 
Probate Court 

Hawaii X 
Idaho X 
Illinois X 
Indiana X 

Iowa X 
Kansas X 
Ken!~cky X 
Loufsiana X 
Maine X 

Maryland X 
Massachusetts X 

Trial Court Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 

Michigan X X 
Court of Appeals Supreme Court 
Trial Courts 

Minnesota X 
Mississieei X 

Missouri X 
Montana X X 

Supreme Court City Court 
District Court Justice of the Peace Court 

Municipal Court 
Nebraska 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 Probate Court 
Superior Court 
District Court 
Municieal Court 

(continued on next page) 

Part V: Figure A • 243 



FIGURE A: Reporting Periods for All State Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Reporting periods 

January 1, 1990 July 1, 1989 
to to 

State December 31, 1990 June 30,1990 

New 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 nx· means that all of the trial 
and appellate courts in that state report data for the time period 
indicated by the column. 

Source: Data wero gathered from the 1990 State Trial and Appellate Court 
Jurisdiction Guide profiles and State Administrative Offices of the Courts. 
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September 1, 1989 
to 

August 31, 1990 

X 

October 1, 1989 
to 

September 30,1990 

X 
Supreme Court 



FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases In State Appellate Courts, 1990 

Does the court count 
reinstated/reopened 

Case QIlUcle.d ai' cases in its count of 
Filing QS\§!il fiI!il~ !tiifu; new filings? 

Notice of the Record Yes, or 
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 

StalelCourt came..: ~ ~ ~ l:1.riW.a Q.Qin1 ~ ...QQ.W:l Nl2 ~ as cew 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 
Ae~als lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

ALASKA: 
Supreme Court COlR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
Court of AE~als lAO X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARA TEL Y 

ARIZONA: 
Supreme Court COLR X-CR 0 0 X' X 0 0 X 0 
Court of Appeals lAO X-CR· X· 0 X· X X 0 X 0 

(except (only 
indus- indus-
trial trial 
cases & cases & 
civil civil 
petition petition 
or for 
special special 
action) action} 

ARKANSAS: 
Supreme Court COlR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 
Court of Ae~als 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 
penalty for review 
only) of lAC) 

Courts of Aeeeal lAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

COLORADO: 
Supreme Court COlR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
Court of AE~als lAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

CONNECTICUT: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

(if motion 
10 open) 

Appellate Court lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
(if motion 
to open or 
if remand 
bi: COlRl 

DELAWARE: 
~uereme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

DISTRIOT OF COLUMBIA; 
Court of AE~als COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARA TEL Y 

(continued on naxt page) 
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FIGURE 8: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Does the court count 
reinstated/reopened 

Case counted ;st: cases in its count of 
Filing Qi!li~ fileg ~ilb; c~~ liIicSlIiiZ 

Notice of the Record Ves,or 
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 

State/Court caaw.;. ~ ~ JmlliJ brililil Q.gj£l1 k.QlUl ~ t!Q ~ as cewcase 

FLORIDA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X lAC X 0 0 
Dil;trict Courts of Appeal lAC X 0 0 0 X (Adm. Agy. X 0 0 

and Workers 
Comp.) 

GEORGIA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 X 0 X 0 0 X 

(notice of appeal) (if new 
appeal) 

Court of Appeals lAC 0 X 0 0 X 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 X 0 0 0 0 X 
(when 
assigned 
by COLR) 

IDAHO: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X X X 0 X 0 

(appeal (COLR if 
from appeal 
trial from 
court) lAC) 

Court of Appeals lAC 0 0 0 (when 0 0 0 X 0 
assigned 
by COLR) 

ILLINOIS: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
Appellate Court lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 

INDIANA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X X X 0 0 X 

(any (only COLR 
first death (if 
filing, penalty petition 
notice, and/or for trans-
record, sentence fer from 
brief over 10 lAC) 
or years) 
motion) 

Court of Appeals lAC 0 0 0 X X 0 0 0 X 
(any (praecipe) 
first 
filing) 

(continued on next page) 

246 • State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annual Report 1990 



FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1990, (continued) 

Does the court count 
reinstated/reopened 

!:::a5~ "glJOlad aI' cases in its count of 
Filing Case filed with: new filings? 

Notice of the Record Yes,or 
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 

State/Court name' M2!l ~ ~ ~ Q.Qln1 ~ ..QQ.lJJ1 N2 ~ as new "aSIl 

IOWA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X X 0 0 

(if (COLR 
appeal it 
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 Ae~als 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 
from lAC) 

CCfurt of Ae~als lAC 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 0 0 

LOUISIANA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
£Qgrt of Ae~als 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 (if new 
remanded! aeeeal! 

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 
Ae~als lAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

MASSACHUSETIS: 
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 ere mature! 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases In State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Does the court count 
reinstated/reopened 

Qilse !:lQUDI!;lg al' cases in its count of 
Filing Case filed with: new filings? 

Notice of the Record Yes,or 
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 

StalelQQu!:1 DaOle: ~ ~ ~ briefa RQla1 ~ ...!<l2lLI1 NQ .BaI:W;t as Dew !:lase 

MICHIGAN: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X 

(If X (if new 
remanded appeal) 
w~urisdlc-
tion 
retained) 

Court of Ae~als lAC X 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 

MINNESOTA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
Court of Ae~als lAC X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Suereme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARA TEL Y 

MISSOURI: 
Sup:'eme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
Court of Ae~als 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, 
motionl 

NEBRASKA: 
Suereme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 

NEVADA: 
Suereme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X 

(if re-
manded & 
jurisdic-
tion 
retainedl 

NEW JERSEY: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARA TEL Y 

(COLRif 
direct 
appeal, 
otherwise 
with lAC) 

Appellate Division 
of Su~rior Court 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, 1990. (continued) 

Does the court count 
reinstatedlroopened 

Qa~!:l IlSlIJDt!:ls:i at: cases in its count of 
Filing Case filed with: new filings? 

Notice aftha Record Yes, or 
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 

StaWQQurt cam.e.;, ~ ~ ~ ~ l!.Q.in.t ~ ..QQ1I!1 .M2 ~ as D!:lWCaSe 

NEW MEXICO: 
Suprem(;l '~ourt COLR 0 0 0 x x 0 x 0 0 

(within 
30 days 
of notice) 

Court of AppE;als lAC 0 0 0 X X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
(within 
30 days 
of notice~ 

NEW YORK: 
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 
Appellate Divisions 

of Supreme Court lAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 
(if re- (if re-
mit for mand for 
specific new trial) 
issues) 

Appellate Terms of 
Suereme 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-

from hear) 
lAC) 

Court of Appeals lAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X X 0 
(if 
recon-
sidering 
dismissal} 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
Suereme 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 Ae~als lAC X 0 0 0 X· 0 X 0 0 

OKLAHOMA: 
Suprema Court COLA X· 0 0 0 X 0 X· 0 X· 
Court of Criminal 
Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X· 0 X· 

(notice 
plus 
fran-

sc.ript) 
Court of Ae~als lAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER 0 COLR X· 0 X· 

OREGON: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARA TEL Y 
Court of Aepeals lAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARA TEL Y 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Does the court count 
reinstated/reopened 

Qalia !<Q!.!olad 111: cases in its count of 
Filing Case filed with: new filings? 

Notice of the Record Yes,or 
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequenUy 

Stata/Qourt nama: ~ ~ m!<!llil ~ Q.Qin.t !<.Q!.!Jl ~ lli2 ~ as MW!<asa 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X X· X· X X 0 

(direct (discre- (if re- (if new 
appeal tionary instated appeal) 
only) certiorari to en-

granted) force 
order) 

Superior Court lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
Commonwealth Court lAC X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 X 

(ADM. 
AG'q 

PUERTO RICO: 
X X 

Suereme Court COLR X 0 0 0 CR CV IDENTIFIED SEPARA TEL Y 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Suereme 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 Ae~als lAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER 0 0 X 0 0 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Suereme 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 SEPARA TEL Y 

(Court of 
Appeals) 

Court of Criminal Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
(Court of 
Criminal 
Aeeealsl 

TEXAS: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARA TEL Y 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 0 0 0 (any first X X IDENTIFIED SEPARA TEL Y 

filing) (Court of 
Crim. Appeals) 

Court of Appeals lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
(Civil 
onl~l 

UTAH: 
Supreme Court COLR X· 0 0 0 X X X 0 0 

(court (ADM. 
from AGY.) 
which 
appealed) 

Court of Ae~als lAC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 
(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Case counted al' 
Filing 

Notice 
of 

iU2ruU1l 

of the Record 
Court 
~ 

trial plus 
State/Court name' r.ru;QJ:Q bri.af.a 

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 

COLR 

COLR 
lAC 

COLR 
lAC 

COLR 

COLR 

lAC 

COLR 

x 

x 
X 

X 
X 

X 

o 

X 

X 

ADM. AGY. = Administrative agency cases only. 
CR = Criminal cases only. 
CV = Civil cases only. 
DP = Death penalty cases only. 
COLR = Court of last resort. 
lAC = Intermediate appellate court. 

FOOTNOTES· 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

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. 
For juvenile/industriallhabeas corpus cases, a case is 
counted at receipt of notice or at receipt of the trial 
record. 

California-Supreme Court: Cases are counted at the notice of 
appeal for discretionary review cases from the lAC. 

Other 
I2.QJn.t 

Case filed with: 

Trial Appellate 
kll.ULl ~ 

Does the court count 
reinstated/reopened 
cases in its count of 

new filings? 
Yes,or 

frequently 
as neW case 

o X o x 0 X 

o 0 
o X 

o X 
o X 

o X 

(When 0 
accepted 
by court) 

o X 

o 0 

X 
o 

o 
o 

o 

x 

o 

X 

(if dis-
missed 
& rein-
stated) 

x 0 
X 0 

X 0 
X 0 

X 0 
(Counted 
as new 
filings 
as of 
8/86) 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

(If after 
final de­
cision or 
if statistical 
period has 
ended) 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 

X 

X 

Kansas-Cases are counted at the docketing, which occurs 21 
days after a notice of appeal is filed in the trial court. 

KentuckY-Cases are counted at either the filing of the brief or 
request for intermediate 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 1/1/86; an intermediate court of appeals was 
established on 1/1/87. 

Source: State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, as updated and verified for 1990 by State Administrative Offices of the Courts. 
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract, Real Property Rights, and Small 
Claims Filings In State Trial Courts, 1990 

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar 
amount amount Small claims 

torts, contracts, torts, contracts, Maximum Summary Lawyers 
[~all2[gl2~r:tll lllall2[gl2e[~ dollar Jury proce- per-

SIaI~lQgut1 Da[]]~: JudsdiCligD MiDI[]]u[]]l[]]a~l[]]u[]] MiDi[]]u[]]/ma~i[]]u[]] aaJ.I2.UD.l 1rl.aI.:i duw 11liJlflri 

ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court G $1,5OO/No maximum 
District Court L $1 15001 $51000 $1,500 No Yes Oetlonal 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G OINo maximum 
District Court L 0/$501000 $5,000 No Yes Yes 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G $500/No maximum 
Justice of the Peace Court L 0/$2,500 $1,000 No Yes No 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court G $100/No maximum 
Court of Common Pleas L 0/$1,000 

(contract only) 
Municipal Court L 0/$3,000 $300 No Yes No 

(contract and 
real property) 

City Court, Police Court L 01 $300 
(contract and 
real eroeerM 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G $25,000/No maximum 
Municipal Court L 0/$25,000 $2,000 No Yes No 
Justice Court L 0/$251000 $21000 No Yes No 

COLORADO: 
District Court G OINo maximum 
Water Court G OINo maximum 

(only real property) 
Coun~ Court L 0/$5,000 $2,000 No Yes No 

CONNECTICUT: 
SUl?!:!rior Court G OINo maximum $2,000 No Yes Yes 

DELAWARE: 
Court of Chancery G OINo ma:(imum 
Superior Court G OINo maximum 
Court of Common Pleas L 0/$15,000 
Justice of the Peace Court L 01 $5,000 $5,000 No Yes Yes 
Alderman's Court L $2,500 No Yes Yes 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G $2,001/No maximum $2,000 Yes Yes Yes 

(no minimum for real 
eroeert~l 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court G $10,ooO/No maximum 
Coun~ Court L $2,5001 $10,000 $2,500 Yes Yes Yes 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract, Real Property Rights, and Small Claims Filings In State Trial Courts, 1990. 
(continued) 

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar 
amount amount ~malls:lalms 

torts, contracts, torts, contracts, Maximum Summary Lawyers 
mall2cgl2!l11Y. mall2cgl2a~ dcllar Jury proce- per-

~lalalQgutl came: JudsdicUQC Micimum/mal!lmum .MiolmumlmalSlmum aaK!.UD.I .tr.iaI.s. ~ Illi1tmi 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court G OINo maximum No max Yes No Yes 
State Court L OINo maximum No max Yes No Yes 

(No real property) 
Civil Court L 0/$7,500 $7,500 Yas Yes Yas 

(Bibb & Richmond 
counties only) L 0/25,000 $25,000 

Magistrate Court I. 0/$5,000 $5,000 No Yes Yes 
(No real property) 

