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OVERVIEW
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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 atboth the trial
and appellate court levels. Arise in caseloadvolume has
important consequences for the operations, functions,
and effectiveness of the state court system. Inresponse
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 volurme of
cases being brought to the state courts. Three principal
facets of caseload are considered:

T he volume of cases being handled in the state

» The volume of jases. How many cases are filed
annually in the state courts? After adjusting for
population, are state caseload levels similar or differ-
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 compositionof caseloads. 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? Doesthe
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
atafasterorslowerratethancontractorrealproperty
rights cases? Have all states experienced substan-
tial growth in felony filings? s the growth in appeals
threatening to overwhelmthe 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 caseload 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lished and unpublished sources supplied by state court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 corre-
spondence are used to collect missing data, confirm the
accuracy of available data, and determine the legal
jurisdiction of each court. Information is aiso collected
about the number of judges per court or court system
(from annual reports, offices of state court administra-
tors, and appeliate 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
COSCA/NCSC 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 paris of the
Report offer a description of current caseload volume
and ananalysis of key caseloadtrends 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 caseload 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| examines state
trial court caseloads 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 count filings: 18.4 million civil cases, 13.0
million criminal cases, 1.5 million juvenile cases, and
67.5 milliontraffic 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. Risingfiling levels also character-
ized state appeliate 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
casesfiledinthe 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, Atthe
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 counis 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 withpopulation. 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 aftect 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 these 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 caseload.

« 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
prevalentfor 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-termorlong-term problems of the state
courts, athree-year clearance rate has beenconstructed
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 clearancerate forcriminalcases ingeneral
jurisdiction courts exceeds the three-yearrate intwo-
thirds of the states. This implies that clearance rates
in 1990 tended to be above the average clearance
rates for 1988 to 1990. Funher, the three-year
clearance rate for civil cases was above 98 percent
in nearly one-half of the state general jurisdiction
court systems.

Because courts must give priority to criminal caseloads,
maintaining high criminal clearance rates is necessary to
ensuring the timely disposition of all other case types.
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 Reportalso
examines the composition of trial court caseloads. 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/DUl cases. The main finding to
emerge is consistency: the underlying composition of
civil, criminal, and juvenile caseloads is strikingly similar
across different states. The relative size or ranking of
different areas of law (e.g., domestic relations, tor,
contract) within a given type of case (e.g., civil) is quite
similar across most courts. Thus, for example, the
largest category of civil caseload in most generaljurisdic-
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 caseload trends offers a perspec-
tive by fitting the 1990 experience into recent history. In
short, caseload growth in 1990 is an extension of & cycle
of growth,

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

Trend analysis provides furtherinformation aboutwhether
caseload growth or decline is consistent among states
and across types of cases. This Report examines trends
in important civil case categories—tort, contract, real
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 inrecent years is their
susceptibility to shont-term adjustments in response to
tort reform legislation (e.g., Alaska and Arizona). Itistoo
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 @ 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
tendto 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 of
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 Il describes levels and trends in the state appel-
late court caseloads. Inaddition, 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 caseload 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 appellate courts (JACs) and courts of 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 caseload growth by creating one or
more intermediate appellate courts to hear appeals from
trial courts or administrative agencies, as specified by
law or at the direction or assignment of the COLR.
Twenty-five of these states have established their IACs
since 1958. Yet, despite the common contexts in which
they were created, important differences exist in the
allocation of jurisdiction between COLRs and IACs,

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

« The IACs are the workhorses of the appellate sys-
tem. In 1890 mandatory appeals in the IACs 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 number of discretionary
petitions, which constitutes the bulk of their work.

These figures reveal the varying caseload 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, IACs face increases in manda-
tory appeals, which form the major portion of their
caseloads.

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.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1990 * xv



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 caseloadlevels acrossthe states.
One relationship is the dominance of mandatory appeals
in all first-level appellate courts.

o First-level appellate courts are similar in caseload
composition. Whether they are COLRs without an
IAC or IACs with large caseloads, they tendto handle
virtually all mandatory cases. These mandatory
cases are the bulk of their respective state’s appeals.

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 IACs, in-
creases caseload pressure onthe courts. In addition, the
numberof discretionary petitions continuestorise. Thus,
an important policy concern is the success with which
appellate courts are disposing of theirgrowing 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 IACs met with
similar success. The difficulties experienced by IACs
seemto be ongoing. Compared withthe three-yearrates
(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
IACs, and many of these courts are having continu-
ing problems disposing of their caseload.

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 containedinthis Reportindicate
that between 1984 and 1990 state COLR and IAC
caseloads 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 increasedfrom 1984
to 1990 in most first-level appeals courts—interme-
diate appellate courts and courts of last resort with-
out an intermediate appeliate court.

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

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

mandatory appeals in IACs and discretionary petitions in
COLRs.

Parts lll, IV, and V: the data, court structure, and
essential recordkeeping practices. Part lil contains the
detailed caseload statistics. Appellate court caseloadsin
1990 are enumerated inthe first six tables. Table 1 gives
the total caseload for appellate cours 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 caseloads 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
containedin Table 15, and the trendintortfilingsforthose
six years is in Table 16.

All of the tables in Part Il are intended as basic
reference sources. Each one compiies 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 caseload 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 if they
are incomplete in the types of cases represented, if they
are overinclusive, or both, Numbers without footnotes
should be interpreted as in compliance with the
Dictionary's standard definitions.

Part IV presents the overall structure of each state
court system using the format of a one-page chart. The
charts identify ail of the state courts in operation during
the year, describe their geographic and subject matter
jurisdiction, note the number of autherized 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 caseloads on a similar basis.
The most important information in the figures for making
comparative use of caseload statistics is repeated in the
main caseload tables (Part Ill).

Appendix A reviews the method used to collate the
information provided by the states into a standard format.
This Reportimproves 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
requirements.

THE NCSC COURT STATISTICS PROJECT. The
NCSC Court Statistics Project was established in 1977 to
develop a meaningful profile of the work of the state
courts. The caseload report series and other project

publications, such as the State Court Model Statistical
Dictionary, seek to encourage uniformity in how courts
and state court administrative offices collect and publish
caseload 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. COSCA,
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 canalso
provide the full range of information available from each
state. The prototype spreadsheets (Appendix C) used by
Project staff to collect data reflect the full range of
information sought fromthe states. Most states provide
far more detailed caseload information than that pre-
sented in Part Il of this report.

Comments, suggestions, and corrections fromusers
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 Caseload Statistics: Annua! Report 1990 « xvii






TRIAL COURT CASELOADS IN 1990
AND 1984-90 TRENDS

® 0 ¢ 6 & ¢ ° %0

trial court caseloads in 1990: more than 100

million cases were filed. Not only does this tetal
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 caseload total in 1990 was
equivalent to one court case for every other adult in the
United States.

Part | uses caseload 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 caseload levels,
issues examined include:

S heer volume is the most striking feature of state

+ The volume of cases in the state trial couris.
How is the caseload distributed between limited
jurisdiction and generaljurisdiction courts? How
do caseloadlevels, adjustedforpopulation, com-
pare across different states?

» Theresoiution of litigation. Are more new cases
beingfiled annually thanthe 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 the annual inflow of cases?

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

An examination of caseload trends offers a perspec-
tive by indicating whether 1990 state court caseloads are
in a period of stability or flux. Further, trends inform
whether caseload growth or decline is consistent among
ghel s(tjates and across types of cases, Particular issues
include:

« Tortlitigation. 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 contract
and real propenty rights cases?

» Felony filing rates. Are more felonies filed each
year? |s the number of feionies 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 caseloads, reducing concern over the
impact of units of count, points of count, and the compo-
sition of specific caseload categories. When changes do
occurfromone year to the next in a state’s caseload, the
alterationcanbe examinedinrelationto plannedchanges
in statutes and procedural rules.

The primary goals of the Court Statistics Project are
to collect and to disseminate comparable state court
caseload statistics. Forthe first time, trial court caseload
statistics are available for alistates. This Reportcontains
the most complete and accurate state trial court caseload
data available, although statistics from some states are
incomplete.! The focus of Part | of this Reportis the trial
court. This sectionbegins witha 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 were filed
and disposed of in 1990 as well astrends in total civil, tort,
contract, real property rights, and felony caseloads 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.



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 caseloads established by
the Conference of State Court Administrators, throughits
Court Statistics Committee, as defined inthe State Court
Mode] Statistical Dictionary.?

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:

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

» Statisticalterminolegy: the extenttowhichthe
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
involvedinasingie incident as a single case; others count
multiple defendants involved in a single incident as
separate cases; while still other court systems count
eachseparate charge asacase. 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 caseload
categories (the specific types of cases that are included)
and (2) the method by which the count is taken (i.e., the
unit of countthat constitutes a case and the point at which
the count is taken). Text Table I.1 provides a more in-
depth discussion of these factors.

Differences among state court systems make the
collecting, the reporting, and the interpreting of state
court caseload statistics a challenge. Meeting this chal-
lenge underlies the organization of this Report. Parts |
and li offer a commentary on trial and appeliate 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 lll presents the
main caseload statistics tables. These tables show the
availability of caseload statistics nationally and explain
differences in how cases are categorized across courts.
Part IV containsthe court structure andjurisdiction 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
courtfilings into perspective, Chart 1.1 shows the number
of filings for the period 1984 to 1990.° The patternis one
of consistent year-to-year increases, with the number of
filings increasing by over 18 percent during the 1984-
1990 period.* In contrast, those seven years saw the
nation’s population grow by just over 5 percent.

Totaltrial courtfilings are composed of abroad range
of case types. In the State Court Caseload Statistics:
Annual Report series, lotal 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 informationthat one can reason-
ably expect most states to provide. Abbreviated defini-
tions of these categories are provided in Text Table 1.2.

3. Thecaseload statistics series published by the National Center for
State 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, Thefigure of 18 percentreflects theincrease in reported caseload
during this seven-year period. This percentage increase is likely to
somewhat overstate the actual growth in total caseload because the
reporting courts are notconstant over time, with some courts and states
being added and some, a smaller number, dropping out.



Statistical Dictionary.

A count can be:

both incomplete and overinclusive

standard, be classified as criminal.

records system. Variation is found in two main areas;

framework in Figure D, Part V, of this report.

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992

TEXT TABLE I.1: Explanation ¢f acters Affecting Caseload Comparability

Composition refers to the construction ui 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 caseloads. The standard for the State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report series is the State Court Mods!

«  complete: itincludes all of the types of cases in the definition
»  incomplete: it omits some types of cases that should be included ;
«  overinclusive: itincludes some types of cases that should not be included

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 “overinclusive” in that court, since itincludes cases that should, according to the

Methods for taking counts vary. Comparability is affected by basic decisions a state or court makes when designing its court

+  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, pracisely, a court counts as a case, For example, trial courts diifer 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

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 sterrcture and
rules, as well as the recordkeeping practices, of the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puertc Rico.

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 1980. Over this period, civil caseloads have
grown by 30 percent, criminal caseloads by 33 percent,
and juvenile caseloads 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.’

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.® (For expository purposes, the 50 states, the

§, Totaltrafficfilings have risen from 60,407,938 in 19841067,555,197
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 onwhich 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 injurisdictionmeans
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

Part |: Trial Court Caseloads in 1990 « 5
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CHART I.1: Total Filings in the State Courts, 1984-90
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Criminal case:  charge of a state law violation.

defined as juveniles.
Traffic/other

in the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989.

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992

TEXT TABLE L.2: Abbreviated Definitions of the Four Main Reporting Categories Used in the
State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report Series

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

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

ordinance violation: charge that a traffic law or a city, town, or village ordinance was violated.

Complete definitions of these terms as well as all statistical and related terms used in classifying state court caseload statistics are found

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) anupper 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

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

6 « Slate Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1990




CHART 1.2: Tota! Filings by Major Category, 1984-90
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jurisdiction courts are the major, upper-level trial courts,
nearly one-half of their caseload 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, ormagistrate courts, these courts are restrictedin
the range of cases that they can decide. Yet, the bulk of
the nation’s disputes are handled in these couris 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

routed to administrative agencies for expedited,
nonadversarial disposition.” The proportions of civil and
criminal cases in limited jurisdiction couris vary greatly
from state to state. With respect to civil caseloads, 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.

Chartl.4dividesthe limitedjurisdiction 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 caseload totals from
general and limited jurisdiction courts, the number of
judges and courts that are available to decide the czses
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 lllinois traffic caseload dropped dramatically due
to administrative handling of parking cases for the city of Chicago (Cook
County) beginning with the fourth quarter of the year.

Part |: Trial Court Caseloadsin 1990 « 7



MAP L.1: Trial Court Structure, 1990
Consolidated count structure

Consolidated

-

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

National Center for State Courts, 1992

MAP L.2: Trial Court Structure, 1990
Complex court structure

Complex

oo
Fourteen states have complex court structure, i.e., several general jurisdiction

courts and/or a multiplicity of limited jurisdiction courts that overlap in jurisdiction
both with courts at the same level and with general jurisdiction courts.

National Center for State Courts, 1992
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MAP i.3: Trial Court Structure, 1990
Mixed court structure

Mixed

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

National Center for State Couirts, 1992

MAP 1.4: Trial Court Structure, 1990
Mainly consolidated court structure

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

Traffic 48% Civil 34%

Criminal 14%

Juvenile 4%

Total = 27,006,094
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992

Chart 1.4: The Composition of Trial Court
Caseload Filings in Limited
Jurisdiction Courts, 1990

Civil 12%

Traffic 74%

Criminal
13%

Juvenile
1%

Total = 73,549,053
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 counts, a number of issues are
covered. They include the following:

« The voiume 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 forcivilcases. Are courts keep-
ing up with the inflow of new civil cases? Are
courts that have experienced above-average
increases in civil caseloads having more trouble
than other courts in disposing of their cases?

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

10

TEXT TABLE L.3: State Trial Courts in
Aggregate, 1990

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

16,453 Courts:
2,451
14,002 Limited Jurisdiction Courts

27,559 Judges:
9,325 Judges
18,234 Judges

General Jurisdiction Courts

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992

» Domestic relations cases. What is the composi-
tion of domestic relations caseloads? Are civil
courts really “divorce courts"?

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

Text Table i.4 shows total civil filings® in general and
limited jurisdiction courts in 1990 as well as each stale’s

8. Adcivilcaseis arequestforthe enforcementor protection of aright,
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.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1990



TEXT TABLE L.4: Total Civil Filings In General and Limited Jurisdiction Courts, 1990
Total Total
Civil Civil
Filings in Filings in
General Limited Total
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Civil Population
State Courts Courts Filings Rarking
Alaska 13,861 19,408 33,269 51
Wyoming 10,744 22,887 33,631 52
North Dakota 18,131 16,269 34,400 48
Vermont 35,375 4,496 39,871 §0
South Dakota 40,573 NC 40,573 46
Hawaii 28,179 24,510 52,689 42
Idaho 62,075 NC 62,075 43
Delaware 9,255 60,779 70,034 47
Maine 6,693 ©6,462 73,355 39
West Virginia 43,658 51,363 95,021 35
New Hampshire 33,709 75,221 108,930 41
Nebraska 51,504 57,557 109,061 37
Puerto Rico 70,961 §7.970 128,931 27
Utah 29,947 105,901 135,848 36
District of Columbia 141,053 NC 141,058 49
Kansas 160,398 NJ 160,398 33
Oregon 93,972 89,127 183,099 30
lowa 184,692 NC 184,692 31
Oklahoma 205,833 NA 205,833 29
Colorado 99,429 114,830 214,259 26
Minnesota 215,792 NC 215,792 20
Kentucky 67914 148,803 216,717 23
Connecticut 173,337 57,467 230,804 28
Arizona 111,080 138,499 249,579 24
Louisiana 185,872 66,208 252,080 21
Washington 147,111 111,760 258,871 18
Alabama 94,189 169,364 263,553 22
Missouri 264,923 NJ 264,923 16
South Carolina 55,151 248,567 303,718 25
Wisconsin 341,509 NJ 341,909 16
Indiana 294,730 146,310 441,040 14
Massachusetts 560,420 NC 560,420 13
North Carolina 114,005 501,625 615,630 10
Pennsylvania 302,739 384,429 687,168 5
llinois 695,416 NC 695,416 6
Michigan 207,022 519,316 726,337 8
Qhio 398,357 416,975 815,232 7
New Jersey 844,051 6,324 850,375 9
Marytand 128,893 738,202 867,095 19
Texas 454,991 425 419 880,410 3
Florida 557,913 354,358 912,271 4
Virginia 113,927 1,184,078 1,298,005 12
New York 219,605 1,091,762 1,311,367 2
California 685,816 1,135,866 1,821,682 1
NA = Data are not available
NC = There is no court of limited jurisdiction
NJ = Court does not have civil jurisdiction
Source: Table 9, Part Ill, National Center for State Courts, 1992

population ranking.® Areview of the footnotesto Table9,  jurisdiction. Specifically, 23 states reported complete
Part 1l (p. 119), indicates the degree to which states  and comparable civil filing data in 1990.

report data conforming to the recommended definition. Civil filings in the state courts (Text Table 1.4) exhibit
Map 1.5 shows the states that report complete and two distinct patterns. First, the range is wide: total civil
comparable civil filing data in their courts of general 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

| Complete
(22 States & D.C,)

Other
(28 States & P.R.)

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

highof 1,821,682 filings in California. Second, civilcases
are highly concentrated in particular states.

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

+ Seven of these nine states are among the nine
states withthe 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 positionin
the chart is determined by both its population and its
filings, which are measured along the vertical and heri-
zontallines, respectively. Forexample, the square inthe
upper-right-hand corner of the chart stands for California,

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 caseload is
lessthan 75 percentcomplete. Actual state population figures for 1984
to 1990 are provided in Appendix D.

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

If civil filings are a function of population, then one
expectsthe squarestofallinarelatively straightline. The
observed relationship is indeed quite close: the largera
state's population, the more civil cases are filed'™ In the
chart a line is drawn that represents a precise quantita-
tive measure of how much of an increase in filings is
produced by an increase in population."” 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,

CIVILFILINGS PER 100,000 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 inspeciion is confirmed by a positive Pearson correlation
coefficient of ,90, This suggests that for every increase in a state's
population, there is aproportionalincreasein 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,

12 - State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1990



80 -

25 -

20 4

15

Population (millions)

10

CHART L.5: Total Civil Filings by Populatlon, 1990

1
600 800

Source: National Canter for State Courts, 1992

4
1,000
Civil Fllings (thousands)

1 I i i !
1,200 1,400 1,800 1,800 2,000

» Most states report filing rates clustered near the
median (between the rates of lowa and Okla-
homa). The clustering of many states close to
the median is expected because population is
closely related to civil filing levals.

Yet, the adjusted figures that take population into
account strongly suggest that otherfactors, in addition to
population, influence civil case-filing 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
civilcaseloads, Ifpopulationis the exclusive determinant
of civil caseloads, the absolute and population-adjusted
rankings of states should be the same. Because they are
not, avalid 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 (p.
277), details the method by which each court counts civil
cases and Table 9, Part |l (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.

« Differencesincounting 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 whenthe state’s court recordkeeping
procedures were designed.
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Courts hearing child support/custody casesin 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
whichto 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 civit 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 coutts.

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

Civil Civil Civil Civil Civil Civil Civil rowth

Index Index Index Index Index Index Index 1984 to
State 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1990
Alaska 100 110 99 91 88 86 83 110
Arizona 100 114 120 119 126 118 129 120
Arkansas 100 109 113 115 106 98 117 100
California 100 105 109 113 113 112 115 116
Colorado 100 105 121 120 125 121 112 104
Delaware 100 98 106 119 131 139 148 109
District of Columbia 100 106 104 102 109 104 101 97
Florida 100 110 116 116 123 135 145 118
Hawaii 100 101 101 100 105 106 109 107
Idaho 100 102 102 97 99 104 105 101
Hinois 100 107 78 81 100 93 105 g9
Indiana 100 107 116 131 135 148 158 101
lowa 100 108 103 117 120 121 126 95
Kansas 100 106 114 19 122 126 136 102
Maine 100 106 98 88 101 101 102 106
Maryland 100 102 109 109 115 119 132 110
Michigan 100 100 118 114 120 123 138 102
Missouri 100 105 116 116 121 124 124 102
Nebraska 100 111 104 103 129 131 145 98
New Hampshire 100 107 110 116 128 138 203 114
New Jersey 100 105 110 113 120 138 149 103
New Mexico 100 103 106 101 102 103 113 106
New York 100 100 95 96 91 164 173 101
North Carolina 100 106 11 119 125 134 138 108
North Dakota 100 104 110 112 127 126 132 93
Ohio 100 100 112 116 119 124 137 101
Cklahoma 100 103 106 104 93 90 96 95
Pennsylvania 100 128 120 119 124 134 138 100
Rhode island 100 107 109 116 122 140 158 104
South Carolina 100 113 126 131 128 129 132 106
South Dakota 100 104 109 105 103 103 104 29
Texas 100 102 95 100 103 101 103 106
Utah 100 101 11 99 101 a5 101 104
Vermont 100 123 121 120 125 131 151 106
Virginia 100 97 102 105 115 115 138 110
Washington 100 108 120 115 119 124 130 112
West Virginia 100 103 90 81 88 97 95 92
Wisconsin 100 111 109 111 110 a5 109 103

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992

however, provide information on whether a court is
keeping up with its incoming civil caseload. Two factors
compiicate resource planning and the allocation of re-
sources withinthe 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 caseloads, where big increases one year are
followed by small increases cr 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 combinedcivil caseload fromthese 38 states
rose by 24 percent between 1984 and 1990. In absolute

terms, civil filings inthese general jurisdiction courts rose
from 6,847,480 in 1284 to 8,473,084 in 1990.

Text Table 1.5 summarizes the experiences over
those years of general jurisdiction courts in each state.?
To help trace the year-to-year changes as well as to
gauge the overall change, 1984 caseload levels have
been set equal to 100.1® Total civil filings have increased

12, A stateis 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.

» Eightof 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 hadincreases in excess of 36 percentincivil filings
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 caseload if
they disposed of more civil cases during 1990 than were
filed. Text Table 1.6 abstracts the relevant information
from Table 9, Part lll (p. 119), to present clearance rates
forgeneral jurisdiction and limited jurisdiction courts with
the authority to hear civil cases. (The ciearance rate is
the number of dispositions in a year divided by the
number of filings and multiplied by 100). Generaljurisdic-
tion courts in 40 states and limited jurisdiction courts in 19
states are included in Text Table I.6.

» Most states ended 1990 with additions to pend-
ing caseloads.

* Incourts of general jurisdiction, only 8 of the 40
statesreported clearance rates of 100 percentor
greater for 1990.

The courts of Hawaii reported the largest clearance rate:
130.2 percent, followed by /ilaska with 105.9 percent.
The other states that also disposed of more cases than
were filed did not reduce the size of their pending
caseloads 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 canbe calculated (Text Table 1.5) helps to show
why some states are having difficulty clearing their civil
caseloads. All eight states have experienced substantial

growthin civilfilings 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
levelsin 1990. Finally, five of these eight courts saw their
civil caseloads grow by more than 8 percent beiween
1989 and 1990.

To address the question of whether the findings for
1990 reflect short-term or long-term problems of the state
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 similarin some, but vary widely inother general
jurisdiction courts. To take year-to-year fluctuations in
clearance rates into account, a “three-year” clearance
rate has been constructed. This three-year rate is
computed by first summing all filings and dispositions
during 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 shortfallin agivenyear. 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 athree-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 fiings (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 experiencedincreases of 11 percentormore
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 ahardertime in disposing of their civil caseloads
thanthe 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 100 percentorgreater
for 1990.
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TEXT TABLE 1.6: Trial Court Clearance Rates for Civil Cases, 1988-90
Generzl Jurlsdiction Courts
Three-Year
Clearance
State 1988 1989 1990 Rate
Tennessee 90.2 88.0
Arizona 1024 98,2
Maryland 86.8 81.8 79.3 825
Florida 85.6 82.5 80.1 82,6
California 875 89.1 87.1 879
Delaware 90.1 90.1 855 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 93.5 923 89.8 91.8
Missouri 95,2 93,2 922 93.5
Kentucky 97.9 93.3 93.1 94.7
Vermont 98.9 98,0 88.1 94,9
Pennsylvania 98.5 93.7 93.8 95,2
llinois 1.7 97.0 97.3 95.3
West Virginia 95.7 92.3  100.1 96.0
Puerto Rico 1011 91.9 96,4 96.3
South Carolina 97.2 100.8 93.4 97.1
Maine 93.0 95.4 103.5 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 924 96.1 105.9 98.0
North Dakota 98.8 98.3 97.7 98.2
Ohio 99.7 99.6 97.4 98.8
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 9786 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 1011 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
Cregon 105.9 101.9 102.7 103.4
Hawaii 86.0 99.5 130.2 105.5

Limited Jurisdiction Courts

Three-Year
Clearance
State 1988 1689 1990 Rate
Michigan 86.4
Washington 76.8 76.3 70.0 743
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 91.3 923 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 95.0 928 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: A blank space indicates that a calculation is
inappropriate for that year.

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992

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 pace with caseload. In 11 of the 18 limited jurisdiction

courts for which a three-year clearance rate can be
calculated, the three-year rate exceeds the 1990 clear-
ance rate. This patternindicates adownwardtrendinthe
ability of these 11 courts to handle their caseload volume.

Therefore, the information for both limited and gen-
eral jurisdiction courts indicates that most courts are
failingto 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) andrising caseload levels . These facts suggestthe
possibility that short-term factors do not underlie the
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Chart 1.7: The Composition of Civil
Caseload Filings in General
Jurisdiction Courts, 1990

Tort 10%

Contract 14%

s,
W%ﬁ% Real
./

Domestic Relations 33%

The chart includes data from 24 states,
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992

Chart 1.8: The Composition of Domestic
Relations Caseload Filings, 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
caseloads are a combination of different case types.
Chart 1.7 summarizes the composition of civil caseloads
in 24 general jurisdiction courts in 1990."* Domestic
relations cases form the largest caseload category (33
percent), while general civil cases account for an addi-
tional 33 percent of the total (10 percent tort; 14 percent
contract; 9 percent real property rights). Althoughonly 7
of the 24 generaljurisdiction courtsused in Chart 1.7 have
small claims jurisdiction, small claims cases were com-
mon enough in those courts to account for 12 percent of
the total. Cther 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. Thatis, 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 rankings 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.

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
Chart1.7). 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
oneswhen a subsequentorder or modification is needed.
As shown in Chart 1.8, the domestic relations caseload
comprises six case types: (1) marriage dissolution
(divorce), (2) support/custody, (3) Uniform Reciprocal
Enforcement of Support Act (URESA), (4) adoption, (5)
paternity, and (6) a miscellaneous category. Text Table
1.7 gives the composition of domestic relations caseloads
in 1990.%

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

16. 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 caseload, States are still included on the
table if data for some small types of domestic relations cases are
unavailable. (A blank space cn the tableindicates thatwhile 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.) Al filings are in the states' courts of general jurisdiction
exceptwhere noted. Data from courts with special family divisions are
also included in the table.
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TEXT TABLE L.7: The Composition of Domestic Relations Caseload Filings, 1990

* 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

*** Rl 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

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 12,857 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 10,438 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 1,634 209 3,400 15,447
Indiana 48,987 35,696 3,295 13,290 101,268
Kansas 19,046 2,024 1,810 2,259 8,157 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 7,846 331 649 592 12,307
Ohio 69,744 70,905 8,326 5,045 30,496 24,370 208,886
Pennsylvania 48,410 193,738 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 Carofina **** 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

count for some of the variation in the largest
reported category. Forexample, in New Jersey
the greater percentage of support/custody cases
is due to the inclusion of paternity and URESA
casesinthe 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 statesdo
not report support/custody separately if a mar-
riage dissolution is involved, but treat it instead
as a proceeding of the divorce.

Part |: Trial Court Caseloads in 1980 = 19



MAP 1.6: Number of Courts Within Each State Having Jurisdiction Over
Domestic Relations Case Types, 1990

] One-Court Structure

(26 States & D.C.)

Two-Court Structure

(16 States & P.R.)

277 Three-Court Structure
(8 States)

National Center for State Courts, 1992

« Paternity cases accountfor 8 percent of the total
domestic relations caseload 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
caseload, 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|.7 reported a separate totalfor URESA
cases; in the remaining states, URESA cases
were frequently included in the support/custody
caseload.

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

« Finally, the miscellanecus 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 parenta!
rights, and name changes.

Aswithallcivil categories, one must exercise caution
whencomparing domestic relations cases among states.
States differ on how they define the civil unit of count and
how they count reopened cases. Some states consider

reopened cases as new filings, while others do not.
Differences also exist in how case types are defined. For
example, termination of parental rights may be 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
caseload, while others include these in juvenile filings.
Table 8 (Part lll, 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.'®
Map 1.6 shows whether jurisdiction over domestic rela-
tions case types is held either by one type of coun, 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. Fora comprehensive discussion of court structure tor family-type
cases, see H. Ted Rubin and Geoft 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).

20 - State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1990



a general jurisdiction court and (2) either a probate court
that handies 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 handie domes-
tic relations. For example, New York's family court has
jurisdiction over support/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 cout—handles marriage dissolutions.

Trends in Civil Filings, 1984-90

This section switches from how civil caseloads differ
among states to how civil caseloads in individual states
are changing over time. Specifically, 1984-90 trends in
tort, contract, and real property rights cases are exam-
ined. Thistrend analysis makes use of index numbers to
measure changes overtime against acommon 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 caseloads. Ton, 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."”

TORTS. Toris 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
fiing 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 actualnumbers of tort
filings per year are detailed in Table 16, Part Ill. Text
Table 1.8 summarizes that information by using index
numbers to express the change intortfilings experienced
by each count.”®

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. Caseload data areataken from the State Court Caseload Statistics:

Annual Reportseries, 1984 to 1990. Only states thatreported 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 listofall tort datareceived
by the Court Statistics Project during the pericd 1984 to 1990, regard-
less of time period, is presented in Table 16 (Part Ili, 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
statesregistered anincrease. Tortfilings have continued
toincrease, but at a substantially slower pace. Growthin
tort filings between 1986 and 1989 was essentially flat,
withas 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 .9 (summing the data
foundin Table 16, Part 1l (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-
dentintotalcivil filings. Forexample, the downwardtrend
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
levelsto follow the same path as total civilfilings, 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 hcuseholds, 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 repont, 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
1984-80 population change is iincluded in the tables for readers
interestedin 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 100 114 112
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 Ili, National Center for State Courts, 1992

Total
Population
Tort Tort Tort Tort Growth
Index Index Index Index 1984 to
1987 1988 1989 1990 1980
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
i 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

levelsin 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 or to accumulate in anticipation of how statutory
changes might affect plaintiffs.’®

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 propelledthe sharpincreases,
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
changesin Alaska and Arizona provide examples of this
point.?

Tont reform legislation during 1986 and 1987 and a
ballotinitiative 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.? In

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

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

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

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 substantialrise intort filings during 1985
and 1986 stems from a rush by plaintiffs to file before the
new legislation 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 jurisdictionlevel, 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.°

22. Chapter 16 of the Alaska Code of Civil Procedure was repealedin
1987.

23. Section 12-2506 of the Arizona Revised Statutes,
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CHART L.9: Tort Filings, 1984-80
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The chart includes data from 20 states. Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992

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."%* This change
undoubtedly underlies the 67 percent increase inthe tort
filings between 1987 and 1988.% 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 tookeffectonJanuary 1, 1988, itsimpact
was felt in the 1988 filing rates because Arizona compiles caseload
statistics on the basis of a July 1-June 80 reporting period,

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 couris examined in¢lude only
one state (New Jersey) with a consistent upward trend
and six additional states with fluctuating upward trends.
Yet, the nationaltrend 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
gooddealof alternatingincreases and decreases. Hence,
it appears that factors operating at a nationai or, perhaps,
regional level affect the extent and direction of change in
tortfiling 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
onwhether 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 commentonhow representative tort cases
are of civil caseload 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
entryinthe State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989).
Complete and comparable data on contract cases are
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Coniract Contract Contract
Index Index Index
State 1984 1985 1986
Arizona 100 109 128
Colorado 100 99 120
Florida 100 122 144
Hawaii 100 86 85
Kansas 100 110 123
Maine 100 105 87
Maryland 100 95 115
Montana 100 108 114
New Jersey 100 110 118
North Dakota 100 96 97
Puerto Rico 100 102 114
Texas 100 113 109
Utah 100 85 15
Washington 100 108 112

Source; National Center for State Courts, 1992

TEXT TABLE 1.9: Trends in Contract Filings in General Jurisdiction Courts, 1984-90

Total
Population

Contract Contract Contract Contract rowth

Index Index Index Index 1984 to
1987 1988 1989 1990 1990
127 128 128 131 120
24 113 109 105 104
148 155 183 186 118
79 84 80 84 107
125 127 137 152 102
98 127 138 140 106
133 143 188 299 110
95 71 62 64 97
113 117 121 132 103
88 90 71 65 93
114 121 154 185 101
111 92 74 61 106
4 7 74 122 104
103 101 a8 102 112

CHART 1.10: Contract Filings, 1984-90
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available between 1984 and 1990 forthe generaljurisdic-
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.

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). Reai property rights filings are available for the
general jurisdiction courts in 19 states, including those
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Real Real Real

Prop Prop Prop

Index Index Index

State 1984 1985 1986

Arizona 100 171 224
California 100 116 183
Colorado 100 133 177
Connecticut 100 107 112
Delaware 100 102 1C0
District of Columbia 100 98 95
Florida 100 126 156

Hawaii 100 103 90

llinols 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 a3
Washington 100 119 119
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992

TEXT TABLE 1.10: Trends in Real Property Rights Fllings in General Jurisdiction Courts, 1984-90

Total
Real Real Real Real Population
Prop Prop Prop Prop Growth
Index Index Index Indey 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
165 132 116 101 93
91 81 81 77 101
88 88 89 68 106
90 92 85 72 104
134 147 154 151 112

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 propenrty rights cases over the
1984-90 period. During those seven years, filings for all
three case types increased in most states. Inaggregate,
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 ciearer in direc-
tion. For example, Text Table 1.9 shows that 4 of the 14
states (Florida, Kansas, New Jersey, and Pueito 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 trendin
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

percentbetween 1984 and 1990, by 86 percentin Florida,
and 85 percent in Puerto Rico. Real property rightsfilings
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 inboth contract and real property rightsfilings.
No state recorded a continual, yearly rise in tort filings
relative to contract and real property rights cases during
the 1984-90 period.

There are sufficient differences between tort, con-
tract, and real property rights case filing patterns to
suggest that the factors promoting the increase or the
decrease of tort litigation in states are not having parailel
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 caseload 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 similarto thatusedwithcivilcaseloads
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CHART L11: Real Property Rights Fiilngs, 1984-90
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is used to examine criminal caseloads. The issues of each state according to the size of its population.

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 appearto
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 misdemeanor
cases? Are their shares of the caseload similar
across states?

» - Misdemeanor and DWI/DUI cases in limited
jurisdiction courts. How large are these
caseloads? Are these two case types, adjusted
for population, similar across states?

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

In Text Table .11, the 45 states providing relatively
complete datafromgeneral and limited jurisdiction courts
are ranked according to the number of total criminal
filingsin 1990.26 Additionally, the table shows the ranking

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
afiling is counted as a case is provided in Table 10 (Part
I, p. 128). The states that provide the Court Statistics
Project with fully complete and comparable criminal data
are shown in Map L.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.#” As seen in Text Table
.11, total criminal caseloads 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 Is 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 aver for
trial to another court, Limited jurisdiction courts in most states hold
preliminary hearings for felony cases and in 26 states can dismiss a
felony case; however, such courts can sentence convicted felons in
only six states (Alabama, Indianz, 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 I.11: Total Criminal Filings in General and Limited Jurisdiction Courts, 1990
Total Total
Criminal Criminal
Filings in Filings in
General Limited Total
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Criminal Population
State Courts Courts Filings Ranking
Wyoming 1,503 14,374 15,877 52
North Dakota 1,776 18,248 20,023 48
Vermont 22,087 NJ 22,087 50
Alaska 2,718 27,209 29,927 51
South Dakota 36,128 NC 36,128 46
District of Columbia 40,310 NC 40,310 49
Hawait 7.917 39,030 46,947 42
Kansas 40,376 12,415 52,791 33
Rhode Island 6,671 46,728 53,399 44
New Hampshire 12,756 42,351 55,107 41
lowa 60,942 NC 60,042 31
Idaho 67,520 NC 67,620 43
New Mexico 11,602 63,430 74,941 38
Oklahoma 75,352 NJ 75,352 29
Puerto Rico 35,539 47,069 82,608 27
Nebraska 6,524 81,562 88,086 37
Wisconsin 89,648 NA 89,848 16
Utah 4,608 91,952 96,560 36
Colorado 21,054 81,153 102,207 26
. Delaware 6,833 99,289 106,122 47
West Virginia 6,820 128,287 135,107 35
Missouri 139,971 Nd 139,971 15
Oregon 28,523 117,814 148,334 30
Connecticut 176,301 NJ 176,301 28
Minnesota 178,504 NC 178,504 20
Kentucky 15,111 168,401 183,512 23
Indiana 112,555 134,480 244,035 14
Washington 28,047 231,218 259,265 18
Maryland 60,222 213,308 273,538 18
Louisiana 155,490 148,376 303,868 21
Alabama 43,945 265,410 309,355 22
Arizona 29,073 283,055 312,128 24
Michigan 45616 287,771 333,387 8
South Carolina 101,461 252,668 354,129 25
Massachusetts 391,658 NC 391,658 13
lllinois 447,565 NC 447,565 6
New Jersey 61,008 404,847 465,945 g
New York 79,322 481,397 560,719 2
Ohio 55,949 507,441 563,330 7
Virginia 97 266 476,372 573,638 12
Florida 193,740 439,131 632,871 4
North Carolina 108,784 544,588 653,372 10
Pennsylvania 139,699 573,273 712,972 5
California 154,482 1,028,634 1,183,116 1
Texas 168,269 1,622,159 1,790,428 3
NA = Data are not available
NC = There is no court of limited jurisdiction
NJ = Court does not have criminal jurisdiction
Source: Table 10, Part lll, National Center for State Courts, 1992

« Eight states account for more than 50 percent of « Six of the states accounting for the majority of
all criminal filings. criminal filings are among the eight most popu-
lous states.
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MAP 1.7: States with Complete Criminal Filing Data in General Jurisdiction Courts, 1990
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Source; Table 10, Part Iil, National Center for State Courts, 1992

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 aimost 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 criminalfilings and population. There
is obviously a positive correlation, although it is not quite
as strong as it is with civil caseloads.?® |t 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 i.13 displays the total criminal filings per 100,000

28. Thereis 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
a state's population itis possible to predict with considerable accuracy
how many cases are being filed in its courts.

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

» Criminalfiling rates tend to be dispersed around
the median, which is represented by South Da-
kota (5,191). The relationship between popula-
tien and criminalfiling rates is looserthan it is for
civil cases.

Two paiterns are evident in criminal filings per 100,000
population. First, state criminalfiling rates are consistent
overtime, particularly forthose states appearing at either
end of the range. The same two states have defined the
lower (Wisconsin) and upper (Delaware) bounds of the
range since 1986. In 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
r7 cort data from all courts with relevant subject matter jurisdiction.
fr.. srence to the footnotes to the statistics in Table 10, Part il (p. 128),
ind\ “ates why the remaining states were excluded and the extent to
which, the caseload for a state at either the general or limited jurisdiction
level is incomplete or overinclusive,
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distinctively low rates of criminal filings: Kansas, lowa,
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 Chart1.13, in any given yearthere
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
statesincrime rates, police arrestrates, and prosecutoriai
practices explainpart of the variation infilings per 100,000
population. In addition, differences in how and when
criminai cases are counted also affect the filing rates.®

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

30, Theranking of states on Chart .13 (particularly ateither extreme)
isinfluenced by the unitof countand the pointatwhich the countis taken
in compiling court statistics. Figure D, Part V (p. 257), describes and
Table 10, Part Il {p. 128), sumrarizes 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 eariy 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 fo a plea
being entered. The number of defendants per case and
the number of charges per charging document may also
affectthe numberof casesreported asfiledduringayear.

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 cour, 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 exciuding the family court), Texas,
and Virginia). Other stateswith highfiling rates are those
where the case count is determined by the prosecutor
(e.g., North Carolina). For example, comparing the
stateswiththe toptenlargest absolute criminal caseloads
in Text Table 1.11 with the states with the ten largest
population adjusted caseloads shows only three states
common to both groups: Texas, North Carolina, and
Virginia. These three states exhibit the dual impact 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
atthe generaljurisdiction levelthanthey are at the limited
jurisdictionlevel. The absence of a standard unit of count
within a state not only creates more difficulties forintrastate
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 jurisdictioni. Furthermore, the types of criminal
cases handledinlimited jurisdiction courts are ofien 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 CRIMINAL CASES.
Large and rapidly increasing criminal caseloads present
a number of challenges to state court systems. At the
forefrontis the factthat criminal cases consume adispro-
portionately large amount of court resources. Constitu-
tional requirements covering the right to counselinfelony
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
otherpoliciesto 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 weli.

Criminal case clearance rates are shown in Text
Table 1.12 for the general jurisdiction couris of 43 states.

» Only 9 of the 43 general jurisdiction court sys-
tems reported criminal clearance rates greater
than 100 percent.™

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-year clearance rates are below 100 percentin
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.® 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-yearrates 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, Hawalii,
Maine, North Dakota, Oklahoma, and Puerto Rico), only
one state (Hawaii) has athree-yearclearance rate of less
tinan 90 percent.

Limited jurisdiction courts, which in most states hear
and decide the bulk of criminal caseloads (Table 10, Part
I, 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 I.12. Eight states were in
the 95 to 100 percert 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 expectedin
ayear 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 IIl.