Municipal Court L 01$7,500 $7,500 No Yes Yes 
(Columbus/Muscogae 
coun~ onl:l} 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court G $5,O~!No maximum 
District Court L 01$10,000 $2,500 No Yes Yes 

(No maximum In (Except In 
summary posses- residential 
slon or ejectment) security de-

eosit cases} 

IDAHO: 
District Court: G OINo maximum 
{Magistrates Division} L 01$1°1000 $21°00 No Yes No 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit 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 $$,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 ero~~} 

IOWA: 
District Court G OINo maximum $2.000 No Yes Yes 

KANSAS: 
Pistrlct Court G OINo maximum $1,000 No Yes No 

KENTUCKY: 
Circuit Court G $4,000/No maximum 
District Court L 0/$4.000 $1.500 No Yes Yes 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court G OINo maximum 
City Court, Parish Court L 01$10,000 $2,000 No Yas Yes 
Just/ce of tha Peace Court L 01 $1.200 $1 1200 No Yes Yes 

MAINE: 
Superior Court G OINo maximum 
District Court L 01$30,000 $1,400 No Yes Yes 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract, Real Property Rights, and Small Claims Filings in State Trial Courts, 1990, 
(continued) 

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar 
amount amount §rnfJl1 !2ISl1rnli 

torts, contracts, torts, contracts, Maximum Summary Lawyers 
[!:!al ,mll;!!:!!ll£ real prop!:!!ll£ dollar Jury proce- per-

~tat!:!/Qln,l!l [Jarn!:!: Jurilidis;otiP[J Mi [J i rn urnlm al!i rn I.! rn Mi [J irn!.l rnirnal! irn urn Wlll2.lHll ~ d.uw mlllild 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G $2,5OO/No maximum 
District Court L OINo maximum $2,5001$10,000 $2,500 No Yes Yes 

(real eroeerIY} {tort, contract} 

MASSACHUSETIS: 
Trial Court of the 

Commonwealth: 
Superior Court Dept. G OINo maximum 
Housing Court Dept, G OINo maximum $1,500 No No Yes 
District Court Dept. G OINo maximum $1,500 Yes Yes Yes 
Boston Municipal Court Dept. G OINo maximum $1,500 Yes Yes Yes 

MICHIGAN: 
Circuit Court G $10,OOO/No maximum 
District Court L 01$10,000 $1,500 No Yes No 
,t4unicipal Court L 01 $1,500 $1,500 No Yes No 

MINNESOTA: 
Pistrict Court G OINo maximum $4,000 No Yes Yes 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Circuit Court G $200/No maximum 
County Court L 01$25,000 
Justice Court L 01$1,000 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G OINo maximum 
{Associate Division} L 01$15,000 $1,500 No Yes Yes 

MONTANA: 
District Court G $50/No maximum 

Justice of the Peace Court 
and Municipal Court L 01$3,500 $2,500 No Yes No 
Citt Court L 01 $300 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court G OINo maximum 
Coun!i: Court L 01$10,000 $1,800 No Yes No 

NEVADA: 
District Court G $5,000/No maximum 
Justice Court L 01 $5,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 
Municieal Court L 01 $2,500 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G $1,5OO/No maximum 
District Court L 0/$10,000 $2,500 No Yes Yes 
Municipal Court L 01 $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes 

(only landlord-tenant, 
and Sml:..:i claims} 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court (Law Divi-sion 

and Chancery Division) G OINo maximum 
(Law Division, 

Special Civil Part) L 01 $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amollnt Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract, Real Property Rights, and Small Claims Filings in State Trial CO'Jrts, 1990. 
(continued) 

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar 
amount amount §lIDa'l ~iiliIDli 

torts, contracts, torts, contracts, Maximum Summary Lawyers 
real property ~al p[QPerty dollar Jury prace- per-

SlataiQ!2UIl oalIlff J!.Irilidi~IUm Mioiml.lmlmalSiOllJ.!D MiolmulDLmlllSilD!.Im WIl.I2.!.Illl 1d.aIA d.uw. IIli.t.Wd 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G O/No maximum 
Magistrate Court L 01$5,000 
Metropolitan Court of 
~malilio Counll L 01$5,000 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court G OINo maximum 
County Court G 01$25,000 
Civil Court of the City 

of New York L 01$25,OO~ $2,000 Yes Yes 
City Court L 01$15,000 $2,000 Yes Yes 
District Court L 01$15,000 $2,000 Yes Yes 
Court of Claims L O/No maximum 
Town Court and Village 

Justice Court L 01$3,000 $2,000 Yes Yes 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior COllrt G $10,000/No maximum 
District Court L 01$10,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G OINo maximum 
Counll Court L 01$10,000 $3.000 No Yes Varies 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G $500/No maximum 
County Court L 01 $3,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 
Municieal Court L 01$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G O/No maximum $3,000 Yes Yes Yes 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court G $10,OOO/No maximum 
District Court L 01$10,000 $2,500 No Y';s No 
Justice Court L 01 $2,500 $2,500 No Yes No 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas G O/No maximum 
District Justice Court L 0/$4,000 
Philadelphia Municipal Court L 01$5,000 $5,000 No Yes Yes 

(only real property) 
Pittsburgh City 

Magistrates Court L O/No maximum 
!onl:z: real eroeerty} 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G $10,ooO/No maximum 
District Court L 0/$10,000 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G $5,000/No maximum 
District Court L $1,000/ $5,000- $1,500 No Yes Yes 

$10,000 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract, Real Property Rights, and Small Claims Filings in State Trial Courts, 1990. 
(continued) 

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar 
amount amount ~wall klalwli 

torts, contracts, torts, contracts, Maximum Summary Lawyers 
[!:lalll[af2!:lrL! mal Il[QIl!:lrL! dollar Jury proce- per-

~latelQau!l caW!:l' Jutifidh.tiac MiciwuwlmalSiwuw Miciw!.!w/malliwuw amQl.lQ1 ~ siuw lIlittea 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G O/No maximum 
Magistrate Court L 0/$2,500 $2,500 Yes Yes Yes 

{no max. in landlord-tenant! 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G O/No maximum $2.000 No Yes Yes 

TENNESSEE: 
Cil'cuit Court, Chancery 

Court G $50/No maximum 
General Sessions Court L O/No maximum 0/$15,000(Ali civil 

(Forcible entry, actions in counties 
detainer. and in with population under $10,000 No Yes Yes 

actions to recover 700,000) 0/$25,000 
personal property (All civil actions in 

counties with popula-
tion over 7oo.oo0! 

TEXAS: 
District Court G $2001N0 maximum 
County Court at Law, Consti-

tutional County Court L $200IVaries 
Justice of the Peace Court L 0/$2.500 $2.500 Yes Yes Yes 

UTAH: 
District Court G O/No maximum 
Circuit Court L 0/$10,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 
Justice Court L $2.000 Yes Yes Yes 

VERMONT: 
Superior Court G $200/No maximum 
District Court G 0/$5.000 $2.000 Yes Yes Yes 

VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G 0-$1,ooO/No maximum 

OINo maximum(real property) 
District Court L 0/$7.000 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court G O/No maximum 
District Court L 01$10,000 $2,000 No Yes No 

(No real ero~!:M 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Clrcuil Court G $300/No maximum 
Magistrate Court L 0/$3,000 

(No mal eroeerty} 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G O/No maximum $2.000 Yes Yes Yes 

WYOMING: 
District Court G $1,ooO-$7,ooO/No maximum 
County Court L 0/$7,000 $2.000 No Yes Yes 
Justice of the Peace Court L 0/$31°00 $21°00 No Yes Yes 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General jurisdiction court. Source: Data were gathered from the State Administrative Offices 
L = Limited jurisdiction court. of the Courts. 

- = Information not availah!e. 
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count ~sed by State Trial Courts, 1990 

Contents of charging document 
Number of Single Single 
defendants incident incident One or 

One (set # of (unlim- more 
Point of counting or Single charges ited # of Inci-

StatelCourt name: Jurisdiction a criminal case ~ lJ.l.Qm ~ P2ccase) charges) ~ 

ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court G Informationllndictment X X 
District Court L Complaint X X 
Municieal Court L Comelaint X {No data rSe2rted) 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G Indictment X mUltiple charges X 
District Court L Comelaint X mulliele counts X 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G Informationlindictment X X 
Justice of the Peace Court L Complaint Varies with prosecutor· 
Municieal Court L Comelaint Varies with erosecutor· 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court G Informationlindictment X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 
Ci!l Court, Police Ct. L Comelain! X X 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G Informationlindictment X X 
Justice Court L Complaint X X 
Municieal Court L Comelaint X X 

COLORADO: 
District Court G Complaint X X 
Coun!l Court L ComelainVsummons X X 

CONNECTICUT: (Varies among 
Superior Court G Information X local police 

deeartments} 

DELAWARE: 
Superior Court G Informationlindictment X X 
Family Court L Petition X X 
Justice of the Peace Court L Complaint X X 
Court of Common Pleas L Complaint X X 
Municipal Court of Wilmington L Complaint X X 
Alderman's Court L Comela!nt X X 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G Complaintlinformationl X X 

indictment 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court G Informationlindictment X (Prosecutor decides) 
Coun!l Court L Comela!n! X X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE 0: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Contents of charging document 
Number of Single Single 
defendants incident incident One or 

One (set # of (unlim- more 
Poln! o! counting or Single charges ited # of inci-

S!a!~lQQ!.![:t oalD~: J!.Id::di!.~QD a !<DIDIDal ",ali~ Qne. !1ll:1.m ~ 12~[ "ali~l !<bar.g~lil ~ 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court G IndictmenVaccusation X X 
State Court L Accusation/citation X X 
Magistrate Court L Accusation/citation X X 
Probate Court L Accusation/citation X X 
Municipal Court L No data reported 
Civil Court L No data reported 
County Recorder's Court L No data reported 
Municipal Courts and the 
Ci~ Court of Atlanta L No data reeorted 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court G ComplainVindictment X X (Most serious 

charge) 
District Court L First appearancelinfor- X X 

mation 

IDAHO: 
District Court G Information X X 
!Magistrates Division} L Comelaint X X 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court G ComplainVinformation/ X X 

indictment 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court and G Informationlindictment X X (may not be 
Circuit Court consistent) 
County Court L Information/complaint X X (may not be 

consistent) 
Municipal Court of L Information/complaint X X (may not be 

Marion County consistent) 
City Court and Town CQurt L Information/complaint X X (may not be 

consistentl 

IOWA: 
District Court G Informationlindictmen! X X 

KANSAS: 
District Court G First seeearance X X 

KENTUCKY: 
Circuit Court G Informationlindictment X X 
District Court L ComelainVcitation X X 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court G Informationlindictment Varies Varies 
Cit~ and Parish Court L Information/comelaint X X 

MAINE: 
Superior Court G Informationlindictment X X 
District Court L Information/comelaint X X 

(continu~d on next page) 
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Contents of charging document 
Number of Single Single 
defendants incident incident One or 

One (set # of (unUm- more 
Point of counting or Single charges ited#of incl-

State/CQurt na~ Jurisdiction a oriminal case Que. ~ ~ ger case) oharges) ~ 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G Informationlindictment X X 
District Court L Citationlinformation X X 

MASSACHUSETIS: 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth: 
Superior Court Dept. G Informationlindictment X X 
Housing Court Dept. L Complaint X X 
District Court Dept. L Complaint X X 
Boston Municieal Ct. L Comelaint X X 

MICHIGAN: 
Circuit Court G Information X X 
District Court L Complaint X X 
MunicieaJ Court L Comelaint X X 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court G Comelaint X X 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Circuit Court G Indictment X X 
Chancerx Court G Indictmeni X X 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G Informationlindictment X X 
{Associate Division} L Comelaintllnformation X X 

MONTANA: 
District Court G Information/indictment X X 
Justice of Peace Court 

and Municipal Court L Complaint X X 
Ci~ Court L Comelaint X X 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court G Informationlindictment X X (not con-

sistently 
observed 
statewide) 

Coun~ Court L Information/comelaint X X 

NEVADA: 
District Court G Informationlindictment Varies Varies, depending on prosecutor 
Justice Court L Complaint Varies Varies, depending on prosecutor 
Municieal Court L Comelaint Varies Varies, dee ending on erosecutor 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X 
District Court L Complaint X X 
Municieal Court L Comelaint X X 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court (Law Division) G Accusationlindictment X X X 
Municieal Court L Comelaint X X X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Number of 
defendants 

One 
or 

State/Cpua name: Jurisdjctipn 
Poin! o! counting 
a cnmlOal case Qae. ll1QJlt 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court 
Magistrate Court 
Bemalillo County 

Metropolitan Court 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court 
County Court 
Criminal Court of the 

City of New York 
District Court and City Court 
Town Court and Village 

Justico Court 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court 

District Court 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court 
County Court 
Municipal Court 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas 
County Court 
Municipal Court 
Mayor's Court 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court 

District Court 

Justice Court 

Municipal Court 

PENNSYLVANIA: 

G 
L 

L 

IndictmenUinformation 
Complaint 

Complaint 

x 
X 

X 

G Defendant/Indictment X 
G Defendant/Indictment X 

L Docket number X 
L Docket number X 

L Complaint X 

G Transfer (from District Court) X 
Indictment (when case 

originates in Superior Court 
L Warrant/summons (includes X 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 

L 

L 

L 

citations, Magistrates order, misde­
meanor statement of charges) 

Informationlindictment 
ComplainUinformation 

Complaint 

Arraignment 
Warrant/summons 
Warrant/summons 
No data reported 

Informationlindictment 

ComplainUindictrnent 

ComplainUindictrnent 

Complaint 

Complaint 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

Court of Common Pleas G Information/docket 
transcript 

Complaint 
Complaint 
Complaint 

District Justice Court L 
Philadelphia Municipal Court L 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court L 

260 • State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1990 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Contents of charging document 
Single Single 

incident incident One or 
(set # of (unlim-

Single charges ited # of 
~ per case) ~rges) 

X 
X 

more 
inci­
~ 

(May 
vary 
with 

X prosecutor) 

Varies depending on prosecutor 
Varies depending on prosecutor 

Varies depending on prosecutor 
Varies depending on prosecutor 

Varies depending on prosecutor 

Varies depending on prosecutor 

Varies depending on prosecutor 

X (may vary) 
Varies 

X 

X 
X 
X 

(Number of charges not 
consistent statewide) 

(Number of charges not 
consistent statewide) 

(Number of charges not 
consistent statewide) 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Contents of charging document 
Number of Single Single 
defendants incident incident Onaor 

One (set # of (unllm- more 
Point of counting or Single charges ited # of inci-

Slate/Court name: Jurisdiction a criminal case Qna 1D.!lli1 ~ per case) charges) .de.o.lli 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G Accusation X X 
District Court L Charae X X 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G Informationlindictment X X 
District Court L Comelaint X X 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G Warrant/summons X X 
Magistrate Court L Warrant/summons X X 
Munici[!al Court L Warrant/summons X X 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G Comelaint X X 

TENNESSEE; 
Circuit Court and Criminal Court G Informationlindictment Not consistent statewide 
General Sessions Court L No data reported 
Munici[!al Court L No data re[!2rted 
TEXAS: 
District Court and 

Criminal District Court G Informationlindictment X X 
County-Level Courts L Complaintlinformation X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 
Justice of the Peace Court L Com[!!aint 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 Informationfindictment X X 
District Court L Warrant/summons X X 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court G (Original) Information X X 
District Court L Complaint/citation X X (2 max) 
Municieal Court L Com[!laint/citation X X {2 maxl 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G Informationlindictment X X 
Magistrate Court L Complaint '"' X "" Munici[!al Court L Com[!laint X X 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G Initial appearance X X 
Munici[!al Court L Citation" X X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE 0: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Number of 
defendants 

One 
or 

~telCourt name: JJ.u:jsdjctjon 
POin! o! counting 
a commal case Qae. Illi!!ll 

WYOMiNG: 
Oistrict Court 
County Court 
Justice of the Peace Court 
Municipal Court 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General jurisdiction court. 
L = Limited jurisdiction court. 

FOOTNOTES· 

G 
L 
L 
L 

Informationlindictment 
Complaintlinformation 
Complaintlinformation 

Citation/complaint 

Arizona-Varies in limited jurisdiction courts. Prosecutor can file either 
long or short form. Long form can involve one or more 
defendants and/or charges; short form involv9s one 
defendant and a single charge. 

Wisconsin-Municipal Court-The court has exclusively civil jurisdiction, 
but its caseload includes first offense OWI/OUI cases. 
The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary treats all OWI/OUI 
cases as a subcategory of criminal cases. 

x 

x 
X 
X 

Contents of charging document 
Single Single 

incident incident 
(set # of (unlim-

Single charges ited # of 
~ per case) charges) 

X 

One or 
more 
inci­
~ 

X 
X 
X 

Source: State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, updated and verified for 1990 by State Administrative Offices of the Courts. 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used In State Trial Courts, 1990 

Age at which 
_.Eilio!J5 aw ~Q!,!O!~2 Juvenile 

At filing Disf1.Qsition counted jurisdiction 
At Intake of petition At adjudication At disposition transfers to 

State/Court name' Jurisdiction gr referral or complajnt of petit jon of IUyenile adYlt courts 

ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 
District Court L X X 18 

ALASKA: 
Su~rior Court G X X 18 

ARIZONA: 
Sll~rior Court G X X 18 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 
Chance~ and Probate Court G X X 18 

CALIFORNIA: 
Su~rior Court G X X 18 

COLORADO: 
District Court G X X 18 

(includes Denver 
Juvenile Courtl 

CONNECTICUT: 
Su~rior Court G X X 16 

DELAWARE: 
Famil~Court L X X 18 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
SUe!!!rior Court G X X 18· 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court and 

Juvenile Court G X X 17* 
{se!!!ciall 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court G X X 16 
{Famil~ Court Divisionl 

IDAHO: 
District Court G X X 18 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE: E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used In Slate Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Age at which 
Eilio!J!i aw S;;Q!'!IJI~Q Juvenile 

At filing Disl?:Qsition counted jurisdiction 
At in lake of petition At adjudication At disposition transfers to 

SlalelQaur:llJame: Jud5di!<tiQO Qt teferral Qr !<Q[lJglailJt QfgeliliQIJ gflullelJile adult !<!JUtl5 

MASSACHUSETIS: 
Trial Court of the 

Commonwealth: G 
District Court Dept. X X 17 
Juvenile Court Deet. X X 11 

MICHIGAN: 
Probate Court L X X 1.7 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court G X X 18 

MISSISSIPPI: 
County Court L X X 
Famil~ Court L X X 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Ctlurt G X X 17 

MONTANA: 
District Court G X X 18 

NEBRASKA: 
Separate Juvenile Court L X X 18 
Coun~ Court L X X 18 

NEVADA: 
District Court G Varies b~ District Varies b~ District 18" 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
District Court L X X 18 

16 
(for traffic violation) 

15 
~for some felon~ charges} 

NEW JERSEY:" 
Superior Court G X X 18 

comelaint 

NEW MEXICO: 
Dis trict Court G X X 16 

NEW YORK: 
Family Court L X X 16 

13 
(for murder and 

kldnaeelngl ... -

NORTH CAROLINA: 
District Court L X X 16 

(First tiling onl~l 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G X X 18 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used in State Trial Courts, 1990. (contlnued) 

Age at which 
EIIIDQs ara ccuDlad juvenile 

At filing Oisl2Qsitico l:Q\lOled jurisdicllon 
At intake of petltion At adjudication At disposition transfers to 

Slale/Court name: ~imiM or referral or complaio! ~.n of iuyeoile adult courts 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G X X 18 

{warrant) 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G X X 18 

{case number) 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court G X Dispositions are not 18 
Counll Court L X counted 18 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Qourt of Common Pleas G X X 18 

PUERTO RICO: 
Su~rior Court G X X 18 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Farnil~ Court L X X 18 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Famil~ 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: 
Pistrict Court G X X 16 

VIRGINIA: 
District Court L X X 18 

WASHINGTON: 
Su~rior Court G X X 18 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 

(continued on next pago) 

266 • State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annual Report 1990 



FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used in Stale Trial Courts, 1990. (continuud) 

Age at which 
EiI!ngs am cQllntpd Juvenile 

Jurisdiction 
transfers to 
adult courts StatetCourt name: JIJrlsdlQm 

WYOMING: 
District Court 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G .. General jurisdiction court. 
L .. Limited Jurisdiction court. 

FOOTNOTES· 

G 

At Intake 
S2I.Lllfea.a1 

District of Columbia-Depending on theseverily of the offense a 
juvenile between the ages of 16·18 can be charged as an 
adult. 

At filing Disoosl~pc counted 
of petition 

PC cpffiplalct 
At adjudication At disposition 

of pet!tipc Sl.IJw&.aJJ.a 

x x 19 

Georgia-18 for deprived juveniles. 

New Jersey-All signed juvenile delinquency complaints are filed 
Wikh the court and are docketed upon receipt (and 
therefore counted). Once complaints have been 
docketed they are screened by Court Intake Services and 
decisions are made as to how complaints will be 
processed (e.g. diversion, court hearings, elc.) 

Nevada-Unless certified al a younger age because of felony 
charged. 

Source: Stale Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles updated snd vorified for 1990 by State Administrative Offices of the Courts. 
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1990 

Administrative Idal QS:21,![:i Aaa!ili.lIa 
Agency Source of 

State/Qourt name: Judsdiction ~ .QMl Q.rimin.a! Tyae of Aaa!ilal lrial Qourt Aaooal 

ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo District, Probate, 

Municieal Courts 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 de noVo 

X X X on the record District Court 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G X X X de novo Justice of the Peace, 

(if no recordl Municieal Court 

ARKANSAS; 
Circuit Court G 0 X X de novo Court of Common 

Pleas, County, 
Municipal, City, and 
Police Courts and 
Justice of the Peace 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G X X X de novo Justice Court, 

on the record Municieal Court 

COLORADO: 
District Court G X X 0 on the record County and Municipal 

Court of Record 
0 0 X de novo County and Municipal 

Court of Record 
County Court L 0 X X de novo Municipal Court 

not of record 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G >( X 0 de novo or Probate Court 

on the record 

DEI.AWARE: 
Superior Court G 0 X X de novo Municipal Court of 

Wilmington, Alderman's, 
Justice of Peace 
Courts 

X X X on the record Superior Court 
(arbitration) 

Court of Common Pleas 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 on the record Omce of Employee 

Appeals, 
Administrative 
Traffic Agen!?i: 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court G 0 X 0 de novo on the County Court 

record 
0 0 'V on the record Coun!X Court 1\ 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1990. (continued) 

Administrative Irial QQlJrt AllllfUllfi 
Agency Source of 

State/QQurt name: JudsdicUQn ~ .QMl Qriminal IVlle Qf 80lleal Irial QQurt Allpeal 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court G X X 0 de novo or Probate Court, 

on the record Magistrate Court 

0 0 X de novo, Probate Court, 
on the record, or Municipal Court, 
certiorari Magistrate Court, 

County Recorder's Court 

State Court L 0 X 0 certiorari Magistrate Court 
0 0 X on the record Coun~ Recorder's Court 

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 ..... X X X de novo City and Town Courts u 

Municipal Court of 
Marion County L 0 X 0 de novo Small Claims Court 

c. f Marion Coun~ 

IOWA; 
District Court G X 0 0 de novo 

0 X X on the record Magistrates Division 

KANSAS: 
District Court G X X X criminal Criminal (from Municipal 

on the record Court) 
civil Civil (from limited 
on the record jurisdiction juck!el 

KENTUCKY: 
Circuit Court G X X X or! tile record District Court 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court G X X X de novo on City and Parish, 

the record Justice of the Peace, 
Ma~or's Courts 

MAINE: 
Superior Court G X X X on the record District Court, 

Administrative Court 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo, District Court 

on the record 
(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1990. (continued) 

Administrative Idal QQUr.1 AIlIl~als 
Agency Source of 

StalelQQur.1 DalIla: JuDsci!<U!.lD ~ .QMl Qrlmi.c.al T~Il~ Qf AIlIl~al Idal QQUO ~lll2eal 

MASSACHUSETIS: 
Superior Court Department G X X 0 de novo, Other departments 

on the record 

District Court Department G X X X de novo, Other departments 
and Boston Municieal Court first instance 

MICHIGAN: 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo Municipal Court 

0 X 0 on the record District, Municipal, 
and Probate Courts 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court G 0 X de novo Conciliation Division 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Circuit Court G X X X on the record County and Municipal 

Courts 

ChanCG!i: 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 Justic:e of Peace, 

and on the Municipal, City 
record Courts, and State Boards 

0 0 X do novo 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court G X 0 0 de novo on 

the record 
0 X X on the record Coun~ Court 

NEVADA: 
District Court G X X X de novo on Justice Court 

the record 
0 0 X de novo Municieal Court 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G X 0 X de novo District, 

Municipal, Probate 
Courts 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court G 0 0 X de novo on Municipal Court 

the record 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G X X X de novo Magistrate, Probata, 

Municipal, 
Bernalillo County 
Metroeolitan Courts 

NEW YORK: 
County Court G 0 X X on the record City, Town and Village 

Justice Courts 
(continued on next page) 
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-- -------------------------------------------------------

FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appe"ate Jurisdiction, 1990. (continued) 

Administrative Idal QQ!.!!l ~1:!1:!~als 
Agency Source of 

Statg/Qourt name: Jurisdiction ~ QM1 ~ ~~ Idal Court Al:!peal 

NORTH CAROLINA; 
Superior Court G X a X de novo District Court 

X a a de novo on 
the record 

X a a on the record 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G X 0 a Varies 
Counli: Court L a X X de novo MunicIE!al Court 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G X 0 a de novo and 

on the record 
County Court L a 0 X de novo Mayor's Court 
Municipal Court L a 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 Review L X 0 a 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 COllrt (in 
counties with no 
District Court) 

Tax Court G X a a on the record 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas G X X a on the record Philadelphia Municipal 