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 al,, Examining Court Delay 70 (National
Center for State Courts 1989). Courts differ in how they handle FTAs,
Some enter an administrative dismissal after 60 to 180 days, while
others keep them on the list of pending cases.
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CHART 1.13: Criminal Case Filings per 100,000 Adult Population in State Trial Courts, 1990
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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 ine problem by
imposing further delay on civil litigants who want and are
entitled to court adjudication of their disputes.
COMPOSITION OF CRIMINAL CASELOQADS.
Criminal cases are composed of two main case types: (1)
felonies and (2) misdemeanors. Felonies are serious
criminal offenses. Typically, a felony is an offense for

which the minimum prison sentence is one year or
more.® States use different criteria when distinguishing
a felony from other offenses, but felony case filings
always include the most serious offenses and 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, Lindsay Stellwagen, and Patrick Langan, Felony
Sentencing Law of the 50 States and the District of Columbia, 1986
(U.S. Depariment of Jlustice, Bureau of Justice Statistics (NCJ-105066
1988).
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TEXT TABLE 1.12: Tria! 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 91.8 924
New Hampshire 972 935
Texas 98.7
Hawaii 534 739 827 717
South Carolina 91.3 725 980.3 83.9
Washington 85.1 88.4 91.2 88.3
New Jersey 895 867 892 88.4
Missouri 89.2 907 86.7 88.8
Indiana 955 879 86,7 89.5
Maryland 89.8 864 931 89.8
Oklahoma 894 930 89.5 90.6
Rhode Island 810 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 9441 91.8 93.7
Kentucky 99.2 86.7 96.2 93.8
California 96.0 93.8 92.8 94.1
Alaska 947 874 1006 94.2
New Mexico 950 983 93.4 95.5
Nebraska 888 100.2 97.1 95.6
Oregon 93.6 97.1 96.2 95.6
Minnesota 97.2 98.1 92.1 95.8
lowa 945 944 98.4 95.9
Virginia 955 937 988 96.1
Idaho 96.1 93.9 98.6 96.3
New York 96.2 952 97.9 96.4
Pennsylvania 966  93.0 100.3 96.7
North Dakota 100.5 96.8 95.3 97.4
Vermont 99,9 932 101.0 98.0
Ohio 97.7 996 98.4 08.6
District of Columbia 974  99.2 99.4 98.6
Michigan 99,7 974 99.8 98.9
Delaware 104.3 95,2 99.2 99.2
Wyoming 96.4 996 101.9 99.3
Colorado 978 97.7 1025 99.4
West Virginia 1066 99.6 100.2 102.4
Kansas 106.0 1054 104.6 105.3
lllinois 97.2 1229 1149 1104
Montana 1104 1235 1255 120.1

Limited Jurisdiction Courts

Three-Year
Clearance
Staie 1988 1989 1990 Rate
Michigan 95.1
Maryland 933 103.8
Louisiana 847 804 76.2 80.2
California 824 814 838 826
Florida 86.3 83.2 83.5 84.3
Oregon 91.9 887 913 91.0
Rhode Island 88.0 956 909 91.6
Kentucky 94,7 892 912 91.6
Maine 88.9 806 955 91.8
New Jersey 923 9183 954 93.0
Indiana 1016 930 885 94,5
Alaska 956 922 975 95.1
Hawaii 92.5 98.3 96.3 95.8
Nebraska 950 965 964 96.0
Puerto Rico 95.4 942 998 96.4
Arizona 92.4 969 1009 96.6
North Carolina 97.3 96.2 .96.9 96.8
Kansas 112.7 1846 8S.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

Chart 1.14 shows the distribution of criminal case
filings ingeneral 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 DWV/
DU, 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

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

MISDEMEANOR AND DWI/DUI CASES IN LIM-
ITED JURISDICTION COURTS. AsseeninText Table
1.13, criminal caseloads in limited jurisdiction courts are
composed almost exclusively of misdemeanor and DWW/
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
Caseload Filings In General
Jurisdiction Courts, 1990
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The chart includes data from 26 states.
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992

Chart 1.15: The Composition of Criminal
Caseload Filings in Limited
Jurisdictien Courts, 1990

Other Criminal 5%

DWI/DUI 11%

Misdemeanor 84%
The chart includes data from 18 states.
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992

13,714 per 100,000 popuiation in Delaware. This distri-
bution is not unexpected for two reasons. First, limited
jurisdiction courts have considerable flexibility in how
they count criminal cases and at what point the count is
taken. As was noted earlier, states with high misde-
meanorfiling rates, such as Delaware, Texas, and North
Caroling, 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.

Incontrast, DWI/DUIfilings per 100,000 show agood
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 onthe
specific category of DWI/DUI, one can see a basic
consistency across states. This suggests a mild success
story: national attention has beenfocused onthe drunken
driving problem, and all states seem to be following
through.

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

Total
Misdemeanor  DWI|/DUI Criminal
Filings Filings Filings
per per per
100,000 100,000 100,000
State Population Population Population
Arizona 8,690 1,858 10,546
Colorado NA 1,310 3,335
Delaware 13,714 702 14,563
Florida 3,635 725 4,360
Hawaii 3,846 806 4,713
Louisiana 4,444 514 4,958
Maine 3,764 NA 4,365
Maryland 4,722 1,172 5,894
New Hampshire 3,914 1,186 5,099
North Carolina 10,843 NA 10,843
Morth Dakota 3,808 DC 3,938
Ohia NA 1,251 6,306
South Carolina 9,517 NA 9,845
Texas 11,919 859 13,350
Virginia 7,222 NA 10,173
Washington 5,248 1,165 6,413
West Virginia 9,503 DC 9,503
Wyoming 3,482 1,029 4519
NA = Data are not available
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 Felony Felony

Index Index Index

State 1984 1985 1986

Alaska 100 97 144
Arizona 100 113 134
Arkansas 100 119 122
California 100 i1 127
Colorado 100 107 109
Connecticut 100 108 116
District of Columbia 100 117 153
Hawaii 100 97 96

lllinois 100 100 102

Indiana 100 109 135

lowa 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
Chio 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 lli, National Center for State Courts, 1992

Aduilt
Population

Felony Felony Felony Felony rowth

ndex Index Index Index 1984 to
1987 1988 1989 1990 1690
144 137 149 147 112
140 144 156 170 122
138 123 138 143 102
141 165 178 203 116
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 i15 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
101 168 159 142 106
126 125 130 156 100
187 1414 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

TRENDS IN FELONY FILINGS, 1984-90. Trend
analysis offers a means to mitigate some of the limita-
tions to making criminal caseload 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
data 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 15, Part 1ll.

The basic trend over the second half of the 1980s
and into the 1990s is clear: felony filings are increasing
substantially. Asseenin Text Table .14, felony caseloads

grew in 34 of the 35 jurisdictions examined, with in-
creases ranging from a modest 2 percent in Hawaiito a
103 percentinlIndiana and California. Felony casefilings
grew by 50 percent or more in Arizona, California, the
District of Columbia, lilinois, 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 shownin
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,

34 - State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1990



CHART 1.16: Felony Filings in Courts of General Jurisdiction, 1984-90
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13 percent, and 5 percent (1889-90). 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 lllinois, lowa, 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 19889, since the number of cases has declined
in 1990. This is a plausible scenario for Connecticut,
District of Coiumbia, 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
1968 and 1990, filings rose by over 17 percent (see Table
15, Part Ill).

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

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 inthe
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 seenin
relation to the caseload 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 caseloads. 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

Complete
(36 States, D.C. & P.R.)

| | Other
(14 States)

Source: Table 12, Part lll, National Center for State Courts, 1992

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

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

Juvenile caseloads refiect the use made of the
special procedures (sometimes special jurisdiction trial
courts) for hearing cases involving persons defined by
statelaw as juveniles. A juvenile petition isthe equivalent

to a case in an adult trial court when counting filings or

dispositions.3*

Filing and disposition statistics, along with explana-
tory footnotes, for each court with juvenile subject matter
jurisdiction can be found in Table 12, Part Iil (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 tendto have a larger number of total juvenile

34. See State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1988.

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

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

+  Sevenofthese 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.® 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. Thereis a positive Pearson correlation coefficient of .63 between
state population and total juvenile filings.
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TEXT TABLE I.15: Total Juvenile Filings In General and Limited Jurisdiction Courts, 1990

Total
Juvenile
Filings in
General
Jurisdiction
State Courts
Montana 1,566
Wyoming 1,576
Vermont 1,771
Alaska 2,190
South Dakota 4,054
Maine NJ
Woest Virginia 6,668
Nebraska NJ
New Hampshire NJ
Rhode lsland NJ
lowa 8,060
Puerto Rico 8,388
Delaware NJ
Idaho 8,902
New Mexico 9,191
North Dakota 10,136
Arkansas 11,5679
Mississippi 3,647
Arizona 11,813
District of Columbia 13,297
Connecticut 13,996
Kansas 15,401
South Carolina NJ
Colorado 18,006
Hawaii 18,850
Missouri 19,062
Oregon 19,723
Washington 26,345
North Carolina NJ
Indiana 31,649
Louisiana 27,892
Minnesota 37,244
Kentucky NJ
Wisconsin 38,049
Utah NJ
lllinois 38,171
Alabama 16,221
Maryland 36,566
Massachusetts 41,025
Pennsylvania 57,285
New York NJ
Michigan NJ
California 92,998
Virginia NJ
Florida 113,355
New Jersey 132,433
Ohio 145,017
NA = Data are not available
NC = There is no court of limited jurisdiction
NJ = Court does not have juvenile jurisdiction

Source: Table 12, Part lil, National Center for State Courts, 1992

Total
Juvenile
Filings in
Limited Total
Jurisdiction Juvenile Population
Courts Filings Ranking
NJ 1,565 45
NJ 1,576 52
NJ 1,771 50
121 2,311 51
NC 4,054 46
5,082 5,082 39
NJ 6,668 35
6,863 6,863 37
7,521 7,521 41
7,936 7,936 44
NC 8,060 31
NJ 8,388 27
8,465 8,465 47
NC 8,902 43
NJ 9,191 38
NJ 10,136 48
NJ 11,579 34
8,119 11,766 32
NJ 11,813 24
NC 13,297 49
NJ 13,996 28
NJ 15,401 a3
17,376 17,376 25
NJ 18,006 26
NJ 18,850 42
NJ 19,062 15
NJ 19,723 30
NJ 26,346 18
28,074 28,074 10
688 32,337 14
6,305 34,197 21
NC 37,244 20
37,834 37,834 23
NJ 38,049 16
38,118 38,118 36
NC 38,171 6
23,385 39,606 22
3,310 39,876 19
NC 41,025 13
NJ 57,285 5
60,697 60,697 2
64,128 64,128
NJ 92,998 i
97,400 97,400 12
NJ 113,355 4
NJ 132,433 9
NJ 145,017 7
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CHART L17: Total Juvenile Filings 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, and
Puerto Rico are included.®

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 aninteresting
division, however, of states on Chart 1.18. Fifly percent
of the states are clustered near the bottom of the chart
between the 1,121 filings per 100,000 population in lowa
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).

« Juvenilefiling rates per 100,000 populationrange
widely amongthe 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 nearthe
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. Atthe other extreme, Puerto Rico,
Montana, lowa, 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 well 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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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
thatinvolvement in crime peaksinthe 15-17 yearold age
group. Arrest statistics show that 15-19 year olds repre-
sent 28.7 percent of those arrested for FBI index crimes
and 8.2 percent of the national population.” Therefore,

the choice of 17 rather than 19 as the point to transfer
court jurisdiction 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 Sociclogy, 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
Caseload Filings In General
Jurisdiction Courts, 1990
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CHART 1.20: The Composition of Juvenlle
Caseload Fllings in Limited
Jurisdiction Courts, 1990
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Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992

lllinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri,
South Carolina, and Texas define an adult for purposes
of count 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 refiected in the size of their juvenile caseload.
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). Allfour states have
filing rates below the median. Of the states that use 17,
lllinois and Missouri show relatively low juvenile filing
rates, but the other states shown on Chart |.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

1.19 summarizes the distribution of juvenile caseloads in
13 general jurisdiction courts in 1990.% 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).®

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 number of each case type
thatisfiled andthe size of the caseload. Forexample, 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 compaosition 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 good
deal of variation between states in the number of filings of a particular
juvenile case type, the W coefficientcan ba interpreted as meaning 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 mitror the underlying composition present in
each of the nine states in Chart|,20, The coefficient of concordance is
.50 and highly significant.
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General Jurisdiction Courts

Three-Year
Clearance
State 1988 1982 1990 Rate
Arizona 100.0 101,1

Florida 69.4 68,8 66.8 68,3
Alaska 75.5 73.8 80.6 76.6
Montana 83.4 783 79.9 80.%
Alabama 784 85,3 87.0 83,0
Colorado 879 86.9 83.7 86.0
Indiana 86.2 88.9 83,7 86.2
lllinojs 75.5 100.,6 885 88,5
Washington 89.3 93,0 95.4 92,7
Arkansas 100,7 92,1 85.6 92.7
Maryland 95,6 95.3 90.1 93.5
Hawaii 96.9 923 98.5 96.1
Idaho 98.7 91.5 98.4 96.2
Kansas 96.4 959 98.4 96.9
Missouri 98.6 96,5 97.2 97.4
New Jersey 98.9 97.8 97.7 98.1
Pennsylvania 95.4 100.5 98,5 98.2
New Mexico 100.5 95,5 99,6 98.4
Puerto Rico 100.7 96.4 98.9 98,6
Wisconsin 98.1 98,3 98.6 98.7
Vermont 95,9 104,7 96,3 98,9
Minnesota 99.7 97.5 99,3 99,1

Ohio 97.6 100.2 99.8 99.3
Connecticut 99,8 97.4 100.7 99.3
Waest Virginia 88,7 . 1144 95,9 99.3
California 95,9 905 13286 106.7
Texas 120.5 104.0 105,8 109.6

TEXT TABLE 1.16: Trial Court Clearance Rates for Juveniie Cases, 1968-90

Limited Jurisdiction Courts

Three-Year
Clearance
State 1988 1989 1990 Rate
Michigan 86.7 87.0

Alaska 46,5 11.3 63.6 449
Maine 86.3 87.8 89,4 87.9
Kentucky 90.2 85.8 88.3 88.1
Matyland 85.7 81,0 99.6 89,2
Louisiana 93.3 90.7 89,2 914
Rhode Island 91.0 91.1 93.3 91.8
Virginia 94,2 96,0 97.4 95.9
Indiana 100.9 85.1 101.0 96.4
Alabama 93.6 99.0 97.2 96.6

Toxas 100.8 92.7 98,5 97.2

Utah 100.5 g7.4 99.0 99.0

New York 1005 1025  107.0 103.3
North Carolina  106.6 1045 1027 104.5

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

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992

by anumber 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 varv 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’ caseloads 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 serious and more amenable to noncourt or
informal handling.

Generally, the juvenile status offense category var-
ies extremely from state {o state. Such cases are rarely
petitioned in some jurisdictions, but routinely petitioned
elsewhere. Aithough 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

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,

CLEARANCERATESFORJUVENILEPETITIONS.
Clearance rates for juvenile petitions, based on caseload
statistics from Table 12, Part lll (p. 145), are presentedin
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 the
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 percentor
greater, 19 reported rates between 95 and 100 percent,
2 reported rates 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. Mnst statewide court systems,
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however, ended 1990 with larger pending juvenile
caseloads than they had at the start of the year.
Overall, state courts recorded somewhat greater
success in coping with juvenile caseloads than with civil
orcriminal cases. Of the 39 courts forwhich a three-year
clearance rate could be computed, 15 had rates of 98
percent 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
makirng 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 lllinois (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 caseloads 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 caseload statistics can extend
beyond state comparisons 1o such topical issues as the
relative work loads of the state and federal trial court
systems. Therefore, before turning to tiie situation inthe
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
coliection, applied with consistency fromdistrict to district
and from circuit to circuit.** However, they share some
limitations inherent to caseload statistics, such as the
treatment of all new filings as equivalent.

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 TABLE 1.17: Aggregate Caseloads: Fed-
eral and State Courts, 1990

. Filings
Filings Judges  perJudge

All U, S, District Courts:
Criminal 48,904 575* 85
Civil 217,879 575 * 379
Bankruptey 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,”* the committee pro-
posed abolishing, with limited exceptions, federal diver-
sity jurisdiction and curtailing federal drug prosecutions.

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

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 Federal 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 1890).
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To determine the relative size of federal and state
court caseloads, population does not offer a useful stan-
dard forcomparison. 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 caseloads are dominated by traffic and
local ordinance violation cases that have no counterpart
in the federal system and require iittle, 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 serjous
misdemeanors).® 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 LL.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.“ 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
caseload per judge between the state and federal courts
exists because federal cases require more judge time
than state courtcases. Yet, ifthe 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 transferringfederal 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 Triai 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
percent of the U,S, District Court 1990 criminal caseload.

44, There has been a decline in the number of civil cases filed in the
U.S. districtcourts each year since 1985, As aconsequence, civil filings
perjudge have fallen from 476 filings perjudge in 1985 to 379 filings per
judge in 1990.

TEXT TABLE 1.18: Civii and Criminal Filings in
U.S8. District Courts and
State Trial Courts of General

Jurisdiction
Filings
Filings Judges  perJudge

Ali U. 8. District Courts:
Criminal 48,904 575 85
Civi: 217,879 575 379
TOTAL 266,783 575 464
All Genaral Jurisdiction State Courts:
Criminal 3,785,608 9,325 406
Civil 9,175,487 9,325 984
TOTAL 12,961,095 9,325 1,39C

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1892, and U. S,
Government Printing Office

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

Part | focuses oninterstate caseload comparisonsin
1990 as well as changes in each individua! state over
time. Three major case types—civil, criminal, and juve-
nile—are examinedindetail. The analysislooksat(1) the
total volume of each case type, (2) how the caseload
levels vary by state both interms of absolute volume and
population size, (3) clearance rates, (4) the composition
of each case type, and (5) trends in particular case types.

Voiume
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 factors affect
caseload.

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

juvenile caseloads, and it is not exclusively related to
population. This is seen by the simple fact that not every
state has the same number of filings per 100,000 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
filings, which may be partially due to differences in crime
rates, substantive criminal laws, law enforcement prac-
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tices, and criminal justice resources. The greatest varia-
tion was present for juvenile filings and 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 filings puts increasing

pressure on courts as they attempt to stay current in the
dispositionofthese 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 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 caseloads, maintaining high criminal
clearance rates is necessary to ensuring the timely
disposition of all other case types.

Caseload Composition ) o
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 caseloads is strikingly similar across different
states. The number of cases may vary, but the business
of the state courts is about the same. Despite differences
in such factors as jurisdiction, crime rates, and law
enforcement practices, states are handling cases 0
similar proportions.

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

ings of felony and civil cases. Specifically, civilfiling rates
in generaljurisdiction courts tendto fluctuate fromyearto
year. The direction i= 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
increasesoveraseven-yearperiod that more thandoubled
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-
fween 1985 and 19886, tort filing rates increased in mest
states. This pattern was largely reversed between 1986
and 1989, with tortfilings leveling off, often near pre-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
generalcivil case categories. Much of the variation in tort
filing rates is attributable to specific legislative changes
enacted by states during the second wave of major tort
reform. Recent trends for contract and real property
rights cases offer more consistency. Contract cases are
experiencing moderate annual growth and real property
rights cases substantial grewth. 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

by

1990 AND 1984-90 TRENDS

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 appeliate process offers the opportunity to
alter an unfavorable outcome by convincing an appeliate
court that the trial court judgment was based on a
reversible error. For example, the appellant (the party
bringingthe 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.’

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 ll of the Reportisto describe the
caseload levels and trends in the American state appel-
late systems within the context of the diversity in court
structure. 1ssues 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 count 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 countedin state courtcaseload
statjstics, do occur, butinfrequently. 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? Whatisthe appeliate court caseload
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
caseloads?

« 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. Anunderstarding of how
courts are organized helps to explain similarities and
differences in caseload levels and trends. Hence, this
sectionbegins 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. Eachofthe 50 states and the District of Columbia
have a courtof last resort (COLR), usually designatedthe
state supreme court. These courts were generally estab-
lished early in each state’s history. In contrast, the
intermediate appeliate court (IAC), 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 1890 there were per-
manent intermediate appellate courts in ali but 12 states
and the District of Columbia.?2 Map Il.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 |AC. Additionally, North Dakota has been operating
for the past several years with a temporary IAC that comes into play
when the North Dakota Supreme Courtdeems it appropriate. It seems
reasonable to expect that additional states may establish an interme-
diate appeilate court as a way of dealing with appellate caseload
pressures.
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MAP IL.1: Appellate Court Structure, 1390

States with
COLR Only
(12 States & D.C.)

States with Both
aCOLR & IAC
(38 States)

National Center for State Courts, 1992

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

in those states with both types of appellate courts,
parties challenging trial court decisions generally bring
their appeal first to the intermediate appellate court. For
virtually ali 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 acceptad.® After the intermediate appel-
late court hears a case and reaches a decision, a party
dissatisfied withthe decision may petition the court of last
resort for further review.* The court of last resort, which
generally has broad discretionary jurisdiction in both
criminal and civil appeais, must first decide whether to
acceptthe case for review. If the petitionis 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 cour reaches a decision, or
dismissed by the court.

the court of last resort hears the case and renders a
decision. Onthe other hand, if the petition is denied, the
litigationterminates, andthe intermediate appellate court’s
ruling stands. The clearest exception to this pattern of
review occurs in those states with capital punishment. In
allinstances, 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
botha COLR and IAC allocate mandatory and discretion-
ary jurisdiction between the two levels is shown in Map
2.

Inthose states where there is no intermediate appel-
late court, civil and criminal litigants bring their appeals
directly to the court of last resort. Inthese 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 exceptiors.
New Hampshire and West Virginia have courts of last
resortwith exclusively discretionary jurisdiction, although
neither state has an intermediate appellate court.

5. The court structure charts in Part IV provide a point of reference
for further distinctions among appellate court structures.
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MAP Il.2: Appellate Court Jurisdiction
States with Both COLR and IAC, 1990
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MAP 11.3: Appellate Court Jurisdiction
States with a COLR only, 1990
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(1 State)
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Courts of Last Resort
Although some courts of last resort operate with and

others operate without an intermediate appellate cour,
they all share some important characteristics. Mosthave
either five or seven members.® 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 appeilate 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
casescananddo have an appreciable impacton COLRs.
Despile 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 caseloads.
Some of the key differences include the following:

« In some states (Hawaii, lowa, North Dakota,
Okiahoma, 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 intermediate appeliate court.

* InOklahoma and Texas, there are separate civil
and criminal courts of last resornt.

* In several courts of last resont, cases are heard
frequently by panels of judges, ratherthan exclu-
sively en banc.

= Whereasthe overwhelming majority of the courts
have five or seven members, the Oklahoma
Count of Criminal Appeals has three members,
while the Oklahoma Supreme Count, 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, lowa, 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 the 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 IACs into separate regional
districts to maintain collegiality and cohesion among the
judges. There is no clear consensus on whatthe 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 count 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.

» InArkansas, the court of appeals has six judges,
but the supreme court has seven members.

« InHawaii, the intermediate court of appeals has
three judges, but the supreme court has five
members.

« Inldaho, the court of appeals has three judges,
but the supreme court has five members.

» Inlowa, 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, Fiorida, lllinois, Louisiana, Mis-
souri, New York, Ohio, and Texas) are all organized into
regionaldistricts. There are several states, however, that
have fewer than 28 judges, but are organized on a
regional basis.” 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 V.
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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
Appellate District). Inthese 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 caseload
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 alaw-making function. That
is, IACs 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 compiex. 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. Exceptionsto
this arrangement include enbanc 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:

» Infive states, as mentioned previously, appeals
gofirstto the court of last resort. The courtof 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 IAC 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

permitied 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, ofienders can challenge the application
of particular sentencing provisions (e.g., enhancements
associated with a habitual offender statute). As aresult,
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 caseload than the state with limited
sentencing review.

Staie Appellate Caseloads in 1990

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

More appeals were filed in state appellate courts thanin
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 1980, or
73 percent of the nationwide appellate court caseload.
Discretionary petitions represent a 27 percent share of
the total caseload. Because COLRs and IACs 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 IACs 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 IACs, there was a 1 percent decrease in the
number of such cases as volume dropped from 25,608 in
1989 t0 25,420 in 1990. Thus, the increase in mandatory
appeals overall occurred entirely in the IACs.

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 IACs. The IACs 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 caseloads in 1990
continue a long-term trend of increasing volume that
beganin the 1960s and that the increase is occurring at
both levels of state appellate systems and for both basic
types of appeals.® 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 1960s. See Victor E.
Flango and Mary E. Elsner, Advance Report: The Latest State Court
Data, 7 State Court Journal 16 (Winter 1983); Thomas 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 their caseloads. Incontrast, intermediate appel-
late courts are confronted with increases in mandatory
appeals that form the major portion of their caseloads.
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 canbe shownby breakingdownthe caseloads
of COLRs and IACs into categories of appeals: (1) IAC
mandatory, (2) COLR discretionary, (3) COLR manda-
tory, and (4) IAC discretionary. As seen in Chart Ii.1,
IACs have most of the appeals (70 percent). Further-
more, the largest category of appeals consists of those
that fall within the mandatory jurisdiction of IACs (62
percent), By contrast, the discretionary jurisdiction
caseloadof the IACs is the smallest of the four categories
(8 percent). Hence, for every discretionary petition that
an IAC is asked to accept, there are nearly eight appeals
of right that they must accept.

The Number of Appeals in Each Stale
The average number ot appealsin eachstate 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 caseload 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 seenin Text
TableIl.1. This wide difference in caseload levels canbe
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 unevendistributionis seenin
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. Onthe other

Chart II.1: Appeliate Case Filings, 1990

COLR Mandatory 11% |AC Discretionary 8%

COLR
Discretionary
18%

IAC Mandatory 62%

Total = 238,007
Source: Table 2, Part |l, 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. Thisis
because in large states, the IACs have primarily manda-
tory jurisdiction and tend to handle a significant majority
of the total caseload.

Analysis of the informationin Text Table Il.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
The 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 larger the number of appeails filed.
This expectation is supported by the data presented in
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TEXT TABLE II.1: Total Appellate Court Filings, 1990

State

Wyoming
North Dakota
South Dakota

Delaware

Meine
Vermont

New Hampshire
Montana
Idaho

Rhode Island
Hawait
Mississippi
South Carolina
Alaska
Nevada

Utah

Nebraska

New Mexico

Arkansas

West Virginia

Connecticut
District of Columbia
Kansas

lowa

North Carolina
Indiana
Tennessee
Massachusetts
Maryland
Minnesota
Colorado
Kentucky
Wisconsin
Virginia
OCklahoma
Alabama
Missouri
Georgia
Washington
Oregon
Arizona

New Jersey
linois

Louisiana

‘Texas

Ohio
Pennsylvania
Michigan
New York
Florida
California

Total Total
Mandatory Discretionary

Filings Filings
314 NJ
442 NJ
403 49
483 1
622 DC
590 32
NJ 627
633 NJ
564 77
465 177
624 43
961 64
972 61
776 202
1,089 NJ
1,195 48
1,270 DC
1,094 460
1,578 DC
NJ 1,623
1,388 305
1,650 45
1,366 461
1,054 DC
1,524 1,077
2,165 802
2,089 895
1,654 1,360
2,267 830
2,439 974
2,497 1,072
2,850 812
2,853 842
477 3,345
3,801 446
3,691 867
3,812 809
3,074 1,873
3,801 1,242
4,778 791
4,583 1,127
7,394 1,217
8,390 1,582
3,917 6,664
10,346 2,587
11,408 1,872
10,007 3,681
12,342 2,507
13,124 4,499
15,003 3,760
13,634 11,858

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

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

Total

A
e
Filings
314
442
452
484
622
622
627
633
€41
642
667
1,025
1,033
1,068
1,089
1,243
1,270
1,554
1,678
1,623
1,693
1,695
1,827
1,954
2,601
2,967
2,984
3,014
3,097
3,413
3,569
2,662
3,695
3,822
4,247
4,558
4,621
4,947
5,043
5,569
5,710
8,611
9,972
10,581
12,933
13,278
13,688
14,849
17,623
18,763
25,392

Population
Ranking
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Text Table II.1, which show a strong correspondence
betw;aen each state’s total caseload and its population
size.

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 caseload 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 caseload 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 caseload 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 Arter 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 seenin Chart I1.2
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 {AC 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
ina 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 otherimportant patterns emerge
from this analysis of the ratio of appellate filings to
population.

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

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

IACs. This suggests that IACs 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,
lowa, North Dakota, Oklahoma, and South Carolina, for
example, COLRs screen cases before sending some of
them on to the IACs. Inthese states, one might expect
more mandatory appeals to be retained by the COLR,
leaving relatively fewer mandatory appeals at the IAC
level than in other states. This expectation is met
because the portion of the bar representing COLR man-
datory appeals is longer relative to the IAC mandatory
portion in these five states than it is in the other states.

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
caseloads. The exceptionsto this patteniinclude the five
COLRs mentioned previously that retain an unusually
large percentage of mandatory appeals.

A fourth pattern is that the share of the IACs’' com-
bined mandatory and discretionary appeals is greaterfor
states having the largest number of appeals per 100,000
population. Thatis, as the total filings increase relative to
population, IACs take on a larger share of the total
caseload. This phenomenon can be seen in Chart 1.2
because as the total length of each bar becomes longer,
the relative length of the IAC portion of the bar becomes
longer. This pattern is a strong indication that the
workhorse image of IACs is accurate. As the volume of
cases in the state appellate system increases relative to
population, the IACs bear a larger share of that burden.

In states where the appellate system consists of a
COLR without an IAC, however, another set of patterns
emerges. inChart I3, 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 IAC. First, mandatory
caseloads dominate the overall picture of these appellate
systems, except in West Virginia and New Hampshire,
both of which have entirely discretionary jurisdiction.
Thus, it appears that unless a COLR without an IAC has
completely discretionary jurisdiction, it will have virtually
no discretionary petitions. In these systems, 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 IAC, 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 IAC have one charac-
teristic in common with some of the other states included
in Chart 11.2. The high frequency of mandatory appeals
inthe COLRs without an IAC is similar to the dominance
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CHART I.2: Total Appellate Filings per 100,000 Total Population (States with COLR and IAC), 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 IACs ratherthanthe COLRs. This suggests that first-
level appellate courts, whether they are COLRS without
an IAC or |ACs 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

Keeping Up with Mandatory Appeals
The lgrge.gvolupme of mandatory ap‘geagii’n all first-

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 betweenthe number of appealsfiled 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 1.2 uses
relevant information from Table 3, Part lll (p. 84), to
present clearance rates for each COLR and each |IAC.
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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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 IACs in 36
states. COLRs in 18 states reduced their pending
caseloads in 1980 (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 inkeeping up with
their mandatory caseloads: 19 of the 32 states for which
athree-year rate could be calculated have arate of 98 or
greater.

Mandatory clearance rates reported by IACs are of
more concern. Eight of the 36 states for which data are
available reportdisposing of as many cases as were filed
in 1990. The three-year clearance rates suggest that
IACs 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
the 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 IACs are experiencing a problem keeping up with
mandatory appeals, they also indicate that states with

rates of 100 ormore (those keepingup withtheircaseloads
orreducing them) are not limited to systems where there
are the fewest appeals. On the contrary, the states with
the greatest progress inciude California (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 animpedimentto adesirable clearance
rate,

The Courts' Success in Keeping Up

with Discretionary Petlitions )
The analysis oi 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 forcourts
of last resort, especially those in a two-tiered appellate
system. As seen in Text Tabile I.3, the three-year
clearance rates for 15 of the 29 COLRs forwhich a three-
year rate could be calculated are 100 or better. Hence,
aswith mandatory appeals, discretionary petitions do not
appear to be overwhelming every court of last resor.
Intermediate appellate courts are also meeting with
success indisposing of discretionary petitions. Six ofthe
11 states for which data are available achieved three-
yearclearance rates of 100 ormore (see Text Table |1.3).
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TEXT TABLE 11.2: Appellate Court Clearance Rates for Mandatory Appeals, 1988-90
Courts of Last Resort Intermediate Appellate Courts
Three-Year Three-Year
Clearance ; Clearance
State 1988 1989 1990 Rate State 1988 1989 1990 Rate
Montana 98.6 98.6 Massachusetts 74.7
Connacticut 108.0 101.4 Tennessee 96.1 89,2
New Mexico 99.2 105.4 Utah 102.7 109.9
Indiana 124.4 130.2 Georgia 86.1 81.2 644 774
Alabama 119.9 68.3 §7.0 79.8 Arizona 83.0 90.2 B81.5 84.7
Ohio 924 854 775 B4.3 Indiana 93.0 88.0 84.3 878
Maine 96.0 83.7 76.4 84.9 Michigan 99.3 82.0 85.1 879
South Carolina 61.7 116.0 89.2 86.4 Okiahoma 89.2 97.4 785 88.5
Nebraska 99,2 85.3 80.5 87.7 Kentucky 84.2 89.9 959 89.9
Maryland 756 1078 93.5 91.5 |daho 71.4 104.5 94.9 90.0
Minnesota 92.3 97.6 922 939 Arkansas 92D 90.6 92.7 91.8
Idaho 86.9 94,8 105.7 95.5 Washington 104.2 90.1 84.5 925
Rhode Island 98.3 87.0 102.4 95.9 North Carolina 94,2 86.2 97.0 925
Florida 104.7 90.3 96.4 96.6 Oregon 106.6 949 81.3 83.3
Mississippi £86.3 108.7 98.2 97.1 Louisiana 86.4 102.4 91.7 93.5
Delaware 86.1 92,8 114,5 97.8 Missouri 94,9 91.0 100.1 95.3
New Jersey 97.8 92.7 103.6 97.9 Winois 94,2 94.9 97.1 954
Nnvada 93.0 105.0 97.1 98.3 Alabama 101.6 91.3 94.5 95.5
Alaska 108.5 87.1 100.6 99.0 Maryland 100.5 98.4 90.1 96.1
Wyorming 93.6 113.1 914 99.2 Alaska 92,6 106,7 50.2 98.3
New York 113.9 89.4 95.0 99.5 Ohio 96.6 91.6 101,9 96.7
Arkansas 114.3 95.0 92.9 100.1 New Jersey 100.,6 100.6 89,7 96.8
North Dakota 110.4 96.0 102.3 102.7 Hawait 107.5 98.6 87.0 97.2
Arizona 70.5 83,6 176.1 103.0 Texas 96.8 95,5 100.9 97.6
Missouri 101.4 100.0 108.1 103.3 Minnesota 94,4 105.6 94,7 97.8
Vermont 95,7 100.8 116,1 104.0 New Mexico 1065 95.4 95,7 98.7
Hawaii 85.2 115.2 117.5 104.2 South Carolina 119.5 84,2 99,2 98.8
District of Columbia 98.7 1055 108.0 104.4 lowa 91.9 117.8 89.1 99.1
Kentucky 117.1 100.3 98.9 105.0 Florida 955 101.1 100.8 99.1
Texas 99,1 108.6 109.0 105.1 Kansas 99.8 105.5 259 100.4
Louisiana 108.9 97.2 131.7 112.6 Wisconsin 110.3 1025 91,6 100.5
Nerth Carolina 144.9 87.2 879 110.2 Colorado 104.2 108.0 92,8 101.6
South Dakota 108.2 125.1 107.7 113.4 Connecticut 103.1 - 115.2 1000 105.9
Washington 129.1 125.7 93.9 113.9 Pennsylvania 112,86 111.3 98.1 107.2
Kansas 132.3 162.0 161.8 147.0 California 96.6 120.3 1121 110.0
llinois 106.2 1248 93.0 106.5 New York 118.7 120.1 114.8 117.9
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1992

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

Discretionary Petitions Granfed
The U.S. Suprerne Court accepts for review about 5

percentofthe discretionary petitionsfiled.'® State COLRs
tend to accept a larger percentage of petitions filed. On
average during 1990, state COLRs granted 13 percent of
the discretionary petitions filed.

That percentage is derived from Text Table 1.4,
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 ed.).

number and the percentage granted, forthe COLRs of 23
states. The percentage granted ranges fromalow of 3.2
percent in Michigan to highs of 34.3 percent in West
Virginia and 36.3 percent in Massachusetts. However,
where an IAC 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:2 percentage of petitions that are granted.
For example, the types of cases that would go to the IAC
inMichiganarefiledinsteadinthe COLR in West Virginia,
where no IAC has been established and the supreme
court has full discretion over its docket.

1ACs with discreticnary jurisdiction tend to grant a
higher percentage of petitions than is the practice in their
state COLR or in COLRs generally. Table 2, Part lil (p.
70), provides information on the percentage of discre-
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Courts of Last Resort
Three-Year
Clearance
State 1988 1989 1990 Rate
Connecticut 171.6 7941
Indiana 106.0 91.2
Mississippi 744 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 87.5 100.9 93.6
Arizona 88.9 99,1 96.4 94,8
Louisiana 83.4 94,8 106.9 94.8
lllinois 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 86.2
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 116.0 114.4 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 1C0,2 101,86 101.7 101.2
Texas 08.0 109.8 97.3 102.0
District of Columbia 106.6 100.0 100.0 102.6
Washington 1115 101.0 99.1 104.1
West Virginia 109.5° 1055 97.7 104.3
Vermont 100.0 102.9 112.5 105.1
ldaho 110.5 96.7 114.7 105.7
Delaware 750 83.3 500.0 18,2
Alabama 78.8 137.0 143.9 121.2

TEXT TABLE 11.3: Appeliate Court Clearance Rates for Discretionary Petitions, 1988-90

Intermediate Appellate Courts

Three-Year
Clearance
State 1988 1989 1990 Rate
Connecticut 422
Tennessee 776 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 104.7 101.56 102.8 103.0
Virginia 1126 1167 = 136.3 121.9

Source: Naticnal Center for State Courts, 1992

tionary petitions granted in seven IACs: 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 IACs grant a higher percentage of
discretionary petitions filed than do their state COLRs,
the comparison is inexact because the IAC discretionary
jurisdictionis oftenoverinterlocutory matters, ratherthan
appeals of final judgment.

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

Appellate Court Opinions in 1990
The preparation of full written opinions “has been

called the single most time-consuming task in the appel-
late process.”" Rising appellate caseloads have led both
to curtailment of the issuance of full 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 lil (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 Appellate Delay Reduction 21 (1988).
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The numberofjustices orjudges 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-
ionsto several hundred in ayear in most jurisdictions (the
U.S. Supreme Court typically decides about 150 cases a
year by opinion).'2 Generally, courts can determine how
they decide cases, whether by full explanatory opinion,
per curiam opinion, or by order, and thus control their
work ioad. Therefore, the number of signed opinions is
not directly related to the number of 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.

IACs vary considerably in the number of signed
opinions issued during 1990. The highest number of
opinions reported was 10,416 by the California Courts of
Appeal. The IACs in Florida, Louisiana, Michigan, New
Jersey, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Texas reported more
than 3,000 signed opinions.

Appellate courts decide appeals in other ways ihat
also state the facts of the case and reasons for the 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
shownin Table 6, Part lil. 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.

Appeliate 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.’ The
main cause is clear: while in the 1940s one trial court
termination in 40 was the subject of an appeal, by the
mid-1980s, one termination in 8 was contested through
anappeal. The resultis an avalanche of cases in such
numbers that it is asseried that only major structural
reform will allow the federal appelliate system to survive
into the next century.

12, In1990, the U.S. Supreme Courtdisposedof 121 cases by signed
opinion and four cases by per curiam opinicn (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 Commiittee ch. 6
(1920).

14, Id.at110.

TEXT TABLE li.4: Discretionary Petitions
Granted as a Percentage of
Total Discretionary Cases
Flled in COLRs, 1990
Numberof  Numberof  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
lllinois 1,682 136 8.6
Kansas 461 34 7.4
Louisiana 2,684 881 328
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 75
North Carolina 626 59 9.4
Ohio 1,872 163 8.7
Oregon 791 101 12.8
Pennsylvania 3,645 248 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 {ll, National Center for State
Courts, 1992

At the state level, observers note a similar crisis,
since “state appellate court caseloads have, on average,
doubled every ten years since the Second World War,”
implying an average annual increase of 8 percent in
caseload volume.' 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.”® Volume and complexity com-
bined to bring an IAC 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.

Appeliate court caseload growth has beenclearly 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 hy 6 percent. Mandatory appeals filedin IACs

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

16, Rita M. Novak and Douglas K. Someriot, 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 caseload
levels overtime. How doesthe levelin 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 caseload at 100. The actual number of manda-
tory appeals and discretionary petitions can be found in
Table 13, Partlll, and Table 14, Partlll, respectively. The
overall change in population experienced by the state is
also expressed as an index with the 1984 population set
at 100 to allow a simple test of whetherfilings are growing
at a faster rate than state population.

Trends in Mandatory Appeals
Text Tables II1.5 and 11.6 report the index scores for

the two basic types of appellate systems. From Text
Table IL.5, it can be seen that the indexed number of
mandatory appealsin23 of 38 COLRswas higherin 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 1AC.
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,
isonly evident in a few states: 135 percent in California,
69 percent in lllinois, and 103 percent in Ohio.

IAC caseloads changed in amore consistentmanner
between 1984 and 1990.

Twenty-seven of 33 IACs included in Text Table 1.6
recorded an increase, all but 3 in excess of 10 percent.
The average rate of increase for an IAC was 28 percent.
It appears, therefore, that mandatory caseload trends
across IACs are more similarthan 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 1890 is found for only 9 out of the 23
COLRsthat recorded an overallincrease overthe seven-
year period; 8 recorded their largest caseload in 1989,
and9in 1988. Inthe 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 |ACs, the peak caseload oc-
curred in 1990 for 18 of the 27 IACs 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 IACs are clearly increas-
ing, they are rarely the product of consistent yearly
growth over the period; only the iAC in Colorado con-

forms to a steady seven-year upwardtrend. A pattern of
year-to-year fluctuations is particularly evident for states
in which all cases reach the IAC by assignment from the
COLR: Hawaii, Idaho, lowa, and South Carolina.

Consequently, COLRs and IACs face caseloads that
vary significantly from year to year in ways that it would
be difficult for the 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 IACs as well.
Beyond the problems associated with rising case vol-
ume, uncertainty over the extent of yearly caseload
growthrepresents asubstantial challenge to many courts.

Several factors underlie the trend data differences
between COLRs and 1ACs. First, COLR mandatory
jurisdiction is typically quite restricted in states with an
1AC, leadingto a smallnumber of appeals in some states.
Small caseloads are more sensitive to changes that
appear large when expressed as a percentage. For
example, the 1990 index number of 61 forthe Massachu-
setts Supreme Judicial Court 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 IACs.
COLRs in some states assign cases to the IAC, and
COLRs in other states can transfer cases to the IAC.
Third, COLRs can control their caseloads by issuing
court rules or promoting legislation that shifts cases,
especially appeals of right, to IACs.

Trends in Discretionary Pelitions

Discretionary petitions account for two out of every
three cases filed in COLRs between 1984-90 but form a
relatively insignificant share of the 1AC's caseload in
most states. Changes in discretionary case filings of
COLRscanbetracedin Text Table Il.7, while IAC trends
are shown in Text Table 11.8. Both text tables are based
onthe detailed casefiling informationin Table 14, Part |,
which is also the authoritative source on the status of
each court's caseload numbers relative to the model
reporting categories recommended by COSCA.