Court, District Justice, 
Philadelphia Traffic, 
Pittsburgh City 

Magistrates Court 
a 0 X de novo 

PUERTO RICO: 
Su~rior Court G a X X District Court 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G X 0 a on the record 

0 X X de novo District, Municipal, 
Probate Courts 

District Court L X a a or. the record 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo on Magistrate, Probate, 

the record Munici,eal Courts 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G X a a de novo and 

on the record 
a X X de novo Magistrates Division 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1990. (continued) 

Administrative Irial QQU[l Al2l2eal:z 
Agency Source of 

StatalQQu[l name' JUrisdjctiQo ~ ~ Qriminal TYI2e Qf Appeal Trial QQU[l Appeal 

TENNESSEE: 
Circuit, Criminal and 

Chancery Courts 
G X X X de novo General Sessions, 

Municipal, and Juvenile 
Courts 

TEXAS: 
District Court G X 0 0 de novo Municipal Court not of 

record, Justice of 
the Peace Courts 

de novo on Municipal Courts of 
the record record 

County-Level Courts L 0 X X de novo Municipal Court not of 
record, Justice of the 
Peace Courts 

de novo on Municipal Courts of 
the record record 

UTAH: 
District Court G X X X on the record Circuit Court, 

0 X X de novo Justice of the Peace 
Courts 

VERMONT: 
Superior Court G X X 0 de novo on District Court, 

the record Probate Court 

VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on the record 

0 X X de novo District Court 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court G X X X de novo on District, 

the record Municieal Courts 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on the record 

0 X X do novo Magistrate Court -v"" 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G 0 X X (firs! de novo Municipal Court 

offense 
DWI/DUI 
only) 

X X X (first on the record Municipal Court 
offense 
DWI/DUI 
onl~l 

WYOMING: 
District Court G X X X de novo on Justice of the Peace, 

the record Municieal, Coun~ Courts 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General jurisdiction court. 
L = Limited jurisdiction court. 
-= Information not available. 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1990. (continued) 

Definitions of types of appeal: 

certiorari : An appellate court case category in which a petition is presented to an appellate court asking the court to review 
the judgment of a trial court or administrative agency, or the decision of an intermediate appellate court. 

first instance: If dissatisfied with the de novo verdict of the judge, defendant can go before the jury. 

de novo: 

de novo 

An appeal from one trial court to another trial court that results in a totally new set of proceedings and a new trial 
court judgment. 

on the record: An appeal from one trial court to another trial court that is based on the record and results in a new trial court 
judgment. 

on the record: 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 were gathered from the 1990 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles and State Administrative Offices of 
the Courts. 
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FIGURE G: Number of Judges/Justices In State Courts, 1990 

Court(s) Intermediate General Limited 
of last appellate jurisdiction jurisdiction 

State: resort court(s) court(s) court(s) 

Alabama 9 8 124 380 
Alaska 5 3 35 (includes 5 masters) 75 (includes 58 magistrates) 
Arizona 5 21 116 221 (includes 84 justices of the 

peace, 55 part-time judges) 
Arkansas 7 6 98 334 
Califomia 7 88 909 (includes 120 807 (includes 137 commissioners 

commissioners and referees) 
and referees) 

Colorado 7 16 113 (includes 1 referee, 362 (includes 52 part-time judges) 
2 commissioners) 

Connecticut 7 9 150 132 

Delaware 5 20 (includes 1 chancellor 93 (includes 53 justices of the 
and 4 vicechancellors) peace, 1 chief magistrate, 

18 aldermen, 1 part-time judge) 
District of Columbia 9 59 
Florida 7 57 421 241 
Georgia 7 9 148 1174 (includes 80 part-time judges, 

159 chief magistrates, 246 
full-time and 08 part-time 
magistrates, and 34 associate 
juvenile court judges) 

Hawaii 5 3 34 (includes 10 Family Court 59 (includes 35 per diem judges) 
judges) 

Idaho 5 3 104 (includes 63 lawyer and 
8 non-lawyer magistrates) 

Illinois 7 50 (includes 12 810 
supplemental 
judges) 

Indiana 5 13 229 100 
Iowa 9 6 325 (includes 149 part-time 

magistrates) 

Kansas 7 10 218 (includes 70 district 314 
magistrates) 

Kentucky 7 14 91 125 
Louisiana 7 48 194 706 (includes 384 justices of the 

peace, 250 mayors) 

Maine 7 16 43 (includes 16 part-time judges) 

Maryland 7 13 116 161 
Massachusetts 7 14 320 
Michigan 7 24 200 366 
Minnesota 7 15 241 . 
Mississippi 9 79 482 (includes 165 mayors, 191 

justices of the peace) 
Missouri 7 32 30~ 301 
Montana 7 41 131 (includes 37 justices of the 

peace thai also serve on the 
ci!l court~ 
(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE G: Number of Judges/Justices In State Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Court(s) Intermediate General Limited 
of last appellate jurisdiction, jurisdiction 

State: resort court(s) court(s) court{s) 

Nebraska 7 48 69 
Nevada 5 37 88 
New Hampshire 5 26 100 (includes part-time judges) 
New Jersey 7 28 359 374 (includes 345 part-time judges) 
New Mexico 5 7 59 183 (Includes 2 part-time judges) 
New York 7 62 568 2924 (includes 76 surrogates, 

2,242 justices of the peace) 
North Carolina 7 12 177 {includes 100 clerks who 818 (includes 654 magistrates 

hear uncontested probate) of which approximately 70 are 
part-time) 

North Dakota 5 3 • 27 128 
Ohio 7 59 344 761 (includes 500 mayors) 
Oklahoma 14 12 210 376 (includes unknown number of 

part-time judges) 
Oregon 7 10 90 230 (Includes 34 justices of the 

peace) 
Pennsylvania 7 24 342 572 (includes 538 district justices 

and 6 magistrates) 
Puerto Rico 7 108 158 (Inc:ludes 10 special judges) 
Rhode Island 5 23 (includes 2 masters) 84 (includes 3 masters) 

South Carolina 5 6 52 {includes 21 667 (includes 325 magistrates) 
masters-in-equity) 

South Dakota 5 196 (includes 9 part-time lay 
magistrates, 18 law 
magistrates, 87 full-time 
magistrate/clerks, 46 
part-time lay mag-
istrate/c;/erks) 

Tennessee 5 21 138 (includes 33 chancellors) 329 (includes 7 part-time judges) 
Texas 18 80 384 2554 (includes 928 justices of the 

peace) 
Utah 5 7 29 190 (includes 140 justices of the 

peace) 
Vermont 5 29 19 (part-time) 
Virginia 7 10 131 192 (includes 77 FTE juvenile 

and domestic relations judges) 

Washington 9 17 147 203 (includes 109 part-time judges 
West Virginia 5 60 278 (includes 156 magistrates and 

122 part-time judges) 
Wisconsin 7 13 210 193 (includes 190 part-time judges) 
Wyoming 5 17 107 (includes 14 part-time justices 

of the peace and 75 part-time 
judges) 

Total 356 933 9325 18234 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE G: Number of Judges/Justices in State Courts, 1990. (continued) 

- = The state does not have a court at the indicated level. 

NOTE; this table identifies, in parentheses, all individuals who hear cases but are 
not titled judges/justices. Some states may have given the title "judge" to 
officials who are called magistrates, justices of the peace, etc., in other states. 

FOOTNOTES· 

Minnesota-General Jurisdiction and Umlted Jurisdiction 
Courts were consolidated in 19B7. 

North Dakota-Court of Appeals effective July 1, 19B7 

Source: 

through January 1, 1990. A temporary Court of 
Appeals was established to exercise appellate and 
original jurisdiction as delegated by the Supreme 
Court. 

Data were gathered from the 1990 State Trial and Appellate Court statistical profiles. 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases In State trial Courts, 1990 

Are reopened Are enforcement! 
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary Inlunc-
as neW filings, ings counted? II tions 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 filings? case Wings? 

ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court G New filing No No 
District Court L New filing No No 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G Reopened No No 
District Court L Reoeened No No 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G New filing No No 
Justice of the Peace Court L New filing No No 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court G Reopened No No 
Chance!:}! and Probate Court G Reo[!ened No No 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G Reopened Retried cases No No 
Municipal Court L Reopened Retried cases No NA 
Justice Court L Reoeened 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 
Municieal Court L NA NA NA 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G New filing No No 

if heard 
separately 
!rarel~ occurs 1 

DELAWARE: 
Court of Chancery G Reopened No No 
Superior Court G New filing If remanded No Ves/No 

Reopened Case rehearing 
Ju~tice of the Peace Court L New filing No Yes/No 
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 tiling If remanded No No 
Reoeened Rehearing 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Su~rior Court G Reoeened YeS/Yes Yes/Yes 

FLORIDA: 
County Court L Reopened Yes/No YeS/No 
Circuit Court G Reoeened Yes/No Yes/No 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases In State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Are reopened Are enforcemenV 
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary injunc-
as new filings, Ings counted? If tions counted? If 
or identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted 

separately as or separately from separately from new 
Stale/Court naDle: J,urisdjction reopened cases? Condjtiona new case filingsZ $Casalillngs? 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court G New filing Yes No 
Civil Court L NC NC NC 
State Court L New filing Yes No 
Probate Court L New filing NC NC 
Magistrate Court L New filing Yes No 
Munlcieal Court L NC NC NC 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court G Reopened Supplemental Yes/Yes YeslYes 

proceedings Special proceedings Circuit Court: 
Special Pro-
ceedings 

Family Court G New filing Redocketed Yes/No 
District Court L Reopened Supplemental No YeS/No 

proceedings (Included as new 
case filing} 

IDAHO: 
District Court G Reoeened Yes/No No 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court G Reoeened No No 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court G Reopened Redocketed No No 
Circuit Court G Reopened Redocketed No No 
County Court L Reopened Redocketed No No 
Municipal Court of 
Marion County L Reopened Redocketed No No 
City Court L NA NA NA N/Appllcable 
Small Claims Court of 

Marion Counl'i L NA NA NA NA 

IOWA: 
District Court G New filing Yes/No No 

KANSAS: 
District Court G Reoeened No Yes/No 

KENTUCKY: 
Circuit Court G Reopened No YeS/Yes 
District Court L Reoeened No YeslYes 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court G Reopened As action on, Yes/Yes YeS/No 

open case 
Juvenile Court G Reopened As action on Yes/Yes No 

open case 
Family Court G Reopened As action on No No 

open case 
City & Parish Courts L New filing As action on Yes/No No 

oeen case 

MAINE: 
Superior Court G New filing No Yes/No 
District Court L NC No No 
Probate Court , 

NC No No .. 
(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Are reopened Are en!orcemenV 
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary Injunc-
as new filings. ings counted? If dons counted? If 
or identified QUalifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted 

separately as or separately from separately from neW 
State/Court name; Jurisdicdon reopened cases? Conditions new case filjngs'Z, case filjOgal 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G New filing No NA 
District Court L NA NA '(eS/No 

MASSACHUSETIS: 
Trial Court of the 
Commonwealth: 
Superior Court Dept. G NC NA Yes/No 
District Court Dept. G NC Ves/Ves NA 
Boston Municipal Court 

Dept. G NC Ves/Yes NA 
Housing Court Dept. G NC Yes/Yes NA 
land Court Deet. G NC N/Aeeticable NA 

MICHIGAN: 
Court of Claims G Reopened No No 
Circuit Court G Reopened No No 
District Court L NA NA NA 
Municieal Court L NA NA NA 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court G Identified seearatelj! No No 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Circuit Court G NA NA NA 
Chancery Court G NA NA NA 
County Court L NA NA NA 
Family Court l NA NA NA 
Justice Court l NA NA NA 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G New filings Ves/No Ves/No 

MONTANA: 
District Court G Reopened Yes/Yes Yes/No 
Jus~ce of the Peace Court l NA NA NA 
Municipal Court l NA NA NA 
Cit~ Court L NA NA NA 

NEBRASKA: 
District C<ourt G Reopened No No 
Coun~ Court l Reoeened No No 

NEVADA: 
District Court G Reopened May not be reopened Varies/Varies Varies 

but refers back to 
original case 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G Reopened No No 
District Court l NC No No 
Municieal Court L NC No No 

< 
(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases In State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Are reopened Are enforcement! 
cases counted collection proceed. Are temporary InJunc-
as new filings, Ings counted? If tions counted? If 
or Identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted 

separately as or separately from separately from new 
Slate/Court name; Jurisdjction reopened casesZ ~Qodjtjons new case filings1 w.efjlingsZ 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court: 

Civil, Family, G Reopened Yes/No YeS/No 
General Equity, and (except for 

Criminal Divisions domestic 
violence} 

NEW MEXICO; 
District Court G Reopened YeS/Yes No 
Magistrate Court L Reopened No No 
Metropolitan Court of 

Bernalillo Coun!l L Reoeened No No 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court G Reopened Yes/No YeS/No 
CC'unty Court L NC No No 
Cuurt 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 
Justice 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 YeS/Yes Yes/Yes 

(only counted If a hearing 
was held) 

Coun!l Court L New filing No No 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G Reopened YeS/No YeGiNo 

(are counted separately In 
domestic relations cases) 

Municipal Court L Reopened Yes Yes 
County Court L Reopened Yes Yes 
Court of Claims L NA NA NA 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G Reoeened No No 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No 
Justice Court L NA NA NA 
Municipal Court L NA NA NA 
District Court L Reoeened 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 Court L Newliling Yes/No NA 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of Countlng Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Are reopened Are enforcement! 
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary InJunc-
as new filings, Ings counted? If tions counted? If 
or identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted 

separately as or separately from separately from new 
S~ale/Court came: Jurisdiction reopened cases? ~ new case filings? case filings? 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G Reopened No YesiNo 
District Court L Reopened No YeslYes 
Family Court L Reopened No YeslYes 
Probate Court L NA NA NA 

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 DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G NC No Yes/No 

TENNESSEE: 
Circuit Court G Reopened (Varies based on local practice) (Varies based on 

local practice) 
Chancery Court G Reopened (Varies based on local practice) (Varies based on 

local practice) 
General Sessions Court L Reopened (Varies based on local practice) (Varies based on 

local eractice} 

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 No YeS/Yes 
Circuit Court L NC No Yes/Yes 
Justice Court L NC No Yes/Yes 

VERMONT: 
Superior Court G NC No Yes/No 
District Court G NC No Yes/No 
Probate Court L NC No N/Aeelicable 

VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G Reopened Reinstated YeS/Yes Yes/No 

cases 
District Court L NewfilinI1 YeS/No No 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court G Reopened No No 
Municipal Court L New filing NA NA 
District Court L Newliling YeS/No NA 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G NC No Yes/No 
Magistrate Court L NC No N/AEElicabie 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Coun 

WYOMING: 
District Court 
Justice of the Peac.e Court 
County Court 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

Jurisdiction 

G 

G 
L 
L 

G = General Jurisdiction Court 
L = Limited Jurisdiction Court 

NA = Information is not available 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new filings, 
or identified 

separately as 
reopened cases? 