There is greater variability among courts at both
levels in discretionary petitions than in mandatory ap-
peals. Thirty-four COLRs are considered in Text Table
IL.7. Ofthese, 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.

IACs 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
obtainedfor 11 1ACs and are displayedin Text Table I1.8.
Six courts show an overall increase, and 5 show a
decrease. The number of 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 I1.5: Trends in Total Mandatory Cases Filed, 1984-90
Courts of Last Resort
Total
Mandatory  Mandatory Mandatory = Mandatory ~ Mandatory ~ Mandatory  Mandatory  Poptilation
Filings Filings Fifings 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 |IAC
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 a7 109 105 118
Georgia 100 104 93 97 96 102 104 111
Hawaii 100 105 128 131 152 138 103 107
ldaho 100 100 83 83 109 105 100 101
liinois 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 a9 108 106 110 a3 119 110
Massachusetts 100 91 61 51 68 53 61 104
Michigan 100 80 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 88 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 100 123 126 120 143 156 146 109
District of Columbia 100 98 86 83 a0 84 91 97
Mississippi 100 97 121 106 110 92 115 99
Nebraska 100 100 101 119 110 149 127 98
Nevada 100 97 107 107 124 125 186 132
North Dakota 100 91 102 103 99 107 116 93
Rhode island 100 99 95 79 100 111 114 104
South Dakota 100 104 106 123 124 113 117 99
Utah 100 98 97 74 69 78 88 104
Vermont 100 92 88 86 100 99 95 106
Wyoming 100 92 103 a7 108 97 95 89
Source: Table 13, Part lli, 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-
whelmthe trends in other states. If Louisianais excluded
from the calculation of the growth in IAC discretionary
petitions, the increase drops from 36 percent to 20
percent.

The trends suggest that discretionary cases are
becoming an increasingly important component of the
caseloads of some [ACs. Discretionary casesincreased
at rates similar to mandatory appeals in the !ACs 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 I1.6: Trends in Total Mandatory Cases Filed, 1984-90
Intermediate Appellate Courts
Total
Mandatory - Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory  Population
Filings Filings Filings Filings Filings Filings Filings (':P rowth
Index Index Index Index Index Index Index 1984 to
State 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1990
Alabama 100 103 100 110 99 105 122 101
(Court of Civil Appeals)
Alabama 109 110 121 127 152 146 101
(Court of Criminal Appeals)
Alaska 100 96 108 100 93 87 92 110
Arizona 100 103 122 125 142 140 163 120
Arkansas 100 99 111 111 105 126 128 100
California 100 101 99 99 108 114 129 116
Colorado 100 103 118 122 123 127 144 103
Connecticut 100 69 70 69 73 72 81 104
Florida 100 104 115 118 121 118 122 117
Georgia 100 94 129 100 111 114 115 110
Hawaii 100 131 131 133 119 139 137 106
Idaho 100 102 119 124 155 151 147 100
Ninois 100 107 106 111 114 114 115 99
Indiana 100 90 93 100 1086 132 171 100
lowa 100 128 97 109 128 119 131 95
Kansas 100 104 109 108 113 111 118 101
IKKentucky 100 116 102 99 98 100 94 98
Louisiana 100 92 95 99 103 92 99 94
Maryland 100 92 93 96 99 104 113 109
Massachusetts 100 95 98 104 101 106 114 103
Missouri 100 111 110 107 116 128 125 102
New Jersey 100 97 98 101 104 104 113 102
New Mexico 100 116 117 106 113 136 139 106
North Carolina 100 105 105 96 103 105 107 107
Ohio 100 101 103 106 107 116 114 100
Oklahoma 100 81 128 118 173 174 168 95
Oregon 100 104 108 112 98 99 120 106
Pennsylvania 100 101 103 106 111 104 109 99
(Superior Court)
Pennsylvania 100 89 93 76 79 78 87 99
(Commonwealth Court)
South Carolina 100 97 87 109 76 111 92 105
Texas 100 108 106 106 112 119 109 106
Washington 100 114 123 113 110 112 127 111
Wisconsin 100 105 92 98 96 105 127 102
Source: Table 13, Part{ll, National Center for State Courts, 1992

mandatory COLR filings, it would be difficult to use the
previousyear'schange inanIAC's discretionary caseload
as a reliable guide to what will occur in the next year.
Appellate caseload trends, such as those just exam-
ined, are often shaped by changes in jurisdiction. An
abrupt rise or decling in the filings of a court in a two-tier
appellate system may reflect the transfer of jurisdiction
between the COLR and IAC. A common transfer in
recent years has shifted appeals involving a sentence of
life imprisonment from the COLR to the IAC. In other
states, however, this shift has been in the reverse direc-
tion, with all mandatory appeals of convictions for of-

fenses such as first-degree homicide now falling within
the jurisdiction of the COLR. More generally, sentencing
reform can expand the role of a state’s appellate courts,
especially IACs, 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
IACs. The COLR's review became discretionary. Court
rules or policies can also change in ways that redistribute
appellate jurisdiction, particularly in those states inwhich
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TEXT TABLE I.7: Trends in Total Discretionary Cases Filed, 1984-90
Courts of Last Resort
Discre- Discre- Discre- Discre- Discre- Discre- Discre- _ Total
tionary tionary tionary tionary tionary tionary tionary Population
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 IAC
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 17 116 111
Hawaii 100 128 134 178 141 131 134 107
Idaho 100 153 128 137 127 152 128 101
lllinols 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 100 106 106 105 111 140 108 106
(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 80 80 120 20 109
District of Columbia 100 95 89 113 72 58 63 97
New Hampshire 100 95 89 86 84 97 104 114
Rhode Island 100 143 83 i08 94 89 88 104
South Dakota 100 63 119 100 130 144 181 99
Utah 100 58 71 42 85 50 67 104
Vermont 100 76 96 124 128 136 128 106
West Virginia 100 107 124 159 126 128 127 92
Source: Table 14, Part [ll, National Center for State Courts, 1992

the COLR assigns cases to the IAC 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 IAC judges
has grown by about 10 percent, this still falls short of the
rise in case filings. Thus, caseloads per judge continue
to rise at both appellate levels. It is not known, however,
whether these recent cases tend to be more difficult or

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

Summary

The data contained iri this Report suggest that state
courts of last resort and intermediate appeliate courts
operate under conditions of high caseload volume. Al-
though only particular state COLRs and IACs continue to

Part II: Appellate Court Caseloads in 1990 « 63



TEXT TABLE 11.8: Trends in Total Discretionary Cases Filed, 1984-90
Intermediate Appellate Courts
Discre- Discre- Discre- Discre- Discre- Discre- Discre- Total
tionary tionary tionary tionary tionary tionary tionary Population

Filings Filings Filings Filings Filings Filings Filings Growth

Index Index Index Index Index Index Index 1984 to
State - 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1990
Alaska 100 102 132 86 o8 98 97 110
Arizona 100 80 98 102 120 104 166 120
California 102 102 107 115 120 119 124 116
Florida 100 100 116 116 116 115 125 117
Georgia 100 103 104 118 118 130 127 110
Kentucky 100 122 119 114 116 113 75 98
Louisiana 100 138 164 192 210 227 216 94
Maryland 100 62 78 95 7 75 66 109
New Mexico 100 119 91 100 112 77 81 106
Morth Carolina 100 103 116 103 95 82 96 107
Washington 100 122 141 132 141 121 133 119

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

experience the rapid growth found in earlier decades,
increases in caseload 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 most first-level appeliate courts—
whether intermediate appellate courts or courts
of last resort without an intermediate appeliate

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 IACs forwhich data

are available.

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

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 appelliate courts
had three-year clearance rates of less than 100

for mandatory appeals.

= More than half 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 caseload pressures continue to con-
front state appellate courts and that many are having
difficulty keeping up.
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TABLE 1: Reported Natlional Caseload for State Appellate Counrts, 1990

Reported Caseload Flled Disposed

Courts of last resort:

|, Mandatory jurisdiction cases:
A.  Number of reported complete cases 18,706 16,327
Nurnber of courts reporting complete data 41 32
B. Number of reported complete cases that include some discretionary petitions 3,749 3,922
Number of courts reporting complete data with some discretionary petitions 5 7
C. Number of reported cases that are incomplete 1,965 1,567
Number of courts reporting incomplete data 4 4

ll.  Discretionary jurisdiction petitions:

A.  Number of reporied complete petitions 40,909 32,011
Number of courts reporting complete petitions 39 35
B. Number of reported complete petitions that include some mandatory cases 0 3,592
Nurnber of courts reporting complete petitions that include some mandatory casas 0 3
C. Number of reported pelitions that are incomplete 3,906 4,123
Number of courts reporting incomplete petitions 5 6

Intermediate appeliate courts:

I, Mandatory jurisdiction cases:
A.  Number of reporled complete cases 97,038 85,164
Number of courts reporting complele data 35 29
B. - Number of reported complete cases that include some discretionary petitions 51,793 58,180
Number of courts reporting complete data with some discretionary petitions 7 12
C. Number of reported cases that are incomplete 0 o]
Number of courts reporting incomplete data 0 0

Il.  Discretionary jurisdiction petitions:

A, Number of reported complete petiticns 18,941 19,257
Number of cour’s reporting complete petitions 19 16
B. Number of reporlad comiplete petitions that include some mandatory cases 0 0
Number of courts reporting complete petitions that include some mandatory cases 0 0
C. Number of reported petitions that are incomplete 0 38
Number of courts reporting incomplete petitions 0 1

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 1: Reported Natlonal Caseload for State Appellate Courts, 1990. (conlinued)

Summary section for all appellate courts:

A
B,
C.

Total

Number of reported complete cases/petitions
Number of reported complete cases/petitions that Include other case types
Number of reported cases/petitions that are incomplete

60,615
3,749
5,871

70,235

-lac
115,979
51,793
0

167,772

Jolal
176,594
55,542
5,871

238,007
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All Siate Appellate Courts, 1990

TOTAL CASES FILED
Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory
cases and cases and
discretionary discretionary
Total petitions petitions filed
Total Total discretionary filed granted
mandatory  discretionary petitions Filed Filed
cases petitions filed per per
State/Court name: filad filed granted Number  judge Number  judge
States with one court of last resort and one Intermediate appellate court
ALASKA
Supreme Court 347 231 32 578 116 379 76
Court of Appeals 429 61 NA 480 163
State Total 776 292 1,068 134
ARIZONA
Supreme Court 92 1,044 B NA 1,136 227
Court of Appeals 4,491 83 NA 4,574 218
State Total 4,583 1,127 * 5,710 220
ARKANSAS
Supreme Court 482 C {C) NA 482 69
Court of Appeals 1,096 NJ NJ 1,006 183 1,096 183
State Total 1,678 * 1,678 121
CALIFORNIA
Supreme Court 522 4,622 150 A 5,144 735 672 86
Courts of Appeal 13,012 7,236 7563 20,248 230 13,765 155
State Total 13,534 11,858 203 * 25,392 267 14,437 162
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 1,820 274
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 2384 B 794 (B) 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 Paint at
Total Total discretionary  cases and discretionary which
mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary pstitions cases
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are
disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed type counted
349 235 NA 584 COLR 1
387 64 NA 451 IAC 1
735 299 1,035
162 1,006 0 1,168 162 COLR 6
3,659 56 NA 3,715 IAC 6
3,821 1,062 4,883
448 C (€) NA 448 COLR 2
1,016 NJ NJ 1,116 1,016 IAC 2
1,464 * 1,464
20 A 4,442 3,252 4,462 3,272 COLR 6
14,584 7,438 NA 22,022 IAC 2
14,604 * 11,880 26,484
(B) 1,261 B NA 1,261 COLR 1
2,105 NJ NJ 2,105 2,105 IAC 1
1,261 * 3,366
285 158 NA 440 COLR 1
1,107 46 NA 1,153 IAC 1
1,392 201 1,593
595 1,251 NA 1,846 COLR 1
14,503 2,297 NA 16,800 IAC 1
15,098 3,548 18,646
(8) 1,550 B NA 1,659 COLR 2
1,635 794 (B) 2,329 1,535 IAC 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)

State/Court name:

HAWAII
Supreme Court
Intermediate Court of Appeals
State Total

IDAHO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

ILLINOIS **
Supreme Court
Appellate Court
State Total

INDIANA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

IOWA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

KANSAS
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

KENTUCKY
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

LOUISIANA
Supreme Court
Courts of Appeal
State Total

TOTAL CASES FILED
Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory
cases and cases and
discretionary discretionary
Total petitions petitions filed
Total Total discretionary filed granted
mandatory  discretionary petitions Filed Filed
cases petitions filed per per

filed filed granted Number  judge Number - judge

486 43 i0 529 106 496 29

138 NJ NJ 138 46 138 46

624 43 10 667 83 634 79
349 77 NA 426 85

218 NJ NJ 215 72 215 72
564 77 641 80

199 1,582 87 1,781 254 286 41
8,191 (B) NA 8,191 164
8,390 9,972 175
199 690 NA 889 178

1,966 112 45 2,078 160 2,011 155
2,165 802 2,967 165

1,21 NA NA
743 NJ NJ 743 124 743 124
1,954

165 461 34 626 89 199 28
1,201 (B) NA 1,201 120
1,366 1,827 107
261 753 A NA 1,034 148
2,569 59 NA 2,628 188
2,850 812 * 3,662 174

82 2,684 881 2,766 395 963 138

3,835 3,980 1,268 7,815 163 5,103 106

3,917 6,664 2,149 10,581 192 6,066 110
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED

Sum of
Sum of mandatory
Total mandatory cases and Paint at
Total Total discretionary  cases and discretionary which
mandatory discretionary oetitions discretionary petitions cases
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are
disposad disposed disposed disposed disposed type counted

571 43 NA 614 COLR 2

120 NJd NJ 120 120 IAC 2

691 43 734

369 86 NA 455 COLR 1

204 Nd NJ 204 204 IAC 4

5§73 86 859

185 1,498 96 1,683 281 COLR 1
7,951 B (B NA 7,951 IAC 1
8,136 * 9,634

259 629 60 8ag 319 COLR 6
1,657 116 49 1,773 1,706 IAC 6
1916 745 108 2,661 2,025

947 B 311 A 78 1,258 1,025 COLR 1

662 NJ NJ 662 662 IAC 4
1,609 * 311 * 78 1,920 1,687

267 NA NA COLR 5
1,152 B (B) NA 1,152 IAC 5
1,418 *

278 718 A NA 996 COLR 6
2,463 76 NA 2,539 IAC 3
2,741 794 * 3,535

108 2,870 921 2,978 1,029 COLR 2
3,517 3,845 1,246 7,462 4,763 IAC 2
3,625 6,815 2,167 10,440 5,792

{continued on next page}
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TABLE 2. Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued)

State/Court name:

MARYLAND
Court of Appeals
Court of Special Appeals
State Total

MASSACHUSETTS
Supreme Judicial Court
Appeals Court
State Total

MICHIGAN
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

MINNESOTA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

MISSOURI
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

NEW JERSEY
Supreme Court

Appellate Div. of Super. Ct.

State Total

NEW MEXICO™**
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

NORTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

TOTAL CASES FILED
Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory
cases and cases and
discretionary discretionary
Total petitions petitions filed
Total Total discretionary filed granted
mandatory  discretionary petitions Filed Filed
cases petitions filed per per
filed ' filed granted Number  judge Number  judge
261 626 113 887 127 374 53
2,006 204 19 2,210 170 2,025 156
2,267 830 132 3,097 155 2,399 120
86 444 161 530 76 247 35
1,568 916 NA 2,484 177
1,654 1,360 3,014 144
2 2,507 81 2,509 358 83 12
12,340 B (B) NA 12,340 514
12,342 * 14,849 479
282 662 105 944 135 387 565
2,157 312 92 2,469 165 2,249 150
2,439 974 197 3,413 156 2,636 120
247 809 63 1,056 151 310 44
3,565 NJ NJ 3,565 111 3,565 i1
3,812 809 63 4,621 118 3,875 99
387 1,217 A 162 A 1,604 229 549 78
7,007 NA NA
7,394
297 414 31 711 142 328 66
797 46 11 843 120 808 115
1,094 460 42 1,654 130 1,136 95
116 626 59 742 106 175 25
1,408 451 §3 1,859 155 1,461 122
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  casss and discretionary which
mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary petitions cases
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are
disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed type counted
244 608 NA 852 COLR 2
1,808 204 NA 2,012 1AC 2
2,052 812 2,864
(B) NA 259 B 259 COLR 2
1,171 916 NA 2,087 IAC 2
(B} 2,755 NA 2,755 COLR 1
10,603 B (B) NA 10,503 IAC 1
13,258
260 679 105 939 365 COLR 1
2,042 306 80 2,348 2,132 IAC 1
2,302 985 195 3,287 2,497
267 823 78 1,090 345 COLR 1
3,668 NJ NJ 3,568 3,568 IAC 1
3,835 823 78 4,658 3,918
401 1,200 A NA 1,601 COLR 1
6,284 NA (B) 6,284 IAC 1
6,685
313 402 NJ 718 313 COLR 5
763 B (B) NA 763 IAC 5
1,076 * 1,478
102 601 54 703 156 COLR 2
1,366 431 NA 1,797 IAC 2
1,468 1,032 2,500

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued)

State/Court name:

NORTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

OHIO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

OREGON
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

SOUTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

UTAH
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

VIRGINIA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

WASHINGTON
Siyraveme Court
Couit of Appeals
State Total

WISCONSIN
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

76 « State Count Caseload Statistics:

TOTAL CASES FILED
Sum of mandatory Sum of mandaiory
cases and cases and
discrationary discretionary
Total petitions petitions filed
Total Total discretionary granted
mandatory  discreticnary petitions Filed Filed
cases petitions filed per per
filed filed granted Number  judge Number  judge
429 NJ NJ 429 86 429 86
13 NJ NJ 13 4 13 4
442 0 0 442 85 442 55
685 1,872 163 2,557 365 848 121
10,721 NJ NJ 10,721 182 10,721 182
11,406 1,872 163 13,278 201 11,569 175
194 791 82 085 141 276 39
4,584 NJ NJ 4,584 458 4,564 458
4,778 79 82 5,669 328 4,860 286
602 61 61 663 133 663 133
370 NJ NJ 370 62 370 62
972 61 61 1,033 94 1,033 94
566 48 NA 614 123
629 NA NA
1,195
13 1,775 267 1,788 255 280 40
464 1,570 354 2,034 203 818 82
477 3,345 621 3,822 225 1,098 65
148 891 NA 1,039 116
3,653 351 NA 4,004 236
3,801 1,242 5,043 194
NJ 842 116 842 120 116 17
2,853 NA NA
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 type counted
439 NJ NJ 439 439 COLR 1
7 NJ NJ 7 7 IAC
446 0 0 446 446
5§31 1,413 137 1,944 668 COLR 1
10,928 NJ NJ 10,928 10,928 IAC 1
11,459 1,413 137 12,872 11,596
271 B 707 (B) 978 271 COLR 1
3,725 NJ NJ 3,725 3,725 IAC i
3,006 * 707 4,703 3,996
537 NA NA COLR 2
367 NJ NJ 367 367 IAC 4
904
556 B (B) NA 556 COLR 1
691 B (B8) NA 691 IAC 1
1,247 * 1,247
13 1,357 NA 1,370 COLR 1
(B) 2,140 B NA 2,140 IAC 1
3,497 * 3,510
139 B 883 A 17 1,022 156 COLR 6
3,086 354 NA 3,440 IAC 6
3,225 * 1,237 * 4,462
NJ 728 77 728 77 COLR 6
2,612 NA NA IAC 6
2,612

(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 granted
mandatory  discretionary petitions Filed Filed
cases petitions filed per per
State/Court name: filed filed granted Number  judge Number  judge
States with no intermediate appellate court

DELAWARE

Supreme Court 483 B 1A NA 484 97
DISTRICT CF 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 465 177 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 DISPOSED

Sum of
Sum of mandatory

Total mandatory cases and Point at

Total Total discreticnary  cases and discretionary which
mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary petitions cases

cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are
disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed type counted
5§53 B 5A NA 558 COLR 1
1,753 45 NA 1,798 COLR 1
475 C (C) NA 475 COLR 1
944 59 0 1,003 944 COLR 2
624 A NJ NA 824 COLR 1
1,022 B (B) NA 1,022 COLR 1
1,057 NJ NJ 1,057 1,057 COLR 2
NJ 567 NA 567 COLR 1

476 197 NA 673 COLR 1
434 B (8) NA 434 COLR 2
685 36 NA 721 COLR 1

NJ 1,586 647 1,586 647 COLR 1

287 NJ NJ 287 287 COLR 1

{continued on next page)
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1990, (continued)

State/Court name:

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

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

OKLAHOMA
Supreme Court
Court of Criminal Appeals
Court of Appeals
State Total

PENNSYLVANIA
Supreme Court
Superior Gourt
Commonwealth Court
State Total

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

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

TOTAL CASES FILED
Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory
cases and cases and
discretionary discretionary
Total petitions petitions filed
Total Total discretionary granted
mandatory  discretionary petitions Filed Filed
cases petitions filed per per
filed filed granted Number  judge Number  judge
States with multiple appellate courts at any level
998 867 NA 1,865 207
651 NJ NJ 651 217 651 217
2,042 NJ NJ 2,042 408 2,042 408
3,991 867 4,558 268
302 4,499 NA 4,801 686
10,577 B (B) NA 10,577 225
2,245 B (B) NA 2,245 150
13,124 * 17,623 255
1,033 446 NA 1,479 164
1,445 B (B) 99 1,445 289 1,544 309
1,323 NJ NJ 1,323 110 1,323 110
3,801 * 4,247 163
225 3,645 C 246 3,870 553 471 67
6,281 NJ NJ 8,291 419 6,291 419
3,491 36 NA 3,527 392
10,007 3,681 * 13,688 442
107 731 48 838 168 156 31
980 55 14 1,035 115 994 110
1,002 109 27 1,111 93 1,029 86
2,089 895 89 2,984 115 2,178 84
3 1,207 84 1,210 134 87 10
2,281 1,380 202 3,661 407 2,483 276
8,062 NJ NJ 8,062 101 8,062 101
10,346 2,687 286 12,933 132 10,632 108
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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 type counted
569 1,248 NA 1,817 COLR 1
641 NJ NJ 641 641 IAC 1
1,904 NJ NJ 1,904 1,904 IAC 1
3,114 1,248 4,362
287 3,808 192 4,095 479 COLR 1
12,540 B (B) NA 12,540 IAC 2
2,179 B (8) NA 2,179 1AC 2
15,006 * 18,814
NA NA NA COLR 1
774 412 99 1,186 873 COLR 2
1,038 NJ NJ 1,038 1,038 IAC 4
NA NA NA COLR 6
6,079 NJ NJ 6,079 6,079 IAC 1
3519 B NJ NA 3,518 IAC 1
(8) 772 B NA 772 COLR 1
843 B 36 A NA 879 IAC 1
924 B 74 NA 998 IAC 1
882 * 2,649
3 1,166 116 1,169 119 COLR 1
2,487 1,352 255 3,839 2,742 CCOLR 5
8,134 NJ NJ 8,134 8,134 1AC 1
10,624 2,518 371 13,142 10,995
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Table 2: Reported Total Caseload for State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued)

COURT TYPE:

COLR = Court of last resort
IAC = Intermediate appeliate court

POINTS AT WHICH CASES ARE COUNTED:

1 = Atthe notice of appeal

2 = Atthefiling of trial record

3 = Attheftiling of trial record and complete briefs

4 = Attransfer

5§ = Other

6 = Varies

B:

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,

— = |[napplicable

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

QUALIFYING FOOTNCTES:

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 effuct on the state's total,

**Total mandatory cases filed and disposed in the lllinols 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—Mandatary disposed data do
not include disclplinary 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—Suprems Court—Data do not include some
discretionary interlocutory decislon cases, which are
reported with mandatory jurisdiction cases.

Georgia—Supreme Court—Discrelionary petitions granted
do not include Interlocutory declisions,

lowa—Suprems Court—Discretionary petitions granted
and disposed do notinclude some discretionary
original proceedings,

Kentucky—Supreme Court—Data do not include some
unclassified discretionary petitions.
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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 discrs-
tionary Interlocutory decislons.

Tennessee—Court of Criminal Appeals—Disposed data do
not include some cases that are reported with mandatory
Jurlsdictlon cases,

Virginia—Court of Appeals—Filed data do not include
original proceeding petitions granted.

Washington—Supreme Court—Data do not include some
discretlonary petitions.

The following courts’ data are overinclusive:

Arizona—Supreme Court--Data include mandatory judge
disclplinary cases.

Colorado—Supreme Court—Disposed data include manda-
tory jurisdiction cases.

Delaware—Supreme Court—Data include some discretion-
ary petitions and filed data include discretionary
petitions that were granted.

Georgia—Supreme Court—Total mandatory filed data
include a few discretionary petitions that were granted
and refiled as appeals, Discretionary petitions disposed
data represent sorme double counting because they
include all mandatory appeals and discretionary
petitions granted that are refiled as a mandatory case.
—Court of Appeals—Total mandatory data include all
discretionary petitions that were granted and refiled as
appeals,

lllinois—Appellate Court—Data include all discretionary
petitions,

lowa—Supreme Court—Data include some discretionary
petitions that were dismissed by the Court, which are
reported with mandatory Jurisdictlon cases.

Kansas—Court of Appeals—Data include all discretionary
petitions,

Massachusetts—Supreme Court—Total discretionary
petitions granted disposed data inciude 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 petitions,

Montana—Supreme Court—Mandatory cases disposed
include all discretionary petitions,

Nebraska—Supreme Court—Data include all discretionary
petitions.

New Mexico—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.



Table 2! Reported Total Caseload for State Appellate Courts, 1990, (continued)

Oklahoma—Court of Crimina! Appeals—Mandatory filed
data include all discretionary petitions.

Oregen—Supreme Court—Disposed data include all
discretionary petitions that were granted.

South Dakota—Filed data include discretionary advisory
opinions. Mandatory jurisdiction disposed data include
all discretionary petitions,

Tennessee—Supreme Court—Discretionary petitlons
disposed data include all mandatory jurisdiction cases.
—Court of Appeals—Mandatory disposed data include
some discretionary petitlons,
~—Court of Criminal Appeals—Mandatory jurisdiction
disposed data include some discretlonary petitions.

Utah—Supreme Court—Disposed data include all discre-
tlonary petitions,

—Court of Appeals—Disposed data include all discretion-
ary petitions,

Virginia—Court of Appeals—Discretlonary petitions
disposed data include all mandatory jurlsdiction cases.

Washington—Supreme Court—Data include some discre-
tlonary petitions,

The following courts’ data are both incomplete and

overinclusive:

Arkansas—Supreme Count—Data include a few dlscretion-
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 disclplinary cases,

Maine—Supreme Judicial Court Sitting as Law Court-- Total
mandatory Jurlsdiction data include discretlonary
petitions, but do not include mandatory disclplinary and
advisory oplinion 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 Filed
asa Number Filed per
Court percent of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed of filed judges judge population
States with one court of last resort and one intermadlate appeilate court
ALASKA
Supremie Court COLR 347 349 101 5 69 63
Court of Appeals IAC 429 387 90 3 143 78
State Total 776 736 85 8 97 141
ARIZONA
Supreme Court COLR 93 163 175 5 19 3
Court of Appeals IAC 4,491 3,659 81 21 214 123
State Total 4,684 3,822 83 26 176 126
ARKANSAS
Supreme Court COLR 482 C 448 C 93 7 69 21
Court of Appeals IAC 1,096 1,016 93 6 183 47
State Total 1,578 * 1,464 °* 93 13 121 67
CALIFORNIA
Supreme Court COLR 522 20 A 7 75 2
Courts of Appeal IAC 13,012 14,584 112 88 148 44
State Total 13,534 14,604 * 95 142 45
COLORADO
Supreme Court COLR 228 NA 7 33 7
Court of Appeals IAC 2,269 2,105 93 16 142 69
State Total 2,497 23 108 76
CONNECTICUT
Supreme Court COLR 281 285 101 7 40 9
Appellate Court IAC 1,107 1,107 100 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 IAC 14,386 14,503 101 57 252 111
State Total 15,003 15,008 101 64 234 116
GEORGIA
Supreme Court COLR 690 502 73 7 99 11
Court of Appeals IAC 2,384 1,635 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 IAC 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 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: typo Filed Disposed of filed judges judge population
IDAHO
Supreme Court COLR 349 369 106 5 70 35
Court of Appeals IAC 215 204 95 3 72 21
State Total 564 573 102 8 71 56
ILLINOIS
Supreme Court COLR 199 185 93 7 28 2
Appellate Coust IAC 8,191 B 7.951 B 97 50 164 72
State Total 8,390 * 8,136 * 97 57 147 73
INDIANA
Supreme Court COLR 199 259 130 5 40 4
Court of Appeals IAC 1,966 1,657 84 18 151 35
State Total 2,165 1,916 83 18 120 39
IOWA
Supreme Court COLR 1,211 947 B 9 135 44
Court of Appeals IAC 743 662 89 6 124 27
State Total 1,954 1,609 * 15 130 70
KANSAS
Supreme Court COLR 165 267 i62 7 24 7
Court of Appeals |AC 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
Court of Appeals IAC 2,569 2,463 96 14 184 70
State Total 2,850 2,741 96 21 136 77
LOUISIANA
Supreme Court COLR 82 95 116 7 12 2
Courts of Appeal |AC 3,835 3,517 92 48 80 <]
State Total 3917 3,612 92 55 71 93
MARYLAND
Court of Appeals COLR 26t 244 93 7 37 5
Court of Special Appeals IAC 2,008 1,808 90 13 154 42
State Total 2,267 2,052 91 20 113 47
MASSACHUSETTS
Supreme Judicial Court COLR 86 NA 7 12 1
Appeals Court IAC 1,568 1,171 75 14 112 26
State Total 1,654 21 79 27
MICHIGAN
Supreme Court COLR 2 NA 7 o 0
Court of Appeals IAC 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
asa Number Filed per
Court percent of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed of filed iudges judge population
MINNESOTA
Supreme Court COLR 282 260 92 7 40 6
Court of Appeals IAC 2,157 2,042 95 15 144 49
State Total 2,439 2,302 94 22 111 56
MISSOURI
Supreme Coutt COLR 247 267 108 7 35 5
Court of Appeals IAC 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 58 5
Appellate Div. of Super. Ct. IAC 7,007 6,284 80 28 250 91
Siate Total 7,394 6,685 90 35 211 96
NEW MEXICO
Supreme Court COLR 297 313 105 5 59 20
Court of Appeals IAC 797 763 B 7 114 53
State Total 1,084 1,076 * i2 91 72
NORTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court COLR 116 102 88 7 17 2
Court of Appeals IAC 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 IAC 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 1AC 10,721 10,928 102 59 182 99
State Total 11,406 11,469 100 66 173 105
OREGON
Supreme Court COLR 194 271 B 7 28 7
Court of Appeals IAC 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 IAC 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 IAC 629 691 B 7 90 37
State Total 1,195 1,247 * 12 100 69
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases
in State Appellate Courts, 1990, (continued)

State/Court name:

VIRGINIA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

WASHINGTON
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

WISCONSIN
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

DELAWARE
Supreme Court

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Court of Appeals

MAINE
Supreme Judicial Court

MISSISSIPPI
Supreme Court

MONTANA
Supreme Court

NEBRASKA
Supreme Court

NEVADA
Supreme Court

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Supreme Court

RHODE ISLAND
Supreme Court

SOUTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court

VERMONT
Supreme Court

Disposed Filed
asa Number Filed per
Court percent of per 100,000
type Filed Disposed of filed jucges judge population
COLR 13 13 100 7 2 0
IAC 464 NA 10 46 7
477 17 28 8
COLR 148 B 139 B 94 9 16 3
IAC 3,653 3,086 84 17 215 75
3,801 * 3,225 * 85 26 146 78
COLR NJ NJ 7
IAC 2,853 B 2612 B 92 13 219 €8
2,853 * 2,612 * 92 20 143 58
States with no intermediate appellate court
COLR 483 B 553 B 114 5 97 73
COLR 1,650 1,753 106 9 183 272
CCLR 622 C 475 C 76 7 89 51
COLR 961 944 98 9 107 37
COLR 633 A 624 A 99 7 90 79
COLR 1,270 B 1,022 B 80 7 181 80
COLR 1,088 1,057 97 5 218 91
COLR NJ Nd 5
COLR 465 476 102 5 93 46
COLR 403 B 434 B 108 5 81 58
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 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 population
WEST VIRGINIA
Supreme Court of Appeals COLR NJ NJ 5
WYOMING
Supreme Court COLR 314 287 91 5 63 69
States with multiple appellata courts at any level
ALABAMA
Supreme Court COLR 998 569 57 9 111 25
Court of Civil Appeals iAC 651 641 98 3 217 16
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC 2,042 1,904 93 5 408 51
State Total 3,691 3,114 84 17 217 91
NEW YORK
Court of Appeals COLR 302 287 95 7 43 2
Appeliate Div. of Sup. Ct. IAC 10,577 B 12,540 B 119 47 225 §9
Appellate Terms of Sup. Ct. IAC 2,245 B 2,179 B 97 15 150 12
State Total 13,124 * 15,006 * 114 69 190 73
OKLAHOMA
Supreme Court COLR 1,033 NA 9 115 a3
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 1,445 B 774 5 289 46
Court of Appeals IAC 1,323 1,038 78 12 110 42
State Total 3,801 * 26 146 121
PENNSYLVANIA
Supreme Court COLR 225 NA 7 32 2
Superior Court IAC 6,291 6,079 97 15 419 53
Commonwealth Court IAC 3,491 3,519 B 9 388 29
State Total 10,007 31 323 84
TENNESSEE
Supreme Court COLR 107 NA 5 21 2
Court of Appeals IAC 1,002 924 B 12 84 21
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC 980 843 B 9 109 20
State Total 2,089 26 80 43
TEXAS
Supreme Court COLR 3 3 100 9 (o] 0
Court of Criminal Appeal COLR 2,281 2,487 109 9 253 13
Courts of Appeals IAG 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
IAC

NOTE
NA =

NJ

(B):

= Court of Last Resort
= Intermediate Appellate Court

Data are unavailable. Blank spaces indicate
that a calculation is inappropriate.

This case type is not handied in this court.
Inapplicable

Mandatory jurisdiction cases cannot be separately identified
and are reported with discretionary petitions. (See Table 4.)

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

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

*See the qualifying footnote for each court in the state. Each

footno

A:

te has an effect on the state total.

The following courts’ data are incomplete;

Arizona—Supreme Court—-Data do not include judge
disclplinary cases.

California—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.

The following courts’ data are overinclusive:

Delaware—Supreme Court—Data include some discreation-
ary petitlons and discretionary petitions that were
granted.

Georgia—Supreme Court-—Mandatory jurisdiction filed
data include discretionery petitions that were granted
and refiled as appeals.

—Court of Appeals—Mandatory Jurisdiction data include
discretlonary 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.

lllinois—Appellate Court—Data include discretionary
petitions.

lowa—Supreme Court—Filed data include discretionary
original proceedings. Disposed data include some
discretionary cases 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 discretionary
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 grantad.

—Commonwealth Court—Disposed data incliide discre-
tionary petitions.

South Carolina—Supreme Court—Disposed data include all
discretionary petitions that were disposed.

South Dakota—Supreme Court—Disposed data include all
discretionary jurisdiction 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 dlscretion-
ary petitions.

Washington—Supreme Court—Data include some discre-
tionary petitions,

The following courts' data are both incomplete and

overinclusive:

Arkansas—Supreme Court—Data include a few discration-
ary petitions, but do not include mandatory attorney
disclplinary 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 notinclude
mandatory disciplinary and advisory oplinion cases,
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload 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: type Filed Disposed of filed judges judge population

States with one court of {ast resort and one Intermediate appellate court

ALASKA
Supreme Court COLR 231 235 102 5 46 42
Court of Appeals IAC 61 64 105 3 20 11
State Total 292 299 102 8 37 53
ARIZONA
Supreme Court , COLR 1,044 B 1,006 B 96 5 209 28
Cournt of Appeals IAC 83 56 67 21 4 2
State Total 1,127 * 1,062 * 94 26 43 31
ARKANSAS
Suprems Court COLR NA NA 7
Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ 6
State Total 13
CALIFORNIA
Supreme Court COLR 4,622 4,442 96 7 660 16
Courts of Appeal IAC 7,236 7,438 103 as 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 IAC NJ NJ 16
State Total 1,072 1,261 * 23 47 33
CONNECTICUT
Supreme Court COLR 196 155 79 7 28 6
Appeliate Court IAC 109 46 42 9 12 3
State Total 305 201 66 16 19 9
FLORIDA
Supreme Court COLR 1,303 1,251 86 7 186 10
District Courts of Appeal IAC 2,457 2,297 93 57 43 19
State Total 3,760 3,548 94 64 58 29
GEORGIA
Supreme Court COLR 1,079 1,65¢ B 7 184 17
Court of Appeals IAC 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 IAC NJ NJ 3
State Total 43 43 100 8 5 4

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 4. Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions
in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued)

State/Court name:

IDAHO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

ILLINOIS

Supreme Couirt
Appellate Court
State Total

INDIANA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

IOWA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

KANSAS
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

KENTUCKY
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

LOUISIANA
Supreme Court
Courts of Appeal
State Total

MARYLAND
Court of Appeals
Cuourt of Special Appeals
State Total

MASSACHUSETTS
Supreme Judicial Court
Appeals Court
State Total

MICHIGAN
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

Disposed Filed
asa Number Filed per
Court percent of per 100,000

type Filed Disposed of filed judges judge population

COLR 77 86 112 5 15 8
IAC NJ NJ 3

77 86 112 8 10 8

COLR 1,682 1,498 95 7 226 14
IAC NA NA 50
57

COLR 690 629 91 5 138 i2

IAC 112 116 104 13 9 2

802 745 93 18 45 14
COLR NA 311 A 9
IAC NJ NJ 6
311 * 15

COLR 461 NA 7 66 19
IAC NA NA 10
17

COLR 753 718 A 95 7 108 20

IAC 59 76 129 14 4 2

812 794 * 98 21 39 22

COLR 2,684 2,870 107 7 383 64

IAC 3,980 3,945 99 48 83 94

6,664 6,815 102 55 121 158

COLR 626 608 97 7 89 13

IAC 204 204 100 13 16 4

830 812 98 20 42 17

COLR 444 NA 7 63 7

IAC 916 916 100 14 65 15

1,360 21 65 23

COLR 2,507 2,755 110 7 358 27
IAC NA NA 24
31

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 4: Sslected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions
in State Appeliate Courts, 1990, (continued)

State/Court name:

MINNESOTA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

MISSOURI
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

NEW JERSEY
Supreme Court

Appellate Div, of Super. Ct.

State Total

NEW MEXICO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

NORTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

NORTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

OHIO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

OREGON
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

SOUTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

UTAH
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total
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Court
type Filed Disposed
COLR 662 679
IAC 312 306
Q74 985
COLR 809 823
IAC NJ NJ
808 823
COLR 1,217 A 1,200 A
IAC NA NA
COLR 414 402
IAC 46 NA
460
COLR 626 601
IAC 451 431
1,077 1,032
COLR NJ NJ
IAC NJ NJ
0 0
COLR 1,872 1,413
IAC NJ NJ
1,872 1,413
COLR 791 707
IAC NJ NJ
791 707
COLR 61 NA
IAC NJ NJ
61
COLR 48 NA
IAC NA NA

Disposed Filed
asa Number Filed per
percent of per 100,000
of filed judges judge population
103 7 95 15
98 15 21 7
10t 22 44 22
102 7 116 16
32
102 39 21 16
99 7 174 16
28
35
97 5 83 27
7 7 3
12 a8 30
96 7 89 9
86 12 38 7
96 19 57 16
5
3
8 0 0
75 7 267 17
59
75 66 23 17
89 7 113 28
10
89 17 47 28
5 12 2
6
11 6 2
5 10 3
7
12
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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 Disposad of filed Jjudges judge population
VIRGINIA

Supreme Court COLR 1,775 1,357 76 7 254 29

Count of Appeals IAC 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 1AC 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 IAC NA NA 13

State Total 20

States with no intermediate appeliate court

DELAWARE

Supreme Court COLR 1A 5A 500 5 0 0
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Court of Appeals COLR 45 45 100 9 & 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)

State/Court name.

WEST VIRGINIA
Supreme Court of Appeals

WYOMING
Supreme Court

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

NEW YORK
Court of Appeals
Appeliate Div. of Sup. Ct,

Appeliate Terms of Sup. Ct.

State Total

OKLAHOMA
Supreme Court
Court of Criminal Appeals
Court of Appeals
State Total

PENNSYLVANIA
Supreme Court
Superior Court
Commonwealth Court
State Total

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

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

Disposed Filed
asa Number Filed per
Court percent of per 100,000

type Filed Disposed of filed judges judge population

COLR 1,623 1,586 98 5 325 90
COLR NJ NJ 5

States with multiple appellate courts at any level

COLR 867 1,248 144 9 96 21
IAC NJ NJ 3
IAC NJ NJ 5

867 1,248 144 17 51 21

COLR 4,499 3,808 85 7 643 25
IAC NA NA 47
IAC NA NA 15
€9

COLR 446 NA 9 50 14
COLR NA 412 5
IAC NJ NJ 12
26

COLR 3,645 NA 7 521 31
IAC NJ NJ 18

IAC 36 NJ 9 4 0

3,681 31 119 31

COLR 731 772 B 5 146 15

IAC 109 74 68 12 9 2

IAC 55 36 A 9 6 1

895 882 * 26 34 18

COLR 1,207 1,166 97 9 134 7

COLR 1,380 1,352 98 9 153 8
IAC NJ NJ 80

2,587 2,518 97 98 26 15
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Table 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions in State Appellate Courts, 1990, (continued)

COURT TYPE:
COLR = Court of Last Resort

IAC 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),

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

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

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

A:  The following courts’ data are incomplete:

Delaware—Supreme Court—Data do not include some
discretlonary Interlocutory petitions and some
discretionary advisory opinions.

lowa—Supreme Court—Dlscretionary petitions granted
and disposed do not include some discretionary
original proceedings.

Kentucky—Supreme Court—Data do not include some
unclassified discretlonary petitions,

Minnesota—Court of Appeals—Data do not include petitions
of final jJudgments that were denled,

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 denled or otherwise
dismissed/withdrawn or settled,

South Dakota—Supremse Court—Filed data do not include
advisory opinions, which are reported with mandatory
Jurisdiction cases,

Tennessee—Court of Criminal Appeals—-Disposed data do
not include some cases that are reported with mandatory
Jurisdiction cases,

Washington—Supreme Court—Data do not include some
cases that are reported with mandatory Jurlsdiction
cases,

The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Arizona—Supreme Court—Data include mandatory judge
disclplinary cases.

Colorado—Supreme Court—Disposed data include all
mandatory Jurisdiction cases.

Georgla—Supreme Court—Disposed data include all
mandatory jurisdiction cases and discretionary
petitions granted that are refiled as a mandatory case.

Michigan—Supreme Court—Disposed data include 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.

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 Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted

In State Appellate Courts, 1990

DBiscretionary Granted Filed
petitions: asa Number granted
Court filed granted percent of per
State/Court name; type filed granted disposed of filed judges  judge

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

ALASKA
Supreme Court COLR
Court of Appeals IAC
State Total

ARIZONA
Supreme Court COLR
Court of Appeals IAC
State Total

ARKANSAS
Supreme Court COLR
Court of Appeals IAC
State Total

CALIFORNIA
Supreme Court COLR
Courts of Appeal IAC
State Total

COLORADO
Supreme Court COLR
Court of Appeals IAC
State Total

CONNECTICUT
Supreme Court COLR
Appellate Court 1AC
State Total

FLORIDA
Supreme Court COLR
Uistrict Courts of Appeal IAC
State Total

GEORGIA
Supreme Court COLR
Court of Appeals IAC
State Total

HAWAI
Supreme Court COLR
Intermediate Court of Appeals IAC
State Total

231
61
202

1,044
83
1,127

NA
NJ

4,622
7,236
11,858

1,072
NJ
1,072

196
109
305

1,303
2,457
3,760

1,079
794
1,878

43
NJ
43

32 NA
NA NA
NA 0
NA NA
NA NA
NJ NJ
150 A 3,262
753 NA
903 *
NA NA
NJ NJ
28 NA
56 NA
84
NA NA
NA NA
163 NA
NA NA
10 NA
NJ NJ
10
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14

28

15

23

23

7 23
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TABLE &: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted

in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued)

State/Court name:

IDAHO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

ILLINOIS
Supreme Court
Appellate Court
State Total

INDIANA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

IOWA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

KANSAS
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

KENTUCKY
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

LOUISIANA
Supreme Court
Courts of Appeal
State Total

MARYLAND
Court of Appeals
Court of Special Appeals
State Total

MASSACHUSETTS
Supreme Judicial Court
Appeals Court
State Total

MICHIGAN
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed
petitions: asa asa Number granted
Court filed granted percent percent of per
type filed granted disposed of filed of granted judges  judge
COLR 77 NA NA 5
IAC NJ NJ NJ 3
77
COLR 1,582 87 96 5 110 7 12
IAC NA NA NA 50
COLR 690 NA 60 5
IAC 112 45 49 40 109 i3 3
802 109
COLR NA NA 78 9
IAC NJ NJ NJ 6
78
COLR 461 34 NA 7 7 5
IAC NA NA NA 10
COLR 753 NA NA 7
IAC 59 NA NA 14
812
COLR 2,684 881 921 a3 105 7 126
IAC 3,980 1,268 1,246 32 98 48 26
6,664 2,149 2,167 32 101 55 39
COLR 626 113 NA 18 7 16
IAC 204 19 NA 9 13 1
830 132 16
COLR 444 161 259 36 7 23
iAC 916 NA NA 14
1,360
COLR 2,507 81 NA 3 7 12
IAC NA NA NA 24

(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)

State/Court name:

MINNESOTA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

MISSOURI
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

NEW JERSEY
Supreme Court

Appellate Div. of Super, Ct.

State Total

NEW MEXICO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

NORTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

NORTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

OHIO
Suprema Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

OREGON
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

SOUTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

UTAH
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

Discretionary
petitions:
Court filed granted
type filed granted disposed
COLR 662 105 105
IAC 312 92 90
974 197 195
COLR 809 63 78
IAC NJ NJ NJ
809 63 78
COLR 1,217 162 A NA
IAC NA NA NA
COLR 414 31 NJ
IAC 46 11 NA
460 42
COLR 626 59 54
1AC 451 53 NA
1,077 112
COLR NJ NJ NJ
IAC NJ NJ NJ
0 0 0
COLR 1,872 163 137
IAC NJ NJ NJ
1,872 163 137
COLR 791 82 NA
IAC NJ NJ NJ
791 82
COLR 61 61 NA
1AC NJ NJ NJ
61 61
COLR 48 NA NA
IAC NA NA NA
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Granted Disposed Filed
asa asa Number granted
percent percent of per
of filed of granted judges  judge
16 100 7 15
29 98 15 6
20 99 22 9
8 124 7 9
32
8 124
13 7 23
28
7 5 6
24 7 2
9
9 92 7 8
12 12 4
10
5
3
9 84 7 28
59
9 84
10 7 12
10
10
100 5 12
6
100
5
7
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted

in State Appellate Courts, 1990, (continued)

State/Court name:

VIRGINIA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

WASHINGTON
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

WISCONSIN
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

DELAWARE
Supreme Court

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Court of Appeals

MAINE

Supreme Judicial Court

MISSISSIPP!
Supreme Court

MONTANA
Supreme Court

NEBRASKA
Supreme Court

NEVADA
Supreme Court

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Supreme Court

RHODE ISLAND
Supreme Court

SOUTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court

VERMONT
Supreme Court

Discretionary

petitions:
Court filed granted
type filed granted disposed
COLR 1,775 267 NA
IAC 1,570 354 A NA
3,345 621 *
COLR 891 A NA 17
AC 351 NA NA
1,242 *
COLR 842 116 77
IAC NA NA NA

Staies with no intermediate appellate court

COLR

COLR

COLR

COLR

COLR

COLR

COLR

COLR

COLR

COLR

COLR

1A

45

NA

64

NJ

NA

NJ

827

49

32

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NJ

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NJ

NA

NA

NA

NA

Granted Disposed Filed
asa asa Number granted
percent percent of per

of filed of granted judges  judge

15 7 a8
10 35

14 66 7 17

5

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 6: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted

in State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued)

State/Court name:

WEST VIRGINIA
Supreme Court of Appeals

WYOMING
Supreme Court

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

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

Appeliate Terms of Sup. Ct.

State Total

OKLAHOMA
Supreme Court
Court of Criminal Appeals
Court of Appeals
State Total

PENNSYLVANIA
Supreme Court
Superior Court
Commonwealth Court
State Total

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

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

Discretionary Granted  Disposed Filed
petitions: asa asa Number granted

Court filed granted percent percent of per
type filed granted disposed of filed of granted judges  judge
COLR 1,623 556 647 34 116 5 111
COLR NJ NJ NJ 5

States with multiple appellate courts at any level
COLR 867 NA NA 9

IAC NJ NJ NJ 3

IAC NJd NJ NJ 5

867

COLR 4,489 NA 192 7

IAC NA NA NA 47

IAC NA NA NA 15
COLR 446 NA NA 9
COLR NA 99 99 100 5 20
IAC NJ NJ NJ 12
COLR 3,645 246 NA 7 35
IAC NJ NJ NJ 15

IAC 36 NA NA 9

3,681
COLR 731 48 NA 7 5 10
IAC 109 27 NA 25 12 2
IAC 55 14 NA 25 9 2
895 89 10
COLR 1,207 84 116 7 138 9 9
COLR 1,380 202 255 15 126 9 22
IAC NJ NJ NJ 80
2,587 286 371 11 130
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Table 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted in State Appeliate Courts, 1990. (continued)

COURT TYPE: Delaware—Supreme Court—Discretionary petitions filed
data do not include some discrationary interlocutory
COLR= Court of Last Resort petitions and some discretionary advisory opinlons.
IAC = Intermiediate Appellate Court Kentucky—Supreme Court—DIscretionary petltions filed
data do not include some unclassified discrationary
NOTE: petitions.
New Jersey—Supreme Court—Filed data do not include
NA = Data are unavailable. Blank spaces indicate that a discretionary Interlocutory petitlons granted.
calculation is inappropriate. Virginia—Court of Appeals—Filed data do not include
NJ = This case type is not handled in this court, original proceedings petitions granted,
— = [napplicable Washington—Supreme Court—Discretionary petitions
filed data do not include some cases reported with
QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: mandatory jurisdictlon cases.
The absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that data are B:  The following courts' data are overinclusive:
complete. Arizona—Supreme Cournt—Disposed data include manda-
tory Judge disclplinary cases.
*See the qualifying footnote for each court in the state. Each Massachusetts—Supreme Judicial Court—Disposed data
footnote has an effect on the state's total. include all mandatory jurisdiction cases disposed.
A: The following courts' data are incomplete: C:  The following court's data-are incomplete and overinclusive:
California—Supreme Court—Filed data do not include Pennsylvania-~Supreme Court—Filed data includa motions
origlnal proceedings initially heard in the Supreme Court that could not be separated, but do not include orlginai
that were granted. proceeding petitions that were granted.
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1990

v fon Composition of
count is by: opinion count; Total Number of Number of
per dispositions authorized lawyer
written signed curiam memos/ by signed justices/ support
State/Court name: case document opinions opinions orders opinion judges personnel

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

ALASKA

Supreme Count X o) X o o 180 5 11

Court of Appeals X o) X (o) o 119 3 8
ARIZONA

Supreme Court X o X X (o] 116 5 16

Court of Appeals X (@) X X some 288 21 48
ARKANSAS

Supreme Court X o X X X 373 7 15

Court of Appeals X o X X o 623 6 16
CALIFORNIA

Supreme Court X 0 X X some 100 7 50

Courts of Appeal X o X X some 10,416 88 206
COLORADO

Supreme Court X o X X o 237 7 14

Court of Appeals X o X o some 384 16 26
CONNECTICUT

Supreme Court X o X X some 246 7 14

Appellate Court X o X X some 413 9 14
FLORIDA

Supreme Court X o X X o 199 7 15

District Courts of Appeal X (o] X X o) 4,492 57 102
GEORGIA

Supreme Court X o X X o 310 7 17

Court of Appeals X o X o} o 1,922 9 28
HAWAIL

Supreme Court X o] X X some 318 5 14

intermediate Court of Appeals X 0o X X X 118 3 6
IDAHO

Supreme Court o X X X X NA 5 1k

Court of Appeals 0 X X X (o} NA 3 6
ILLINOIS

Supreme Court X (o] X X (o] NA 7 24

Appellate Court X (o] X X some 2,082 50 as
INDIANA

Supreme Court X (o] X X o 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)

State/Courl name:

IOWA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

KANSAS
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

KENTUCKY
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

LOUISIANA
Supreme Court
Courts of Appeal

MARYLAND
Court of Appeals
Coun of Special Appeals

MASSACHUSETTS
Supreme Judicial Court

Appeals Court

MICHIGAN
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

MINNESOTA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

MISSOUR!
Supreme Court
Count of Appeals

NEW JERSEY
Supreme Court

Appeliate Div. of Super, Ct.

NEW MEXICO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

NORTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

Opinion Composition of
count is by: opinion count: Total Number of Number of

per dispositions authorized lawysr

written signed curiam memos/ by signed justices/ support

case document opinions opinions ordars opinion judges personnel

o X X (o] o 249 9 16
X (o] X (o] (o] 5§51 6 6
X (o] X X some 200 7 7
X (o] X X some 8886 10 18
X o] X X some NA 7 11
X o] X X some NA 14 22
(o] X X X some 135 7 27
(o] X X X X 3,195 48 103
X 0 X o] 0 142 7 14
X O X O (o] 205 13 29
(o] X X o (o] 236 7 20
(o] X X X X 163 14 31
X o X X (o] 71 7 15
X (o] X X some 4,729 24 84
X (o] X (o] (o} 167 7 10
X (o} X (o] o 437 15 36
X o X X some 130 7 15
X o X X some 1,884 32 135
0 X X (o] (o] 87 7 26
X o X X X 3,397 28 60
X o X 0 some 166 5 10
o X X o] o] 164 7 20
X o X o some 93 7 19
X O X (o} X 1,221 12 28

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1990. (continued)

State/Cotit name:

NORTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

OHIO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

OREGON
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

SOUTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

UTAH
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

VIRGINIA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

WASHINGTON
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

WISCONSIN
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

DELAWARE
Supreme Court

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Count of Appeals

MAINE
Supreme Judicial Court

MISSISSIPPI
Supreme Court

MONTANA
Supreme Court

Opinion Composition of

count is by: opinion count: Total Number of Number of
per disposilions authorized lawyer
written signed curiam memos/ by signed justices/ support

case document opinions opinions orders opinion judges porsonnel
X (o] X X (o} 281 5 10
X o (o] (0] o NA 3 0
X o X o X NA 7 20
X 0 X (o) X 7,127 59 varies
X o X X o 91 7 10
X o X (0] (o} 499 10 18
X o X X 0 178 5 19
X (o] X X (o) 339 6 1"
X 0 X X o 111 5 12
X (o] X X (o) 244 7 9
X o X X (o] 164 7 23
X (o] X X (o] 564 10 12
X (0] X X some 119 9 23
X (o} X X some 1,358 17 32
X (o] X X 0 101 7 10
X (o] X (o) o 1,265 13 25

States with no intermediate sppellate court

X (o} X (0] (@) 77 5 5
X C X X o] 369 g 27
(o) X X o] (0] 259 7 9
X o} X o X a7s 9 38
X o X o o] as7 7 14

{continued on next page)
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1990, (continuad)

State/Cournt name;

NEBRASKA
Supreme Court

NEVADA
Supreme Court

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Supreme Court

RHODE ISLAND
Supreme Court

SOUTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court

VERMONT
Supreme Court

WEST VIRGINIA
Supreme Court of Appeals

WYOMING
Supreme Court

ALABAMA
Supreme Court
Court of Civil Appeals
Court of Criminal Appeals

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

Appeliate Terms of Sup, Ct.

OKLAHOMA
Supreme Court
Count of Criminal Appeals
Court of Appeals

PENNSYLVANIA
Supreme Court
Superior Court
Commonwealth Court

Opinion Composition of

count is by: opinion count: Total Nutnber of Number of
per dispositions authorized lawyer
written signed curiam memos/ by signed justices/ support

case document opinions opinions orders opinion judges personnel
X 0 X X X 322 7 14
o) X X X (o) 155 5 20
X o X X (o] 139 5 20
X o X 0 (o] 163 5 17
X 0 X X o) 159 5 1
X (o] X o o) 211 5 8
X Q X X some 278 5 20
X o X X some 161 5 12

States with multiple appellate courts at any level

X o X X some 703 j 18
X o X X X 404 3 6
X o X o some 418 5 10
o X X o 0 120 7 28
(o] X X X some NA 47 25
o X X X some NA 15 171
X 0 X X 0 313 9 16
X 0 X X 0 NA 5 6
X 0 X X X 1,038 12 12
X (o) X (o] o 209 7 NA
X 0 X X X 4,193 15 NA
o X X X X 1,556 8 57

{continued on next page)
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1990, (continued)

Opinion Composition of
count is by: opinion count: Total Number of Number of
per dispositions authorized lawyer
written signed curiam memos/ by signed Justices/ support
Stale/Court name: case document opinions opinions orders opinion judges personnel
TENNESSEE
Supreme Court X (o} X X some 157 5 12
Court of Criminal Appeals X o) X X some 789 9 9
Court of Appeals X o) X X some 748 12 12
TEXAS
Supreme Court o X X (o] o 66 9 44
Court of Criminal Appeal X (o] X o o 170 9 42
Courts of Appeals X o X (¢] (o] 4,839 80 217
CODES:

X - Court {ollows this method when counting opinions.
O - Court does not follow this method when counting opinions,
NA - Data are not available,
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TABLE 7: Reported National Clvil and Criminal Caseload for State Trial Courts, 1990

Reported Caseload Filed Disposed

Civil cases:

. General jurisdiction courts:

A. Number of reported complete civil cases 3,692,643 3,365,479
Number of courts reporting complete civil data 30 28
B. ' Number of reported complete civil cases that include other case types 2,529,167 2,026,031
Number of courts reporting complete civil data that include other case types 21 16
C. Number of reported civil cases that are incomplete 1,999,856 1,905,862
Number of courts reporting civil cases that are incomplete 7 8
D. Number of reported civil cases that are incomplete and include noncivil case typas 966,525 1,018,342
Number of courts reporting civil cases that are incomplete and include noncivil case types 3 8

Il. Limited jurisdiction courts:

A. Number of reported complete civil cases 4,799,487 3,024,701
Number of courts reporting complete civil data 49 37
B. Number of reported complete civil cases that include other case types 199,790 226,391
Number of courts reporting complete civil data that include other case types 2 2
C. Number of reported civil cases that are incomplete 4,211,397 4,410,200
Number of courts reporting civil cases that are incomplete 23 29
D. Number of reported civil cases that are incomplete and include noncivil case types 0 0
Number of courts reporting civil cases that are incomplete and include noncivil case types 0 0

Criminal cases:

I, General jurisdiction courts:

A. Number of reported complete criminal cases 1,299,765 837,300
Number of courts reporting complete criminal data 22 18
B. Number of reported complete criminal cases that include other case types 502,974 688,239
Number of courts reporting complete criminal data that include other case types 13 13
C. Number of reported criminal cases that are incomplete 1,174,138 918,485
Number of courts reporting criminal cases that are incomplete 14 14
D. Number of reported criminal cases that are incomplete and include noncriminal case types 813,373 1,007,885
Number of courts reporting criminal cases that are incomplete and include noncriminal case types 4 4

Il.  Limited jurisdiction courts:

A. Number of reported complete criminal cases 2,711,052 1,998,633
Number of courts reporting complete criminal data 22 16
(continued on next page)
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TABLE 7: Reported National Civil and Criminal Caseload for State Trial Courts, 1990, (continued)

Reported Caseload Filed Disposed
B. Number of reported comple‘e criminal cases that include other case types 1,920,129 1,778,179
Number of courts reportingj complete criminal data that include other case types 16 14
C. Number of reported criminal cases that ara incomplete 2,014,681 1,911,966
Number of courts reporting criminal cases that are incomplete 9 9
D. Number of reported criminal cases that are incomplete and include noncriminal case types 2,644,030 2,316,957
Number of courts reporting criminal cases that are incomplete and include noncriminal case types 16 15
Summary section for all trial courts:*
General Limited Total
Civil Crirainal Civil Criminal Civil Criminal
1, Total number of reported
complete cases 3,692,643 1,299,765 4,799,487 2,711,052 8,492,130 4,010,817
2. Total number of reported
complete cases that include
other case types 2,529,167 502,974 199,790 1,920,129 2,728,957 2,423,103
3. Total number of reported cases
that are incomplete 1,999,856 1,174,138 4,211,397 2,014,681 6,211,253 3,188,819
4, - Total number of reported cases
that are incomplete and include
other case types 966,525 813,373 (o] 2,644,030 966,525 3,457,403
Total (incomplete) 9,188,191 3,790,250 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 Partl, The small
differential reflects last minute changes based on data review by one state. These changes were incorporated into the Tables in Part il
but the text and graphics in Part | ¢ould not be revised prior to the publication deadline.
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1990

State/Count name:

ALABAMA
Cireuit
District
Municipal
Probate
State Total

ALASKA
Superior
District
State Total

ARIZONA
Superior
Tax
Justice of the Peaco
Municipal
State Total

ARKANSAS
Chancery and Probate
Circuit
City
County
Court of Gommon Pleas
Justice of the Peace
Municipal
Police
State Total

CALIFORNIA
Superior
Justice
Municipal
State Total

COLORADO
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate
Water
County
Municipal
State Total

CONNECTICUT
Superior
Probale
State Total

Grand total Grandlolal  Dispesitions  Filings per
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- unitol Support/  qualilying and qualify-  percentage total
diction Parking count  custody footrioles ing footnotes ot filings population
G 2 G 6 154,355 B 154,606 B 100 3,820
L 1 B 1 569,207 B 606,855 B 107 14,089
L 1 M 1 854,141 A 645,057 A 76 21,139
L 2 | 1 NA NA
G 1 B 6 18,768 C 19,179 C 102 3412
L 3 B 5 102,302 114,465 112 18,599
121,071 * 133,644 * 110 22,011
G 2 D 6 150,648 146,899 98 4,110
G 2 | 1 1,318 976 74 36
L 1 Z 1 624,430 600,825 96 17,037
L 1 YA 1 1,066,094 1,083,526 102 29,087
1,842,490 1,832,226 99 50,269
G 2 | 3 80,806 72,331 80 3,437
G 1 A 1 54,500 63,835 98 2,335
L 1 A 1 23,788 12,036 51 1,012
L 2 | 1 NA NA
L. 2 | 1 NA NA
L 2 A 1 NA NA
L 1 A 1 561,428 A 371,386 A 64 24,734
L 1 A 1 NA NA
G 2 B [ 933,206 A 863,940 A 93 3,136
L 3 B 1 528,777 C 438,603 C 83 1,777
L 3 B 1 15,879,799 C 13,885,646 C 87 53,360
17,341.872 * 15,188,189 * 88 58,272
G 2 D 3 137278 B 131,821 B 96 4,167
G 2 | 1 1,210 1,580 131 37
L 2 D 1 407,628 C 362,053 C 89 12,373
L 1 1 1 603,924 A NA 18,332
1,150,041 * 34,809
G 6 E 5 610,054 B 580,105 C 18,559
L 2 | 1 57,467 NA 1,748
667,521 ¢ 20,307
{continued on next page}
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1990, (continued)

State/Court name:

DELAWARE
Court of Chancery
Superior
Aldorman's
Court of Common Pleas
Family
Justice of the Peace
Municipal Court of Wilmington
State Total

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Superior

FLORIDA
Clrcuit
County
State Total

GEORGIA
Superior
Civil
County Recorder's
Juvenile
Magistrate
Municipal
Municipal and City of Atlanta
Probate
State
State Total

HAWAII
Circuit
District
State Total

IDAHO
District

ILLINOIS
Circuit

INDIANA
Superior and Circuit
City and Town
County
Probate

Municipal Court of Marion County
Small Claims Court of Marion County

State Tolal
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Grand total Grand total Dispositions  Filings per
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- unitef  Support/ qualifying and qualily- percenlage tolal
diction Parking count custody footneles ing footnotes of filings population
G 2 | 1 3,611 3,212 89 542
G 2 B 1 12477 B 11472 B 92 1,873
L 4 A 1 28,307 27,512 97 4,249
L 2 A 1 44,992 43,348 96 6,754
L 2 B a* 40,007 42,179 105 6.006
L 2 A 1 257,063 255,553 99 38,588
L 5 A 1 47,341 46,844 99 7,106
433,798 * 430,120 * 99 65,118
G 6 B 6 214,085 207,310 A 35,275
G 2 E 4 865,008 690,883 A 6,686
L 5 A 1 4,556,811 3,540,083 78 35,221
5,421,819 4,230,966 * 41,806
G 2 G 3 272,495 263,447 o7 4,206
L 2 M 1 NA NA
L 1 M 1 NA NA
L 2 ! 1 76,455 A 60,776 A 79 1,180
L 2 B 1 388,088 A 331,844 A 86 5,991
L 2 M 1 NA NA
L 1 M 1 NA NA
L 2 B 1 121,053 A 80,344 A 1,869
L 2 G 1 362,210 A 337,768 A 93 5,591
G 2 G 6 55,309 B 62,061 B 112 4,991
L 4 A 1 889,714 895,216 101 80,2683
945,023 * 957,277 * 101 85,273
G 3 D 6" 389,149 C 388,646 C 100 38,654
G 4 G 6* 6,584,092 C 6,364,045 C 97 57,601
G 3 B 5 707,232 A 656,890 A 93 12,756
L 3 B8 1 242,822 222,668 92 4,380
L 4 B 1 170,727 160,223 94 3,079
L 2 I 1 2,837 2,310 a1 51
L 3 B 1 142,565 A 137,747 A 97 2,571
L 2 } 1 70,503 63,086 a9 1,272
1,336,686 * 1,242,924 * 93 24,110
(continued on next page)



TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1990. (continued)

State/Court name:

IOWA
District

KANSAS
District
Municipal
State Tolal

KENTUCKY
Circuit
District
State Total

LOUISIANA
District
Family and Juvenile
City and Parish
Justice of the Peace
Mayor's
State Total

MAINE
Superior
Administrative
District
Probate
State Total

MARYLAND
Circuit
District
Ormphan's
State Tolal

MASSACHUSETTS

Trial Court of the Commonwealth

MICHIGAN
Circuit
Court of Claims

Recorders Court of Detroit

District
Municipal
Probate
State Total

MINNESOTA
District

Grand total Grand tolal Dispositions ~ Filings per
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Jurig- unitof  Support/ qualifying and quality- percentage total
diction  Parking count  custody footnotes Ing footnotes of filings population
G 3 B 6 980,717 B 1,004,295 C 35,319
G 4 B 6" 467,931 464,510 99 18,887
L 1 B 1 385,963 A 330,653 A 86 15,578
853,894 * 795,163 * 93 34,465
G 2 B 6 83,025 77,770 94 2,253
L 3 B 1 672,580 B 635,571 B 94 18,250
755,605 * 713,341 * 94 20,503
G 1 4 6 506,697 B NA 12,007
G 2 | 4 30,354 24,050 79 719
L 1 B 1 663,598 565,860 85 15,725
L 1 | 1 NA NA
L 1 | 1 NA NA
G 2 E 6 20,996 B 20,168 B 96 1,710
L 2 | 1 357 377 106 29
L 4 E 5 315,123 B 305,404 B 97 25,663
L 2 | 1 NA NA
G 2 8 6" 225,688 B 191,205 B 85 4,720
L 1 B 1 2,114,363 1,260,583 A 44,220
L 2 ! i NA NA
G 1 D 5" 2,115,171 A 1,073,583 A 35,157
G 2 B 6" 252,027 250,908 100 2,711
G 2 | 1 611 865 142 7
L l B I 14,480 14,121 98 156
L 4 B 1 3,216,746 3,110,802 97 34,606
L 4 B 1 43,133 41,695 97 464
L 2 | 1 186,758 110,872 A 2,009
3,713,755 3,529,263 * 39,953
G 4 B 6 1,240,214 1,899,027 a8 44,347
{continued on next page)
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1990, (continued)

State/Court name:

MISSISSIPPI
Chancary
Circuit
County
Family
Justice
Municipal
State Total

MISSOURI
Circuit
Municipal
State Total

MONTANA
District
Water
Workers' Compensation
City
Justice of the Peace
Municipal
State Total

NEBRASKA
District
County
Separate Juvenile
Workers' Compensation
State Total

NEVADA
District
Justice
Municipal
State Total

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Superior
District
Municipal
Probate
State Total

NEW JERSEY
Superior
Municipal
Tax
State Total

Grand total Grand total Dispositions  Filings per
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- unitof  Support/ qualifying and qualify- percentage total
diction Parking count  custody footnotes ing footnoles of filings population
G | I 5 63,126 C NA 2,453
G | B I 36,514 B NA 1,419
L | B | 35,783 NA 1,391
L | | i 1,077 NA 42
L I B l NA NA
L 1 B I NA NA
G 2 G 6** 834,621 A 789,952 95 16,311
L 1 | 1 NA NA
G 2 G 3 28,451 25,560 80 3,561
G 2 l 1 NA NA
L 2 I 1 NA NA
L 1 B 1 NA NA
L 1 B 1 NA NA
L 1 B 1 NA NA
G 2 B 5 68,028 B 57,293 99 3,676
L 1 B 1 429,694 A 426,642 99 27,224
L 2 | 1 2,484 NA 157
L 2 I 1 486 485 100 31
490,692 * 31,088
G 2 YA 2 45,585 A NA 3,793
L 1 z 1 NA NA
L 1 Zz 1 NA NA
G 2 A 5 46,465 41,173 89 4,189
L 4 A 1 346,760 972 31,261
L 4 A 1 4,013 NA 362
L 2 I 1 19,850 NA 1,789
417,088 37,601
G 2 B 6 1,037,582 1,010,654 97 13422
L 4 B 1 6,416,685 6,673,136 104 83,008
L 2 | 1 6,324 3,463 55 82
7,460,591 7,687,253 103 96,512
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1990, (continued)

State/Court name:

NEW MEXICO
District
Magistrate
Municipal
Probate
Metropolitan Ct. of Bernalillo County
State Total

NEW YORK
Supreme and County
Coun of Claims
District and City
Family
Surrogates'
Town and Village Justice
Civil Count of the City of New York
Criminal Court of the City of New York
State Tota!

NORTH CAROLINA
Superior
District
State Total

NORTH DAKOTA
District
Couniy
Municipal
State Total

OHIO
Court of Common Pleas
County
Court of Claims
Mayor's
Municipal
State Total

OKLAHOMA
District
Court of Tax Review
Municipal Court Not of Record
Municipal Criminal Court of Record
State Total

Grand total Grand total Dispositions  Filings per
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- unitof  Support/ qualifying and qualify- parcentage total
diction Parking count custody foolnotes ing foolnotes of filings population
G 2 E [ 77,402 B 73,610 B 95 5,109
L 3 E 1 105,072 B NA 6,935
L 1 | 1 NA NA
L 2 I 1 NA NA
L 3 E 1 351,545 288,009 82 23,203
G 2 E 1 298,927 C 278,159 B 1,662
L 2 | 1 2,383 2,222 93 13
L 4 E 1 1,574,043 A 1555419 A 99 8,749
L 2 | 4 529,424 517,261 as 2,843
L 2 | 1 123,568 116,279 A 687
L i E 1 NA NA
L 2 I 1 247,634 A 271,683 A 110 1,376
L 2 E 1 338,518 A 322,238 A 95 1,882
G 2 E 1 222,789 202,288 91 3,361
L 6 E 3 2,240,612 2,117,389 A 33,802
2,463,401 2,319,677 ¢ 37,163
G 4 B 6** 30,581 B 28,739 B o4 4,787
L 1 E 1 86,503 85,977 89 13,541
L 1 B 1 NA 46,104 A
160,820 *
G 2 B 6" 711,016 B 700,790 B 99 6,555
L 5 B 1 271,453 265,575 o8 2,503
L 2 | 1 6,506 5,728 88 60
L 1 B 1 NA NA
L 5 B 1 2,368,229 2,360,872 100 21,833
G 2 J [ 498,545 A 468,935 A 94 15,849
L 2 I 1 NA NA
L 1 | 1 NA NA
L 1 | 1 NA NA
(continued on next page)
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1990, (continued)

114 « State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1990

Grand total Grand total Dispositions  Filings per
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- unitof  Support/ qualifying and qualify- percenlage total
State/Court name: diction Parking count  custody footnotes ing foolnotes of filings population
OREGON
Circuit G 2 E 6* 141,776 B 123,600 4,988
Tax G 2 | 1 442 378 86 16
County L 2 ] 1 NA NA
District L 1 E 1 500,706 A 478,952 96 17,616
Justice L 3 E 1 120,842 C 122,400 101 4,252
Municipal L 3 A 1 258,013 234,303 91 9,078
State Total
PENNSYLVANIA
Court of Common Pleas G 2 B 4 499,723 A 480,483 96 4,206
District Justice L 4 B 1 2,283,019 2,055,398 90 19,215
Philadelphia Municipal L 2 B 1 197,004 B 194,825 99 1,659
Philadelphia Traffic L 1 | 1 265,854 A 179,085 2,238
Pittsburgh City Magistrates L 4 B 1 367,004 NA 3,089
State Total 3,612,694 *
PUERTC RICO
Superior G 2 J 6 114,888 A 110,259 26 3,263
District L 2 J 1 184,434 A 183,445 99 5,238
Justice of the Peace L 2 | 1 NJ NJ
Municipal L 1 I 1 NA NA
State Tolal
RHODE ISLAND
Superior G 2 D 1 18,141 B 17,979 99 1,808
District L 2 D 1 86,190 A 72,221 84 8,589
Family L 2 | 6 16,761 A 16,545 1,670
Municipa! L 1 | 1 NA NA
Probate L 2 | 1 NA NA
State Total
SOUTH CAROLINA
Circuit G 2 B 156,612 B 143,151 91 4,402
Family L 2 | 6 84,609 84,237 100 2,427
Magistrate L 4 B 1 930,000 A 925,106 99 26,673
Municipal L 4 B 1 430,908 425918 99 12,359
Probate L 2 | 1 23,234 22,256 96 666
State Total 1,625,363 * 1,600,668 98 46,616
SOUTH DAKOTA
Circuit G A A 221,422 190,638 31,813
TENNESSEE
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery G 2 Z 6 187,527 A 161,031 86 3,845
General Sessions L 1 M 6* 3,547 A 2,878 a1 73
Juvenile L 2 ] 1 NA NA
Municipal L 1 M 1 NA NA
Probate L 2 ! 1 NA NA
State Total

{continued on next page)



TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1990. (continued)

State/Court name:

TEXAS
District
County-Level
Justice of the Peace
Municipal
State Total

UTAH
District
Circuit
Justice
Juvenile
State Total

VERMONT
District
Superior
Probate
State Total

VIRGINIA
Circuit
District
Stale Total

WASHINGTON
Superior
District
Municipal
State Tolal

WEST VIRGINIA
Circuit
Magistrate
Municipal
State Total

WISCONSIN
Circuit
Municipal
State Tolal

WYOMING
District
County
Justice of the Peace
Municipal
State Total

Grand total Grand total Dispositions  Filings per
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Jurls- unitof  Support/ qualifying and qualify- percentage total
diction Parking count custody foolnotes ing footnoles of filings population

G 2 B 6* 637,018 623,935 98 3,750

L 2 B 6" 634,853 645,592 102 3,737

L 4 A 1 2517,188 A 2,235,517 A 89 14,819

L 4 A 1 6,157,611 A 4,622,670 A 75 36,250

9,946,670 * 8,127,714 * 82 58,556

G 2 J 3 34,555 B 3,550 C 2,006

L 4 B 1 326,221 C 98,865 A 18,935

L 4 B 1 308,139 303,852 99 17,885

L 2 l 1 38,642 38,323 99 2,243

707,557 * 444,690 * 41,069

G 2 8] 40 146,303 137,286 94 25,997

G 2 B 5 12,408 11,012 89 2,205

L 2 | 1 4,496 4,091 89 799

163,207 152,309 93 29,001

G 2 A 3 211,193 192,410 91 3,413

L 4 A 4 3,456,923 3,807,762 101 55,871

3,668,116 3,700,172 101 59,284

G 2 G 6 201,504 B 184,435 B 92 4,140

L 4 C 1 911,772 A 888,458 A 97 18,735

L 4 C 1 1,175,148 A 482,857 A 24,147

2,288,424 * 1,555,750 * 47,022

G 2 J 5 57,146 B 56,964 B 100 3,186

L 2 J 1 330,269 326,744 A 18,415
L 1 A 1 NA NA

G 3 D 6 1,002,980 989,123 99 20,504

L 3 A 1 NA 328,289 A
1,317,412 *

G 2 J 5 13,823 B 10,657 B 77 3,047

L 1 J 4 106,969 107,346 A 23,583

L 1 J 1 30,760 29,667 96 6,781
L 1 A 1 NA NA

(continued on next page)
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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 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
L

General Jurisdiction
Limited Jurisdiction

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES:
1

The court does not have jurisdiction over  support/custody
cases

2 = Support/custady 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
dissoluticn and, thus, a marriage dissolution that involves
support/custody is counted as one case

6 = Support/custedy is counted as a proceeding of the marriage
dissolution, but URESA cases are counted separately

** = Nondissolution support/custody cases are also counted
separately

*** = Court has only URESA jurisdiction
PARKING CODES:

Parking data are unavailable

Court does not have parking jurisdiction

. Only contested parking cases are included

Both contested and uncontested parking cases are included
Parking cases are handled administratively

Uncontested parking cases are handled admin- istratively;
contested parking cases are handled by the court

DD WN -
nw s nn

CRIMINAL UNIT OF COUNT CODES:

Missing data

Data element is inapplicable

Single defendant—single charge

Single defendant—single incident (one/more charges)
Single defendant—single incident/maximum number
charges (usually two)

Single defendant—one/more incidents

Single defendant—content varies with prosecutor
One/more defendants—single charge

One/more defendants—single incident (one/more charges)
One/more defendants—single incident/maximum

number charges (usually two)

One/more defendants—one/more incidents

One/more defendants—content varies with prosecutor
Inconsistent during reporting year

Both the defendant and charge components vary within the
state

ITOTMO QWX» — =
wwononn

woniunn

e nu

NrxXe«

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

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

A:  The following courts’ data are incomplete:

Alabama—Municipal Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data do not include cases 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.

California~-~Suparior Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data do not include cases from one court that did not
report for part of the year.

Colorade—Municipal Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data do notinclude 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 erlminal cases and data from 16
counties that did not report.

—Probate Court—Grand total filed data include clvil 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 civit sppeals 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 totai filed and disposed
data do not include parking cases.

Maryland—District Court—Grand total disposed data do not
include ordinance violation, parking and most civit
cases, and are less than 75% complete.

Massachusetts—Trial Court of the Commonwealth—- Grand
total filed data do not include misdemeancr cases from
the Juvenile Court Department and motions filed in
Probate/Family Court Department. Disposed data do not
include civll cases from the Housing Court Department,
some clvil cases from the Boston Municipal Court
Department, criminal cases from the Boston Municipal
Court, Housing Court and Juvenile Court Depaitments,
DWI/DUI and crimlnal appeals cases from the District
Court Department, moving trafilc violation cases from
the Boston Municipal Court Department, ordinance
violation, and miscellaneous criminal cases; most
Juvenile data from the Juvenile Court Department, and
some juvenille data from the District Court
Department,and are less than 75% complete.

Michigan—Probate Court—Grand total disposed data do not
include paternity, miscellianeous domestic relations,
mental health, miscellanaous clvil, and adoption
cases, and are less than 75% complete,
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Table 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caselsad, 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, DWi/DUI, miscellaneous
criminal, and all juvenile cases, and are less than 75%
complete.

New Hampshire—District Court—Grand total disposed data
do not include criminal, trafiic, and juvenile cases, are
missing all civil case types except mental health, and are
less than 75% complete.

New York—Supreme and County Courts—Grand total
disposed data include postconviction remedy proceed-
Ings.

—District and City Courts—Grand total filed and disposed
data do notinclude administrative agency appeals
cases.

—Civil Court of the City of New York—Grand total filed
and disposad 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 traffic,
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 civii 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 tota! 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 adminisirative agency appeais and
mental health cases.

—Family Court—Grand total filed data do not include
paternity cases, Disposed data do notinclude 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, adminlistrative agency
appeals, and juvenile data,

Tennessee—Circuit, Criminal and Chancery Courts—Grand
total filed and disposed data do not include miscella-
neous cilminat 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 Coun—Grand total disposed data do not
include criminal and traffic/other violation cases.

Washington—District Court—Grand total filed 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. Disposed data also
do not include cases from Seattle Municipal Court, which
handled more than half the total filings statewide.
Disposed data are less than 75% complete.

Waest Virginia—Magistrate Court—Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include miscelflaneous domestic
relations cases.

Wisconsin—Municipal Coun—Grand total disposed data do
not include data from 45 of 195 municipalities.

Wyoming—County Court—Grand total disposed data do not
include trial court civil appeals and criminal appeals
cases.

The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Alabama—_Circuit Court—Grand total filed and disposed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings.

—District Court—Grand total filed and disposed data
include preliminary hearing proceedings.

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 filed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Delaware—Superior Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings and
extraordinary writs,

Hawaii—Circuit Court—Grand total filed and disposed data
include criminal posticonviction remedy proceedings.

lowa—District Court—Grand total filed data include
postconviction remedy procsedings.

Kentucky—District Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data include sentence review only proceedings.

Louisiana—District Court—Grand total filed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Maine—Superior Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy and sentence
review oniy proceedings.

—District Court—Grand total filed and disposed data
include preliminary hearing proceedings.

Maryland—Circuit Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data include estate cases from the Orphan's Court, and
some postconviction remedy and sentence review only
proceedings.

Mississippi—Circuit Court—Grand total filed data include
extracrdinary writs.

Nebraska—District Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings.

New Mexico—District Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings.
—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 postconviction
remedy proceedings.

Ohio—Court of Common Pleas—Grand total filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy proceed-
ings.

Oregon—Circuit Court—Grand total filed data include
postconviction 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 postconviction remedy proceed-
ings.

South Carolina—Circuit Court—Grand total filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy proceed-
Ings.

Utah—District Court—Grand total filed data include
postconviction remedy and sentence review only
proceedings.

Washington—Superior Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data include some postconviction remedy proceedings.

West Virginia—Circuit Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings and
extraordinary writs.

Wyoming—District Court-—Grand total filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings.

The following courts' data are incomplete and overinclusive:

Alaska~—Superior Court—Grand total filed and disposed data
include extracrdinary writs, orders to show cause, unfair
trade practices, and postconviction remedy proceed-
ings, but do not include criminal appeals cases.

California—Justice Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data include preliminary hearling bindovers and transfers,
but do not include partial year data from one court.
—Municipal Court—Grand total filed and disposed data
include prellminary hearing bindovers and transfers, but
do not include partial year data from one court,
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Celorado—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 postconviction 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 Cout—Grand total filed and disposed data
include postconviction remedy and sentence review
only proceedings, but do not include mental health
cases.

Hineis—Circuit Court—Grand total filed and disposed data
include some preliminary hearing proceedings, but do
not include some reinstated and transferred cases.

lowa—District Court—Grand total disposed data include
postconviction 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 thres counties.

New York—Supreme and County Courts—Grand total filed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings, but
do not include clvil appeals and criminal appeals cases.

Oregon-—Circuit Court—Grand total disposed data include
posiconviction remedy proceedings, but do not include
Juvenile, some adoption, and some mental heslth cases.
—Justice Court—Grand total filed and disposed data
include prelimlnary hearing proceedings, butdo not
include data from several courts,

Utah—District Court—Grand total disposed data include
some postconviction remedy proceedings, but do
not include tort, contract, real property rights,
domestic relations, estats, and criminal cases.
—Circuit Court—Grand total filed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings, but do not include
DWI/DUI cases.



TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1990

State/Cour name:

ALABAMA
Circuit
District
Probate
Slate Total

ALASKA
Superior
District
State Total

ARIZONA
Superior
Justice of the Peace
Municipal
Tax
State Total

ARKANSAS
Chancery and Probate
Circuit
City
Justice of the Peace
County
Court of Common Pleas
Municipal
Police
Slate Total

CALIFORNIA
Superior
Justice
Municipal
State Total

COLORADO
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate
Water
County
State Total

CONNECTICUT
Superior
Probate
State Total

Dispo-
Support/custody: Totat civil Total civil sitions Filings per
(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as aper- 100,000
Juris- . of count change and qualifying and qualilying cantage total
diction code counted as foolnotes {oolnotas of filings population
G 6 NF 94,189 B 97,800 B 104 2,331
L 1 169,364 194,337 115 4,192
L 1 NA NA
G 6 R 13,861 B 14,680 B 106 2,520
L 5 19,408 32,307 166 3,528
33,269 * 46,987 * 141 6,048
G 6 R 109,762 108,100 98 2,995
L 1 127,903 123,406 96 3,490
L 1 10,596 10,543 99 289
G 1 1,318 976 74 36
249,579 243,025 97 6,809
G 3 R 69,227 62,415 90 2,945
G 1 22,542 24,212 107 959
L 1 85 683 74 4
L 1 NA NA
L 1 NA NA
L 1 NA NA
L 1 54,029 A 22,694 A 42 2,298
L 1 NA NA
G 6 NC 685,816 A 597,250 A 87 2,304
L 1 30,344 A 22781 A 75 102
L 1 1,105,522 A 842,974 A 76 3,715
1,821,682 * 1,463,005 * 80 6,121
G 3 R 98,219 95,182 97 2,981
G 1 1,210 1,580 131 37
L 1 114,830 A 113,899 A 99 3,486
214,259 * 210,671 * 98 6,504
G 5 NC 173,337 B 101,867 C 5273
L 1 57,467 NA 1,748
230,804 * 7,021

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1990. (continued)

State/Cournt name:

DELAWARE
Couri of Chancery
Superior
Alderman's
Court of Common Pleas
Family
Justice of the Peace
State Total

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Suparior

FLORIDA
Circuit
County
State Total

GEORGIA
Superior
Civil
Magistrate
Municipal
Probate
State
State Total

HAWAII
Circuit
District
State Total

IDAHO
District

ILLINOIS
Circuit

INDIANA
Superior and Circuit
City and Town
County
Probate

Municipal Court of Marion County
Small Claims Court of Marion County

State Total

IOWA
District

Dispo-
Support/custody: Total civil Total civil sitlons Fllings per
(a) method (b} decree filings dispositions as aper- 100,000
Juris-  of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total
diction code counted as foolnotes footnotes of fllings population
G 1 3,611 3,212 89 542
G 1 5,644 B 4,697 B 83 847
L 1 o] 0
L 1 5,420 5,060 93 814
L a* R 25927 B 27502 B 3,802
l 1 29,432 28,594 97 4,418
70,034 * 69,065 * 10,513
G 6** R 141,053 140,925 100 23,242
G 4 R 557,913 447,120 80 4,312
L 1 354,358 328,924 a3 2,739
912,271 776,044 85 7,051
G 3 NF 180,432 176,722 98 2,785
L 1 NA NA
L 1 302,547 A 262,333 A 87 4,670
L 1 NA NA
L 1 26,518 A NA 409
L 1 130,112 A 105,435 A 81 2,008
G 6 R 28,179 B 36,686 B 130 2,543
L 1 24,510 21,968 80 2,212
52,689 * 58,654 * 11 4,754
G 6 NF 62,075 A 62,494 A 101 6,166
G 6" R 695,416 C 676,817 C a7 6,084
G 5 R 294,730 A 285,309 A 97 5,316
L 1 12,035 11,203 93 217
L 1 51,640 50,196 97 931
L 1 2149 A 1615 A 75 39
L 1 9,983 A 11,012 A 110 180
L 1 70,503 63,086 89 1,272
441,040 * 422,421 * 96 7,955
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)

Stale/Court name:

KANSAS
District

KENTUCKY
Circuit
District
State Total

LOUISIANA
District
Family and Juvenlle
City and Parish
Justice of the Peace
State Total

MAINE
Superior
Administrative
District
Probate
State Total

MARYLAND
Circuit
District
Orphan's
State Total

MASSACHUSETTS
Trial Court of the Commonwealth

MICHIGAN
Circuit
Court of Claims
District
Municipal
Probate
State Total

MINNESOTA
District

MISSISSIPPI
Chancary
Circuit
County
Family
Justice
State Total

Dispo-~
Support/custody: Total civil Total civil sitions Filings per
(a) method (b) dacree filings dispositions as a par- 100,000
Juris-  of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total
diction code counted as foolnotes foolnotes of filings population
G 6" NC 160,398 156,851 98 6,474
G <] R 67,914 63,229 93 1,843
L 1 148,803 A 137,447 A 92 4,038
216,717 * 200,676 * 93 5,881
G 6 R 175,755 B NA 4,165
G 4 A 10,117 7672 76 240
L 1 66,208 48,306 73 1,569
L ] NA NA
G 6 NC 6,893 7,135 104 561
L 1 357 an7 106 29
L 5 NC 66,105 58,123 88 5,383
L 1 NA NA
G 6" NF 128,893 B 102,193 B 79 2,696
L 1 738,202 8,967 A 15,439
L 1 NA NA
G 5* R 560,420 A 566,297 A 9,315
G 6" NC 206,411 205,368 99 2,221
G 1 611 865 142 7
L 1 414,847 411,781 g9 4,463
L 1 863 818 a5 g
L 1 103,608 36,241 A 1,116
726,337 655,073 * 7.814
G 6 NF 215,792 207,691 96 4,932
G 5 NF 59,479 B NA 2,311
G | | 21,561 B NA 838
L | | 23,651 NA 919
L ] ] NA NA
L ! I NA NA

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1990. (continued)

State/Court name:

MISSOURI
Circuit

MONTANA
District
City
Justice of the Peace
Municipal
State Total

NEBRASKA
District
County
Workers' Compensation
State Total

NEVADA
District
Justice
Municipal
State Total

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Superior
District
Municipal
Probate
State Tolal

NEW JERSEY
Superior
Tax
State Total

NEW MEXICO
District
Magistrate
Probate

Metropolitan Ct. of Bernalillo County

State Total

NEW YORK
Supreme and County
Cour of Claims
Distritt and City
Family
Surrogates’
Town and Village Justice

Civil Court of the City of New York

State Total

Support/custody: Total civil Total civil
(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions
Jurig-  of count change and qualifying and qualilying
diction code counled as footnotes foolnotes
G 6" NF 264,923 244,327
G 3 R 23,116 A 19,577 A
L 1 NA NA
L 1 NA NA
L 1 NA NA
G 5 R 51,504 C 50,956 C
L 1 57,071 54,868
L 1 486 485
109,061 * 106,309 *
G 2 R 45,579 NA
L 1 NA NA
L 1 NA NA
G 5 R 33,709 29,244
L 1 55,037 972 A
L 1 334 NA
L 1 19,850 NA
108,930
G 6** R 844,051 826,754
L 1 6,324 3,463
850,375 830,217
G 6 R 56,709 B 53,713 B
L 1 NA NA
L 1 NA NA
L 1 9,787 10,387
G 1 219,605 C 200,531 B
L 1 2,383 2222
L 1 249,450 A 242,659 A
L 4 R 468,727 452,324
L 1 123,568 116,279 A
L 1 NA NA
L 1 247,634 A 271,683 A
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Dispo-
sitions Filings per
as aper- 100,000
centage total
ol filings population
92 5177
85 2,803
99 3,263
96 3,616
100 at
97 6,910
3,702
87 3,039
4,962
30
1,789
9,820
o8 10,919
55 a2
98 11,001
95 3,743
106 646
1,221
93 13
97 1,387
97 2,605
687
110 1,376
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TABLE 9: Reportad Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1990, {continued)

State/Court name:

NORTH CAROLINA
Superior
District
State Total

NORTH DAKOTA
District
County
State Total

OHIO
Cour of Cornmon Pleas
County
Court of Claims
Municipal
State Total

OKLAHOMA
District
Coun of Tax Raview
State Total

OREGON
Circuit
Tax
County
District
Justice
State Tolal

PENNSYLVANIA
Courn of Common Pleas
District Justice
Philadelphia Municipal

Pittsburgh City Magistrates

State Total

PUERTO RICO
Superior
District
State Total

RHODE ISLAND
Superior
District
Farmily
Probate
State Total

Dispo-
Support/custody: Toral clvil Total civit sitions Fillngs per
{a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as aper- 100,000
Juris-  of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total
diction code counted as footnotes foolnotes of filings population
G 1 114,005 102,430 90 1,720
L 6* R 501,625 426,575 A 7,568
615,630 520,005 * 9,287
G 6 R 18,131 17,706 98 2,838
L 1 16,269 15,427 95 2,547
34,400 33,133 96 5,385
G 6 NF 398,357 B 388,000 B 97 3,672
L 1 26,579 24,698 93 245
L 1 6,506 5,728 a8 60
L 1 383,890 384,894 100 3,539
815,332 * 803,320 * 99 7,517
G 6 NF 205,833 199,987 a7 6,544
L 1 NA NA
G 6** R 93,530 B 96,170 B 103 3,291
G 1 442 378 86 16
L 1 NA NA
L 1 82,410 84,440 102 2,899
L 1 6,717 A 6,304 A 94 236
G 4 NF 302,733 A 283,949 A 94 2,548
L 1 253,139 241,723 95 2,131
L 1 125,561 A 124,333 A 99 1,057
L 1 5,729 NA A8
687,168 ¢ 5,783
G 6 R 70,961 A 68,421 A 96 2,015
L 1 57,970 A 57,822 A 100 1,646
128,931 ° 126,243 * 98 3,662
G 1 11,470 B 11,733 B 102 1,143
L 1 39,462 A 20,745 A 75 3,933
L 6 R 8,825 A 9,141 A 879
L 1 NA NA
(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9! Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1990, (continued)

State/Court name;

SOUTH CAROLINA
Circuit
Family
Magistrate
Probate
State Total

SOUTH DAKOTA
Circuit

TENNESSEE
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery
General Sessions
Juvenile
Probate
State Total

TEXAS
District
County-Level
Justice of the Peace
Municipal
State Total

UTAH
District
Circuit
Justice
Stale Total

VERMONT
District
Superior
Probate
State Total

VIRGINIA
Circuit
District
State Total

WASHINGTON
Superior
District
Municipal
State Total

Dispo-
Support/custody: Total civil Total civil sitions Filings per
(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000
Juris-  of count change and qualilying and qualifying cenlage total
diction code cotnled as footnoles foolnotes of filings population
G 1 65,151 B 51,518 B 63 1,582
L 6* NF 67,233 67,174 100 1,928
L 1 158,100 157,189 99 4,534
L 1 23,234 22,256 86 666
303,718 * 208,137 * 8 8,711
G A B 40,573 33,665 A 5,820
G 6* R 122,672 107,916 88 2,515
L 6 R 3,547 A 2,878 A 81 73
L 1 NA NA
L 1 NA NA
G 6" NF 454,991 B 448,360 B 99 2,679
L 6 NF 173,863 B 108,889 B 114 1,024
L 1 250,903 A 200,440 A 83 1477
L 1 653 A 653 A 100 4
880,410 * 857,342 * 97 5,183
G 3 R 29,947 B 3,550 C 1,738
L 1 103,660 4,865 95 6,017
L 1 2,241 1,873 84 130
135,848 * 104,288 * 7,885
G 4+ NC 23,020 20,277 88 4,091
G 5 NC 12,355 10,884 88 2,195
L 1 4,496 4,07* 89 799
39,871 35,172 88 7,085
G 3 R 113,927 96,311 85 1,841
L 4 R 1,184,078 A 1,204,089 A 102 19,137
1,298,005 * 1,300,400 * 100 20,978
G 6 R 147,111 B 133,720 B 91 3,023
L 1 111,579 A 78,042 A 70 2,293
L 1 181 A 169 A 93 4
258,871 * 211,931 * a2 5319
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civii Caseload, 1990, (continued)

Dispo-
Support/custody: Total civil Total civil sitions Filings per
(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as aper- 100,000
Juris-  of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage fotal
State/Cour name:! diction code counted as footnotes footnotes of filings populaticn
WEST VIRGINIA
Circuit G 5 R 43,658 B 43,687 B 100 2,434
Magistrate L 1 51,363 47,490 A 2,864
State Total 95,021 * 91,177 * 5,298
WISCONSIN
Circuit G 6" R 341,909 B 333417 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
State Total 33,631 * 31,236 * 7,414
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TABLE 9: Reported Total Statae 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 = General Jurisdiction
L = Limited Jurisdiction

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES:
(a)  Method of count codss:

1

I}

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 count has jurisdiction) are counted
separately from marriage dissalution cases

5 = Support/custcdy 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 saparately

**Nondissolution support/custody cases are also counted sepa-
rately

***Gourt has only URESA jurisdiction

(b)  Decree change counted as:

NC = Not counted/collected
NF = New filing

R = Reopened case
QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

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

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

A:  The following courts’ data are incomplete:

Arkansas—Muricipal Court—Total civil filed and disposed
data do not include data from 4 municipalities, and partial
data from 16 others,

walifornia—Superior Court—Total clvil filed and disposed
data do notinclude cases from one court that did not
report for part of the year.
—Justice Court—Total clvil filed and disposed data do not
include partial year data from one court.
—Municipal Court—Taotal clvil filed and disposed data do
not include partial year data from one court.
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Colorado—County Court—Total ¢ivil filed 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 clvll filed data include cases from
97 of 159 counties and are less than 75% complete.
—State Court—Total clvil 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 include clvil appeals, miscella-
neous demestic relatlons, and some support/custody
cases,

—Probate Court—Total civil filed and disposed data do
not include miscellaneous domestic refations cases.
—Municipal Court of Marion County—Total civll filed and
disposed data do not include appeals of trial court cases.

Kentucky—District Court—Total civil filed and disposed data
do not include paternlity cases.

Maryland—District Court—Total clvil disposed data do not
include tort, contract, real property rights, small
ciaims, and miscellaneous clvil 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
clalms cases.

Michigan—Probate Courti—Total civil disposed data do not
include adoption, paternity, miscellaneous domestic
relations, mental health, and miscellaneous clvil 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 clvil disposed data
do notinclude tort, contract, real property rights, small
claims, and miscellanecus domestic relations cases
and are less than 75% complete.

New York—District and City Court—Total civi! 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 adminlistrative agency
appeals cases.

~Surrogates' Court—Total clvil disposed data do not
include some miscellaneous estate cases.

North Carolina—District Court—Total clvil 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 clvil data do
not include some clvil appeals cases,

—Philadelphia Municipal Court—Toctal 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 clvil filed and disposed data do not
include small claims cases.

Rhode [sland—District Court—Total civil filed and disposed
data do not include administrative agency appeals and
mental health cases,



TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 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 agency
appeals cases.

Tennessee—General Sessions Court—Total eivil filed and
disposed data represent cases from 16 of 92 counties, and
are less than 75% complete.

Texas—Justice of the Peace Court—Total clvil filed and
disposed data represent a reporting rate of 85%.
—Municipal Court—Total civii filed and disposed data
represent a reporting rate of 90%.

Virginia—District Court—Total civil filed and disposed data
do not include some domestic relations cages,

Washington—District Court—Total ¢ivil 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,

Waest Virginia—Magistrate Court—Total clvil disposed data
do not include miscellaneous doamestic relations cases.

Wyoming—County Court—Total clvil disposed data do not
include trial court civil appeals cases.

The following courts’ data are overinclusive:

Alabama—Circuit Court—Total civil filed and disposed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings.

Alaska—Superior Court—Tota! elvil filed and disposed data
include extraordinary writs, orders to show cause, unfair
trade practices, and postconviction remedy proceed-
ings.

Connecticut—Superior Court—Total civl! filed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Delaware—Superior Court—Total clvil filed and disposed
data include extraordinary writs,

—Family Court—Total civii filed and disposed data
include status offense petition cases. Disposed data
also include child-victim petition cases.

Hawaii—Circuit Court—Total civil filed and disposed data
include criminal postconviction remedy proceedings
and some criminal and traffic/other violation cases.

{owa—District Court—Total civil filed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings,

Louisiana—District Court—Total civil filed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Maryland—Gircuit Court—Total civil filed and disposed data
include estate cases from the Orphan's Court.

Mississippi—Chancery Court—Total civil filed data include
extraordinary writs.
~—QCircuit Court—Total clvil filed data include extraordi-
nary writs,

New Mexico—District Court—Total civil filed and disposed
data include posteonviction remedy procesdings.

New York—-Supreme and County Court—Total civil
disposed data include criminal appeals and
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Ohio—Court of Common Pleas—Total civil filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy proceed-
ings.

Oregon—Circuit Court—Total civi! filed and disposed data
include eriminal appeais cases and postconviction
remedy proceedings.

Rhode Island—Superior Court—Total civit filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings.

South Carolina—Circuit Court—Total civil filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings.

Texas—District Court—Total civil filed and disposed data
include child-victim petition cases.

—County-L.evel Courts—Total civii filed and disposed
data include child-victim petition cases.

Utah—District Court—Total clvil filed data include some
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Washington—Superior Court—Total clvil filed and disposed
data include some postconviction remedy proceedings.

West Virginia—Circuit Court—Total clvll filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings and
extraordinary writs.

Wisconsin—Circuit Court—Total civil filed and disposed data
include criminal appesals cases.

Wyoming—District Court—Total elvii filsd and disposed data
include criminal appeals cases and postconviction
remedy proceedings. Disposed data also include
juvenile cases.

The following courts’ data are incomplete and overinclusive:

Connecticut—Superior Court—Total civil disposed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings, but do not
include most small claims cases, and are less than 75%
complete,

Minois—Circuit Court—Totai clvil filed and disposed data
include miscellaneous criminal cases, but do not include
some reinstated and transferred cases,

lowa—-District Court—Totai clvil disposed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings, but do notinclude
a few domestic relations cases.

Nebraska—District Court—Total civil filed and disposed data
include postconviction remiedy proceedings, but do not
include civil appeals cases.

New York—Supreme and County Courts—Total civil filed
data inciude postconviction remedy proceedings, but
do not include civii appeals cases.

Qregon—Circuit Court—Total clvil disposed data include
criminal appeals and postconviction remedy proceed-
Ings, but do not include some adoption and some mental
health cases.

Utah—District Court—Total clvil disposed data include some
postconviction remedy proceedings, but do notinclude
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 sitions 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 filing footnotes footnotes filings tion
ALABAMA
Circuit G G A 43,945 B 42,687 B 97 1,088
District L B B 138,381 B 136,889 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 2718 A 2,733 A 101 494
District L B B 27,209 B 26517 B 97 4,947
State Total 29,927 * 29,250 * 838 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
Circult G A A 32,358 29,623 92 1,377
City L A 8 6,303 B 3,621 B 57 2868
Justice of the Peace L A B NA NA
Municipal L A B 193,556 C 138,311 C 7 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 B8 B §5,020 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 Probale 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 6775 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 * 15,830

(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
Jurig- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count filing footnotes footnotes filings tion
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
Civit 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 3252 A 2,991 A 92 50
State L G A 71,139 A 67,528 A 95 1,098
State Total
HAWAII
Circuit G G B 7917 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 g9 6,707
ILLINOIS
Circuit G G A 447565 C 514,031 C 116 3,915
INDIANA
Superior and Circuit G B A 112,555 A 97,532 A 87 2,030
City and Town L B F 53,150 B 41,589 B 78 959
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 Totat 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 Cc 40,376 42,235 105 1,630
Municipal L B () 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 sitions 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 filing footnotes footnotes filings tion
KENTUCKY
Circuit G B A 15111 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 §1,111 * 48,486 * 95 4,162
MARYLAND
Circuit G B A 60,229 B 56,072 B 93 1,260
District L B A 213,306 221,421 104 4461
Stata 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 49
Recorder's Court of Detroit L B A 14,480 14,121 98 156
District L B B 271,347 C 257,715 C 95 2,919
Municipal L B B 1944 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 5,09 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
MONTANA
District G G A 3771 B 4,732 B 125 472
City L B B NA NA
Justice of the Peace L B B NA NA
Municipal L B 8 NA NA
State Total

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Crimina! Caseload, 1990, (continued)

State/Court name:

NEBRASKA
District
County
State Total

NEVADA
District
Justice
Municipal
State Total

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Superior
District
Municipal
State Total

NEW JERSEY
Superior
Municipal
State Total

NEW MEXICO
District
Magistrate
Metropolitan Ct. of Bernalillo County
State Total

NEW YORK
Supreme and County
District and City
Town and Village Justice
Criminal Court of the City of New York
State Total

NORTH CAROLINA
Superior
District
State Total

NORTH DAKOTA
District
County
Municipal
State Total

Total Dispo- Filings
Total criminal sitions per
ciminal dispositions asa 100,000
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult
Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
diction count filing footnotes footnotes filings tion
G B A 6,524 B 6,337 B 97 413
L B F 81,562 B 78,594 B 96 5,167
88,086 * 84,931 * 96 5,581
G Z A 6 A NA 0
L zZ B NA NA
L z B NA NA
G A A 12,756 11,829 94 1,150
L A B 41,738 NA 3,763
L A B 615 NA 55
55,107 4,968
G B A 61,098 54,471 89 790
L B B 404 847 386,095 95 5,237
465,945 440,566 95 6,028
G E A 11,502 10,740 93 759
L E B NA NA
L E B 63,439 B 63,694 B 100 4,187
G E A 79,322 A 77,628 A 98 441
L E D 238,687 B 226,854 B 95 1327
L E B NA NA
L E v 242,710 229,932 95 1,349
G E A 108,784 99,858 a2 1,641
L E G 544,588 C 527,698 C 97 8,216
653,372 * 627,556 * 96 9,857
G B A 1,775 B 1,692 B 95 278
L E F 18,248 18,580 102 2,857
L B B NA NA
{continued on next page)
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1990. (continued)

Total Dispo- Filings
Total criminal sitions 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 filing footnotes footnotes filings 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 29 4,263
State Total
OKLAHOMA
District G J A 75,352 B 67,458 B 80 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 7392 C 7,588 C 103 260
Municipal L A B 34,631 C 30,378 C 88 1,218
State 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 o1 4,657
State Total 53,399 * 48,722 * 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 93,638 NA 2,686
State Total 354,129 * 10,157
SOUTH DAKOTA
Circuit G A B 36,128 15432 A 5,191
TENNESSEE
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery G V4 A 64,855 A 53,115 A 82 1,330
General Sessions L M M NA NA
Municipal L M M NA NA
State Total

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1990, (continued)

State/Court name:

TEXAS
District
County-Level
Justice of the Peace
Municipal
State Total

UTAH
District
Circuit
Justice
State Total

VERMONT
District
Superior
State Total

VIRGINIA
Circuit
District
State Total

WASHINGTON
Superior
District
Municipal
State Total

WEST VIRGINIA
Circuit
Magistrate
Municipal
State Total

WISCONSIN
Circuit
Municipal
State Total

WYOMING
District
County
Justice of the Peace
Municipal
State Total

Total Dispo- Filings
Total criminal sitions per
criminal dispositions asa 100,000
Unit Point filings and and percen- aduit
Juris- of of qualifying qualifving tage of popula-
diction count filing footnotes foot=stes filings tion
G B A 168,269 161,022 96 991
L B F 433,337 356,401 A 2,551
L A B 573,604 A 420,056 A 73 3,377
L A B 615,218 A 374,739 A 61 3,622
1,790,428 * 1,312,218 * 10,540
G J A 4,608 B NA 267
L B A 44917 C NA 2,607
L B B 47,035 B 46,162 B 98 2,730
96,560 * 5,605
G D C 22,034 B 22,187 B 101 3,915
G B A 53 128 242 9
22,087 * 22,315 * 101 3,925
G A A 97,266 B 96,099 B 99 1,572
L A E 476,372 A 496,554 A 104 7,699
573,638 * 592,653 * 103 9,271
G G A 28,047 25,584 91 576
L c B 133,551 A 110,490 A a3 2,744
L c B 97,667 A 45,635 A 2,007
259,265 * 181,709 * 5,327
G J A 6,820 6,884 101 380
L J E 128,287 139,184 108 7,153
L A B NA NA
G D C 89,648 A 84,823 A 95 1,833
L A B NA NA
G J A 1,503 A 1,531 A 102 331
L J B 10,383 NA 2,289
L J B 3,991 NA 880
L A B NA NA
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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 thata
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
L

General Jurisdiction
Limited Jurisdiction

UNIT OF COUNT CODES:

Missing data

Data element is inapplicable

Single defendant—single charge

Single defendant—single incident (one/more charges)
Single defendant—single incident/maximum number
charges (usually two)

Single defendant—one/more incidents

Single defendant—content varies with prosecutor
One/more defendants—single charge

One/more defendants—single incident (one/more charges)
One/more defendants—single incidentmaximum number
charges (usually two)

One/more defendants—rone/more incidents

One/more defendants-—content varies with prosecutor
Inconsistent during reporting year

Both the defendant and charge components vary within the
state
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POINT OF FILING CODES:

Missing data

Data element is inapplicable

At the filing of the information/indictment

At the filing of the complaint

When defendant enters plea/initial appearance

When docketed

At issuing of warrant

At filing of information/complaint

Varies (at filing of the complaint, information, indictment)

OTMMUOW>»—Z
Howonounouwononounon

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

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

*See the qualifying footnote for each court
within the state, Each footnote has an
effect on the state’s total,

A:  The following courts’ data are incomplete:
Alaska—Superior Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data do notinclude 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 DWI/DUI cases.

Florida—Circuit Court—Total eriminal disposed data do not
include criminal appeals cases.

Georgia—Probate Court—Total crimInal filed and disposed
data include cases from 51 of 159 counties, de¢ not include
DWLI/DUI cases, which are reported with traffic/other
violation data, and are less than 76% 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 vlolallon data, and are less than 75%
complete,

Hawaii—Circuit Court—Total crimInal filed and disposed
data do not include reopened prior cases.

—District Court—Total criminal filed and disposed data do
not include some misdemeanor cases.

Indiana—Superior and Circuit Courts—Total criminal filed
and disposed data do not include criminal appeals cases.

lowa—District Court—Total criminal filed and disposed data
do not include some misdemeanor cases.

Kansas—Municipal Court—Total crimlInal 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 eriminal 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.

Oragon—Circuit Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data do not include criminal appeals cases.

Pennsylvania—Court of Common Pleas—Total eriminal filed
and disposed data do not include some criminal appeals
cases.,

South Dakota—Circuit Court—Total criminal disposed data
de 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—Totai 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 DWI/DUI cases.

Washington—District Court—Total etiminal filed and
disposed data do not include cases from several courts.
—Municipal Court—Total eriminal filed and disposed data
do not include cases from several courts, Disposed data
also do notinclude cases from Seattle Municipal Court and
are less than 75% complete.



Wisconsin—Circuit Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data do notinclude criminal appeals and some DWI/DUI
cases,

Wyoming—District Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data do not include criminal appeals cases.

The following courts’ data are overinclusive:

Alabama—Circuit Court—Total eriminal filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings.
—District Court—Total eriminal filed and disposed data
include preliminary hearing proceedings.

Alaska—District Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data include some moving traffic vioiation cases and all
ordinance violation cases.

Arkansas—City Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data include ordinance violatlon cases,

Colorado--District, Denver Juvenile, and Denver Probate
Courts—Total criminal 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 postconviction 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 ali traffic/other violation cases,

Idaho—District Court—Total criminal filed and disposed data
include postconviction remedy and sentence review
only proceedings,

Indiana—City and Town Courts—Tota! criminal filed and
disposed data include some ordInance violatlon and
some unclassified traffic cases.

Kentucky—District Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data include ordinance violation cases and sentence
review only proceedings.

Maryland—Circuit Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data include some postconviction remedy and sentence
revliew only proceedings.

Mississippi—County Court—Total criminal filed data include
prellminary hearlng proceedings.

Montana—District Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data include some trial court civil appeals cases.

Nebraska—District Court—Total ctiminal filed and disposed
data include civil appeals cases,

—County Court—Total criminal filed and disposed data
include ordinance viotation 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
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Ohio—County Court—Total criminal filed and disposed data
include ordinance violation cases.

—Municipal Court—Total criminal filed and disposed data
include ordinance violation cases.

Oklahoma—-District Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data include ordinance violation cases,

TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1990. (continued)

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 violatlon cases.

Utah—District Court—Total eriminal filed data include some
postconviction 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 casss.

Virginia—Circuit Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data include ordinance violation cases.

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 DWVDUI
cases,

Arkansas—Municipal Court—Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violatlon 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 ordlnance violation cases, but do notinclude
DWIV/DUI cases and partial year data from one count.
—Municipal Court—Total criminal filed and disposed data
include preliminary hearing bindovers and transfers and
some ordinance violation cases, but do not include DWI/
DUI cases, and partial year data from one court.

Colorado—County Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data include some preliminary hearlng proceedings, but
do not include cases from Denver County Court. Disposed
data also do not include DWI/DUI cases.

Connecticut—Superior Court—Total criminal filed data
include ordinance violation cases, but do notinclude
DWI/DUI cases.

Delaware—Municipal Court of Wilmington—Total criminal
filed and disposed data include ordinance violation
cases, but do not include most DWI/DUI cases.

lilinois—Circuit Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data include some prelirinary hearlng proceedings and
some ordinance violation cases, but do notinclude DWV
DUI and miscellaneous criminal cases, and some
reinstated and transferred cases..

Maine—Superior Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data include ordinance vioiation cases, and
postconviction remedy and sentence review only
proceedings, but do not include DWI/DUI and some
criminal appeals cases.

—District Court—Total criminal filed and disposed data
include preliminary hearing proceedings, but do not
include DWI/DUI 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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Michigan—District Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data include ordinance violation cases, but do not
include DWI/DUI cases.

—Municipal Court—Total crimlnal filed and disposed data
include ordinance violation cases, but do not include
DWI/DUI cases.

Minnesota—District Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data include ordinance violation cases, but do not
include some DWI/DUI cases,

North Carolina—District Court—Total criminal filed and
disposed data include some ordinance violation cases,
but do not include DWI/DUI 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 eriminal filed and disposed data
include ordinance violation cases, but do not include
DWIDUI cases.
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TABLE 10! Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1990, (continued)

Pennsylvania~Philadelphia Municipal Court—Total criminal
filed and disposed data include prellminary hearing
proceedings, but do not include some misdemeanor
cases,

Puerto Rico—District Court—Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violatlon cases, but do
not include DWI/DU; cases,

South Carolina—Magistrate Court—Total criminal filed and
disposed data include miscellaneous juvenlie cases, but
do not include DWI/DUI cases. (Filed data were estimated
using percentages provided by the AOC.)

Utah—Clircuit Court—Total criminal filed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings, but do not include
DWI/DUI and some miscellaneous criminal cases



TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Viclation Caseload, 1990

State/court name:

ALABAMA
District
Municipal
State Total

ALASKA
District

ARIZONA
Justice of the Peace
Municipal
State Total

ARKANSAS
City
Municipal
Police
State Total

CALIFORNIA
Justice
Municipal
State Total

COLORADO
County
Municipal
State Total

CONNECTICUT
Superior

DELAWARE
Alderman’s

Couit of Common Pleas

Family
Justice of the Peace

Municipal Court of Wilmington

State Total

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Superior

FLORIDA
County

Dispo- Filings
Total traffic Total traffic sitions per
filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- qualifying and qualifying percoentage total
diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings papulation
L 1 238,167 249,890 105 5,894
L 1 727112 C 506,638 A 17,995
965,279 * 756,528 * 23,890
L 3 55564 A 55564 A 100 10,102
L 1 426,217 415,260 7 11,628
L 1 842,753 849,675 101 22,993
1,268,970 1,264,935 100
L 1 17,400 A 8,352 A 48 740
L 1 333,843 A 210,381 A 63 14,202
L 1 NA NA
L 3 443413 C 369,380 C 83 1,480
L 3 13,800,663 C 12,227,168 C 89 46,373
14,244,076 * 12,596,548 * 88
L 2 211645 A 201,123 C 6,424
L 1 603,924 A NA 18,332
815,569 *
G 6 246,420 C 254,783 7,497
L 4 22,631 A 22,144 A 98 3,397
L 2 34724 B 38,288 B 5212
L 2 360 447 124 54
L 2 164,507 163,680 99 24,695
L 5 26,955 C 26,561 C 99 4,046
249,177 * 251,120 * 101
G 6 19,425 B 19,622 B 101 3,201
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 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 footnoles footnotes of filings population
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 85541 A 69,511 A 81 1,320
Municipal and City of Atlanta L 1 NA NA
Probate L 2 91,283 C 87,363 C 06 1,409
State L 2 160,959 C 164,805 C 102 2,485
State Total
HAWA
Circuit G 2 363 A 256 A 71 a3
District L 4 826,174 B 835,676 B8 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 85 47,267
INDIANA
Suparior and Circuit G 3 268,298 247,572 92 4,639
City and Town L 3 177,637 A 169,876 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 3t 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 1 167,797 NA 3,976
City and Parish L i 442,709 398,935 80 10,491
Justice of the Peace L 1 NA NA
Mayor's L 1 NA NA
State Total
(continued on next page)
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TABLE 11! Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1880. (continued)

Dispo- Filings
Total traffic Total traffic sitions per
filings and dispasitions asa 100,000
Juris- qualifying and qualifying parcentage total
State/court name: diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings population
MAINE
Superior G 2 3,100 C 2,654 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 1,159,545 1,028,899 A 24,251
MASSACHUSETTS
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G 1 1,122,068 B 178,234 C 18,650
MICHIGAN
District L 4 2530552 C 2,441,306 C 96 27,224
Municipal L 4 40,326 C 38,938 C 97 434
Probate L 2 19,026 18,814 99 205
State Total 2,583,903 * 2,499,058 * 96
MINNESOTA
District G 4 1,508,674 C 1,489,946 C 99 34,483
MISSISSIPPI
Municipal L 1 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 1 NA NA
Justice of the Peace L 1 NA NA
Municipal L 1 NA NA
State Total
NEBRASKA
County L 1 286,682 A 288,855 A 101 18,163
NEVADA
Justice L 1 NA NA
Municipal L 1 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/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 of filings population
NEW JERSEY
Municipal L 4 6,011,828 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 1,085,806 A 100 6,036
Town and Village Justice L 1 NA NA
State Total
NORTH CAROLINA
District L 6 1,166,325 2 1,134277 C 97 17,595
NORTH DAKOTA
District G 4 538 NA . 84
County L 1 51,986 A 51,870 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 186,008 A 98 1,842
Mayor's L 1 NA NA
Municipal L 5 1,521,939 A 1,617,333 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 324,875 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
District Justice L 4 1,514,861 A 1,367,294 A 90 12,750
Phitadelphia 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)
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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 gualifying percentage total
State/court name: diction Parking foolnotes footnotes of filings population
PUERTO RICO
District L 2 79,395 C 78,625 C a9 2,255
Municipal L 1 NA NA
State Total
RHODE ISLAND
District L 2 NA NA
Municipal L 1 NA NA
State Total
SOUTH CAROLINA
Family L 2 NA NA
Magistrate L 4 612,870 C 609,314 C 99 17,577
Municipal L 4 337,270 425918 B 9,673
State Total
SOUTH DAKOTA
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 i NA NA
Siate 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 5,641,740 A 4,247,278 A 77 32,624
State Total 7,259,197 * 5,940,766 *
UTAH
Circuit L 4 177644 B NA 10,311
Justice L 4 258,863 A 255,917 A a9 15,025
Juvenile L 2 524 6§82 111 30
State 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
State 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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State/court name:

WEST VIRGINIA
Magistrate
Muricipal
State Total

WISCONSIN
Circuit
Municipal
State Total

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
diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings population
L 2 150,619 140,070 93 8,398
L 1 NA NA
G 3 533,384 B 533,353 B 100 10,904
L 3 NA 328,289 C
861,642 *
77,847 88,818 B 17,i62
22,621 26,085 B 4,987
NA NA

WYOMING
County
Justice of the Peace
Municipal
State Total

| A e
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Tria) 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 cade opposite the name
of each court indicates the manner in which parking
cases are reported by the court. Qualifying footnotes in
Table 11 do not repeat the information provided by the
code, and, thus, refer only to the status of the statistics
on moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, and ordinance
violations. All state trial couris with traffic/other viclation
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 durisdiction

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
QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

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

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

A:  The following courts’ data are incomplete:

Alabama—Municipal Court—Total traffic/other violation
disposed data do not include ordinance violatlon 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 viotation cases.

Arkansas—City Court—Total treffic/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—Alderman'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 and
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 traffic/other violation filed
and disposed data do not include juvenile traffic cases.
—Municipal Court—Total traffic/other vielation filed and
disposed data do not include parking cases.

Kentucky—District Court—Total traffic/other viclation filed
and disposed data do not include ordinance violaticn
cases,

Maryiand—District Court—Total traffic/other violation
disposed data do not include parking and ordinance
violation cases.

Missouri-—Cireuit Court—Total traffiz/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 Bernalille 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 violatlon cases and are less than 75%
complete.

—District and City Courts—Total traftic/other violation
filed and disposed data do not include ordinance
violation cases.

North Dakota--County Court—Total traffic/other violation
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 violatlon cases.
—Municipal Court—Total traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data do not include ordinance violation cases.

Oklahoma—District Court—Total traffic/other viclation 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 traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not include ordi-
nance violation cases.
~Philadelphia Traffic Court—Total treffic/other violation
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 vlolation 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 trafflc/other violation filed and
disposed data represent a reporting rate of 30%,

Utah—Justice Court—Total traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data do not include some moving traffic
violation cases,
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Vermont—District Court—Total traffic/other violation filed
and disposed data do not include ordinance violation
cases,

Washington—District Court—Total traffic/other violation
filed 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 L::an one-half of the
total case filings for the municipal courts statewice,
Disposed data are therefore less than 75% complete.

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 felony and misdemeanor
cases.

District of Columbia—Superior Court—Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include DWI/DUI cases.

Hawaii—District Court—Total traffic/other violation filed
and disposed data include some misdemeanor cases,

lowa—-Distrigt 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 DWI/
DUI cases.

Massachusetts—Trial Court of the Commonwealth—Total
traffic/other violation filed data include some misde-
meanor cases.

Penrsylvania—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 DWI/
DUl 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 criminai appeals cases.

Utah—Circuit Court—Total traffic/other violation filed data
include some misceliaiveous criminal cases.

Virginia—District Court—Total traific/other violation filed
and disposed data include DWI/DUI cases.

Wisconsin—Circuit Court—Total traffic/cther violation filed
and disposed data include uncontested first offense DW/I/
DUl cases.

Wyoming—County Court—Total traffic/cther violation
disposed data include misdemeanor and DWI/DUI cases.
—Justice of the Peace Court—Total traffic/other
violation disposed data iriclude misdemeanor, DWI/DUI,
and criminal appeals cases,

The following courts' data are incomplete and overinclusive:

Alabama—Municipal Court—Total traffic/other violation
filed data include DWI/DUI cases, but do not include
ordinance violation cases and data that were unavailable
from a few municipalities.

Califomia—Justice Court—Total traffic/other violation filed
and disposed data include DWI/DUI cases, but do not
include some ordinance violation cases and partial year
data from one court.
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1990. (continued)

—Municipal Court—Total traffic/other violatlon filed and
disposed data include DWI/DUI cases, but do not include
some ordinance vlolation cases, and partial year data
from one court.

Colorado—County Court—Total traffic/other violation
disposed data include DWVDUI cases, but do not include
data from Denver County Court.

Connecticut—Superior Court—Total traffic/other violation
filed data include DWI/DUI cases, but do not include
ordinance violation cases.

Yelaware-—Municipal Court of Wilmington—Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data include most DWI/
DUI cases, but do notinclude ordinance viclation cases.

Georgia—State Court—Total traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data include some DWI/DUI and mlsdemeanor
cases, represent data from 22 of 62 courts, and are less
than 75% complete,
—Probate Court—Total traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data include DWI/DUI cases, represent data from
51 of 159 counties, and are less than 75% complete,

llinois—Circuit Court—Total traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data include DWI/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 DWI/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—Tota! traffic/other violation filed
and disposed data include DWI/DUI cases, but do not
include ordinance violation cases.

—Municipal Court—Total traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data include DWIDUI cases, but do not include
ordinance violation cases,

Minnesota—District Court—Total traffic/other violation filed
and disposed data include some DWI/DUI cases, but do
not include ordinance violation cases.

North Carolina—District Court—Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data include DWI/DUI cases, but do not
include some ordinance vlolation cases.

North Dakota—Municipal Court—Total traffic/other
violation disposed data include DWU/DUI cases, but do
not include ordinance violation and parking cases, and
are less than 75% complete.

Oregon—Municipal Court—Total traffic/other violation filed
and disposed data include DWI/DUI cases, but do not
include ordinance violation cases,

Puerto Rico—District Court—Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data include DWUDUI cases, but do not
include ordinance vioilation cases.

South Carolina—Magistrate Court—Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include DWI/DUI cases,
but do not include ordinance violation cases.