New filing 

Reopened 
Reopened 
Reopened 

NC = Information is not collected/counted 

Are enforcement! 
collection proceed­
ings counted? If 

Qualifications yes, are they counted 
or separately from 

Conditions new case filings? 

Identified with R No 
(reopened) suffix, but 
included in total count 

No 
NA 
NA 

NlApplicable = Civil case types heard by this court are not applicable to this figure. 

Are temporary InJunc­
tions counted? If 

yes, are they counted 
separately from new 

case filings? 

YeslYes 

No 
NA 
NA 

Source: The 1990 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, as updated and verified by State Adm:nistrative Offices of the Courts. 
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METHODOLOGY 
• • • • • • • • • 

Court Statistics Project: 
Goals and Organization 

The COllrt Statistics Project of the National Center 
for State Courts compiles and reports comparable court 
caseload data from the 50 states, the District of Colum­
bia, and Puerto Rico. In the process, project publica­
tions and technical assistance encourage greater uni­
formity in how individual state courts and state court 
administrative offices collect and publish case load infor­
mation. Progress toward these goals should result in 
more meaningful and useful caseload information at the 
disposal of judges, court managers, and court adminis­
trators. 

The State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 
series is a cooperative effort of the Conference of State 
Court Administrators (CaSCA) and the National Center 
for State Courts (NCSC). Responsibility for project 
management and staffing is assumed by the NCSC's 
Court Statistics Project. CaSCA, through its Court 
Statistics Committee, provides policy guidance and re­
view. The Court Statistics Committee includes mem­
bers of CaSCA and representatives of state court ad­
ministrative office senior staff, the National Conference 
of Appellate Court Clerks, the National Association for 
Court Management, and the academic community. 
Preparation of the 1990 caseload report was funded by 
an ongoing grantfrom the State Justice Institute (SJI-91-
07X-B-007) to the NCSC. 

In addition to preparing publications, the Court Sta­
tistics Project responds to about 500 requests for infor­
mation and assistance each year. These requests come 
from a variety of sources, including state court adminis­
trative offices, local courts, individual judges, federal 
and state agencies, legislators, the media, academic 
researchers, students, and NCSC staff. Requests can 
be grouped into four main categories: case load data, 
court jurisdictional information, information on data col­
lection and reporting techniques, and statistical analy­
ses of case load data. The subject matter of these 
requests is taken into consideration when selecting 
topics for emphasis in the caseload statistics report 
series. 

Sources of Data 

Information for the national caseload databases 
comes from published and unpublished sources sup­
plied by state court administrators and appellate court 
clerks. Published data are typically official state court 
annual reports, which assume a variety of forms and 
vary widely in detail. Although constituting the most 
reliable and valid data available at the state level, they 
arrive from statistical data filed monthly, quarterly, or 
annually by numerous local jurisdictions and, in most 
states, several trial and appellate court systems. More­
over, these caseload statistics are primarily collected to 
assist states in managing their own systems and are not 
prepared specifically for inclusion in the CaSCAlNCSC 
case load statistics report aeries. 

Some states either do not publish an annual report 
or publish only limited caseload statistics for either trial 
or appellate courts. The Court Statistics Project re­
ceives unpublished data from those states in a wide 
range of forms, including internal management memos, 
computer-generated output, and the Project's statistical 
and jurisdictional prOfiles, which are updated by state 
court administrative office staff. 

Extensive telephone contact and follow-up corre­
spondence are used to collect misSing data, confirm the 
accuracy of available data, and determine the legal 
jurisdiction of each court. Information is also collected 
concerning the number of judges per court or court 
system (from annual reports, offices of state court ad­
ministrators, and appellate court clerks); the state popu­
lation (based on Bureau of the Census revised esti­
mates); and special characteristics regarding subject 
matter jurisdiction and court structure. Appendix B lists 
the source of each state's 1990 case load statistics. 

Data Collection Procedures 

The following outline summarizes the major tasks 
involved in compiling the 1990 case load data reported in 
this volume: 

A. The 1990 state reports were evaluated to note 
changes in the categories and terminology used for data 
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reporting, changes in the range of available data, and 
changes in each state's court organization or jurisdic­
tion. This entailed a direct comparison of the 1990 
material with the contents of each state's 1989 annual 
report. Project staff used a copy of each state's 1989 trial 
and appellate court statistical spreadsheets, trial and 
appehate court jurisdiction guides and the state court 
structure chart as worksheets for gathering the 1990 
data. Use of the previous year's spreadsheets provides 
the data collector with a reference point to identify and 
replicate the logic used in the data collection and ensure 
consistency in the report series overtime. The case load 
data were entered onto the 1990 spreadsheets. Case load 
terminology is defined by the State Court Model Statis­
tical Dictionary, 1989. Prototypes of appellate and trial 
court statistical spreadsheets can be found in Appendix 
C. 

B. Caseload numbers were screened for signifi­
cant changes from the previous year. A 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 could have affected the size of the 
reported court caseload. 

The Project implemented one important change in 
. the trial court data collection process for 1990. Before 
1990, it was impossible for limited jurisdiction courts that 
had limited felony jurisdiction to report complete and 
comparable criminal data. Criminal data for these courts 
indicated felony jurisdiction, when actually tile courts did 
not have complete felony jurisdiction but were merely 
able to conduct preliminary hearings in felony cases and 
then either dismiss or bind cases over to the court of 
general jurisdiction. Because preliminary hearings are 
not counted as part of the actual caseload (they are 
reported in a separate "other proceedings" category 
along with other special proceedings, such as 
postconviction remedy and sentence review only), the 
criminal data for these limited jurisdiction courts were 
footnoted as incomplete since felony cases were miss­
ing from the total. For the 1990 Report, it was decided 
that it is both misleading and inappropriate to report that 
a court has felony jurisdiction if in fact it can merely hold 
preliminary hearings and either bind the case over to 
another court or dismiss the case. As a result of this 
deciSion, the Arizona Justice of the Peace Court, the 
New Hampshire District Court, the New Hampshire 
MuniCipal Court, the Criminal Court of the City of New 
York, the North Dakota County Court, the Oregon Dis­
triot Court, the South Carolina Municipal Court, the West 
Virginia Magistrate Court, the Wyoming County Court, 
and the Wyoming Justice of the Peace Court now report 
complete and comparable criminal data. 

Six states that reported criminal data that were both 
incomplete and overinclusive, were no longer incom­
plete, and merely included some noncriminal case types: 
the Kentucky District Court; the Nebraska County Court; 
the Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo County, New Mexico; 
the Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court, Pennsylvania;the 
Rhode Island District Court; and the Utah Justice Court. 

Eight states continued to report criminal data that 
were either incomplete or both incomplete and 
overinclusive, but are no longer footnoted as missing 
felony caseload: the Arkansas Municipal Court; the 
Municipal Court of Wilmington, Delaware; the North 
Carolina District Court; the Puerto Rico District Court; 
the South Carolina Magistrates Court; the Texas Justice 
of the Peace Court; the Texas Municipal Court; and the 
Utah Justice Court. 

C. The data were then transferred from the hand­
written copy to computer databases that are created as 
computerized spreadsheets. Mathematical formulas 
are embedded in each spreadsheet to compute the 
caseload totals. The reliability of the data collection and 
data entry process was verified through an independent 
review by another project staff member of all decisions 
made by the original data collector. Linked spread­
sheets contain the information on the number of judges, 
court jurisdiction, and state population needed to gener­
ate case load tables for the 1990 Report. 

D. After the data were entered and checked for 
data entry errors and internal consistency, individual 
spreadsheets were generated for the appellate and trial 
cour1s. The spreadsheet relates the total for each model 
reporting category to the category or categories the 
state used to report its caseload numbers . 

E. Trial court spreadsheets for all 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico were sent directly 
to the state court administrative offices for verification. 
This new step in the data collection process (which 
began with 22 states for the 1989 Report) provided 
further assurance of data accuracy and also yielded a 
bonus when seventeen states added caseload data that 
in previous years had not been provided. For the 1990 
Report, an additional effort to improve trial court data 
was undertaken by the Court Statistics Project. Each 
member of the Court Statistics Advisory Committee was 
asked to focus on the completeness and comparability 
of civil and criminal data in their own state to determine 
if data could be provided to more closely conform to the 
Court Statistics Project prototype. Each committee 
member was also asked to contact one or two other 
states that had similar problems in the format in which 
data are provided to discuss the difficulties and see if 
together they might resolve those problems. Six states 
provided additional data or data that more closely con­
formed to the Court Statistics Project prototype as a 
result of this undertaking. These two strategies, de­
signed to increase the completeness and comparability 
of state court caseload statistics, resulted in additional 
data being provided by the following states: 

Alabama 
Arkansas 
Connecticut 
Florida 
Louisiana 
Minnesota 
New Jersey 
Puerto Rico 

Arizona 
California 
Delaware 
Hawaii 
Maryland 
Missouri 
New York 
South Dakota 
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Tennessee 
Washington 

Texas 

F. Appellate court statistical spreadsheets and ju-
risdiction guides were sent for review and verification to 
the appellate court clerks in all 50 states and the District 
of Columbia. Four states-Arizona, the District of Co­
lumbia, Louisiana, and Ohio-provided Project staff 
with additional appellate court case load data. In addi­
tion, 13 states were of great assistance to the Project by 
updating and returning their jurisdiction guides. 

G. Finally, the caseload tables in Part III and the 
smaller tables supporting the text of Parts I and II were 
generated. The spreadsheet for each court system is 
directly linked to the tables, each itself created as a 
computerized spreadsheet, and once all of the 1990 
data had been entered and verified these links were 
automatically updated. This updating procedure allows 
all of the 1990 data to be placed on one large spread­
sheet that is then used to generate the tables for Part III 
of the report. Trend databases are maintained sepa­
rately using SPSS PC and contain selected categories 
of appellate and trial court caseloads. 

Variables 

Four basic types of data elements are collected by 
the Court Statistics Project: (1) trial court caseload 
statistics, (2) trial court jurisdictional/organizational in­
formation, (3) appellate court caseload, and (4) appel­
late court jurisdictional/organizational information. 

For trial courts, emphasis is placed on reporting the 
total number of civil, criminal, juvenile, and traffic/other 
violation cases according to the model reporting format. 
Each of these major case types can be reduced to more­
specific caseload categories. For example, civil cases 
consist of tort, contract, real property rights, small claims, 
mental health, estate and domestic relations cases, trial 
court civil appeals, and appeals of administrative agency 
cases. In some instances, these case types can be 
further refined; for example, domestic relations cases 
can be divided into marriage dissolution, URESA, sup­
port/custody, adoption, and paternity cases. 

Currently, only filing and disposition numbers are 
entered into the database for each case type. Data on 
pending cases were routinely collected by the Project 
staff until serious comparability problems were identified 
when compiling the 1984 Report. Some courts provide 
data that include active cases only; others include active 
and inactive cases. The COSCA Court Statistics Com­
mittee recommended that the collection of pending 
caseloads be deferred until a study determines whether 
and how data can be made comparable across states. 

The trial court jurisdictional profile collects an as­
sortment of information relevant to the organization and 
jurisdiction of each trial court system. Before the use of 
computerized spreadsheets for reporting statistical data, 
the main purpose of the profile was to translate the 
states' terminology for reporting statistical information 
into generic terms recommended by the State Court 

Model Statistical Dictionary. Each court's spreadsheet 
captures the state's terminology, and the jurisdiction 
guide format has been streamlined. The jurisdictional 
profile currently collects information on number of courts, 
number of judges, methods of counting cases, availabil­
ity of jury trials, dollar amount jurisdiction of the court, 
and time standards for case processing. 