Wisconsin—Municipal Court—Total traffic/other violation
disposed data include DWI/DUI cases, but 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 filing footnotes footnotes of filings population
ALABAMA
Circuit G A 16,221 14,119 87 1,632
District L A 23,385 22,739 97 2,209
State Total 39,606 36,858 23
ALASKA
Superior G c 2,180 1,766 81 1,271
District L | 121 77 64 70
State 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 o 92,998 A 123,269 A 133 1,200
COLORADO
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G A 18,066 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 o8 2,886
ILLINOIS
Circuit G C 38,171 A 33,769 A 88 1,296

(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 sitions per
Point filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- of qualifying and qualifying percentage juvenile
State/court name: diction filing footnotes footnotes of filings population
INDIANA
Superior and Circuit G (o] 31,649 B 26,477 B 84 2,174
Probate L c 688 B 695 B 101 47
State Total 32,337 ° 27472 * 84
IOWA
District G A 8,060 NA 1,121
KANSAS
District G (o 15,401 B 15,147 B 98 2,328
KENTUCKY
District L Cc 37,834 B 33,420 B 88 3,965
LOUISIANA
District G C 7,655 NA 624
Family and Juvenile G o] 20,237 16,378 81 1,649
City and Parish L (o] 6,305 5,621 89 514
State Total 34,197
MAINE
District L c 5,082 4,544 89 1,645
MARYLAND
Circuit G Cc 36,566 32,940 90 3,146
District L (o] 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 65,817 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 o] 1,077 B NA 144
State Total 11,766 *
MISSOURI
Circuit G (o] 19,062 18,525 97 1,450
MONTANA
District 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)

State/court name:

NEBRASKA
County
Separate Juvenile
State Total

NEVADA
District

NEW HAMPSHIRE
District

NEW JERSEY
Superior

NEW MEXICO
District

NEW YORK
Family

NORTH CAROLINA
District

NORTH DAKOTA
District

OHIO
Court of Common Pleas

OKLAHOMA
District

OREGON
Circuit

PENNSYLVANIA
Court of Common Pleas

PUERTO RICO
Superior

RHODE ISLAND
Family

SOUTH CAROLINA
Family
Magistrate
State Total

Total Total
juvenile juvenile
Point filings and dispositions
Juris- of qualifying and qualifying
diction filing fooinotes footnotes
L c 4,379 4,325
L c 2,484 NA
6,863

G c NA NA
L c 7,521 NA
G F 132,433 129,429
G c 9,191 9,157
R c 60,697 64,937
L C 28,074 28,839
G Cc 10,136 9,341 B
G E 145,017 144,790
G G NA NA
G Cc 19,723 NA
G F 57,285 56,409
G Cc 8,388 8,294
L c 7,936 7,404
L o] 17,376 B 17,063 B
L | NA NA

Dispo- Filings
sitions per
asa 100,000
percentage juvenile
of filings population
99 1,021
579
2,698
o8 7,360
100 2,057
107 1,425
103 1,748
5,779
100 5,180
2,724
98 2,050
99
93 3,516
98 1,888

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1990, (continued)

State/court name:

SOUTH DAKOTA
Circuit

TENNESSEE
General Sessions
Juvenile
State Total

TEXAS
District
County-Level
State Total

UTAH
Juvenile

VERMONT
District

VIRGINIA
District

WASHINGTON
Superior

WEST VIRGINIA
Circuit

WISCONSIN
Circuit

WYOMING
District
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Total Total Dispo- Filings
juvenile juvenile sitions per
Paint filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- of qualifying and qualifying percentage juvenile
diction filing footnotes footnotes of filings population
G 4,054 NA 2,043
L B NA NA
L B NA NA
G (o] 13,758 14,553 A 106 285
L C 2,877 2,835 A 99 59
16,635 17,388 * 105
L C 38,118 37,741 a9 6,075
G C 1,771 1,706 96 1,238
L C 97,400 94,825 B 97 6,473
G A 26,346 25,131 95 2,089
G C 6,668 6,393 o6 1,503
G o] 38,049 37,530 99 2,952
G C 1,576 NA 1,163



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 of the filing rates for the
individual courts due to rounding.

NA = Data are not available.
JURISDICTION CODES:

G
L

General Jurisdiction
Limited Jurisdiction

POINT OF FILING CODES:

Missing data

Data element is inapplicable
Filing of comptaint

At initial hearing (intake)
Filing of petition

Issuance of warrant

At referral

Varies

e nnnu

OTMmMOoOL>»— =

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

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

*See the qualifying footnote for each court within the state, Each
footnote has an effect on the state’s total,

A:  The following courts' data are incomplete:
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 notinclude child-victim petition cases.

District of Columbia—Superior Court—Total juvenile
disposed data do not include most child-victim petlition
cases and are less than 75% complete.

lllinois——Circuit Court—Total juvenile filed 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 chiid-victim petition cases.
—County-Level Court—Total juvenile filed and disposed
data do not includa child-victim petition cases and are
less than 76% complete.

The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Indiana—Superior and Circuit Courts—Total juvenlle filed
and disposed data include miscellaneous domestic
relations and some sugport/custody cases.
—Probate Court—Total juvenile filed and disposed data
include miscellaneous domesilc relations cases.

Kansas—District Court—Total juvenile filed and disposed
data include juvenile traffic/other violation cases.

Kentucky—District Court—Total juvenlle 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 dispased 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.

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 De;rartiment, but do not include most
cases from the Juvenile Court Department and some cases
from the District Court Department. The data are less than
75% complete.
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984-1990

State/Court name:

ALASKA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

ARIZONA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

ARKANSAS
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

CALIFORNIA
Supreme Court
Courts of Appeal

COLORADO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

CONNECTICUT
Supreme Court
Appellate Court

FLORIDA
Supreme Court
District Cts. of Appeal

GEORGIA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

HAWAII
Supreme Court

Intermediate Ct. of App.

IDAHO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

ILLINOIS
Supreme Court
Appellate Court

INDIANA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

IOWA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

KANSAS
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

KENTUCKY
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

LOUISIANA
Supreme Court
Courts of Appeal

1984
Number of
filings and

qualifying
footnotes

320

467

105 A
2,753

479 C
855

222 A
10,118

256
1,580

NA
1,362 B

587
11,770

663 B
2,070 B

471 B
101

349 B
146

118
7,134 B

NA
1,150 B

NA
569

169
1,041 B

221
2,725

147 B

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1980
Number of Number of Numbaer of Number of Number of Number of
fillngs and filings and filings and fillngs and filings and filings and
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualilying qualifying
footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes fontnotes

Stutes with one court of last resort and one intermediate appellate court
334 318 368 363 342 347
446 505 469 435 404 428
81 A 118 A 116 A 112 A 189 A 92
2,843 3,352 3,451 3,902 3,858 4,491
439 C 411 C 459 C 400 C 443 C 482 C
846 951 949 899 1,079 1,086
284 A 236 A 315 A 319 A 380 A 522
10,252 10,035 9,985 10,954 11,542 13,012
200 205 214 197 205 228
1,626 1,862 1,930 1,946 2,012 2,269
NA NA 58 86 274 201
934 B 953 B 945 995 985 1,107
5§97 629 581 510 642 617
12,262 18,502 13,861 14,195 13,924 14,386
692 B 616 B 640 B 639 B 674 690
1,946 B 2,666 B 2,071 B 2306 B 2,361 B 2,384
496 B 604 B 616 B 715 B 650 B 489
132 132 134 120 140 138
348 B 288 B 289 B 382 B 366 B 349
149 174 181 227 221 215
167 218 176 275 163 199
7,611 B 7,550 B 7,954 B 8,119 B 8,139 B 8,191 B
NA NA 409 NA 336 199
1,037 B 1,073 B 1,149 B 1,222 B 1,516 1,966
NA 1,528 877 B 80t B 1,303 1,211
730 552 618 728 678 743
177 189 214 347 179 165
1,087 B 1,131 B 1,127 B 1,176 B 1,154 B 1,201 B
282 251 261 258 304 281
3,156 2,769 2,691 2,665 2,712 2,569
79 B 112 135 124 108 82
3,578 B 3,685 3,846 3,967 3,562 3,835

3,870 B
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

Number of Numbear 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 foolnoles ing footnotes ing footnoles ing footnotes ing footnotas ing foolncies Ing footnofe!

347 287 355 291 394 298 349

449 406 589 429 403 431 a87

111 A 87 A 70 A 86 A 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

827 895 840 283 827 978 1,016

NA NA NA 73 C 101 C 45 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 2,183 2,105

NA NA NA NA NA 296 B 285

568 B 877 B 1,055 B 863 1,026 1,138 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 1918 B 1,535

454 B 516 B 691 B 579 B8 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 23 204

120 152 207 152 292 191 185
6891 B 6,961 R 7,007 B 7,451 B 7.648 B 7722 B 7951 B

357 =99 470 384 380 418 259

1,137 B 1,062 B 1116 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 1218 B 1,152 B

280 259 253 271 302 305 278

2,696 2,757 2,661 2,304 2,243 2,438 2,463

NA NA 7 123 134 105 95

NA NA 3,944 3,380 3,429 3,646 3,517

(continued on next page)

Part 1ll;: 1990 State Court Caseload Tables » 151



TABLE 13; Mandatory Caseload in Siate Appellate Courts, 1984-1990, (continued)

State/Court name;

MARYLAND
Court of Appaals
Court of Spec, Appeals

MASSACHUSETTS
Supreme Judiclal Court
Appeals Count

MICHIGAN
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

MINNESOTA
Supreme Court
Courl of Appeals

MISSOURI
Suprema Court
Court of Appeals

NEW JERSEY
Supreme Court
Appellate Div. of Super, Ct,

NEW MEXICO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

NORTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

NORTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

OHIO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

OREGON
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

SOUTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

UTAH
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

VIRGINIA
Supreme Court
Courl of Appeals

WASHINGTON
Suprame Court
Court of Appeals

WISCONSIN
Supreme Court
Courl of Appeals

1964 1985 1986 1087 1988 1989 1890

Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
filings and fllings and filings and filings and filings and fllings and filings and
qualifying qualilying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualitying qualifylng
footrioles footnotes footnoles footnolas footnoles footnotes footnoles
220 B 218 B 238 B 233 B 242 B 205 B 261
1,777 1,642 1,644 1,714 1,754 1,841 2,006
141 129 86 72 06 75 88
1375 B 1301 B 1,352 B 1434 B 1394 B 1451 B 1,568
5 3 4 5 4 4 2

4,796 5,187 NA 8,186 B 8,569 B 10,851 B 12,340 B

NA NA 175 241 2N 248 282
NA NA 1,767 1,924 2,065 1,772 2,187
161 B 1687 B 164 B 83 B 63 227 247
2,852 3,166 3,147 3,055 3315 3,659 3,665
368 227 236 349 357 413 387
6,224 B 6,037 B 6,106 B 6,277 B 6,458 B 6492 B 7,007
322 303 325 320 296 368 207
572 662 671 604 648 77 787
230 222 249 182 147 109 116
1,014 B 1376 B 1,381 B 1,265 B 1,351 B 1,378 1,378
370 338 377 382 367 397 429
NC NC NC NC 9 0 13
338 442 491 422 500 535 682
9,383 9,522 0,683 9,983 10,005 10,771 10,721
205 180 145 176 192 217 194
3,828 3,981 4,146 4,305 3,739 3,795 4,584
479 451 519 511 624 463 602
404 331 351 440 307 448 370
640 628 623 474 443 498 566
NA NA NA 560 A 721 764 629
NA NA NA NA NA NA 13
NC 538 419 422 455 443 464
228 B 194 B 162 B 135 B 123 B 101 B 148 B

2,866 3,27G 3,535 3,238 3,157 3,222 3,653

a8 91 NA NA NA NA NA

2,239 2,358 2,053 2,185 2,147 2,355 2853 B
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1950

Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions
and qualify- and quaiily- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify-
Ing footnotes ing foolnotes ing footnotes ing footnoles ing foolnotes ing footnotes ing footnoles
230 B 232 B 188 B 222 B 183 B 221 B 244
1,877 1,807 1,652 1,777 1,762 1,811 1,808
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
NA NA NA NA NA NA 1,471
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 1,916 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
1412 B 1,464 B 1,626 B 1310 B 1272 B 1,188 B 1,366
331 335 357 357 405 381 439
NC NC NC NC 13 ] 7
320 aa3 414 380 462 457 531
9,124 9,491 9,296 9,383 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 B8 208 B 148 B 154 8 127 B 138 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 2,612

{continued on next page)
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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 fllings and filings and
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualilying qualifying qualifying qualifying
State/Couri name; footnotes footnotes foolnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes

States with no intermediate appellate court

DELAWARE

Supreme Court 331 B 406 B 417 B 397 B 473 B 517 B 483 8
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Court of Appeals 1,810 B 1,770 B 1,556 1,500 1,624 1,515 1,650
MAINE

Supreme Judicial Court 61 A NA 59 A 631 C 528 C 540 622 C
MISSISSIPP)

Supreme Court 838 815 1,010 891 919 773 961
MONTANA

Supreme Court NA NA 566 546 597 627 633
NEBRASKA

Supreme Court 1,002 B 997 B 1014 B 1,196 B 1,103 B 1497 B 1,207 B
NEVADA

Supreme Court 799 m 853 856 991 997 1,089
NEW HAMPSHIRE

Supreme Court NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
RHGDE ISLAND

Supreme Court 409 403 389 323 410 455 465
SOUTH DAKOTA

Supreme Court 344 B 358 B 363 B 422 B 428 B 387 B 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 331 306 342 320 357 321 314

States with multiple. appellate courts at any level

ALABAMA

Supreme Court 745 798 827 998 829 908 994

Court of Civil Appeals 532 548 8§30 584 529 556 651

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 B 330 B 302

Appeliate Div. of Sup. Ct, NA 135 C NA 9,205 B 10,740 B 11338 B 10577 B

Appellate Terms of Sup, Ct, NA NA NA 2,208 B 2,192 B 2461 B 2245 B
OKLAHOMA

Supreme Court 789 1,128 788 1,105 a09 862 1,033

Court of Appeals 788 635 a7 931 1,362 1373 1,323

Court of Criminal Appeals 502 NA NA 980 B 1,046 B 1,192 B 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

Superior Court 5,793 B 5,878 B 5989 B 6,137 8 6,439 B 6,040 B 6,291
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1949 1980

Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
dispositions digpositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispesitions
and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify-
ing footnoles ing lootnoles ing footnotes ing foctnotes Ing footnotes ing {ootnotes ing footnotes
354 B 373 B 415 B 418 B 407 B 480 B 553 B
1510 B 1,568 B 1568 B 1,695 1,602 1,698 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 8 1277 B 1022 B
788 867 854 1,013 22 1,047 1,057
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
447 393 478 402 403 396 476
HA NA NA NA 463 B 484 B 434 B
532 B 506 535 527 593 624 685
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
250 347 327 302 334 363 287
NA 797 940 1,017 994 620 569
536 516 548 518 576 528 641
1,480 1,424 1,745 1,819 1,774 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
645 404 536 626 693 773 774
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
NA NA NA 4,053 B 4,392 B 3,973 B 3519 B
5908 B 8,355 B 7410 B 6,253 B 6,416 B 6,218 B 6,079

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984-1990. (continued)

State/Court name:

TENNESSEE
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
Court of Criminal Appeals

TEXAS
Supreme Court
Court of Criminal Appeals
Courts of Appeals

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1983 1890
Number of Number of Number of Mumber of Number of Number of Number of
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and
qualitying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying
footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes

216 139 146 170 161 161 107
951 899 1,473 1,003 889 889 980
868 B 850 B 885 B 811 B 994 994 1,002
0 1 2 3 3 3 3
1,959 1,998 2,221 2,450 3,578 3,504 2,281
7,386 7,954 7,832 7,857 8,250 8,813 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 qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and quality- and qualify- and qualify-
ing footnotes _ing footnotes ing foolnotes _lng footnotes Ing lootnotes ing looinotes ing footnoles

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
1,010 1,010 1,330 1,033 1,016 B 1,015 B 924
851 B 891 B 946 B 747 B 794 B 794 B 843 B
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

IAC 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 discliplinary 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. C:

—Court of Appeals—Total mandatory data include all
discretionary petitions that were granted and refiled as
appeals,

Hawaii—Supreme Court-——Data include a few discretionary
petitions granted.

Idaho—Supreme Court—Data include discretionary
petitions that were granted.

lllinois—Appellate Court—Data include alf discretionary
petitions.

Indiana—Court of Appeals—Data for 1984-1988 include all
discretionary petitions.

lowa—Supreme Court—Data in¢lude some discretionary
petitions that were dismissed by the court,
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Kansas—Court of Appeals—Filed data include a few
discretionary petitions that were granted. Disposed
data include all discretionary petlitions.

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
petitions 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 that 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.

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
disclplinary cases and certified questicns from the
federal courts,

Maine—Supreme Judicial Court Sitting as Law Court—Data
include discretionary petitions, but do not include
mandatory disciplinary and advisory oplnion cases.



TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984-1990

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying
State/Court name: footnotes {ootnotes footnotes foolnotes footnotes footnotes
States with one court of last resort and one intermediate appellate court
ALASKA
Supreme Coun 221 194 313 219 244 251
Court of Appeals 63 64 83 54 62 62
ARIZONA
Supreme Court 1016 B 1,161 B 1,156 B 985 B 1,018 B 1,004 B
Court of Appeals 50 40 49 51 60 52
ARKANSAS
Supreme Court NA NA NA NA NA NA
Court of Appeals NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ
CALIFORNIA
Supreme Court 3,991 4,346 4,808 4,558 4,351 4,214
Couits of Appeal 5,838 5,938 6,234 6,732 7,005 6,966
COLORADO E
Supreme Court 813 767 783 756 825 993
Appellate Coun NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ
FLORIDA
Supreme Court 1,056 1,175 1,097 1,270 1,316 1,111
District Courts of Appeal 1,970 1,975 2,294 2,282 2,285 2,259
GEORGIA
Supreme Court 941 975 980 1,006 998 1,101
Court of Appeals 623 641 647 733 77 809
HAWAII
Supreme Cour 32 41 43 57 45 42
Intermediate Ct. of App. NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ
IDAHO
Supreme Court 60 92 77 a2 76 N
Court of Appeals NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ
ILLINOIS
Supreme Court 1,675 1,579 1,637 1,673 1,558 1,558
Appellate Court NA NA NA NA NA NA
INDIANA
Supreme Court NA NA NA 404 NA 565
Court of Appeals NA NA NA NA NA 81
IOWA
Supreme Court NA NA 352 327 3an NA
Court of Appeals NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ
KANSAS
Supreme Coun NA NA NA NA NA 526
Coun of Appeals NA NA NA NA NA NA
KENTUCKY
Supreme Court 986 813 847 693 A 686 A 748 A
Court of Appeals 79 96 94 80 92 89
LOUISIANA
Supreme Count 2,126 A 2,313 A 2,455 2,673 2,657 2,776
Courts of Appeal 1,842 2,538 3,016 3,541 3,877 4,189
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1990
Number of
tiings and
qualifying
footnotes

231
61

1044 B

NA
NJ

4,622
7,236

1,072
NJ

1303
2457

1,079
794

43
NJ

77
NJ

1582
NA

690
112

NA
NJ

461
NA

753 A
59

2684
3980



1984
Number of
dispositions
and qualify-

Ing footnotes

220
77

1,048 B
59

NA
NJ

NA
NA

NA
NJ

1,060
1,669

NA
629

35
NJ

55
NJ

1,715
NA

356
NA

478 A
NJ

NA
NA

793
73

NA
NA

1985
Number of
dispositions
and qualify-
ing footnotes

1986
Number of
dispositions
and qualify-
ing footnotes

197
54

1,078 B

NA
NJ

NA
NA

NA
NJ

1,123
1,683

NA
NA

39
NJ

99
NJ

1,673
NA

325

497 A

NA
NA

1,044
a7

NA
NA

290
99

1,156 B
48

NA
NJ

NA
NA

NA
NJ

1,260
1,751

NA
NA

45
MJ

71
NJ

1,622
NA

355
NA

520 A
NJ

NA

898
107

2,230
2,935

1987
Number of
dispositions
and qualify-
_[rlg_'!oo!notes

231

1,054 B

45

NA
NJ

4,004
8,776

1,036 B

NJ

1,223
1,887

1,524 B

701

58
NJ

76

1,633
NA

437
NA

317 A
NJ

NA

706 A
4l

2,660
3,460

1988
Number of
dispositions
and qualify-
ing footnotes

1989
Number of
dispositions
and qualify-
ing footnotes

255
66

905 B
63

NA
NJ

4,052
7,334

1,001 B
NJ

1,426
1,839

1,615 B
683

42
NJ

84
NJ

1,482
NA

494
NA

201 A
NJ

NA

678 A
77

2,404
3,802

243
56

995 B

53

NA
NJ

4,442
7,070

1,215 B
NJ

965
1,893

1,885 B
706

45
NJ

88
NJ

1,484

NA

599
76

303 A
NJ

NA
NA

640 A
89

2,633
4,138

1990
Number of
dispositions
and qualify-

ing footnotes

235
64

1006 B
56

NA
NJ

4442
7438

1261 B

1558 B
794

43
NJ

86
NJ

1,498
NA

629
116

311
NJ

NA
NA

718
76

2,870
3,945

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984-1990, (continued)

State/Court name:

MARYLAND
Court of Appeals
Court of Special Appeals

MASSACHUSETTS
Supreme Judiclal Court
Appeals Court

MICHIGAN
Supreme Court
Count of Appeals

MISSOURI
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

NEW JERSEY
Supreme Court

Appellate Div. of Super. Ct.

NEW MEXICO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

NORTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

NORTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

CHIO
Supreme Court
Counl of Appeals

OREGON
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

SOUTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

UTAH
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

VIRGINIA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

WASHINGTON
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

WISCONSIN
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

1984 1985
Number of Number of
filings and filings and
qualifying qualifying
footnotes footnotes

761 713
308 192
1,246 1,336
NA NA
2,347 2,069
NA 2,249
846 981
NJ NJ
1,142 A 1,053
NA NA
174 165
57 68
541 620
471 484
NA NA
NC NC
1,704 1,644
NJ NJ
870 903
NJ NJ
NA NA
NJ NJ
72 42
NA NA
1,915 1,043
NC 1,103
881 C 906
263 320
718 761
245 228

1986 1987

Number of Number of
filings and filings and
qualifying qualitying
footnotes footnotes
607 655
240 294
1,473 336
NA NA
2,042 2,082
NA NA
989 1,033
NJ NJ

1382 A 1,382 A

NA NA
202 350
52 57
735 676
546 483
NA NA
NC NC
1,733 1,846
NJ NJ
890 1,086
NJ NJ
24 A 32 A
NJ NJ
51 30
NA 10
1,193 1,441
1,113 1,201
897 C 1,151 C
an 346
836 869
241 221
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1988 1989
Number of Number of
filings and fiings and
qualifying qualifying
footnotes footnotes

682 598
220 230
563 592
886 959
2,662 2,805
NA NA
1,056 857
NJ NJ
1,354 A 1,482 A
NA NA
295 366
64 44
636 447
446 385
6 o
NA NA
1,770 1,686
NJ NJ
857 709
NJ NJ
26 A 43 A
NJ NJ
61 36
20 NA
1,439 1,573
1,291 1,523
947 A 821 A
372 318
915 896
228 181

1990
Number of
filings and
qualifying
foolnotes

626
204

444
916

2507
NA

809
NJ

1217 A
NA

414
46

626
451

NA
NA

1872
NJ

791
NJ

61
NJ

48

1,740
1,570

891 A
351

842
NA



1984
Number of
dispositions
and qualify-

ing footnotes

785
308

NA

2,495 B
NA

812 A

1,075 A
NA

NA
NA

465
423

NA

1,203
NJ

NA
NA

NA
NA

1818
NC

905 C
270

721 B
209

1985
Number of
dispositions
and qualify-
ing footnotes

1986
Number of
dispositions
and qualify-
ing footnotes

1987
Number of
dispositions
and qualify-
ing foolnotes

1988
Number of
dispositions
and qualify-
ing footnotes

1989 1990

678
192

NA

2314 B
NA

980 A

1,025 A
NA

NA
NA

665
462

NA
NC

1,428
NJ

873

NA
NJ

NA
NA

1,321
637

907 C

283

699
228

700
185

NA
NA

2,397 B
NA

953 A
NJ

1,378 A
NA

NA
NA

748
560

NA
NC

1,532
NJ

1,013

NA
NJ

NA
NA

1,005
881

786 C
317

765
241

562
294

NA
NA

2,168 B

NA

997 A

NJ

1411 A

NA
NA

637
483

NA

1,598
NJ

1,042
NA

NA
NJ

NA
NA

1,169
1,743

1,083 C

388

725
188

776
220

NA

2,254 B
NA

727
446

1,621
NJ

871
NA

NA
NA

1,655
1,454

1,060 A
388

866
162

Number of Number of
disposttions dispositions
and qualify- and qualify-
ing foolnotes Ing footnoles

543 608

230 204

NA NA

NA 916

2453 B 2,755

NA NA

871 823

NJ NJ
1472 A 1,200 A

NA NA

344 402

NA NA

397 601

385 431

0 NA

NA NA

1372 1,413

NJ NJ

733 707

NA NA

NA NA

NJ NJ

NA NA

NA NA

1,800 A 1,610

1,777 2,140
820 A 883 A

305 354

802 728

148 NA

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 14; Discretionary Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984-1990,

(continued)

State/Court name:

DELAWARE
Supreme Court

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Court of Appeals

MAINE
Supreme Judicial Court

MISSISSIPPI
Supreme Court

MONTANA
Supreme Court

NEBRASKA
Supreme Court

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Supreme Court

RHODE |SLAND
Supreme Court

SOUTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court

VERMONT
Supreme Court

WEST VIRGINIA
Supreme Court ¢ Appeals

WYOMING
Supreme Court

ALABAMA
Supreme Court
.Court of Civil Appeals
Court of Criminal Appeals

NEW YORK
Courl of Appeals
Appellate Div. of Sup. Ct.

Appellate Terms of Sup, Ct.

OKLAHOMA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
Court of Criminal Apoeals

1984
Number of
filings and
qualifying
footnoles

States with no intermediate appellate court

5A

85

NA

NA

NA

603 A

202

27 A

25

1,282

NA

States with multiple appeliate courts at any level

712
NJ
NJ

NA
NA
NA

388
NJ
284

1985 1986 1987
Number of Number of Number of
filings and filings and filings and
qualilying qalifying qualifying
footnotes foolnoles footnotes

3A 3 A 4 A
81 76 96
NA NA NA

4 3 2
NA 36 25
NA NA NA

574 A 534 A 516 A
288 168 219

17 A 32 A 27 A
19 24 31

1,372 1,585 2,037

NA NA NA
606 763 713
NJ NJ NJ
NJ NJ NJ
NA NA NA
NA NA NA
NA NA NA
295 340 293

NJ NJ NJ

NA NA NA
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1988 1989
Number of Number of
fitings and filings and
qualitying qualifying
footnotes footnotas

4 A 6 A
61 49
NA NA

0 43
3 6
NA NA

504 567
189 179
35 A 39 A
32 34
1,621 1,644
NA NA
765 806
NJ NJ
NJ NJ
4,280 4,411
NA NA
NA NA
295 443
NJ NJ
NA NA

1990
Number of
filings and
qualifying
foolnotes

1A

45
NA
64
NA
NA
627
177
49
32
1,623
NA
867

NJ

4,499

NA

448
NA



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 footnotas ing footnotes Ing footnotes ing footnoles ing footnotes ing foolnotes
5 A 2A 3A 4 A 3A 5A 5A

NA 77 72 87 65 49 45
52 68 67 40 NA NA NA

2 4 3 2 0 32 59

NA NA 19 MNA 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 1,809 1,775 1,735 1,586
NA NA NA NA NA NA MNA
NA 588 582 654 603 1,104 1,248
NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ
NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ
3,477 3,505 3,549 3,476 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

{continued on next page)
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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 Nuritber 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 nama: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes
PENNSYLVANIA
Supreme Court 1,637 2,579 2,242 1,936 2,207 2,227 3,645
Commonwealth Court 82 81 NA 115 45 29 36
Superior Court NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
TENNESSEE
Supreme Court 842 772 765 758 758 820 731
Court of Appeals 57 82 74 77 77 1C3 109
Court of Criminal Appeals NA NA NA NA NA 67 55
TEXAS
Supreme Court 1,130 1,169 1,228 1,176 1,243 1,126 1,206
Court of Criminal Appeals 1,281 1,360 1,360 1,339 1,416 1,792 1,380
Courts of Appeal NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ
COURT TYPE: New Jersey—Supreme Court—Data do not include discre-
tionary Interlocutory decisions.
COLR = Court of last resort South Dakota—Supreme Court—Data do not include
IAC - = Intermediate appellate court advisory oplinions that are reported with mandatory
jurisdiction cases,
NOTE: South Carolina—Supreme Court—Data for 1986, 1987,
" . 1988, and 1989 do not include discretionary petitions
NA = Indicates that the data are unavailable. that were denled or otherwlse dismissed/withdrawn or
NC = Indicates that the court did not exist during that year, settled.
NJ = Indicates that the court does not have jurisdiction. Washington—Supreme Court—Data do not include some

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

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 Interlocutory decision cases, which are

reported with mandatory Jurisdiction cases.
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lowa—Supreme Court—Data do not include some discre-
tionary original proceedings.

Kentucky—Supreme Court--Data for 1987, 1988, 1989 and
1990 do not includw 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 1964-1987 do
not include a few original proceedings.

New Hampshire—Supreme Court—Data for 1984-1987
include discretionary judge disciplinary cases.

discretionary cases that are reported with mandatory
jurisdiction cases.

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
gppeals that were granted and refiled as appeals.

Michigan—Supreme Count—Disposed data include a few
mandatory jurisdiction cases.

Wisconsin—Supreme Court-——Data for 1984 include all
disposed mandatory jurisdiction cases,

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 notinclude some discretionary petitions.



1984 1985

Number of Number of
dispositions dispositions
and qualify- and quality-
ing footnotes ing footnoles

NA NA

NA NA

NA NA

NA NA

57 82

NA NA

1,034 1,187

1,081 1,046

NJ NJ

1986 1987

Number of Number of
dispositions dispositions
and qualily- and qualily-
ing footnotes ing footnotes

NA NA

NA NA

NA NA

NA 1,087

74 77

NA NA

1,166 1,261

1,100 1,672

NJ NJ

1988 1989 1980

Number of Number of Number of
dispositions dispositions disposilions
and qualify- and qualify- and qualify-
ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes

NA NA NA

NA NA NA

NA NA NA

1,087 1,057 772

77 97 74

NA 35 36

1,168 1,096 1,166

1,437 2,107 1,352

NJ NJ NJ
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseload In State Trial Courts, 1984-1990

State/Court name:

ALABAMA
Circuit

ALASKA
Superior

ARIZONA
Superior

ARKANSAS
Circuit

CALIFORNIA
Superior

COLORADO
District

CONNECTICUT
Superior®

PISTRICT CF COLUMBIA
Superior

FLORIDA
Circuit

GEORGIA
Superior

HAWAII
Circuit

1984
Number of
filings and

qualifying

footnotes

NA

NA

15,360

17,993 B

74,412 B

14,783

3,879

10,583

173,420 B

33,725

2869 C

1985
Number of
filings and

qualifying

footnotes

NA

NA

17,295

21425 B

82,372 B

15,804

4,179

12,399

NA

36,182

2878 C

1986 1987 1988
Number of Number of Number of
filings and filings and filings and
qualifying qualifying qualifying
footnotes footnotes footnotes

General jurisdicticn courts

NA NA NA
2,658 2,661 2,526
20,633 21,444 22,176
21,944 3 24,805 B 22,110 B
94,779 B 104,906 B 115,595 B
16,087 16,223 17,391
4,512 4,985 6,204
16,207 19,986 21,472
146,449 B 159,701 B 184,532 B
37,146 45,104 53,984
2842 C 2,766 C 29809 C

1989
Number of
filings and

qualifying

footnotes

NA

2,757

23,981

24842 B

132,486 C

19,284

6,194

21,332

199,111 B

63,977

3115 C

1990
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

31,807

2,718

26,057

25,755 B

150,975 C

20,212

5,268

20,138

192,976 B

66,275

3,025 C
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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
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and lings and filings and
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying
State/Court name: footnotes footriotes footnotes footrniotes footnotes footnotes footnotes
IDAHO
Digtrict NA 4,006 NA NA 4,747 5,260 5,725
ILLINOIS
Circuit 46,307 B 45,925 B 47,075 B 46,342 B £8,289 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 7970 B 7,692 B 8,230 B 8,666 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 13,560 B 12,518 B 14,411 B 14881 B
LOUISIANA
District NA NA NA NA NA NA 23,621
MAINE
Superior 3,189 3,658 3,683 3,612 3,657 4,142 4,745
MARYLAND
Circuit 31,757 C NA 44656 C 50,033 C 53,220 C 56,775 C 558,755 C
MASSACHUSETTS
Trial Court of the Commonwealth NA NA NA 6,790 6,075 5,583 6,271
MINNESOTA
District 11,777 12,208 12,366 13,008 13,637 13,607 14,747

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1990. (continued)

State/Court name:

MISSOURI
Circuit

MONTANA
District

NEBRASKA
District

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Superior

NEW JERSEY
Superior

NEW YORK
Supreme and County*®

NORTH CAROLINA
Superior

NORTH DAKOTA
District

OHIO
Court of Common Pleas

OKLAHOMA
District

OREGON
Circuit

7984
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

30,305 B

2378 C

2878 B

3,813

37,135

49,191 B

42,160

1,284 B

37,073

24,178 B

19,913

1985
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

30,494 B

2574 C

NA

4,108

37,784

51,034 B

40,915

1312 B

36,249

24,673 B

20,682

1986
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

32,796 B

'

2591 C

NA

4,857

38,443

66,356 B

44,980

1,390 B

38,374

25,782 B

22,533

1987
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

34971 B

2443 C

3,445 B

6,527

41,198

62,940 B

51,210

1,487 B

39,376

26,438 B

24,591

1988
Number of
filings and

qualifying

fcotnotes

36,965 B

2,726 C

4,024 B

6,079

43,837

67,177 B

55,284

1,497 B

43,613

25997 B

26,859

1989
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

39,952

2,710

4,823

6,569

83,215

79,025

62,752

1.444

51,959

26,482

27,248

B

1990
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

40,968 B

2966 C

5105 B

6,678

57,223

79322 B

69,810

1,637 B

55,949

27541 B

28,523
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TABLE 15; Felony Caseload in State Triai Courts, 1984-1990. (continued)

State/Court name:

PENNSYLVANIA
Court of Common Pleas

PUERTO RICC
Superior

RHODE ISLAND
Superior

SOUTH DAKOTA
Circuit
TENNESSEE
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery

TEXAS
District

UTAH
District

VERMONT
District
Superior

VIRGINIA
Circuit

WASHINGTON
Superior

WEST VIRGINIA
Circuit

1984
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes:

86,083 B

14,511 B

4,232

2,606

33,994 B

87,249

3937 B

1,837
8

42,642

15,432

4,724 B

1985
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

NA

15,516 B

4,780

3,088

NA

93,968

NA

17,885

4,707 B

1586
Number of
filings and
qualitying

footnotes

98,880 B

20,073 B

4,360

3,182

38,656 B

111,331

5,055 B

2177
1

45,646

19,693

4,546 B

1987
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

105,972 B

20314 B

4,278

3,275

41533 B

119,395

4320 B

2,111
85

49,481

21,071

4,885 B

1988
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes _

113,605 B

21,532 B

6,685

3,257

NA

122,903

4,182 B

2,115
112

53,445

25,476

4,291 B

1989 1990
Number of Number of
filings and filings and
qualifying qualifying
footnotes footnotes

128,478 B 139,699 B
21,548 B 23,328 B
6,740 6,011
3,388 4,072
50,412 B 55,622 B
139,611 147,230
4,215 B 4608 B
1,983 2,202
138 53
63,304 64,053
28,121 26,914
4,121 B 4,071 B
(continued on next page)
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1990. (continued)

1984
Number of
filings and
qualifying
State/Court name: footnotes
WISCONSIN
Circuit 13,607
WYOMING
District 1,462
CALIFORNIA
Justice 10,165 B
Municipal 133,315 B
DELAWARE
Court of Common Pleas 656
HAWAII
District 381
INDIANA
County 7442 B
Municipal Court of Marion County NA
MAINE
District NA
MICHIGAN
District NA
Municipal NA
OHIO
County 856
Municipal 17,354

1985
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

14,549

1,468

10,700 B

145,133 B

520

230

8,623 B
NA

NA

NA
NA

1,199
16,561

1986 1¢87
Number of Number of
filings and filings and
qualifying qualifying
footnotes footnotes

14,470 13,802

1,466 1,353

Limited jurisdiction courts

10,571 B 11,640 B
163,959 B 185,995 B
726 819
256 235
8437 B 8271 B
8,789 B 8,517 B
NA 4263 B
18,568 20,445
307 178
1,048 1,139
18,371 20,222

1988
Number of
filings and
qualifying

_footnotes _

14,484

1,480

12,076 B
197,176 B

804

229

7602 B
6,451 B

4936 B

20,036
191

1,112
23,643

1989
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

17,625

1,591

11628 C

210,615 B

787

409

7261 B
7045 B

5,255 B

22,029
264

1,278
31,475

1990
Number of
filings and
qualifying

tnotes

18,738

1,503

11,025 C

228,340 C

736

508

7443 B
5803 B

5520 B

23,217
186

1,348
33,552
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1990. {continued)

State/Court name:

PENNSYLVANIA
District Justice

VIRGINIA
District

1984
Number of
filings and
qualifying

tootnotes

147,535 B

NA

1985
Numbar of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

NA

42,412

1986
Number of
filings and
aualifying

footnotes

NA

49,685

1987
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

52,331 B

51,358

1988
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

56,352 B

52,739

1089
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

64,095 B

67,786

1990
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

67,348 B

60,908



TABLE 15: Felony Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1990, (continued)

NOTE: The footnoting scheme has been consolidated. Footnotes
for 1984-1987 have been translated into the footnote
scheme for 1988, 1989, and 1890.

NA = Data were unavailable or not comparable.

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

A:  The following courts’ data are incomplete:
Michigan—District Couri—Felony data do not include cases

from several courts. C:

B:  The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Arkansas—Circuit Court—Felony data include DWI/DUI
cases.

California~—Su;setior Court—Felony data for 1984-1988
include DWI/DUI cases.
—Justice Court—Felony data for 1984-1988 include
preliminary hearing bindovers and transfers.
—Municipal Court—Felony data for 1984-1989 include
preliminary hearlng bindovers and transfers.

Florida—-Circuit Court—Felony data include misdemeanor,
DWI/DUI, and miscellaneous criminal cases.

lllinois—Circuit Court—Felony data include preliminary
hearlngs for courts “downstate.”

Indiana—Superior and Circuit Courts—Felony data include
DWI/DUI cases.
—County Court—Felony data include DWI/DUI cases.
~-Municipal Court of Marion County—Felony data include
DWI/DUI cases.

lowa—District Court—Felony data include third-offense DWI/

DUI cases,
Kentucky-—Circuit Court—Felony data include misdemeanor
cases, sentence review only and postconviction *

remedy proceedings,

Maine—District Court—Felony data include preliminary
hearings.

Missouri—Circuit Court—Felony data include some DW{/DUI
cases,

Nebraska-—District Court—Felony data include misde-
meanor and DWI/DUI cases.

New York—Supreme and County Courts—Felony data
include DWI/DUI cases.

North Dakota—District Court—Felony data include sentence
review only and postconviction remedy proceedings.

Oklahoma—District Court—Felony data include some
miscellaneous criminal cases,

Pennsylvania—Court of Common Pleas—Felony data
include misdemeanor, DWI/DUI, and some criminal
appeals cases.
~—District Justice Court—Felony data include DWI/DUI
cases.

174 « State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1990

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 postconviction
remedy and sentence revlew only proceedlings.

Woest Virginia—Circuit Court—Falony data include DWIDUI
cases.

The following courts' data are incomplete and overinclusive:

California—Superior Court—Felony data for 1989 include
DWI/DUI cases, but do not include partial year data from
several courts. Data for 1990 include DWI/DUI 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
nne court for 1990.
—Municipal Court—Felony data for 1990 include prelimi-
nary hearing bindovers and transfers, but do not include
partial year data from one court,

Hawaii—Circuit Court—Felony data include misdemeanor
cases, but do notinclude reopened prior cases.

illinois—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 trlal
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 Caseload Statistics: Annual Raports. 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, 19835, and 1986 State Court
Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports, Misdemeanor cases
have been included to allow comparability with 1987,
1988, 1989, and 1940 data.

Indiana—Superior and Circuit Courts—County Court-- 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 of filings
due to the change to an individual calendaring system in
1986.
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TABLE 16: Tort Caseload In State Trial Courts, 1984-1990

State/Court name:

ALASKA
Superior

ARIZONA
Superior

ARKANSAS
Circuit

CALIFORNIA
Superior

COLORADO
District

CONNECTICUT
Superior

FLORIDA
Circuit*

HAWAI
Circuit

IDAHO
District

INDIANA
Superior and Circuit

KANSAS
District

1984
Number of
filings ard
qualifying

footnotes

NA

9,173

NA

97,068

4,199

NA

26,815 A

1,611 A

1,729 A

NA

4,033

1985
Number of
filings and

qualifying

footnotes _

2,096

10,748

5,382

112,049

4,537

12,742

29,864 A

1,676 A

2010 A

NA

4,061

1986
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnctes

1987
Number of
filirgs and
qualifying

footnotes

General jurisdiction courts

2,344

11,888

5,541

130,206

6,145

13,754

34,027 A

1,749 A

2,118 A

NA

4,273

1,664

12,260

5,606

137,455

3,666

15,385

33622 A

1,785 A

1,757 A

NA

4,380

1988
Number of
filings and
qualifying

Jfootntes _

937

20,480

5,132

132,378

4,506

15,741

34325 A

1,736 A

1,453 A

NA

4,595

1989
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

851

12,559

5,000

131,800 A

5,490

16,955

36,606 A

1,793 A

1478 A

5,697

4,513

1990
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

826

15,418

5,045

121,860 A

5,886

16,477

38,652 A

2,065 A

1417 A

6,719

4,010

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 16; Tort Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1990. (continued)

State/Court name:

MAINE
Superior

MARYLAND
Circuit
MICHIGAN
Circuit
MINNESOTA
District
MISSOURI
Circuit
MONTANA
District
NEVADA
District

NEW JERSEY
Superior

NEW MEXICO
Metropolitan Court of
Bernalillc County

NEW YORK
Supreme and County

1984
Number of
filings and
qualifying

{ootnotes

2,083

10,826 A

NA

NA

NA

1,640

NA

41,722 A

NA

37,847

1985
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

2,072

10,120 A

22,811

NA

NA

1,870

NA

42,141 A

NA

35,549

1986
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

2,044

12,373 A

32,612

10,356

NA

1,836

NA

45547 A

NA

32,011

1987
Number of
filings and
qualifying

Sootnotes

1,786

12,938 A

29,756

10,739

NA

1,792

NA

46,671 A

1,497

34,249

1988
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

1,778

14,170 A

30,966

10,125

NA

1,541

4,329

56,186 A

1,401

30,709

1989
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

1,950

14,274 A

32,663

9,658

NA

1,613

4,799

58,193 A

1,835

20,922

1990
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

1,878

14,908 A

38,784

7,138

21,880

1,651

5,295

59,428 A

1,357

31,241
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TABLE 16: Tort Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1990. (continued)

State/Court name:

NORTH CAROLINA
Superior

NORTH DAKOTA
District

OHIO
Court of Common Pleas

PUERTO RICO
Superior

TENNESSEE
Circuit, Criminal, and
Chancery

TEXAS
District

UTAH
District

WASHINGTON
Superior

WISCONSIN
Circuit

1984
Number of
filings and
qualifying

lootnotes _

NA

550

22,149

3,968 B

11,775

34,224

1433 B

8,997

NA

1985
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

8,062

5§12

25,518

4388 B

12,565

37,596

1,245 B

9,747

NA

1986
Number of
filings and
qualifying

_footnotes _

8,897

561

28,225

4,558 B

13,167

38,238

2527 B

19,515

NA

1987
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

8,981

551

29,375

4811 B8

13,597

40,764

1335 B

8,007

9,545

1988
Number of
filings and
qualifying

Jootnotes

7.639

§52

28,614

4,077 B

NA

36,597

1404 B

8,746

9,534

1989 1990
Number of Number of
filings and filings and
qualifying qualifying
footnotes footnotes

7.879 8,175
602 744
29,039 34,488
5579 B 6,095 B
13,501 13,453
36,710 39,648
1,233 B 1,631 B
10,146 10,147
9,152 9,663

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 16: Tort Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1990. (continued)

State/Court name:

ALASKA
District

FLORIDA
County

HAWAII
District

INDIANA
City and Town
County
Municipal Court of
Marion County

NORTH DAKOTA
County

OHIO
County
Municipal

PUERTORICO
District

TEXAS
County-Level

1984
Number of
filings and
qualifying
footnotes

NA

NA

693

NA

NA

NA

NA

5138
13,503

1,550 B

7,143

1985
Mumber of
filings and
qualifying
footnotes

Limited jurisdiction courts

860 A

NA

652

NA

NA

NA

NA

464
12,892

1,578 B

8,242

1986
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

4,069 A

42,229

738

NA

NA

NA

NA

463
13,999

1778 B

9,833

1987
Number of
filings and
qualifying

fooinotes

1,071 A

52,491

937

NA

NA

NA

22

406
15,505

1,726 B

11,314

1988
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

NA
NA
NA

28

410
15,373

1,860 B

12,188

1989
Number of
filings and
qualifying

footnotes

474 A

57,375

870

2,626

52

NA

18

528
15,078

2010 B

11,437

1990
Number of
filings and
quaiifying

footnotes

341 A

60,796

1,062

3,672

44

51

12

430
14,674

1932 B

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 1950.