There are also statistical spreadsheets and jurisdic­
tion guides for each state appellate court. Two major 
case types are used on the statistical spreadsheet: 
mandatory cases that the court must hear on the merits 
as appeals of right, and discretionary petition cases that 
the court decides on whether to accept and then reach 
a decision on the merits. The statistical spreadsheet 
also contains the number of petitions granted where it 
can be determined. Mandatory and discretionary peti­
tions are further differentiated by whether the case is a 
review of a final trial court judgment or some other 
matter, such as a request for interlocutory or 
postconvictlon relief. Where possible, the statistics are 
classified according to subject matter, chiefly civil, crimi­
nal, juvenile, disciplinary, or administrative agency. 

The appellate court jurisdiction guide contains infor­
mation about each court, including number of court 
locations, number of justices/judges, number of legal 
support personnel, point at which appeals are counted 
as cases, procedures used to review discretionary peti­
tions, and use of panels. 

Graphics as a Method 
of Displaying Caseload Data 

The 1985 and 1986 case load reports used maps to 
summarize the data contained in the main caseload 
tables. Subsequent Reports also use maps to display 
information, but limit their role to summarizing court 
structure and jurisdiction and describing caseload com­
parability. 

Instead of maps, the 1990 Report makes extensive 
use of pie charts and bar graphs to summarize case load 
data and trends. In the charts and graphs displaying 
1990 caseload data, states are usually arrayed by filing 
rate, from lowest to highest, so that the midpoint and the 
distribution of rates can be easily determined. A state is 
excluded from a graph only if the state's relevant data is 
less than 75 percent complete. In the text tables and bar 
graphs used to display trend data, only states that have 
reported statistics in comparable terms over the full 
seven year period are included. While efforts are made 
to note in the graph why states are not included, it is 
incorrect to conclude that a state omitted from the graph 
did not report data to the Project. The only definitive 
statement of data availability can be found in the detailed 
case load tables of Part III. 

Footnotes 

Footnotes indicate the degree to which a court's 
statistics conform to the Court Statistics Project's report­
ing categories defined in the State Court Model Statisti-
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cal Dictionary. Footnoted case load statistics are either 
overinclusive in that they contain case types other than 
those defined for the term in the dictionary, or are 
underinclusive in that some case types defined for the 
term in the dictionary are not included. It is possible for 
a caseload statistic to contain inapplicable case types 
while also omitting those which are applicable, making 
the total or subtotal simultaneously overinclusive and 
underinclusive. The 1990 Report uses a simplified 
system of footnotes. An "A" footnote indicates that the 
caseload statistic for a statewide court system does not 
include some of the recommended case types; a IIB" 
footnote indicates that the statistic includes some extra­
neous case types; a "C" footnote indicates that the data 
are both incomplete and overinclusive. The text of the 
footnote explains how the caseload data for each court 
system differ from the reporting category recommended 
in the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary. Case/oad 
statistics that are not qualified by a footnote conform to 
the dictionary's definition. 

Case filings and dispositions are also affected by the 
unit and method of count used by the states, differing 
subject matter and dollar amount jurisdiction, and differ­
ent court system structures. Most of these differences 
are described in the figures found in Part Vof this volume 
and summarized in the court structure chart for each 
state in Part IV. The most important differences are 
reported in summary form in the main case load tables 
in Part III. 

Variations in Reporting Periods 

As indicated in Figure A (Part V), most states report 
data by fiscal year, others by calendar year, and a few 
appellate courts report data by court term. Therefore, 
the 12-month period covered in this report is not the 
same for all courts. 

This report reflects court organization and jurisdic­
tion in 1990. Since 1975, new courts have been created 
at both the appellate and trial level, new courts report 
data to the Court Statistics Project, courts may have 
merged and changed counting or reporting methods. 
The dollar amount limits of civil jurisdiction in many trial 
courts also vary. Care is therefore required when 
comparing 1990 data to previous years. The trend 
analysis used in this report offers a model for undertak­
ing such comparisons. 

Final Note 

Comments, corrections, and suggestions are a vital 
part of the work of the Court Statistics Project. Users of 
the Report are encouraged to write to the Director, Court 
Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, 300 
Newport Avenue, Williamsburg, Virginia, 23187-8798. 
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SOURCES OF 1990 STATE COURT 
CASELOAD STATISTICS 

• • • • • • • • • 

COURTS OF LAST INTERMEDIATE GENBRAL LIMITED 
STATES RESORT APPBLLA'rn JURISDICTION JURISDICTION 

Alabama Alabama Judicial System Alabama Judicial System Alabama Judicial System Alilbama Judicial System 
Annual Report, 1990 Annual Report. 1990 Annual Report 1990 Annual Report 1990 

Alaska Alaska Court System Alaska Court System Alaska Court System AltlSka Court Systcm 
1990 Annual Report 1990 Annual Report 1990 Annual Report 1990 Annual Report 

Arizona The Arizona Courts FY The Arizona Courts FY The Arizona Courts FY The Arizona Couns FY 
1990 Data Report 1990 Data Report 1990 Data Report 1990 Datn Report 

Arkansas Annual Report of the Annual Report of the Annual Report of the Annual Report of the 
JUdicinry of Arkansas FY JUdicinry of Arkansas FY Judiciary of ArkanSAS FY Judicinry of Arkansas FY 
1989-1990 1989-1990 1989·1990 1989·1990 

California 1990 Annual Report. 1990 Annual Report. Annual Data Reference: Annual Data Reference: 
Judicial Council of Judicial Council of 1989·90 Caseload Data 1989"90 Cnseload Data 
California California. Unpublished by Indiyjdual Courts by Individual Courl~ 

data were provided by 
the Clerk. 

Colorado Colorado Judicial ColorAdo Judicial Colorado Judicial Colorado Judicial 
Department. Annual Department Annual Depnrtment Annual Department Annual 
Report FY 89·90·· Report FY 89·90·· Report FY 89·90·· Report FY 89·90·· 
Statistical Suppleme~t Statistical Supplemcnt Statistical Supplement St.1tistical Supplement 

Connecticut Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the Office of provided by the Office of provided by the Office of provided by the Office of 
the Chief Court the Chief Court the Chief Court the Chief Court 
Administrator. Administrator. Administrator. Administrator. 

Delawnre 1990 Annual Report of "' .......... - ................................................. 1990 Annual Report of 1990 Annual Report of 
the Delaware Judicinry the Delawnre 1udicinry the Delawnre JudicinrY 

District of Columbia District of Columbia ~-- ... -......... -.. -.......... --.. --.. --- District of Columbia .................. -.............................. 
Courts Annual Courts Annual Report, 
Report, 1990 1990. Unpublished data 

were provided by the 
Executive Officer. 
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COURTS OF LAST INTERMEDIATE GENERAL LIMITED 
STATES RESORT APPELLATE JURISDICTION JURISDICTION 

Florida Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the State provided by the State provided by the State provided by the State 
Court Administrator and Court Administrator. Court Administrator. Court Administrator and 
the Clerk of the Supreme the Department of 
Court. Highways, Sufety, and 

Motor Vehicles. 

Georgia Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of provided by Ule Clerk of provided by Ule State provided by the State 
the Suoreme Court. Ule Court of Alloe:lls. Court Administrator. Court Administrator. 

Hawaii 111e judiciary State of The judiciary State of 'The Judiciary State of The Judiciary Stute of 
Hawaii: Annual Report Hawaii: Annual Report Hawaii: Annual Report Hawaii: Annual Report 
1990 and Statistical 1990 and Statistical 1990 and Statistical 1990 and Statistical 
Supplement 1989·1990 Supplement 1989·1990 Supplement 1989·1990 SUlmlement 1989·1990 

Idaho The Idaho Courts Annual The Idaho Courts Annual The Idaho Court.~ Annual ..................................... 
Report for 1990: 1990 Report for 1990; 1990 Report for 1990: 1990 
Appendix Appendix Appendix 

Illinois Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were ......................................... 
provided by the Admin. provided by the Admin. provided by the Admin. 
Director of Courts • . ~ Director of Courts. Director of Courts. 

Indiana 1990 Indiana Judicial 1990 Indiana Judicial 1990 Indiana Judicial 1990 Indiuna judicial 
Report Report Report Report 

Iowa 1990 Annual Stutistical 1990 Annual Statistical 1990 Annual Statistical ............................................ 
Report. Unpublished Report. Unpublisheu Report 
data were provided by data were provided by 
the Clerk. the Clerk. 

Kansas Annual Report of the Annual Report of the Annual Report of the Kansas Municipal CoU!ts 
Courts of Kansas: 1989· Courts of Kansas: 1989. Courts of Kansas: 1989· Cnseload Report, FY 
1990FY 1990 FY 1990 FY 1990 

Kentucky Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of provided by the Clerk of provided by the provided by the 
the Supreme Court. the Court of Appeals. Administrative Director Administrative Director 

of Courts. of Courts. 

Louisiana Unpublished data were 1990 Annual Report of 1990 Annual Report. of t990 Annual Report of 
provided by the Clerk of the Judicial Council of the Judicial CQuncil of the Judicial Council of 
the Supreme Court. the Supreme Court of the Supreme Court of Ule Supreme Court of 

Louisiana Louisiana. Unpublished Louisiana. Unpublished 
dala were provided by data were provided by 
the Judicial the Judicial 
Administrator. Administrator. 

Maine State of Maine Judicial .... _ .... _- .. ------.-_ ...... _-_ ................ State of Maine Judicial St.'lte of Mnine Judicial 
Department Annual Department Annual Department Annual 
Report. FY 90 Report. FY 90 Report. FY 90 
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COURTS OF LAST INTERMEDIATE GENERAL LIMITED 
STATES RESORT APPELLATE JURISDICTION JURISDICTION -
Maryland Annual Report of the Annual Report of the Annual Report of the Annual Report of the 

Maryland judiciary Maryland judiciary Maryland Judiciary Maryland Judiciary 
1989·1990 1989·1990 1989·1990. Unpub. 1989·1990 

lished data were provided 
by the AOC. 

Massachusetts Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Annual Report of the MA ..... to ........ • ................... 

provided by the Clerk of provided by the Clerk of Trial Court, 1990. 
the Supreme Court. the Appeals Court. Unpublished data were 

provided by the 
Administrntor of Courts. 

Michigan 1990 Annual Report of 1990 Annual Report of The Michignu State TIle Michigan State 
the State Court the State Court Courts Annual Report Courts Annual Report 
Administrator and Administrator and 1990 ruld Statistical 1990 and Statistical 
Statistical SUDDlement Statisticnl Supplement SIIPDlemcnt SIIDDlement 

Minnesota Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were .............. 011 ..................... 

provided by the State provided by the State provided by the State 
Court Administrator. Court Administrntor. Court Administrator. 

Mississippi Supreme Court of ........ ,Io ................ _._.~ .......... Supreme Court of Supreme Court of 
Mississippi 1990 Annual Mississippi 1990 Annual Mississippi 1990 Annual 
Report Report Report 

Missouri Supplement to Ule Suppll:ment to the Supplement to the Data were not avnilable. 
Missouri Judicial Fiscal Missouri 1udieial Fiscal Missouri Judicial Report, 
Report, 1990 Report, 1990 Fisenl Year 1990. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the AOC. 

Montana Unpublished data were ~.-....... -.......... -..... "' ........... Unpublished data were Data were not available. 
provided by the Court provided by the State 
Administrator of the Court Administrator 
Supreme Court. 

Nebra.~ka Nebraska Supreme Court ........... -......... -~ ............. -.. -.. N~braska Supreme COllrt Nebraska Supreme Court 
1990 Annual Report 1990 Annual Report 1990 Annual Report 

Nevada Unpublished data were .-_ .......................................... Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of provided by the Adminis. provided by the Adminis, 
the SUpreme Court. Dir. of Courts Dir. of Courts 

New Hampshire Unpublished data were ............ _-............... -.................. Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of pr(lvided by the Director, provided by the Director, 
the SUDreme Court. AOC. AOC. 

New Jersey Annual Report 89·90. Annual Report 89·90. NJ1udicinry: Superior Unpublished data were 
Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Court Cnselond provided by the 
provided by the Clerk of provided by the Clerk of Reference Guide, 1986· Administrntive Director 
the Supreme Court. the Appellate Court. 1990. Unpublished data of Courts. 

were provided by the 
Administrntive Director 
of Courts. 

New Mexico The New Mexico Courts, The New Mexico Courts, The New Mexico Courts, The New Mexico Courts, 
1990 Annual Report 1990 Annual Report 1990 Annual Report 1990 Annual Report 
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COURTS or LAST INTERMEDIATE GENERAL LIMITED 
STATES RESORT APPELLA'IE JtJRISDlC'nON JURISDICTION 

New York 1990 Annual Report of 1990 Annual Report of Unpublished data were Unpublished dnta wcre 
the Clerk of Court, Court the Clerk of Court, Court provided by the Chief provided by the Chief 
of Appeals of thr. State of of Appeals of the State of Administrator of Courts. Administrator of Courts. 
New York. Unpublished New York. Unpublished 
data were provided by data were provided by 
the Clerk. the Clerk. 

North Carolina Unpublished data were Unpublished data were North Carolina Courts North Carolina Courts, 
provided by the AOC. provided by the AOC. 1989·90: Annual Report 1989·90: Annual Report 

of the Aoe of the AOC 

North Dakota Annual Report of the Anllual Report of the Annual Report of the ND Annual Report of the ND 
North Dakota Judicial North Dakota Judicial Judicial System, CY Judicial System, CY 
System, Calendar Year System, Calendar Year 1990. Unpublished data 1990. Unpublished datn 
1990 1990 were provided by the were provided by the 

AOC'. Aoe. 

Ohio Ohio Courts Summary. Ohio Courts Summary. Ohio Courts Summary. Ohio Courts SUlllmnry, 
1990 1990 1990 1990 

Oklahoma State of Oklahoma, The State of Oklahoma, The State of Oklahoma, The Data were not available. 
Judiciary: Annual Judiciary: Annual Judiciary: Annual 
Report FY 91) Report FY 90 Report FY 90 and 

Statistical Appendix 

Oregon Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the St.'lte provided by the State provided by the State provided by the State 
Court Administrator. Court Administrator. Court Administrator. Court Administrator. 

Pennsylvania Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the State provided by the St.~te provided by th!' Slnte provided by the State 
Court Administratol'. Court Administrator. Court Administrator. Court Administrator. 

Puerto Rico Not available. ..-----.--.------.................... Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the provided by the 
Administrative Director Administrative Director 
of Courts. of Courts. 

Rhode Island Unpublished data were _ ............. _ ........ __ ................ -_ .... - Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk. provided by the AOC. provided by the AOC. 

South Carolina SC Judicial Department SC Judicial Department SC Judicial Department SC Judicial Department 
Annual Report. 1990 Annual Report, 1990 Annual Report, 1990. Annual Report, 1990 

Additional unpublished 
data were provided. 

South DakOIn SO Courts, The State of ..................................... -_ ............ SD Courts, The State of .................................................... 
the judiciary and 1990 the Judiciary and 1990 
Annual Report of SD Annual Rcport of the SO 
Unified Judicial Svstcm Unified Judicial System 

Tennessee Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Tennessee Judicial Tennes.ree Judicial 
provided by the provided by the Council Annual Report, Council Annual Report, 
Executive Secretarv. Executive SI':.::retarv. 1989·90 1989·90 
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COURTS OF LAST INTERMEDIATE GENERAL LIMITED 
STATES RESORT APPELLATE JURISDICTION JURISDICTION 

Texas Texas Judicial System Texas Judicial System Texas Judicial System Teltas Judicial System 
62nd Annual Report, FY 62nd Annual Report, FY 62nd Annual Report, FY 62nd Annual Report, FY 
1989-1990 1989-1990 1989-90 1989-90 

Utah Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of provided by the Clerk of provided by the State provided by the State 
the Supreme Court. the Appellate Court. Court Administrator. Court Administrator. 

Vermont Judicial Statistics, State .................................................... - Judicial Stlltistics, State Judicial Statistics, State 
of Vermont for Year of Vermont for Year of Vermont for Year 
Endin~ June 30.1990. Ending June 30. 1990. Endin~ June 30. 1990. 

Virginia Virginia State of the Virginia State of the Virginia State of the Virginia State of the 
JudiciarJ'Report 1990 Judiciar3Report 1990 Judiciarj' Rep_ort 1990 Judiciary_Report 1990 

Washington The 1990 Report of the The J 990 Report of the The 1990 Report of the 1990 Caseloads of the 
Courts of Wa.shington Courts of Washington Courts of Washington Court of Limited 

Jurisdiction of 
Washin~ton St.'Ue 

West Virginia Unpublished data were ........................................... _ .............. Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
~Jovided lly the Clerk. provided by the AOC. provided by the AOC. 

Wisconsin Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data Were Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of provided by the Clerk of provided by the Director provided by the Director 
the Supreme Court. the Court of Appeals. of State Courts. of State Courts. 

Wyoming Unpublished data were ...... _-..................... - ....................... Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the Court provided by the Court provided by the Director 
Coordi nator. Coordinator. of State Courts. 
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Spreadsheet 

MANDATORY JURISDICTION: 
Appeals of final judgments: 

Civil 
Criminal: 

Capital criminal 
Other criminal 

Total criminal 
Juvenile 

Administrative agency 
Unclassified 

Tetal final judgments 

Other mandatory cases: 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
Interlocutory decisions 
Advisory opinions 

Total other mandatory 

Total mandatory cases 

DISCRETIONARY JURISDICTION: 
Petitions of final judgment: 

Civil 
Crimbal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Unclassified 

Total final judgments 

Other discretionary petitions: 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
Interlocutory decisions 
Advisory opinions 

Total other discretionary 

Total discretionary cases 

GRAND TOTAL 

OTHER PROCEEDINGS: 
Rehearinglreconsideration requests 
Motions 
Other matters 

Number of supplemental judges~ustices 

Beginning 
pending 

Number of independent appellate courts at this level 

State Name, Court Name 
Court of last resort or intermediate appellate court 

Number of divisions/departments, number of authorized justices/judges 
Total population 

Filed 

Filed Rled 
Petitions 
Granted 

Disposed 

Disposed 

End 
pending 

Fiied 
Petitions 
Granted 

Disposed 
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

MANDATORY JURISDICTION: 
Appeals of final judgment 

Civil 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Unclassified 

Other mandatory cases: 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
Interlocutory decisions 

Total mandatory iurisdiction cases 

DISCRETIONARY JURISDICTION: 
Petitions of final judgments: 

Civil 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Unclassified 

Other discretionary petitions 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 

Total discretionary cases 

GRAND TOTAL 

Predecision 
disposItion 
(dismissed! 
withdrawn/ 

settled) 

MANNER OF DISPOSITION 

Opinions 
Per 

Signed curiam 
opinion opinion 

Decision 
without 
opinion 
(memol 
order) 

Trans­
ferred Other 
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

TYPE OF DECISION IN MANDATORY CASES/GRANTED PETITIONS OF FINAL JUDGMENT 

Opinions: 
Affirmed 
Modified 
Reversed 
Remanded 
Mixed 
Dismissed 
Other 

Total decisions: 
Affirmed 
Modified 
Reversed 
Remanded 
Mixed 
Dismissed 
Other 

Other discretionary petitions: 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 

Total discretionary jurisdiction cases 

Civil Criminal Juvenile 

Adminis­
tratiVe 
agency 

Other 
mandatory 

cases 

TYPE OF DECISION IN OTHER DISCRETIONARY PETITIONS 

Petition 
granted 

Petition 
denied Other 
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

TIME INTERVAL DATA (tv1ONTH/DAYS) 

Notice of appeal 
or ready for 

hearing 

Ready for hearing 
or under advisement 

(submitted or oral 
argument completed) 

Under advisement 
(submitted or 
oral argument 

completed) to decision 
Notice of appeal 

to decision 

Number Number Number Number 
of cases Mean Median of cases Mean Median of cases Mean Median of cases Mean Median --- --- --- --- --- --- --- -- --- --- -- ---

MANDATORY JURISDICTION: 
Appeals of final Judgment 

Civil. 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Unclassified 

Other mandatory cases 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
Interlocutory decisions 

Total mandatory jurisdiction cases 

DISCRETiONARY JURISDICTION: 
Petitions of final judgments 
Civil 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Unclassified 

Other discretionary petitions 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
Interlocutory decisions 
Advisory opinions 

Total discretionary jurisdiction cases 

GRAND TOTAL 
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

AGE OF PENDING CASELOAD (DAYS) 

Awaiting court 
reporter's transcript 

over 
0-60 61-120 120 
days days days 

MANDATORY JURISDICTION: 
Appeals of final judgment 

Civil 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Unclassified 

Other mandatory cases 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
Interlocutory decisions 

Total mandatory jurisdiction cases 

DISCRETIONARY JURISDICTION: 
Petitions of final judgments 
Civil 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Unclassified 

Other discretionary petitions 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
Interlocutory decisions 
Advisory opinions 

Total discretionary jurisdiction cases 

GRAND TOTAL 

Not ready for hearing 

Awaiting 
appellant's brief 

over 
0-60 61-120 120 
days days days 
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Awaiting 
respondent's brief 

over 
0-60 61-120 120 
days days days 

Ready for 
hearing 

over 
0-60 61-120 120 
days days days 

Submitted or 
oral argument 

completed 

Average 
age of 

pending 
caseload 



Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet 

CIVIL: 
Tort: 

Auto tort 
Product liability 
Medical malpractice 
Unclassified tort 
Miscellaneous tort 

Total Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small claims 
Domestic relations: 

Marriage dissolution 
Support/custody 
URESA 
Adoption 
Paternity 
Miscellaneous 
Unclassified 
Total domestic relations 

Estate: 
Probatelwills/intestate 
Guardianship/conservatorship/trusteeship 
Miscellaneous estate 
Unclassified estate 

Total estate 
Mental health 
Appeal: 

Appeal 01 administrative agency case 
Appeal of trial court case 
Total civil appeals 

Miscellaneous civil 
Unclassified civil 
Total civil 

CRIMINAL: 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
DWI/DUI 
Appeal 
Miscellaneous criminal 
Unclassified criminal 

Total Criminal 

State Name, Court Name 
Court of general jurisdiction or court of limited jurisdiction 

Number of circuits or districts, number of judges 
Total population 

Beginning 
Pending Filed Disposed 

End 
Pending 
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

TRAFFIC/OTHER VIOLATION: 
Moving traffic violation 
Ordinance violaticn 
Miscellaneous traffic 
Unclassified traffic 

Total traffic/other violation 

JUVENILE: 
Criminal-type petiticn 
Status offense 
Child-victim petition 
Miscellaneous juvenile 
Unclassified juvenile 

Total juvenile 

GRAND TOTAL 

Drug cases 

OTHER PROCEEDINGS: 
PO'stconviction remedy 
Preliminary hearings 
Sentence review only 
Extraordinary writs 

Total other proceedings 

Beginning 
Pending 
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Filed Disposed 
End 

Pending 



Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

MANNER OF CIVIL DISPOSITIONS 

CIVIL: 
Tort: 

Auto tort 
Product liability 
MediCal malpractice 
Unclassified tort 
Miscellaneous tort 

Total Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small claims 
Domestic relations: 

Marriage dissolution 
Support/custody 
URESA 
Adoption 
Paternity 
Miscellaneous 
Unclassified 

Total domestic relations 
Estate: 

Probatetwillslintestate 
Guardianship/conservatorship 

/trusteeship 
Miscellaneous estate 
Unclassified estate 

Total estate 
Mental health 
Appeal: 

Uncontested! 
Default Dismissed 

Appeal of administrative agency case 
Appeal of trial court case 

Total civil appeals 
Miscellaneous civil 
Unclassified civil 

Total civil 

Withdrawn Settled Transferred Arbitration Total 
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

MANNER OF CRIMiNAL DISPOSITIONS AND TYPE OF DECISION 

Jury trial: 
Conviction 
Guilty plea 
Acquittal 
Dismissed 

Nonjury trial 
Conviction 
Guilty plea 
Acquittal 
Dismissed 

Dismissed/nolle prosequi 
Bail forfeiture 
Bound over 
Transferred 
Other 
Total dispositions 

Felony Misdemeanor DWIIDUI Appeal 
Miscellaneous 

criminal 

MANNER OF TRAFFIC/OTHER VIOLATION DISPOSITIONS AND TYPE OF DECISION 

Jury trial: 
Conviction 
Guilty plea 
Acquittal 
Dismissed 

Nonjury trial 
Conviction 
Guilty plea 
Acquittal 
Dismissed 

Dismissed/nolle prosequi 
Bail forfeiture 
Parking fines 
Transferred 
Other 
Tota! dispositions 

Moving traffic 
violation 

Ordinance 
violation 
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Parking 
violation 

Miscellaneous traffic 
violation 

Total 

Total 



Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

CIVIL: 
Tort: 

Auto tort 
Product liability 
Medical malpractice 
Unclassified tort 
Miscellaneous tort 

Total Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small claims 
Domestic relations: 

Marriage dissolution 
Support/custody 
URESA 
Adoption 
Paternity 
Miscellaneous 
Unclassified 

Total domestic relations 
Estate: 

Jury 

Probatelwillslintestate 
Guardianship/conservatorship 

/trusteeship 
Miscellaneous eslale 
Unclassified estate 

Total estate 
Mental health 
Appeal: 

Appeal of administrative agency case 
Appeal of trial court case 

Total civil appeals 
Miscellaneous civil 
Unclassified civil 

Total civil 

MANNER OF DISPOSITION: TRIALS 

Trial 
Nonjury Total 

CRIMINAL: 
Felony 

Misdemeanor 
DWIIDUI 
Appeal 

Jury 

Miscellaneous criminal 
Unclassified criminal 

Total criminal 

TRAFFIC/OTHER VIOLATION: 
Moving traffic violation 
Ordinance violation 
Parking violation 
Miscellaneous traffic 
Unclassified traffic 

Total traffic/other violation 

JUVENILE: 
Criminal-type petition 
Status offense 
Child-victim petition 
Miscellaneous juvonile 
Unclassified juvenile 

Total juvenile 

GRAND TOTAL 

Trial 
Nonjury Total 
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

CIVIL: 
Tort: 

Auto tort 
Product liability 
Medical malpractice 
Unclassified tort 
Miscellaneous tort 

Total Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small claims 
Domestic relations: 

Marriage dissolution 
Support/custody 
URESA 
Adoption 
Paternity 
Miscellaneous 
Unclassified 

Total domestic relations 
Estate: 

0-30 
days 

Probatelwillslintestate 
Guardianship/conservatorship/trusteeship 
Miscellaneous estate 
Unclassified estate 

Total estate 
Mental health 
Appeal: 

Appeal of administrative agency case 
Appeal of trial court case 

Total civil appeals 
Miscellaneous civil 
Unclassified civil 
Total civil 

31·60 
days 

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

AGE OF PENDING CASELOAD (DAYS) 

61-90 
days 

91-180 
days 

181-360 
.Jays 

361-720 
days 

over 720 Average age 
days of pending cases 
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheot (contlnuod) 

CRIMINAL: 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
DWI/DUI 
Appeal 
Miscellaneous criminal 
UnclatSlfied criminal 

Total criminal 

TRAFFIClOTHER VIOLATION: 
Moving Iraffic violation 
Ordinance violation 
Parking violation 
Miscellaneous traffic 
Uncla!islfied traffic 

Total trafficlother violation 

JUVENilE: 
Crimin;al-type petition 
Status offense 
Child-victim petition 
Miscellaneous Juvenile 
Unclassified Juvenile 

Total juvenile 

GRAND TOTAL 

Drug casus 

OtHER PROCEEDINGS: 
Postconviction remedy 
Preliminary hearings 
Sentence review only 
Extraordinary writs 

Total other proceedings 

0-30 
days 

31-60 
days 

AGE OF PENDING CASELOAD (DAVS) 

61-90 
days 

91·180 
days 

181·380 
days 

361·720 
days 

over 720 Average age 
days of pending cases 
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STATE POPULATIONS 
• • • • • • • • • 

Resident Population, 1990 

Population (In thousands) 
1990 1990 1990 

State or territory Juvenile Adult Total 

Alabama ........................................................ . 1,059 2,982 4,041 
Alaska ........................................................... .. 172 378 550 
Arizona ......................................................... .. 981 2,684 3,665 
Arkansas ....................................................... .. 621 1,730 2,351 
California ....................................................... . 7,751 22,009 29,760 

Colorado ....................................................... .. 861 2,433 3,294 
Connecticut ................................................... .. 750 2,538 3,287 
Delaware ....................................................... . 163 503 666 
District of Columbia ....................................... . 117 490 607 
Florida ........................................................... .. 2,866 10,072 12,938 

Georgia ......................................................... .. 1,727 4,751 6,478 
Hawaii ........................................................... .. 280 828 1,108 
Idaho .............................................................. . 308 698 1,007 
Illinois ........................................................... .. 2,946 8,484 11,431 
Indiana ........................................................... . 1,456 4,088 5,544 

Iowa .............................................................. .. 719 G,058 2,777 
Kansas ...................................................... , .... . 662 1,816 a,478 
Kentucky ....................................................... .. 954 2,731 3,685 
Louisiana ....................................................... . 1,227 2,993 4,220 
Maine ............................................................. . 309 919 1,228 

Maryland ...................................................... .. 1,162 3,619 4,781 
Massachusetts ............................................... . 1,353 4,663 6,016 
Michigan ....................................................... .. 2,459 6,837 9,295 
Minnesota ..................................................... .. 1,167 3,208 4,375 
Mississippi ........................................... , ......... . 747 1,826 2,573 

Missouri ......................... , .............................. .. 1,315 3,802 5,117 
Montana ....................................................... .. 222 577 799 
Nebraska ....................................................... . 429 1,149 1,578 
Nevada .......................................................... . 297 905 1,202 
New Hampshire .................................... , .. , .... .. 279 830 1,109 

New Jersey ................................................... .. 1,799 5,931 7,730 
New Mexico ..... , ............ , ......... , ..................... .. 447 1,068 1,515 
New York ....................................................... . 4,260 13,731 17,990 
North Carolina ............................................... . 1,606 5,022 6,629 
North Dakota ................................................. . 175 463 639 

Ohio .............................................................. .. 2,800 8,047 10,847 
Oklahoma ................................................... , .. . 837 2,309 3,146 
Oregon ................................... , ...................... .. 724 2,118 2,842 
Pennsylvania ................................................. . 2,795 9,087 11,882 
PUerto Rico ................................................... .. 1,163 2,358 3,521 

Rhode Island ................................................ . 226 778 1,003 
South Carolina ............................................... , 920 2,566 3,487 
South Dakota ................................................ .. 198 498 696 
Tennessee ..................................... , .... , .......... . 1,217 3,661 4,877 
Texas ........................................... , ......... , •... , .. . 4,836 12,151 16,987 

(continued on next page) 
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State Populations (continued) 

Resident Population, 1990 

Population (In thousands) 
1990 1990 1990 

State or territory Juvenile Adult Total 

Utah .............................................................. .. 627 1,095 1,723 
Vermont ......................................................... . 143 420 563 
Virginia .................................. " ....................... . 1,505 4,683 6,187 
Washington ................................................... .. 1,261 3,605 4,867 
West Virginia ................................................. . 444 1,350 1,793 

Wisconsin ...................................................... . 1,289 3,603 4,892 
Wyoming ....................................................... .. 136 318 454 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Press Release CB91-100, March 11,1991. 
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Total State Population for Trend Tables, 1984·90 

Population (In thousands) 

State or territory 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Alabama ................................................. 3,990 4,021 4,053 4,083 4,103 4,119 4,041 
Alaska ..................................................... 500 521 533 525 523 527 550 
Arizona ................................................... 3,053 3,187 3,319 3,386 3,489 3,557 3,665 
Arkansas ................................................ 2.349 2,359 2,372 2,388 2,394 2,407 2,351 
California ................................................ 25,622 26,365 26,981 27,663 28,315 29,064 29,760 

Colorado ................................................. 3,178 3,231 3,267 3,296 3,301 3,316 3,294 
Connecticut ............................................ 3,154 3,174 3,189 3,211 3,235 3,239 3,287 
Delaware ................................................ 613 622 633 644 660 672 666 
District of Columbia ................................ 623 626 625 622 618 604 607 
Florida .................................................... 10,976 11,366 11,675 12,023 12,335 12,671 12,938 

Geor~!a ................................................... 5,837 5,976 6,104 6,222 6,342 6,436 6,478 
HawaII ..................................................... 1,039 1,054 1,063 1,083 1,099 1,112 1,10a 
Idaho ...................................................... 1,001 1,005 1,002 998 1,003 1,014 1,007 
Illinois ..................................................... 11,511 11,535 11,551 11,582 11,612 11,658 11,431 
Indiana .................................................... 5,498 5,499 5,503 5,531 5,555 5,593 5,544 

Iowa ........................................................ 2,910 2,884 2,850 2,834 2,834 2,838 2,777 
Kansas ................................................... 2,438 2,450 2,460 2,476 2,495 2,513 2,478 
Kentucky ................................................. 3,723 3,726 3,729 3,727 3,726 3,727 3,685 
Louisiana ............. , .................................. 4,462 4,481 4,502 4,461 4,407 4,383 4,220 
Maine ...................................................... 1,156 1,164 1,173 ',187 ',205 1,222 1,228 

Maryland ................................................. 4,349 4,392 4,463 4,535 4,624 4,694 4,781 
Massachusetts ....................................... 5,798 5,822 5,832 5,855 5,888 5,912 6,016 
Michigan ................................................. 9,075 9,088 9,144 9,200 9,239 9,274 9,295 
Minnesota ............................................... 4,162 4,193 4,214 4,246 4,307 4,352 4,375 
Mississippi .............................................. 2,598 2,613 2,625 2,625 2,620 2,621 2,573 

Missouri .................................................. 5,008 5,029 5,066 5,103 5,142 5,160 5,117 
Montana ................................................. 824 826 819 809 805 805 799 
Nebraska ................................................ 1,606 1,606 1,597 1,594 1,602 1,611 1,578 
Nevada ................................................... 911 936 964 1,007 1,054 1,109 1,202 
New Hampshire ...................................... 977 998 1,027 1,057 1,086 1,106 1,109 

New Jersey ............................................. 7,515 7,562 7,620 7,672 7,720 7,736 7,730 
New Mexico ............................................ 1,424 1,450 1,479 1,500 1,506 1,528 1,515 
New york ................................................ 17,735 17,783 17,772 17,825 17,910 17,950 17,990 
North Carolina ........................................ 6,165 6,255 6,334 6,413 6,490 6,570 6,629 
North Dakota .......................................... 686 685 679 672 667 661 639 

Ohio ........................................................ 10,752 10,744 10,753 10,784 10,855 10,908 10,847 
Oklahoma ............................................... 3,298 3,301 3,305 3,272 3,241 3,223 3,146 
Oregon ................................................... 2,674 2,687 2,698 2,724 2,766 2,820 2,842 
Pennsylvania .......................................... 11,901 11,853 11,888 11,936 12,001 12,039 11,882 
Puerto Rico ............................................. 3,267 3,267 3,267 3,274 3,294 3,291 3,521 

Rhode Island .......................................... 962 968 975 986 993 996 1,003 
South Carolina ........................................ 3,300 3,347 3,376 3,425 3,471 3,512 3,487 
South Dakota .......................................... 706 708 708 709 713 716 696 
Tennessee .............................................. 4,717 4,762 4,803 4,855 4,896 4,939 4,877 
Texas ...................................................... 15,989 16,370 16,685 16,789 16,840 16,991 16,987 

Utah ........................................................ 1,652 1,645 1,665 1,680 1,688 1,707 1,723 
V!'lrl)1~mt .................................................. 530 535 541 548 557 566 563 
Virginia ................................................... 5,636 5,706 5,787 5,904 6,016 6,097 6,187 
Washin.gt?~ ............................................ 4,349 4,409 4,463 4,538 4,648 4,760 4,867 
West Virginia .......................................... 1,952 1,936 1,919 1,897 1,876 1,857 1,793 

Wisconsin ............................................... 4,766 4,775 4,785 4,807 4,854 4,867 4,892 
Wyoming ................................................ 511 509 507 490 479 474 454 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Press Release CB91-1 00, March 11, 1991. 
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OTHER PUBLICATIONS FROM THE 
COURT STATISTICS PROJECT 

• • • • • • • • • 

The following publications are available from the 
National Center for State Courts, 300 Newport 
Avenue, Williamsburg, VA 23187-8798: 

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports 
1976-1979 

Each of these four volumes (1976-1979) has 
available caseload information from all appellate 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 appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1984, 
496 pages, paperback, $4.50, plus shipping. 

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1981 
The 1981 Report is out of print. Photocopies are 
available from the Court Statistics Project. 

State Court Case/oad Statistics: Annual Report 1984 
Available caseload information from all appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1986, 
276 pages, 25 oz., paperback, $6.25, plus shipping. 

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1985 
Available case load information from all appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1987, 
312 pages, 28 oz., paperback, $6.25, plus shipping. 

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1986 
Available caseload information from all appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1988, 
278 pages, 24 oz., paperback, $6.95, plus shipping. 

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1987 
Available case load information from all appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1989, 
266 pages, 21 oz., paperback, $6.95, plus shipping. 

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988 
Available caseload information from all appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1990, 
306 pages, 32 oz., paperback, $6.95, plus shipping. 

State Court Caseload Stat/sties: Annual Report 1989 
Available caseload information from all appellate and 
trial courts are presented in this report. 1991, 292 
pages, 32 oz., paperback, $6.95, plus shipping. 

Court Case Management Information Systems 
Manual 

This manual reviews local and statewide case 
management information requirements and presents 
sets of model data elements, data collectiol1 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, serius 
cases, and contested cases, this monograph tests 
six myths about courts, their work and decisions. 
1983,158 pages, 14 oz., paperback. Single c.opies 
are available free of charge. 

State Court Organization 1987 
Updates the 1980 reference guide to the organiza­
tion and practices of all st~te appellate and trial 
courts. 1988, 420 pages,43 oz., paperback, $9.95, 
plus shipping. 

State Court Model Annual Report 
Suggested formats to be used in preparing stae 
court annual reports. Discusses topics to be consid­
ered for inclusion in court reports. 1980, 88 pages. 
Single copies are available through the National 
Center for State Courts library. 

1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for 
Statistical Reporting 

Contains information on the organizations, jurisdic­
tion, and time standards in the state appellate courts. 
1985, 117 pages. Single copies are available for 
loan through the National Center for State Courts 
library. 

State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989 
Contains definitions of terms used to classify an 
count court caseload. Gives the court statistical 
usage for each term. Merges the 1980 edition and 
1984 Supplement, defines new terms. 1989, 90 
pages, 11 oz., paperback, $4.50, plus shipping. 
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