NA = Data were unavailable or not comparable,
QUALIFYING 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 cases. The unit of
count for civil cases changed for 1989 and 1980, but tort
data were adjusied using the unit of count from previous
years so ¢ata are comparable,

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 dem 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
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An Expianatory Note

The court structure charts sumimnarize 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 caseload statistics.

The first chart is a prototype. it represents a state
court organization inwhich there is one of each of the four
court system levels recognized by the Court Statistics
Project: courts of last resort, intermediate appeliate
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 matier 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 appeliate and trial court systems.

Appellate Courts

The rectangle representing each appellate court con-
tains information on the number of authorized justices;
the number of geographic divisions, if any, that are
maintained; whether court decisions are made en banc,
in panels, or both; and the Court Statistics Project 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
types forcriminal 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 fromanother lower court are discretionary. Also,
statutory provisions or court rules in some states auto-
matically convert a mandatory appealinto adiscretionary
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 Couris

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 acasetype fromalist meansthat
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. Adollarlimit 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 oi 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
thatthe court receives appeals directly fromthe decisions
of an administrative agency. Where “administrative
agency appeals” is listed as a case type, it indicates that
the court hears appeals from decisions of another court
on an administrative agency’s actions. Itis possible fora
courtto have both an A" designation and to have “admin-
istrative agency appeals” listed as a case type. Such a

court hears appeals directly froman administrative agency
(“A"y and has appeliate jurisdiction over the decisions of
alower courtthat has already reviewedthe decision of the
administrative agency.

The number of justices orjudges is sometimes stated
as "FTE." This represents “full time equivalent” autho-
rized judicial positions. “DWI/DUI" stands for “driving
while intoxicated/driving under the influence.” The abbre-
viation "SC" stands for “small claims.” The dollaramount
jurisdiction for civil cases is indicated in parentheses with
a dollar sign. Where the small ciaims 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 QOrganization, 1987,
another Court Statistics Project publication. Moreover,
they are based on the Court Statistics Project’s terminol-
ogy and categories. This means that a state may have
established courts that are not included in these charts.
Some states have courts of special jurisdiction to receive
complaints on matters that are more typically directed to
administrative boards and agencies. Since these courts
receive cases that do not fall within the Court Statistics
Project case types, they are not included in the charts.
The existence of such courts, however, is recognized in
a footnote to the state’s court structure chart.
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STATE COURT STRUCTURE PROTOTYPE, 1990

COURE OF LAST RESORT
Number of Justices Court of

last resort
(SP casetypes:

- Handatory Jurisdiction,
- Discretionary jurisdiction,

/

INTERNEDIATE APPELIATE COURT
(number of courts)
Humber of Jjudges Internadiate
appeilate
(5P casetypes: | . | court
- Hlandatory Jurisdigtion,
- Discretionary jurisdiction, ]
i

COURT OF GENERAL JURISDICTION
{number of courts)

Number of judges
Court of
(5P casetypes: general

= Civil, Jurisdiction
~ (rininal, ) ,

- Traffic/other violation,
- Juvenile,

Jury trial/no jury trial.

ﬁ

COURT OF LIMITED JURISDICTION
(number of courts)

Humber of judges
Court of

(5P casetypes:  limited,

= Ciyil, durisdietion
= Crininal, , .

- Trarfic/other violation,
=~ Juyenile,

Jury trial/no Jury trial,
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ALABAMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

- Mandatora
agency

SUPREME - COURT

9 Justices sit in panels

(8P casetypes:

_ §ency iohiglpllnarg, original proceeding case
y Juris

administrative agency, Juvenile, advisory opinion, original
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,

Jdurisdiction ip ¢ivil, criminal, administrative

letion in civil, noncapital criminal

4

4 A

COURT OF CIVIL APPEALS
3 Judges sit en banc
(SP casetypes:

administra

original proceeding cases,

- Handatory %urisdiction in ciyil,
ive agency, Juvenile,

- No discretionary jurisdiction,

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
5 judges sit en bane

(8P casetypes: =~ ., |
- Handatory Jurisdiction in
criminal, Juyenile, original
srogegdlng, interlocutory
ecision cases, . . . .,
- No discretionary jurisdiction.

! / 4

r 4

CIRCUIT COURT
124 judges
(SP casetypes:

- Nisdemeanor,
- Juvenile,

Jury triqls.

- Tort, contract, real prqrertg rights (¢ 1,300/n0 max),
Domestic relatlonsblcxul

criminal appeals Jjurisdiction,

(40 circuits) 2

appeals jurisdiction.

NI Exclusive triable felony,

[rocscmeceteeemscons 1 [rosesescennneomtonansas 1
1 PROBATE CQURT { 1 MUNICIPAL COURT I
: (67 counties) : : (266 courts) I
!
: 67 judges ' 1- 218 judges ]
| t |
1 (SP casetypes: i 1 (SP casetypes: t
1 = Exclusive mentals 1 = Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUL.
: hea!tg, %state : - noving traffic !
Jurisdiction, i parking, Miscel- |
] t ' faneoug’traffic. !
! ! i Exelusive ordinance
i f i violatien jurisdic- 1
i | t tion, !
| | l I
| Bo dury trials, | L Ho gury trials, . ;
DISTRICT COURT (67 districts)
93 Judges
(8P casetypes: .
- Tort, contract, real property rights (% 1,500/5,009),
Exclusive small claims gurls iction (8 1,500), ' URESA,
- Hisdemeanor, DNI/DUL. Exclusive limited felony
Hur;sdlctxon, , .
- floving traffic, miscellaneous traffic,
- Juvenlle,
Ro jury trials,
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ALASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
5 justices sit en banc

(SP casetypes: . | o

~ Handatory Jurisdiction in ¢jvil, adminis-
trative agency, juvenile, disciplinary -47
83565, | e

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in criminal,
3uuen;le, orxglnal proceeding, interlocutory

ecisions, and certified questions frov

federal courts,

4

w

COURT OF APPEALS
3 judges sit en banc

(8P casetypest = . . ., o

- Handatory Jurisdiction in criminal, Juyenile,
original "proceeding, interlocutory decision
£ases. o

- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in criminal,
guven;le, original proceeding, interlocutory
ecision cases,

)

SUPERIOR COURT (15 courts in 4 districts) A
30 Jjudges, 9 masters
(SP casetypes:

- Tort, contract, domestic relations, estate,
Exclusive real property rights, meptal

health, administrative agensy, civil -
appeals, miscellaneous civil jurisdiction,
- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals
urisdiction,
- Juyenile,

Jury trials in most cases.

4

DISTRICT COURT (56 locations in 4 districts)
17 judges, 58 magistrates

(5P casetypes:

- Tort, contract (¢ 9/10,900-30,000),
relations, small claits jurisdiction

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DHI/DUI
gurlsd;ctlon. ) o

~ Exclusive traffic/other violation juris-
dietion, excegt for uncontested parking
910{3}1ons (which are handled administrat-
ively),

- Emergency Jjuvenile,

Jury trials in most cases,

domesti
3,
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ARIZONA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
5 Justices sit en banc

(P casetypes: = | . -
—M - Mandgtgrg Jdurisdiction in civil,capital crimipal

certified questions frum federal courts, or1g1na1
cases.

locutory decision cases, tax appeals.

= Discretionary Jjurisdiction in civil, nongapital criminal
administrative agency, Jjuyenile, original proceeding, inter-

disciplinary
proceeding

[

(SP casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property($500/no max)
miscellaneous domestic relations,
exclusive estate, mental health, appeals,

—— miscellaneous ¢ivi] gurisdiction.

- liisdemeanor, miscellaneous criminal,
Selong criminal appeals jurisdiotion.

- Juvenile,

Jury trials,

COURT OF APPFALS (2 divisions) A

24 Jjudges sit in panels

(SP casetypest . ., . . .

- Nandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin-
istrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interloe-
utory decision cases, ==~ . .

- Discretionary jurisdiction in administrative agency cases,

A
SUPERIOR COURT (15 counties) A TAX COURT*
116 judges { Judge (from

Superior ¢t}

(5P casetypes:

-fdministra-
tive agency
appeals,

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT ,
. (84 precincts)
84 judges

)
]
i
|
!
(5P casetypes! 1 CSP casetypes:
~ Tort, contract, real property - i
rlgh{s,($ o/2 506), miscellaneous 1 = Hisdemeanor
domestic relations, Exclusive |
small claims Jurisdiction (6 1080, |
- Hisdemeanor, DRI/DUI, miscellaneous !
crininal, Livited felony !
Hur;sdlctlon, L \ i
- gvxn? traffic viglations, parking, |
lanéous traffic, {
1
|

laneous traffi

misce
Jury trials except in small claims,

% The Tax Court was created in September, 1988.
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ARKANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPRENE COURT ]
7 Justices sit en bane
(8P casetypes: {ourt of
—H - Handatog§ Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative last resort
agency, lawyer disciplinary, certified questions frow federal
courts, original proceeding, interlocufory decisise cases.
- stgreilonarg Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital eriminal,
administrative agency cases,
COURT OF APPEALS A o
6 Judges sit in panels and en hane .
Intermediate
(5P casetypes: | N , . , appellate
~ Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, noneapital criminal, admin~ court
istrative agency, Juyenile, interlogutory decision cases,
- No discretionary Jurisdiction,
CIRCUIT COURT (24 circuits) CHANCERY AND PROBATE COURT o]
33 judgesk (24 circuits)
(8P casetypes: 32 Judgesk
- Tort, contract, real proper-
Ty rights (% ib@/no nagimumy , (SP casetypess
niscellaneous eivil, 4 - Tort, contract, real property Courts of
Exclusive ecivil appeals erh s, Exclusjve domestic . general
Hurxsdxctlon. , relations, ;estate, mental Jurisdiction
- Hlisdemeanor, DHI/DUL, miscel- health jurisdiction,
laneous criminal, Exclusive - Exclusive juvenile
triable felopy, criminal ap- Jurisdiction,
peals Jurisdiction,
Jury trials, No Jury trials, ]
:rnuméiiﬁf, ééﬁﬁi'iiéé';;&;%;i'"’: [ COUNTY COURT (75 courts) ‘: o
i
1 118 Jjudges | 1 75 Judges |
{ | | §
1 ¢5P casetzpes: ! ! i
t = Contract, real Eropert? ! 1 (5P casetypes: | I
| rights (5 0/3009), small  F——t— - Real fropertu rights, |
1 ¢laims jurisdiction (£300), 1 i miscellaneous ¢ivil, !
: - %hmxted felony, misdemeanor, : ! :
’ |
: - Traffic/other violation, : : :
1 i | !
L bo dury trfals, e J Ldo dury toils, j
:"é&hiéi:'ééﬁéi'26'85&;%;5 """" ‘: [ CITY COURT (33 oourts) 1 ousts of
] ! ourts o
15 Judges t 1 76 Jjudges | linited,
\ ( | ! Jurisdiction
1 (8P casetgpes: ! 1 CSP caset%pes: ]
1= Contract, real ;ropertg p———+— - Contract, real ?ropertg |
1 rights (% 8/300), | | rights (¢ 8/300), :
¢ ~ Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, ! i = Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUL, t
: - Traffic/other violation, : : - Traffic/other violation, I
!
{ Mo dury trials, e ] o dury trials, . ]
I 'ééﬁm'6%'66&&6»1’511156&6&'ééd;iéi‘: [ JUSTICE OF THE PERGE !
i | |
: 13 judges : 1 55 Jjustices of the peace 1
m———1 I
+ (8P casetypes: ! I CSP casetypes: I
| -Contract? See/4, 000, I I - Small c?gims (§ 9/300). !
! . ! 1 - Nisdeneanor. 1
LAy tris, e ,' o dury tricls, J

¥ Thirty-three additional Judges serve hoth Circuit and Chancery Courts, 28 of which
are primarily responsible for the Jjuvenile divisjon of Chancery Court.
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CALIFORNIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT A
7 Justices sit en banc

(SP casetypesy =~ o

- Handatory Jurisdiction in criminal, disciplinary cases.

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital ¢riminal
administratiye agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases,

Court of
lagtrresort

-

|
COURTS OF APPEAL (6 courts/districts) f
88 jud it i
Judges sit in panels Internediate
(SP casetypes: appellate

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin- court
istrative agency, Juvenile cases, , ,

- Disgretionary jurisdiction in administrative agency, orig-
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

A

SUPERIOR COURT (38 counties) A
789 judges, 120 commissioners and reiérees
(8P casetypes: . ) Court of
- Tort, contract, real property rights (4 23,000/n0 maxinum), . general
misgellaneous ¢iyil, Exclusive domestic relations, estate, jurisdiction
vental health, ¢ivil appeals Jurisdiction, o
- gug{?gl. Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals juris-
iction,
- Exclusive Juvenile Jjurisdiction,
Jury trials.
3
KUNICIPAL COURT (88 courts) JUSTICE COURT (65 courts)
604 judges, 137 commissioners and 66 Judges
referees
(5P casetypes: Courts of
(SP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real prorert? . limited,
- Tort, contract, real propert rxgh{s (& 0/25,008), small claims Jurisdiction

Pights (6 0/25,0000, swall clains
$°2,000), miscellaneous civil,
- Linited felony, misdemeanor, DNI/DUI,

- Traffic/other violation,

Jury trials except in small claims
and infraction cases.

£°2,000), miscellaneous civil
- %h?}feg felony, misdemeanor,

- Traffic/other violation,

Jury trials except in small claims
and infraction cases,
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COLORADO COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUFRENE COURY A
7 Justices sit en hane

(5P casetypess . . .. . .. . . Court of
— ~ Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, crininal, adwinistrative last resort
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, advisory opinion, original

Broceedyng, interlocutory decision cases. | .

- Disgretionary Jurisdietion in civil, noncapital ecriminal,
adninistrative agency, Juvenile, advisory opinion, original
proceeding cases.

COURT OF APPEALS A

16 Judges sit in panels
udg P Intermediate

(5P casetupes: . . .. ., ., , - ) appellate
- Nandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin- court

{strative agency, Juyenile cases.
- No discretionary jurisdiction,

!
| | —

-

DISTRICT COURT (22 districts)A | | DENVER PROBATE COURT FBENUER JUVENILE COURT
118 judges { District Court 3 District Court
Judge serves, 1 Judges serve, 2
(5P casetypes: referee coMissioners
- Tort, confract, real property
rights, ectate; ciyil ap- (8P casetypes: (8P cagetypest
feals, wental health, miscel-| | - Exclusive estate, = Exclusive adoption,
aneols civil, Exclusive pental health, support/custody
domestic relations juris- Burxsdxctxon in ﬁurxsdxct1on in
digtion, ) enver. epver, .
- (riminal appeals, limited - Exclugive Juvenile
felonz, niscellaneous orimin- urisdiction in
al._ Exelusive triable felony enver,
urisdietion, = |
- Exclusive iuqenlle Jurisdie- Gourts of
tion except in Denver, general
. ) . \ Jurizdiction
Jury trials except in appeals. Jury. trials, Jury trials,
4
HATER COURT (7 districts)
7 district judges serve
—— (SP casetypes;
- Real property rights, Hunigipal
) Gourt of
Jury trials, record
COUNTY COURT (63 counties) [r==rees=ssm=cmlercaaceaaaoa. 1
) ‘ i NUNICIPAL COURT i
412 judges (60 full-time. 52 ¥?£t; : (206 courts) :
3
(5P casetypest 1 230 Judges '
- Tort, contract, real Erorertg ! !
rights (6 0/5,008), Exclusive 1 (8P casetypes: o
small claims Jurisdiction . - novln? raffic, parking, 1 Courts of
,0,000), L Hunigipal 1t wmiscellaneous traffic, 1 limited,
- Griminal appeals, limited felony, H—Court not-———  Exclusive erdinance, i Jurisdietion
Exclusive misdemeanor, DHI/DUI of record | violation jurisdiction, 1
ﬁur;sdlctlon, o i ]
- fioving traffic, miscelianeous | |
traffic, i !
I I
Jury trials exceft in small ! : I
claims and appeals, ! No Jury trials, ] ]
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CONNECTICUT COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

—

SUPRENME COURT

7 Justices sit in panels of 5 (membership rotates dajly)
upon order of Chief Justice 6 or 7 may sit on panel

(8P casetypes: L , .

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, Judge
disciplinary cases, - = .

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital eriminal,
administrative agency cases,

}

APPELLATE COURT A

9 Jjudges sit in panels of 3 (membership rotates daily, may
sit en hano)

(SP casetypes: = .. | ) L

- Handatory gurxsdlctxon in ¢ivil, noncapital ¢riminal,
administrative agency (workers’ compensation), Juvenile,
lawger disciplinary, original proceeding cases.

- stcretxonar? durisdiction in administrative agency
(zoning only) cases,

A

SUPERIOR COURT (12 districts and 21 geograghical areas, A
ggitg;ggl/crlmxnal matters, and 14 districts for Juvenile

139 Judges |

C¢SP casetgpes: . L
- Paternity/bastardy, mental health, miseellaneous civil,
Exclusive tort, contract, real proggrtg rights, small
claims ($ 2,085), marriage dissolution, administrative

appeals (except workers' compensation).
- Exelusive ¢riminal iurxsdgctlon. o
- Exclusive traffie/other violation gurxsdxctlon,,except
ggs ?Ggontested parking (which is handled administra~
ely),
- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases.

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

PROBATE COURT (132 courts) ‘:
132 Jjudges :
(8P caset%pes: , ) . 1
- Paterniiy/bastardy, miscellaneous domestic relations, :
|
!
|
d

Mental health, miscellaneous civil. Exclusive adoption,
estate Jurisdiction,

Ho Jury trials.

------------------------------------------------------------
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DELAWARE COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
5 Justices sit in panels and en bane
Gourt of

(SP casetypes: L . C . ) last resord
- Handatory ﬂurisdict;on in eivil, eriminal, lawyer disciplinary, advisory opin-
ions for the executive and legislature, original proceeding cases, .
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in'givil, noncapital oriminal, certified questions
from federal courts, interlocutory decision cases,

4 l} r

COURT OF CHANCERY (3 counties) SUPERIOR COURT (3 counties) A

{ changellor and 4 vice- 15 Judges
chancellors
(8P casetypes:

(SP casetypest - Tort, contract, real property

= Tort, contract, real froper- r;gh{s mental hsalth, Courts of
3y rights, mental health, niscellaneous,  Exclusiye general
Exclusive estate juris- eivil appeals Eurlsd;ction, Jurisdiction
dietion, - Hisdemeanor, Exclusive tri-

able felony, erimipal ap-
peals, miscellaneous eriminal

Jurisdiction,
Ho Jury trials, Jury trials except in appeals, _
A
COURT OF CONMON PLEAS FAMILY COURT (3 counties) a
(3 counties)
5 Judges 13 Judges
(SP casetypes: (5P casetypes:
= Tort cggtract real property - Exolusigg,domestic relations
rights, miscellaneous civil yrisdiction,
(6 p/15,000), - flisdemeanor, |
~ Hisdemeanor., | - Noving traffic, miscellaneous
« Preliminary hearings, traffic (juvenile), .
o - Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdio~
Jury trials in some oases, tion,
(No Jury trials in New Castle,) )
No Jury trials,

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT inesmmssssscuscccanssesssssasas
{{aTICE OF, THE PE { ALDERNAN'S COURT (12 towns) |
53 Justices of the peace and { b 48 aldersen

chief magistrate

]
'
i
t |

1 (5P casetypes: I Courts of

(5P casetypes: 4 -~ $mall o?gims ($ 2,500), ! Climited

- Real roaertg rt?hts , 1 = Hisdemeanor, nu;/bux, 1 Jurisdiction
E§ 0/0b8)0>, small claims : - Traffic/other violation, :
- Hisdeneanor, DHI/DUI, j i
- floviny traffxc, miseellaneous ] I
traitlo. | No Jury trial 5
S

Jury trials in some cases, brsesseenusecnccmonmesnnansonas vl

------------------------------ ¢mnususunsnnen

MUNICIPAL COURT OF WILMINGTON ({ city)
3 Judges (2 full-time, & part-time)

[
4
|
|
(8P casetypes: 1
- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, ]
- Traffic/other viglation, t
- Prelininary hearings, :

H
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

COURT OF APPEALS A
9 Judges sit in panels and en banc

(5P casetypes: | C

- Handatery jurisdiction in civil, Court of
criminal, administrative agency, last resort
Juyenile, lawyer disciplinary,
original proceeding, interlocutory
de¢lsion cases, | .

- Diseretionary jurisdiotion in small ¢laims,
minor eriminal, and original proceeding

cases, ]
/

SUPERIOR COURT A

39 Judges

(3P casetypes!

- Exclusigg eivil Jurisdiction (4 2,001/no Court of
maximuM}s  Small claims urtsdxctxon ($ 2,000), . general

0. Jurisdietion

~ Exelusive criminal %urxs ietion .

- gxcgggavee§ra££ig/o £9§t°1°1§tl°n gug;s-
iet cept for most perking ¢
(which Sre,handled 4dm;nistrgt1velg§

- Exclusive Juvenile Jjurisdiction,
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FLORIDA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

-

SUPREME COURT A
7 Justices sit en bane

¢SP casetypesy . . ., o . )

~ Handatory jurisdietion in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, advisory opinion cases,

- Disgretionary Jurisdiction ip civil, noncapital criminal,
adwinistrative agency, Juvenile, advisory opinion, orig-
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,

Court of
last resort

)

DISTRICT COURTS OF APPEAL (5 courts) A
97 Judges sit in 3-judge pansls

(SP casetypess . . . . .

-~ Handatory %urlsdlctlon in ciyil, noncapital crimipal,
administrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases, | | \ .

- Discretionary Jurisdietion in eivil, noncapital ¢riminal,
Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases,

Intermediate
appellate
courty

4

CIRCUIT COURT (20 circuits)
424 judges

(SP casetypes: . )
- Tort, contract, real proEertE rights (5 5,000/ng maxi-
Mun Prior to 10/1/90; $10,000/nc maximus Deginning
1798), miscellaneous civil, Exclusive domestic re-
lations, mental health, estate, civil appeals
ngxsdlctxon. , .
~ Hisdemeanor, DUI/DUI, miscellaneous criminal, | |
Sﬁglusive triadble feionq, criminal appeals jurisdiction,
- Juvenile,

Jury trials except in appeals.

Court of
. general,
Jurisdiction

COUNTY COURT (67 counties)
281 judges

(8P casetypes: . .

- Tort, contract, real Brosertg rights ($ 2,3500/3,000 Trxor
1o ib/i/99;_$2.500/51 ,009 beglnnxng 10/1790), miscel-
laneous civil, Exclusive small claims Jjurisdiction

- Misﬁemgaﬁor, DUI/DUI, miscellaneous criminal.
- Exclusive traff;c/otﬁer yiolation jurisgiction, except
parking (which is handled adminstratively).

Jury trials except in miscellaneous traffic,

Part IV: 1990 State Court Structure Charts « 195

Court of
L limited,
Jurisdiction




GEORGIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

—
SUPREME COURT 4
7 Justices sit en bane
Court
p— CSP casetypes: .. . . ., . . o N of
- l‘.andatqrﬁ Jurisdiction in civil, capital criminal, juvenile, disciplinary, 4 last
certified questions from feglera! gourts, original proceeding cases, resort
- Dlscretanarg,funsd;c_txon in civil, noncapital criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.
COURT OF APPEALS . _I
p— 9 Judges sit in panels and en bane Inter-
vediate
(SP casetypest . | , o o . appellate
p— - Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, administrative agenscy, court
uvenile, original Sroceedlng, interlocutoy decision cases. . | .
- 1scret1qnarg,funs iction in civil, nopcapital criminal, administrative
agency, Jjuvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, Only for
—  counties w/
* goTulatlgn
}
SUPERIOR COURT (45 circuits) R where Pro-
) ) bate judge
148 Jjudges authorized is atiorney
practicin
(8P casetypes: . , . at least
- Tort, contract, civil appeals, miscellaneous civil, = = years,
Exclusive rea] YroBertg rights, domestic relations Jurisdiction,
- Hisdemeanor, DU1/DUI, "Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals.
- Traffic/other violation, except for parking. Coug#a?f
- efl
Jury trials, guris-
iction
\ t
[rosessmomsicamnosomsseasenranananLseten. 1
i CIVIL COURT (Bibb and Richmond counties) tprez=ecreconratieenennnnar 1 st bbb bl —
I t1 COUNTY RECORDER’S COURT: i PROBATE COURT I
13 Judges 11 {Chatham, De Kalb, f 1 139 courts, !
I 1 Gwinnett, and Huscogee ! I 159 Jjudges [
1 CSP casetypes: 1 Counties) | I )
- - Tort, contract ($0/7500-0/25000), T ' 1 GSP casetgpes: !
I smali clains ($9/7500-0/23000) . 118 Jjudges f 1~ Hental health, 1
t = Limited felony, n ! i estate, miscel~ 1
' T CSP.cgsetgFes: ! t  laneous civil, |
! e 11 = Limited felony, ! t - Hisdemeanor, 1
1 Jury trials in civil cases, ' Ul, f v DULAUL,
D AR L R e e e R L L 41 - Traffic/other ! I - MgumT traffic, 1
[ro-=essrsssssessceencnsressnonnsease e 1+ violation, | 1 miscellaneous 1
1 MUNICIPAL COURT (1 court in Columbus) v , t 1 traffie, !
v it No jury trials, [ 1 Jury irials or_\lg !
t 1 judge fbeemommemmncnmcnaoe e 1 in counties with 1
— i ! Eopulatwn areaterl
i (SP casetypes: 1 MAGISTRATE COURT 1 than 100,000, !
1 - Tort, contract ($0/7500), swall 11 (459 courts) ! pabELLDEELEEEEE D J
1 ¢laims ($6/7500), L ) ) !
i = Limited felony, misdemeanor, 11 159 chief magistrates 1 | po----c-ocsmeeamenonooes 1
( Jury trials in civil cases, 11 and 284 magistrates, 1 | 1 MUNICIPAL COURTS !
e LCLIDITRLLCLILELEELEEEE 41 38 of whom also serve 1 | t AND THE CITY COURT
[rocmessssssescessicmonorucosiisnoaniouen 1 1 State, Probate 1| 1+ OF ATLANTA . I Courts
1 STATE COURT (62 courts) 11 Juyenile Civil, or 1 | 1 (390 courts & Judges)t _ of
! , L i1 Hunicipal Courts, I 1 limited
b1 40 full-tive and 45 part-time judges 1 ¢ o CSP_cgsetgfes: | ngxs-
1 11 (8P casetypes: | 1= Linited felony, - diction
1 (8P casetypes: ) .t 1 =Tort, contract ($ &/F—  DHI/DUI, 1
—] - Tort, contract, small claims, civil 44 50005, swall claims 1 1 - Traffic/other !
I appeals, msceilaneous eivil, (. ,0{5@00). t 1 violatien, |
1= Limited felony, misdemeanor, DHI/DUI,1 1 - Limjted felany, o !
I eriminal aF gals., Jv o liMited misdemeaporst 0 , t
1 = Hoving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, + - Ordinance violation.t 1fo 2gurg trials except 1
;_Jurg trials, | ILHo Jury trials, 1otin tlanta City Court. }
 Eeivietettieieieieieiieiedobl itk ieebebeie el bt ettt ittt 1
1 JUVENILE COURT (159 courts) {
{ i
1 16 full-time, 35 part-time (2 of whom also serve as §tate Court judges), and 34 associate !
1 Juvenile court Jjudges, Superior Court judges serve in the counties without independent i
1 Juyenile Courts, I
| |
—— (5P casetypes! I
i = Hoving traffic, miscellaneous traffic. f
1 = Juvenile, !
ILNo Jury trials, !
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HAWAII COURT STRUCTURE, 19290

SUPREME COURT fl
5 Justices sit en banc

(SP casetypes: L .. . )

~ Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, aduinistrative
agency, Juvenile, dxsclrllnaru, certified questions from
fgderal,courts, original prgceeqxn? cases, . .

- stcretanarg,fur:s iction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases.

' i A

| —~ — — — — ]

INTERMEDIATE COURT OF APPEALS A
8 Jjudges sit en banc

(8P ocasetypes: . ., ., L

= Handatory %grxsdxctlon in cxfxl, erimjnal
adwinistrative agency, Juvenile, original
progeeding, ;nterlocuiorg degiglon cases
assigned fo it by the Supreme Court,

- No discretionary Jurisdiction.

CIRCUIT COURT AND FAMILY COURT (4 circuits) A

24 Judges and 10 district family iudges. Dne First
ercuis Judge hears contested land matters and fax
appeals,

(5P casetypes: , .

- Tort, contract, real property rights, misce]laneous
civil (& 9,000/n0 maximued [concurrent from $3,000-
10,0801, Exclusive domestic relatiops, mental health,
estate, adminjstrative agenc? appeals jurisdiction,

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, miscellaneous eriminal
Exclusiye tr;ahle‘feiong Jurisdiction,

- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous traffic.

- Exclusive Jjuvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials,

DISTRICT COURT (4 circuits)
24 judges and 35 per diem judges
(8P casetypes:

10,0080 [concurrent from 5,07

small claims court Yurlsdxctlgn (5@-52,500). o
- Hisdemeanor Ul, Exclusive lisited Telony jurisdiction,

violation Jdurisdiction.
Ne Jjury trials,

- Tord, contract, real propert rights miscellanequs civil (¢ @/
8-10,00b (eivil nonjury)l. Exclusive

D
- Hovin tra£§ig, miscellaneous traffic. Exclusive parking, ordinance

---- Indicates assignment of cases,

* Some per diem Jjudges are assigned to serve as per diem District & Family Court Jjudges

in the First Circuit,
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IDAHO COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT A
5 Justices sit en banc
(SP casetypes:

- Handatory gurisdxction in civil, criminal, Court of
administrative aqencﬁ, Jduvenile, diseiplin- last resort
ary, original proceeding cases,

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in eivil, non-
capita] criminal, administrative agency,
Juvenile, certified questions from federal
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases.

-

4

!
COURT OF APPEALS

3 Judges sit en banc
e Intermediate

(8P casetypes: = .. . ., , appellate
- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital court
criminal, Juvenile, original proceeding
cases assigned to,ltAbg‘thg Supreme Court.
- Ho discretionary jurisdiction,

DISTRICT COURT (7 districts) f

33 judges, 63 lawyer and 8 non-lawyer
mag?stratés, and g trial court adM?nistrators.

(SP casetypess ., . .. .. . )

- Exclusive civil gurxsdlctan (ingluding
civil appeals) (5 B/no maximum; Hagistrates Court of
division: ©/18,000), Small ¢laims Jurisdie- . genera],
tion (4 2,000, o , Jurisdiction

- Exclusive criminal Jurisdiction (including

crininal agpeal_). L

- Exclusive traffic/other violation
gur sdietion, . . . .

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials except in small olaims and traffic,

---- indicates assignment of cases.
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ILLINOIS COURT STRUCTURE, 19380

-

SUPREME COURT
? Justices sit en banc
(SP casetypes!

- Handatory %ur:sdxctxon in eivil, oriminal,
administrative agepcy, Juvenile, lawyer
dissiplinary, ergxnal progeeding, inter-
locutory decision cases, . . |

- Diseretionary Jurisdiction in civil, non-
¢apital eriminal, adminisirative agency,
Juvenile, certified questions from federal
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases,

]

APPELLATE COURT (5 districts) A

38 authorized judges plus 12 supplemental
Judges

(5P casetypes: . . ., . .

- Handatory jurisdictioq in civil, noncapital
criminal, administrative a?encg, Juvenile,
original proceeding, interlocutory decision
Cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, infer-
locutory desision cases,

4

CIRCUIT COURT (22 circuits) A

389 authorized cireuit, 371 associate cireuit
Judges, and 5@ permissive associate judges.

(8P caselypesy | o . ,

- Exclusive ¢ivil Jurisdiction (including
administrative agencg appeals), small claims
gurlsdlctlon,(§ .

- £xclusive cr1m1nai %urxsd;ctxon.

- Exclusive traffic/other vielation
gurxsd;ctan. L

- Exelusive Jjuvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials permissible in most cases.
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INDIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPRENE COURT ]
5 Justices sit en banc Court
of
(SP casetypes: . _ . ) " . last
- ggndatorg Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, disciplinary, original proceeding resort
5es,
- Diseretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, administrative agenoy,
Juvenile, original proceeding cases,
4 4
TOX COURT* A COURT OF APPEALS (4 courts) A ]
{ Jjudge 12 Jjudges
Inter-
(8P casetgpes; (8P casetypes: . .. ., .. . L medjate
= Adsinistrative - Handatory gurlsdxctlon in ciyil, nopcapital criminal, appellate
agency appeals, administrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, court
interlocutory decision cases. | .
- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision
cases,
A
SUPERIOR COURT (140 courts) ] CIRCUIT COURT (92 courts) A T
139 Jjudges 90 Jjudges
(P casetypes: (SP casetypes:
- Tort cggtract, real frogerta - Tort cggtract, real frogertg
rxghfs, small claims ($ 3,000 rlghis, small claims (6 3,000) Courts
domestic relations, wental health, domestic relations, Mentai heal th, 0
estate, civil appeals, estate, civi] appeals, miscel- general
mxscelianeous clvii, laneous civil, gurxs-
- Iriable felony, misdemeanor, - Iriable felony, misdemeanor, DHI/ iction
DHI/DUL, crivinal appeals, DUI, criminal appeals,
- floving traffic, misceilaneous - Hoving traffic, miscellaneous
traffic., traffie,
- Juvenile, = Juyvenile,
Jury trials except small elaims, Jury trials except small claiwms,
) A
COUNTY COURT (33 courts) PROBATE COURT MUNICIPAL COURT OF MARION ]
. (1 court) COUNTY (15 courts)
32 Judges .
1 judge 16 Judges
(5P casetypes!
- Tor{, contragt, real proparty (8P casetypes: (8P casetypes:
rlgh{s ($ 0/19,000), small - Rdoption, estate, - Tort, contract, real
claims (5,3,00@), mental miscellaneous Erogertg rights (5 9/
health, miscellaneous eivil, eivil, 0,000), mental health,
- Linited felony, misdemeanor, - Juvenile, civil trial court appeals,
. . . miscellaneous civil,
- Traffic/other violation, - Limited felony, misdemean- Cou;ts
or . 0
- Traffic/other violation, limited
urig-
. . , . iction
Jury trials except small claips Jury trials, Jury trials,
[eomomcmmemensess Lo 1 I vivieteinioin Loweoene.... 1 promessereneens t """"""" 1
1 CITY COURT (49 courts) i -1 TOHN COURT (24 courts)t t SMALL CLAIMS COURT OF [
e Lo ) I+ MARION COUNTY (8 courts) 1
t 48 judges 11 2§ judges v !
1 b 1+ 8 Jjudges !
1 CSP casetypes! 11 (8P casetypes: 1o '
1 - Tort, contract ($ 0/500-2,500)+ 1 - Hisdemeanor, t ot (5P caset?pgs: t
! (Uos{ are $ 500 maximum), (I Ul, 11 - Small claims (53,0000,
1= Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, 11 - Traffic/other i1 - Hiscellaneous civil, !
: - Traffic/other violation, v v yielation, ro |
1o . 1o . \ ]
LJury trials e §oLduny drials, oMo dury trials. . I

# The Tax Court was established in 1986,
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IOWA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
9 justices sit in panels and en bano

(8P casetypes: .

=~ Handatory %urlsdxctlon in civil, criminal,
adwinistrative agency, Jjuvenile, lawyer Court of
disciplinary, certified questions from fed- last resort
eral courts, original proceeding gases, |

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in ciyil, crimin-
al, administrative agency, Juvenile, orig-
1n§l proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases.,

w

4

1
|
i
|
I
|
|

!

COURT OF APPEALS
6 judges sit in panels and en banc

Intermediate
CSP casetypes: . ... . . . L appellate
- Handatory iurlsdlctlon in eivil, criminal, court
administralive agency, juvenile, original
progeedxng, interlocu org decision vases
assigned by the Supreme Court,

~ No discretionary Jjurisdiction,

DISTRICT COURT (8 districts in 99 counties) A

8 chief judges, 101 distriet judges, 46
district associate judges, 21 seénior Jjudges,
and 149 part-time magistrates

(SP casetupesy . . . . .. | )

- Exclusive ¢ivil jurisdiction (in¢luding
trial court afgeals). Small claims Court of
gurlsd;ctxon, 5 2,080), . , general

- kxclusive erininal jurisdiction (including durisdiction
erininal agpeal'). o

- Exclusive traffic/other violation )
gurnsd;cthn exsept for upcontested parking,

~ Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials, except in small claims, Juvenile,
equity cases, city and county ordinance
yiolations, and mental health cases,

«--- Indicates assignment of cases.

Part 1V: 1990 State Court Structure Charts « 201



KANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
7 Justices sit en banc

(SP casetypes; | o . . , Court of

- Mandatora_uurlsdictlon in eivil, oriminal, administrative last resort
agency, disciplinary, ceptified questions from federal
courts, original proceeding cases, o L

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, eriminal, administra-
tive agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases,

-

COURT OF APPEALS f

10 Jjudges generally sit in panels .

Intermediate

(SP casetypest . . . ., . . . appellate

- Handatory Jjurisdiction in civil, eriminal, administrative court
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, criminal inter-
locutory decision cases, . | )

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil interlocutory decision
£ases,

|

DISTRICT COURT (34 districts) fi
148 Jjudges and 70 magistrates

(8P casetypess =~ o
- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (including civil appeals). Court of
Small claims Jurisdiction (% 14,0000, . . general
- Exclusive criminal Jurisdietion (including criminal Jurisdiction
appeals), | .

- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous traffic.

- Exclusive juvenile Jjurisdiction,

Jury trials except in small claims,

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

KUNICIPAL COURT (~330 cities)
~314 judges
(8P casetupess

- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, DNI/DUI, Exclusive
ordinance violation, parking Jurxsdxcixon.

]
|

]

1

' Court of

] . limited

: Jurisdietion
1

|

J

No Jury trials.

- ——
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KENTUCKY COURT STRUCTURE, 19890

SUPREME COURY
7 Justices sit en hane
CSP casetypes:

- HandatorY,gurisdiction in capital and ether criminal Court of
death, life, 20 yrt sentence), lawyer disciplinary, last resort
?ﬁgtxflgd questions from federal colrts, original proceed-
£ases,

- Disoretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital griminal,
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, original proceeding,
interlooutory decision cases,

4

CQURT OF APPEALS

14 Judges generally sit in panels, but sit en banc in
a policy making capasity, .
Intermediate

(5P casetypess . . . . . . . appellate

- lfandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, orig- ocourt
inal proceeding cases, ., . . .

- Diseretionary Jurisdiction in ¢ivil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agenecy, original proceeding, interlocutory

deoision cases.
|

CIRCUIT COURT (56 Judicial circuits) A
91 Judges

(8P casetypes: .
- Tort, contract real,progertg rights, estate (5 4,000/ Court of
N0 MaximuM) . Exclu51qe, omestic relations, except for . general
aat?rggt%{bastardg, civil appeals, miscellaneous eivil Jurisdiction
risdiction,
- Hisdemganqr. Exclusive triable felony, crininal appeals
Jurisdiction,

Jury trials except in appeals.

[

DISTRICT COURT (59 Jjudicial districts)
125 judges

(8P casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property rights, estate (% 874,000, Court of
Exc;us;ue_paternxtg/hastardg, mental health, small elaims . limited
yrisdiction ($ ,300), o Jurisdiction

~ hisdemeanor, l1m1ied felony, DHI/DUI jurisdiction,

- Exclusive traffic/other violation jurisdiction.

- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction,

Jury frials in most cases.
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LOUISIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPRENE COURT
7 Justices sit en bane
(8P casetypess =~ . . . , Court of
—H - Handatora_Jurisdlctxon 1n cwvil, criminal, administrative last resort
agency, , 1sclpllnar3_ca§es._ . , .
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital eriminal,
adninigtrative agency, Juyenile, certified questions from
federal courts, interlocutory decision cases.
4
COURTS OF APPEAL (5 courts) A
48 judges sit in panels Intermediate
appellate
(SP casetypest . . . . ., , . sourt
- Nandator%,aurlsdxctlon in ¢ivil, noncarntal crininal, ad-
ministrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding cases.
- Discretionary gurisdiction 1n original proceeding cases,
DISTRICT COURTS
194 judges —
DISTRICT COURT (42 districts) A
181 Jjudges
(8P casetypes:
- Tort cgntragt, real prozgrtg rights, adoption, mental
a— healih, marriage dissolution, Exclusive supgort/custodg,
paternity/bastardy, estate, civil trial court appeals,
tiscellaneous eivil Jurisdiction, | .
- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI. Exclusive triable felony, criminal
—»  appeals jurisdiction, Courts of
- Traffic/other violation. . general
- Juyenile, Jurisdietion
Jury trials in most cases.
JUVENILE COURT (3 courts) Egﬂlhg COURT (1 in East Baton
e
10 judges 3 Jgdges
(8P casetypess, (sp casetgses:,
- URESA, adoption, mental - URESA, adoption, mental
healtﬁ. health, marriage dissolu-
- Juvenile, tion,
. . = Juvenile,
No Jury trials, No Jury trials, —_—
[receseescmonne-oo- 1 penevemedesecooe- 1 ]
i JUSTICE OF THE 1 MAYOR'S COURT 1 | CITY AND PARISH
i PEACE COURT 11 (7250 courts) 1 | COURTS (53 courts)
1 (7384 courts) 1 | . ! )
[ . 11230 dudges | 72 Judges
t 384 Jjustices of 1 1 (Mayors !
1 the peace 1o 1| CSP casetypest
i v+ (8P casetypes: 1 | - Tort, contract,
I ¢SP casetypes: 1 1 - Traffic/other real property
1 = Tort, contract + 1+ wviolation, rlghts $ 0/ Courts of
1 rea] progertg o I 50 @-16008)sma11 Climited
! rxahts $o 1 ! clains (5 2000). Jurisdiction
v 1200), small 1o | - Hisdemeanor,
1 clains ($1200) 1+ 1 | .
1 - Traffic/other 1 1 1| - Traffic/other
1 violation, P ! violation,
i 1 v | = Juvenile except
1 rod | for status
1 : I : petitions.
I |
t Ho Jury triglg. ! @o Jury trials.j Ho Jury trials,

204 + State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1990



MAINE COURT STRUCTURE, 1980

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT SITTING AS LAW COURT A
7 Justices sit en bane

(8P casetypest . .. . ) o . Court of

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, oriminal, adwinistrative last resort
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, advisory opinion, original
Broceed;ng, inter]ocutory decision cases, . .

- Diseretionary Jurisdiotion in ¢riminal extradition,
administrative agency, original proceeding cases,

[}

SUPERIOR COURT (16 counties) f
16 justices

(SP casetupes: ,

- Tort, contract, real propert% rights,
Harrd age dissolution, support/oustedy, Court of
Miscellaneous ¢ivil. Exclusive gatern1+§/ general
bastardy, civil agﬁeals Jurisdicvion, Jurisdiction

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/ZDUT. Exclusive friable fel-

ony, criminal appeals, miscellaneous eriminal;

Juvenile appeals Jurisdietion,

Jury trials in some cases,
'y 4

PROBATE COURT (46 courts)
16 part-time Judges

(5P casetypesy | ,
- Exclusive adoption, miscella-
ﬂeous dovestic relations, estate
urisdiction,

DISTRICT COURT (13 districts)
29 Judges

r --------------------------- vnonsenne
|
I

(5P casetypes:

- Tort, contragt, real gropertg
rlg,%s (5 0/30,000), dovestic re-
lations (excep¥ for adpptions
and paternlt?/bastard?). Ex-
clusive small glaims (% 1,400},

|
|
¥
i
]
!
]
|
mental health durxsdlction. :
|
)
!
|
1
i
|

- lisdemeanor, DRI/DUI, Exclusive
limited felony Jjurisdiction, fourts of

~ Hoving traffic, ordinange vio- , limited,
lation, Exclusive parking, mis- Jurisdiction

cellaneous traffic Jurisdiction.
- Qriginal Juvenile Jjurisdiction,

Ho Jury trials.

| No Jury trials,

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

ADMINISTRATIVE COURT A
2 Judges
gsg casetgges: . .
ppeal of adninistrative agency cases,
No Jury trials. ]
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MARYLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

COURT OF APPEALS

7 Judges sit en banc

(5P casetypesy = = = . . ) Court of

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, adwinistraiive last resort
agenc?, Juvenile, lawyer dxsclpiinara. certified questions
from federal courts, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases,

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in ci1vil, noncapital criminal, ad-
ministrative agency, Juvenile, interlocutory decision cases.

4

w»

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
13 Judges sit in panels and en bane .
Intermediate
(SP casetypes: . . . ) L e an appellate
- Handatory Jurisdiction in ciyil, noncapital criminal, admin- court
istrative agency, Juvenile, interlocutory decision cases,
- Discretionary jurisdiction in ¢ivil, noncapital eriminal,
original procoeding cases,
5
CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits in 24 counties) A
116 Judges
(8P casetypes: . .
- Tort, contract, real property rights, estate, miscellaneous
oivil (6 2,300/no maximum), Domestic relations, mental Court of
health, civil appeals jurisdiction, | . . general
- Felony, misdemeanor, miscellaneous criminal, Execlusive Jurisdiction
eriminal appeals Jurisdiction,
= Juvenile except in Hontgomery County,
Jury trials in most cases,
4
Juyepile in —————p
Hontgomery County
———— [rooemeesmsmmmmcoesnescnonsnecssnnod skt B
DISTRICT COURT ({2 districts in 24 1 ORPHAN'S COURT (22 counties) I
counties) oo i
. 1 66 judges !
93 Judges i i
1 (8P casetypes: I
(SP casetypes: 1 = Estate, except where such cases 1
- Tort, contract, real propgrt? I are handled 3 Cireuit Court in !
rights n15cellaneous civil (6 0/ I Hontgomery and Harford counties, 1
10 00@5. Hiscellaneous domestic, ! 1 Courts of
relations, Exclusive small claims | ' Climited
#urlsdlctlon ($ 2,900), I I Jurisdiction
- Felony (theft and worthless check),| I
#isdemeanor, DN - ) I ]
- Exclusive moying traffic, ordipance| ¢ |
yiolation, miscellaneous traffic | |
jurxsdlct;on. i '
- Juvenile in Hontgomery County, ] ;
|
o Jury trials, ! No gury trials. e
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MASSACHUSETTS COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURY fl
7 Justices sit on the Court, and § Justices stt en banc

¢SP casetypes:

- Nandatogp Jurxsdiction in cxuxl, crimlgai, Judge diseiplin-
ary, aduxsorg oplnion. ¢rf glna Jproceed] ? cases,

- Discretionary gurisdiction in civil, ¢riminal, administra-
tive agenoy, Juvenile, interlocutory decision cases,

Gourt of
last resort

w

4
APPEALS COURT ]
{4 Justices sit in panels Intermediate
8P casety appgb}%te
casetypes: ¢
- Handators Jurisdiction in civil, eriminal, aduinistrative
agensy, guvenile cas?
- stcreiionarq Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases, ]
'y
TRIAL COURT OF THE CONMONWEALTH T
320 Justices
SUPERIOR COURT A | DISTRICT COURT DEPARTMENT BOSTOM MUNICIFAL COURT
DEPARTMENT (69 qe %raphxcal divisions) DEPARTMENT (Boston)
(23 locations in | 168 Jusiices o
14 counties) 1 Justices
o {SP casetypes:
76 Justices - Tort contract, real property | (SP casetypess
rights ($ JB/no mavinum, - Tort, contract, real
(5P casetypes: small claims (6 4, 500), sup~ propertg rxfht ($ 9/no max-
- Tort, contract, ort/custodq gaternxtg/bas' 1muM), small olaims
real propert? ? mental hea 1th, civil s 1 S oo, support/custod?
rights, ciyl tria court appeals, miscel- wental health, civil iria
appeals, miscel-y ldneous givil, court appeals, and miscel-
laneous ciyil, | - Triable felony, limited laneous eivil,
- Triable felpny, felony, stdemeanor, DUI/DUL, | = Iriable felong, chdemeanor,
mxscellaneous erxnina Epea 5 U1, criminal agpeals.
eriminal. - Traffic/other violation, - Traffic/other violation,
- Juvenile, Cogrt; ?f
era
Jury trials, Jury trials, Jury trials, Jurxsdiction

JUUENILE COURT | HOUSING COURT LAND COURT PROBATE AND FAMILY

DEPARTMENT DEPARTHMENT (Norcester | DEPARTMENT COURT DEPARTNENT
{Boston, Bris~ | County, Hampden {1 statewide (20 locations in 14
ol County, Countg,and oston) court) counties)

Hampden Goln- . L

ty, and Hor- 6 Justices 4 Justices 43 Justioces

cester County)
{2 Justices

(5P casetypes:
- Juvenile,

Jury trials,

(5P casetypes:

~ Real property rights,
small clast
($.1,500), .

- Linited felony, mis-
demeanor,

Jup

? trials except in
small

¢lains,

(SP casetypess
~ Rea] property
rights.

No jury trials.

¢sp casetgpes'
- Sugport custodg,
ernltg/bas ardy
nlsce 1aneous clvxi
Exclusiue Marriage
dissolution, adoption,
Miscellaneous doMestic
relatxons, estate
Jurisdiction,

o Jury trials,
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MICHIGAN COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREKE COURT

7 Justices sit en bane
Court of
(SP casetypes: last resort
- Handatory Jurxsdlction in judge dxsclplinarg tases
- Discretionary urls ict log in cxuxl, er Minal, adminxstratiue
agency, Juveni aw?er isc g inary, advisory opinion,
original proceeding nterlocu ory decision cases.,

4

COURT OF APPEALS
24 judges sit in panels
o ; lnterms?i%te
casetypes! appellate
H - Nandatorp Jurxsdxotion in civil, oriminal, administrative gourt
agency uuvenxle gases,
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in sivil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, Juvenile, orqunal proceeding,
1nterlocutorg decision cases,
'y
CGURT OF CLAINS fi CIRCUIT COURT A RECORDER'S COURT
(4 court) (89 cxrcuxts) OF DEIROIT
{2 Jjudges (i court)
Cireuit Judges serve 9 Judges
¢SP casetgpes'
{SP casetg pes! - Tort, contract, real (8P casetypes:
- Administrative agency groi g rights - DRI/DUI, miscel-
fpeals 1nuolulnﬁ 20%/no MaXIMUM), laneous eriminal
claims against © paternxtg/bastar Y, Exclusive triable
state, administrative agency felon?, criminal Courts of
appeals, misee]llaneous appeals Juris- _general
No Jury {rials, eivil,  Exclusive mar- diction, Jurisdiction

riage dissolution,
support/custody, civil
trial court appeals
urisdiction,

= DHI/DUI stcellaneous
cr:nxna Exc usiye
triable 1ol ong criminal
appexls Jurisdiction,

Jury trials, Jury trials,

........................... R

DISTRICT COURT ] PROBATE COURT r MUNICIPAL COURT

(1008 districts) i (79 courts) 1 (6 courts)

293 Jjudges 107 judges 6 Judges

(¢SP caset 85! (SP casetypes: (SP casetypes:

- Tors, cggtract, real - Patern %g/bastardg - Togtfecggtiact, real

1
1
{
i
|
|
|
|
niscellaneous ¢ivil, frog g rights ]
$ 80), small 1 Courts of
cla1ms $1,500), : 1itited
|
|
|
1
|
i
|
i
J

|
I
]
|
|
roperty rights )
eV el Erolusive adoption,: 1 |
¢ = Linited felon jurisdiction
: Mlsdeneanor, gﬁl/ /
|
|
|
i
i
i

|

|

| ]

| |

| i

| §

! i

) |

| i

clajns ($ {, - wmiscellaneous domestic 1

- Linited felong mis=| 1 relations, Mental 1
demeanor, DHIZDUT, | 1 health, estate, |

= Hovin traffxc, + = Hoving traffic, miscel=t
miscellaneous 1 laneous traffic, |

I §

[} i

| I

] |

I |

- Houin traffic
traffic, ordinance - Exclusive juvenile ? ’

MISOE laneous

violation. Jurisdiction, traffio, ordi-
, ) pance vxolatxon.
Jury trials in most . . Jury trials in most
cases, | Some Jury trials, | cases.
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MINNESOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

w

SUPREME COURT A
7 Justices sit en bane

(5P casetypess . .. ., . .

- Handatory Jurisdiction in criminal, administrative ageney,
disciplinary, certified questions from federal court
£3ses, | e . . ,

- Disorethnaru,Yurlsd;ctlon in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding cases.

s

COURT OF APPERLS fi
15 Jjudges sit en banc and in panels

8P casetypes: = . . . . )

- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile cases, . | | . L

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, criminal, Jjuvenile,
original proceeding cases,

4

DISTRICT COURT (190 districts)
241 Jjudges

(8P casetypes: , , )

- Tort, contract, real property rights, domestic relations,
small claims (éonqxllatlon Division: & 9/4,000), mental
health, estate, miscellaneous civil,

- Juyenile,

- A1l criminal, DHI/OUL,

- Traffic/other violations,

Jury trials except in small claiwms,
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MISSISSIPPI COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPRENE COURT

(SP casetypes:

locutory decision cases,

eral court cases.

9 Justices sit in panels and en banc

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, eriminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, inter-

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in certified questions from fed-

A

Court of

last resort

CIRCUIT COURT (20 districts)*f CHANCERY COURT (20 districts)#

49 judges 39 Judges

Jurisdiction: Jurisdiction: ,

- Civil actions (& 200/no - Equity, divoree ,allmon%, pro- Courts of
Maxinum . bate,_quardlansﬁxp, mental . general
Bastardy, | commltments, Jurisdiction

- Felonies, misdemeanors, - Hears juvenile if no County
fppeals de nove or on ourt,
record, Appeals de novo,

Jury trials, Jury trials,

| 4
[ COUNTY COURT (19 counties)¥ | :r TAMILY COURT (1 courth® ‘:
! |
1 23 Judges | 1 1 judge :
| | ]
1 Jurisdiction: tIf'no 1 Jurisdiction: |
1 - Civil actions ($ 9/25,000), 1+ CGounty 1 - Delinquency, neglect, !
— - Hisdemeanors, felony pre- 1+ {ourt, : - Adult crimes against !
t liminaries, I 1 Juveniles, i
- Juvenile, | ' |
t  Appeals de novo, : : |
t !
1 Jury trials, ! tJury trial of adults, !
Courts of
. limited,
1 l Jurisdiction
| MUNICIPAL COURT (168 courts)¥ | | JUSTICE COURT (92 courts)s |
1 J ; I
1 102 judges, 165 mayors ! 494 Judges :
| I |
1 Jupisdiction: . I 1 Jurisdiction: f
t = Hunicipal ordinance visla- ¢ 1= Civil actions (4 0/1,000), 1
t tions, ! i - Hisdemeanors, felony t
! | : preliminaries. t
| | I
t-Jury trials, ! 1 Jury trials, I
P J beccmccrreenvcccnucnoncccunananann 4 —

¥ A trial courd jurisdiction guide was never completed bg‘Hississipii, and data
are unavailable for the trial courts; therefore, the trial court terminology
reported in this court structure chart does not reflect CSP model reporting terms.
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MISSOURI COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
? Justices sit en bane
CSP casetypes: Court of

w

- Hendatory Jjurisdiction in capital eriminal last resort
and original proceed n%,casgs. .

- stcret;onar? Jurisdiction in civil, noncap-
ital criminal,capital oriminal,adninistrative
agency; Juvenile, original proceeding cases.

'

COURT OF APPEALS (3 districts) A

32 Judges sit in panels

(3P casetypes: | ) Intermediate

- Mandatory Jjurisdiction in civil, noncapital appellate
eriminal, capital eriminal, administrative court

ggenc?, Juvenile, ortginal prodeeding, and
interlocutory decision gases.
- No discretionary jurisdiction.

4

CIRCUIT COURT (44 oircuits) A
133 circuit and 170 associate circuit Jjudges
CSP casetypes:

- Exclusive civjl gurisdictiqn {including Court of
civil appeals) ($ B/no maximum; Associate general
division: $ 0/12,000), Small claims juris- Jurizdiction
diction (% 1,5005.

- Exclusive eriminal Jurisdiction. |
- Traffic/other violatios gurlsdzctzon.
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases.

| MUNICIPAL COURT (448 courts) ]

1 |

1 301 municipal judges i

! ' Court of

v (5P casetypes: | . L 1 Climited,

1 = Hunicipal traffic/ordinance violations. ] durisdiction
| !

1 No Jjury trials, !
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MONTANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT

(SP casetypes:
disciplinary cases,

certified ques
cases,

? Justices sit en bane and in panels

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, Juvenile,

- Dis¢retionary %Lrlsdlctxon in administrative agency,
ions from federal courts, original proceeding

s

] )

Jury trials,

HATER COURT DISTRICT COURT (20 judieial districts)A HORKERS’
(4 divisons) ) COMPENSATION
) 36 Judges COURT
4 judges )
¢sP casetgpes' { Jjudge
(SP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real property rights
- Real proYertg (6 SB/no maximum), Exclusive domestio CSP casetgges.
rights, limited relations, mental health, estate, lMl ed
to adqu jfcation eivil appoals, miscellaneous civil workers’
of exist 1n% Hurlsdlc ion, compensation
water righis, isdemeanor, Exclusive triable fel- disputes,
ong erininal apfeals. ) )
No jury trials, Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. Ko Jury trials,

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT
(36 counties)
80

Justices of the peace,
37 of these also serve as city
Judges,

_———_——_——

CSP casetgpes.
contracts real proTertg

0@y, smal
sa,sab).
- Hisdemeanor DNI/DUI, )
- Hoving traffic, parking, mis-
cellaneous trafflc.

rlq %s
claims (

Jury trials except in small
claims,

e o e e e e am e o - = —

e e e e e e

| NUNICIPAL COURT (1 court) ‘:
|

1 4 Jjudge '
i |
1 (SP casetgpes. i
1 - Tort, copfract, real Erop— I
' erta rights (S 0/3 500),
- nls emeanor /i, ]
it = Hoving traffzc parklnq. !
i miscellaneous traffic, |
| |
I 1
I i
| |
1 Jury trials, ]
et e e nm e ]

pros=semmamoacasnod

1 CITY COURT (83 cities)

1 50 Jjudges plus 37 JOP who also

1 serve as city Jud

|
CSP casetgpes'

ges,

contracts real property

rlqhis 2,9
- Hisdemeanor

- H001nf1+raffxc parklng,

misgellaneous

raf 10

parking Jurisdiction,

i
!
'
I
|
:
t
DUy, !
!
!
t
:
(
{

|
|
|
|
|
|
I exclusive ordinance vxolatlon,
1
1
i
|

L Jury trials in some cases.
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NEBRASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
7 justices sit in panels and en banc

(8P casetypes: Court of

- Handatory jurisdiction over civil, oriminal, adwinistrative last resort
Sgencg%xduuenlle, diseiplinary, orxglnal proceedxng 0ases,

- Disgre

onary Jurisdiction over civil, administrative agency,
certified questions from federal couris, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases.

1

4 4

DISTRICT COURT (24 districts) f
48 Jjudges

CSP casetgpes.

- or contract, real Yropertg rxghts, Court of
sivil appeals, miscellaneous givil, general
EXOIUSIUE domestic relatlons (exceg Jurisdiction

tions), men4a1 health Yurlsd1c ion,

- Hxs emeanor, DRIZDUI, Exclusive tri-
able felony, criminal appeals, miscel-
laneous cripinal jurisdiction.

Jury trials except in appeals.

4

SEPQRRTE JUUENILE COURT NORRERS’ COMPENSATION COURT
(3 counties) (1 court)
5§ Jjudges 7 Judges
(8P casetypes: (8P casetypes!
- Juvenile, - L1m1ted 0 workers'
compensation disputes.
No Jury trials, No Jury trials,
Courts of
limited
Jurisdiction

COUNTY COURT (93 courts in 24 districts)
97 Judges

CSP casetypes:
- Tort, contract real proYertg rights
(S #/5,0 ), small claims
(% ,8@8). Exclusxve adoption, estate
furzs iction.
imited felony, Mlsdemeanor, DHI/DUI,
- Traffic/other violation.
- Juvenile,

Jury trials except in parking and small
claims, —
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NEVADA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
5 justices sit en banc

(5P casetypess . . . | .. . . )

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
ggenc?, Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases,

- No diseretionary Jurisdiction,

4

DISTRICT COURT (9 districts) 4]
37 \Judges

(8P casetypes: ) )

- Tort, contract, real fropertg rights ($5,000/n0 maximum),
Exclusive domestic relations, mental hgalth, estate, civil
appeals, miscellaneous givil Jurisdiction, L

- Hlisdemeanor, DHI/DUI. Exclusive iriable felony, criminal
appeals, miscellaneous oriminal Jjurisdiction,

- Exclusive Jjuvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases.
[ [

| MUNICIPAL COURT (18 incorporated
1 cities/towns)

1
26 judges (8 also serve as JOP)

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

I JUSTICE COURT (56 touns)
|
1 62 Jjustices of the peace

I

1 (8P casetypes:

t - Tort, contract, real proYertg,
rlghis ($ 0/5,@08), small claims

1
|
|
l
I
] (SP casetypes:
|

(672,500 :
|
|
|
:
|
J

I
1
1
t - Tort, contract, real proYertg_
62, . . 1 rights (6 0/2,500), shall claims
- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, Exclusive I ($°2,500)
linited felony jurisdiction, I
I
|
I
|
|

I

1

l 1

| : diction - Hisdemeanor, DRI/DUI,
: - loving traffic, parking, miscella- b

]

]

I

f - Hoving traffic, parking, miscel-
neous traffic. laneous traffic. Exclusive ordi-
) ) . nance violation jurisdiction.

Jury trials except in small claims

t and parking cases.
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NEW HAMPSHIRE COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT ]
5 Justices sit en banc
CSP casetypes: = | . . Court of
—+ - No mandatory Jurisdiction, . . ) L “GT last resort
- Disgretionary jurisdiction in eivil, noncapital criminal
administrative agenc%, Juvenile, d1scxpl;nar¥, advisory
opinions for the state executive and Jegislature, original
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

1

SUPERIOR COURT (19 counties) f
26 authorized Jjustices

(8P casetypes: . . L Court of

- Tort, contract, real property rights, miscellaneous civil . general
§$i,50@/ne Maximuml . Exelusive Mgrr;aig digselution, paterp- Jurisdiction
jty/bastardy, support/custody jurisdietion. =

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction,

Jury trials.

PROBATE COURT (19 counties)
10 Judges

(8P casetypes: . )

- Hiscellaneous domestic relations,
misoellaneous civil, Exclusiye
adoption, mental health, estate
Jurisdiction,

Ho Jury trials,

Courts of
. limited
e Jurisdiction
DISTRICT COURT (41 districts) NUNICIPAL COURT
) ) (4 municipal ities)
86 authorized full-time and part- .
time judges 4 part-time justices
(5P casetypes: (8P casetypes:
- Tord, contract, real pro ert? . - Rea] property rights
rights (5 0-16,008), small claims swall claiks (82,500,
(¢ 2,500), miscellaneous domestic miscellansous givil
relations, - Hisdemeanoy, DHI/DUI,
~ Nisdemeanor, DN1/DUI, - Traffic/other violation,

- Traffic/other violation, = |
- Exclusive Jjuvenile jurisdiction,

No jury frials. Ho Jury trials.

# The Nunicipal Court is heing phased out (by statute) upon retirerent and/or
resignation of sitting Jjustices,
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NEW JERSEY COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

h

SUPREME COURT A
7 Justices sit en banc

(5P casetypest . . o .

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases.

= Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
agministrative aqenc; appeal, Juvenile, disciplinary, certi-
fied questions from federal courts, interlocutory decision
cases,

|

APPELLATE DIVISION OF SUPERIOR COURT
28 Judges sit in 7 panels (parts)
(8P casetypes:

nile, adMinistnatiue_aggncg cases,
- Discretionary Jurisdic

- Handatory Jjurisdiction in civil, noncapital oriminal, Juve-
fon"in interlocutory decision cases.

)

SUPERIOR COURT: CIVIL, FAMILY, GENERAL EQUITY, AND CRIMINAL
DIVISIONS (45 Uicinages in 21 counties)
33 gudges authorized .

21 Surrogates also serve as deputy Superior Court clerks

(SP casetypess . . . . .

- Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (uncontested estate are |
handled by the surrogates) (§ @/no maximum; Sfec1a1 Civil

Pirt: $ 0/5,000), Small claims Jurisdiction ($ 1,000,
8
X

8
{

- Exclusive triable felony, c¢riminal appeals, mis-
l1aneous criminal Jurisdiction,
- Exclusive juvenile Jjurisdietion,

E
8
£

- Jury trials in Most cases.

] MUNICIPAL COURT (335 courts of ]
1 which 19 were multi-municipal) |

! 3
1 365 Judges, of which approximately)
| 36°ake full-tine PP i

[ |
1 (SP casetypesy o
i = Exclusive limited £elon3, Mis-
i demeanor, DHI/DUT jurisdiction, 1
I - Exclusive traffic/other {
1 violation Jurisdiction, f
I 1
| l

d

i Ho Jjury trials.,

# Tay Court is considered a limited jurisdiction court hecause of its specialized
subject matter, MNevertheless, it receives appeals from administrative bodies and

4

TAX COURT* A
9 authorized Jjudges
¢SP casetypes:

- State/local tax
matters

Ho Jjury trials,

its cases are appealed to the intermediate appellate court, Tax Court Jjudges
have the same geperal qualifications and terms of service as Superior Cour

Judges and can be cross assigned.
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NEW MEXICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT A
5 Justices sit in panels
(5P casetypes: Court of
H - Handatog§ Jurisdietion in oivil, crininal, administrative last resort
ggencg, isciplipary, original proceeding, interlocutory
ecision cases,
- Disgretionary jurisdiotion in civil, nopcapifal criminal,
administrative agency, Juvenile, certified questions from
federal court cases, |
/
COURT OF APPEALS fi
7 Judges sit in panels
cs;’l : g p Intenediste
casetypes: ppellate
- ﬂanéatogg gurisdietion in ciyil, noncapital crisinal, court
administirative agency, juvenile gases, L
- Diseretionary jurisdiction in interlosutory decision cases, |
DISTRICT COURT (13 districts) |
39 Judges
(8P casetypes: Court of
- Tort, gggtract, real property rights, estate, Exclusive . gaperal
domestic relations, menfal health, civil appeals, miscel- Jurisdiction
laneous ¢ivil gurxsd;ctxon! .
- Hisdemeanor. Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals
gurlsd;ctan. o
- Exclusive Jjuvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials,
i i |
MAGISTRATE COURT (32 magistrate BERNALILLO COUNTY METROPOLITAN
districts) COURT
57 Judges (2 part-time) 12 Judges
(8P casetypes: (5P casetypes:
- Tort, contract, real property - Tort, contract, real property
rights (6 9/5,000). rights (5 /5,600,
- %ﬁﬂltﬁd felony, Misdeseanor, - Limited felony misdemeanor,
- Ngvinf traftic violation, - Traffic/other violation
#iscellaneous traffic,
Jury trials, Jury trials except in traffic, Courts of
limited,
Jurisdiction
} '&gﬁi&)iiéi'ééﬁﬁi’iéi hunioipal= | [ 'PROBATE COURT (33 counties) ‘:
ities )
! , { 1 33 Judges i
1 84 Jjudges I ] I
! | 1 (8P cagetypes: !
t (5P casetupest ! I - Estate. (Hears uncontested 1
1 ~ Traffic/other violation, | 1 cases, Contested cases go o
: : i Distriet Court,) !
) |
! No Jury trials. | L No Jury trials, !

--------------------------------
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NEW YORK COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

COURT OF APPEALS
7 Jjudges
Gourt

(SP casetypes: =~ | L L . o of last
- Handatory Jjurisdiction in civil, criminal, aduinistrative agency, juvenile, resort

original proceeding cases, , | | L . ) o
- stcret;ongrY,uurlsdlctlgn in civil, criminal, administrative agency, Juvenile,

Judge disciplinary, original proceeding cases.

APPELIATE DIVISIONS OF SUPREME A APPELLATE TERMS OF SUPFREME COURT

COURT (4 courts/divisions) (3 terms/ist and 2nd departments)

47 Jjustices sit in panels in four 13 Justices sit in panels in three

departments terms .

CSP caset ¢SP caset g

casetypest . ., casetypest . . . | appellate

- Mandgtogg Jurisdiction in civil, - nandgtogg durisdiction in civil, 4 court
¢rimipal, administrative ageney, ¢riminal, Juvenile, Interlocutory
Juvenile, lawyer dlscxrlxnarg, orig- decision cases, = =~
inal proceeding, interlocutory - Diseretionary Jurisdiction in
decision cases, . ., 14 criminal, Juvenile, interlocutory

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, decision cases,
criminal, Jjuvenile, original pro- 3rd & 4th| ist &
ceeding, interlocutory decisinn Departments 2nd
cases, Depts,

4
SUPREME COURT (12 districts) COUNTY COURT (57 counties outside NYC)
%368 FTE combined Supreme Court and #368 FTE combined Supreme Court and
County Court Jjudges, County Court Judges,
(5P casetypes: . (8P casetypes: , Courts of
- Tort, contract, real property rights, - Tort, contract, real gropertg rights, general
miscellaneous civil, Exclusiye miscellaneous civil (5 9/23,000), Juris-
marriage dissolution jurisdiction. Tria] court appeals Surxsd;ctxon. diction
- Triable felony, DHI, miscellaneous - Triable felany, DHI/DUI, miscellaneous
eriminal, criminal, Exclusive criminal appeals,
Jury trials, Jury trials,
{ o
[ ] —

COURT OF CLAIMS (1 court) SURROGATES’ COURT

39 Judges, 38 act as Supreme (63 counties)

Court Jjudges

76 surrogates

(SP casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real | (8P casetypes:
gropertg rights involving - Adoption, estate,

he state, 3rd & 4th {st & 2nd
. ) L Depariments Departments

No Jjury trials, Jury trizls in estate,

FAMILY COURT (62 counties-- DISTRICT COURT (2 counties) CITY COURT (79 courts in 61

includes HYC Family Court) 43 Jjudges in Nassau and Suffolk cities)

157 Jjudges 156 Judges

(5P casetypes: Courts of

(8P casetypes) - Tort, contract, real pr0fertg (SP casetypes: lipited

- Domestic relations (except rlghis ($ 8/15,000), small - Tort, contract, real property uris-
marriage dissolution), — claims ($ 2,000), Adninistra- rxghfs (5 8/15,000), small iction
Euardlgnshxp. ) tive a enc?. . claims ($ 2,006).,

- Exclusive Juvenile - Linited felony,misdemeanor,DHI.| | ~ Linited felony, misdemeanor,

Jurisdiction, - Heving traffic, miscellaneous UL,
traffic, ordinance vielation, - Hoving traffic, miscellaneous
) . Jury trials except in traffic, traffic, ordinance violation,

o jury trials. * Jury trials except in traffic.

L [ peoseenmesasmaaas ] I ]

CIVIL COURT OF THE CITY OF CRIMINAL COURT OF THE CITY OF 1 TONN AND VILLAGE JUSTICE COURT |

NEH YORK (1 court) NEW YORK (1 court) 1 (1487 courts) !

. . 1 2,242 justices !
120 judges 107 Jjudges t '
t (5P casetypes! !

(5P casetypes: CSP_casetgges: . 1 = Tort, contract, real profertg {

- Tert, contract, real prorertg - Limited felony, misdemeanor, ! rlgh%s (5 0/3,b08), smal !
rxgh{s ($ 0/29,000), small DI ' L 1 claims (5 2,000), ) !
claims (§ 2,8@6). miscel]ane- - Hiscellaneous fraffic misde- 1 - Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, miscel- 1
ous civil, administrative meanors, ordinance violation, i laneous eriminal, | |
agency, L t =Traffic/other violation, |

Jury trials, Jury trials in criminal cases. ! Jury trials in most cases, !
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NORTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

-

SUPREME COURT fl
7 Justices sit en bano

(SP casetuypess ., | L . ,

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, aduinistrative
agency, Juvenile, Jjudge disciplinary, interlocutory
decision cases. . . ., ., . L .

~ Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, admip-
istrative agency, Juvenile, advisopy opinions for the
executive and legislature, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases,

)

COURT OF APPEALS fi
12 judges sit in panels

¢SP casetypest ) L

-~ Handatery %grxsdxctxon in eivil, noncapital orininal,
aduinistrative ageney, Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary
original proceeding cases. . | | \ L

= Disgretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital g¢riminal,
adwinistrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases,

=

4

SUPERIOR COURT (44 districts) f
77 Judges and 189 clerks with estate Jurisdiction

(8P casetypes: )

- Tort, contract, real property rights (over 10,000/no max-
imunl, miscel]aneous civil cases. Exclusive adoption,
estgta. Qental health, administrative agency appeals

urisdiction,

- ﬂisdemeanqr. Exclusive triable felony, eriminal appeals

Jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

DISTRICT COURT (35 districts)

164 judges and 654 magistrates of which approximately
70 magistrates are part-time

(9P casetypess .

- Tort, contract, real ?rogertg rights (5 0/10,000), Ex-
clusive small claims ($ 2,000), non-adoption domestic
relations, miscellaneous sivi Jurisdiotion, |

= Hisdemeanor, limited felony, DWI/DUI Jjurisdiction.

- Traffic/other violation Hurxgdlctlon.

- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials in ¢ivil cases only.
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|
!
|
)
|
|
|
|
|
I
t
t
|
1
{

¥

cases.
L

NORTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1890

SUPREME COURT
5 Justices sit en hanc

(5P casetypes:

- Handatorﬂ
agency, nil
locutory decision cases,

- No discretionary Jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction in eivil, criminal, administratiye
uvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, inter-

Gourt of
last resorty

4 4

I

3-Judge panels
¢SP casetypes:

locutory decision cases.,

COURT OF APPEALS¥ (Temporary)

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital
criminal, administrative agency, Juyenile,
diseiplinary, original proceeding, inter-

- No discretionary Jurisdiction,

Intermediate
appellate
court

gounties
27 Jjudges
(SP casetypes:

miscellaneous civil Jurisdiction.
triable felony jurisdiction,
- Exclusive Jjuvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials in many cases,

DISTRICT)COURT (7 Jjudieial districts in 53

- Tort, confract, real property rights
guardianship, Exclusiye domestic re
appeals of adminisirative agency cases,

- Nisdemeanor, miscellaneous criminal,

- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous traffic.

A

lations,

Exclusive

]
1 cities)
26 Jjudges

(5P casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property
rights (5 9/10,000), estate, Ex-
clusive small clajms (6 3,000),
mental health jurisdiction,

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DNI/ 1 |
DUI, criminal appeals. ot

- Hoving traffic, parking, miscel- 1

laneous traffic, o

| |
] i
I |

(P
=D

= Hovin
M15ce

Jury trials except in small claims

- Indicates assignment of cases,

Effective July 4, 1987 throuT
established to exercise appe
Supreme Court.

i

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

MURICIPAL COURT (112 incorporated

102 Jjudges

casetypes:
HI/DUI?p

traffic, parking,
aneous traffic,

Exclusive ordinance violation
Jurisdiction,

L No jury trials.

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

h January 1, 1994, a temporary Court of fp
late and original Jurisdiction as delegate

220 + State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1990

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
. limited,
Jurisdiction

eals is
by the

i



OHIO COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUFREME COURT A
7 justices sit en bane
Jstices ) Court of

¢SP casetypes: last resort

- Mandatorﬂ Jur1sdiction 1n -elvil, orlminal, adminxstrat1ue
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, orxglna pro%ee ing cases.

- stcre%ionarg urisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
Juvenile, orxglnal proceeding, xnterlocutorg decision cases.

I\

COURT OF AFPEALS (12 courts) A

39 Judges sit in panels of 3 members each .
Intermediate

(8P casetypes: = appellate

~ Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative coury
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, 1nferlocutorg decision

b &

0ases
- No dlscretlunarg Jurisdietion,

-------------------------------- t----un----n---.-----u---------a-1 Bt

l COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (88 counties) f
l 344 judges

|

|

|

|
l (SP casetypes: i
t - Tort, contract, real property rights (5 500/no maximum), !
appeal of adwinistrative agency cases, miscellaneous civil, Court of
Exclusive domestic relations, mental ﬁealth, estate : general
|
}
H
|
i

gur1sdactlon. Jurisdiction
xeiusive trxable felong, mxsceilaneous erininal Jjurisdiotion,

- Exclusive guuenl e %urxs jcticn,
- Traffic/other violation (Juvenile cases only) Jurisdiction,

! Jury trials in most cases.

................................................ [ ———

1
|
t
1
|
|
I
|

e e e e e e v e o e e —

CMINICIZAL OURT (48 courts) | 1 COUNTY COURT (50 cuurts) '

199 Judges 68 Judges

CSP casetgpes'
contract real proYerty
his , ), small claims
00), nlscellaneous eivil,
- anxfed felony, stdeneanor, DRI/
DUI, eriminal appeals
- Trafflo/other uxolatxon, except for
parking cases,

Jury trials in most cases.

t

)

!

I real property
' 65), smafl

1 elaims , miscellane=
booBus c vil,

: - Linited felony, misdemeanor,
[

|

t

DHI/DUI, eriminal appeals,
- Traffic/other violavion,

t Jury trials in most gases.,

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

Courts of
limited
Jur:sdxctlon

[}
[
.
s
:
1 ] 1]
L] £
v T
2 1
: ] ]
* L]
s £
. t
[ L]
. L]
* .
i
] .
1 ] £
1 3 [ ]
1] 1 3
] "
2 .
I a
. L]
. s
. .
.
.
.
T
¥
t
*
s
s
3
L
L]
’
’
+
.
.

"WAYOR'S COURT (560 courts) |
“580 judges (mayors) :
CSP casetypes: :
- Traffo/other violation, :
]
|
|

COURT OF CLAIMS (1 court)

2 Jjudges sit on temporary
assignment

¢SP casetypes:

- Hiscellaneous civil actions
against the state,

~ Uictins of ¢rime cases

Jury trials, No Jury trials,

- —— ==
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OKLAHOMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPRENE COURT A COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS

9 Justices sit en bane 5 Judges sit en hane

(8P casetypas! (5P casetypest

- nanQatorg gurisdiotion in civil, - andatogg Jurisdietion in eriminal, Courts of
administrative agency, Juvenile, uvenile, original gpoceedxng ¢ases, last resort
lawger disciplinary, advisory - Discretionary Jjurisdiction in inter-
opinion, original proceeding, locutory decision cases,
interlocutory decision cases, |

~ Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil,
adMinistrative agency, Juvenile, in-
terlocutory decision cases,

4 : 4 4 4 i
]
! —_—
COURT OF APPEALS (4 courts)
12 Judges sit in four perm-
anegt 3iuisions of 3 Mgnhers
each
(SP casetypes: . .. | Intermediate
-~ Handatory Jurisdigtion in appellate
civil, administrative court
agency, Juvenile, original
grogeedlng, interlocutory
ecision cases that are
ggﬁ; ned by the Supreme
- ﬁg discretionary Jurisdic-
tion,
DISTRICT COURT (26 distriots) A |
o district, 77 associate district, and
62 special Judges
(8P casetypest . .
- Exclusive civil Jjurisdigtion, except
for concurrent jurisdiction in appeal ourt of
of administrative agency cases, , general
Small claims Jurisdiction (6 3,000), Jurisdiction
- Exclusive criminal Jurisdiction (including
criminal af eals), ,
- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous traffic,
ordinance violation, . . .
- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction,
Jury trials,
COURT OF TAX REVIEW A U MUNICIPAL COURT NOT | | MUNICIPAL CRIMINAL |
(1 court) : OF RECORD (340 courts) : ; ?gURT 0{S§ECORD :
gour
3 District Court 1 Rpﬁroximatglg 390 full o [ . !
Judges serve i and part-time Judges 1 i 8 full-tine and 418 Courts of
] { t part-time judges I linited,
(5P casetypes; | 1 (5P casetypes: I ] ! Jurisdiotion
- fppeal of aduin- i = Traffic/other | 1 (5P oagetypes: t
istrative agency + violation, | = Traffic/other f
cases, : : : violation, :
No Jjury trials, L Jury {rials, | L Jury trials, !

---~ Indicates assignment of cases.

Oklahoma has a Horkers' Compensation Court, which hears complaints that are handled exclusively by
administrative agencies in other states,
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OREGON COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

w

SUPKEME COURT
? Justices sit en banc
(SP casetypes:

- Handatory jurisdiction in capital criminal, administrative agency,
disciplinary, original proceeding cases, | - )

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital oriminal, admin-
istrative agency, juyenjle, disciplinary, certified ques%xons from
federal courts, original proceeding cases,

/
COURT OF APPEALS A

10 judges sit in panels and en bane

(8P casetypest =~ . . |

- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, nonca
tive agency, Juvenile, original procee

cases, ) o
- Ho diseretionary Jurisdiction,

.

gital eriminal, administra-
ing, interlocutory decision

TAX COURT
(1 court)

{ judge

(8P casety

- Ciyil ap
from adu
tratiye
agencies

No Jjury tr

A CIRCUIT COURT (24 |

counties)
89 Judges

(8P casetypes:
- Tort, contract, r
(gui?'a ]
civil appeals, me
. domestie pela{kon
1aneous civil gur
- Exclusive triable

pes:
peals
inis-

-

jals,

jurisdiction,
= Juvenile,

Jury trials for mos

200/n0 MaximuM), a

udicial districts in 36

eal prosertg rights
ogtlon estate,

ntal health, Egcluslug

s (except adoption), miscel-

isdiction, |

felony, criminal appeals

t casetypes.

S
[ COUNTY COURT | | JUSTECE COURT | | MUNICIPAL CQURT DISTRICE COURT,
1 (36 counties) 1 1 (37 courts) b1 (197 courts) 30 counties with a
b b o ) t District Court)
1§ judges 11 34 justices of the r v 426 judges { .
! I peace tod I 61 judges
I CSP casetypest 1 ¢ i1 GSP casetypest
T - ﬂdoitlon, 11 CSP casedypes: It~ Hisdemeanor, 1 (5P casetypes:
1 mental health,t 1 - Tort, confract, 1 | 1T, ! ~ Tort, contract,
+ estate, Lo real progertg v - Traffic/other ] real property
I - Juyenile, [ rlghts (5 o/ 11 violation, 1 rights (g 8/
b . o 2,50my small 0 I 10,000), small
1 No Jury trials. 1+ 1 claims (6 2,500),1 _ u clains (5 2,500,
----------------- i = Limited felony, + "1 Jury trials for robate/uills/in-
L misdemeanor, {1 soMe casetypes. i estate,
O DHIAUL, 0 Leeemmemmecatenees 4 - Limited felony,
1 = Hoving traffic, 1 Misdemeanor,
! Yarklng, miscel= 1 DI,
1 laneous traffic, 1 - Traffi¢/other
| . i vielation,
I Jury trials for |- M Jury trials for
meecuewpu. | somMe casetypes,

-

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

tourts of
. general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
lisited
Jurisdiction
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PENNSYLVANIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1950

SUPREME COURT
7 Justices sit en banc
(SP casetypes:

- Handatory jurisdiction in ¢ivil, criminal, adwinistrative agency, Juvenile,
disciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, i
- Discretionary jurisdietion in civil, noncapital criminal, aduinistrative agency,

Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

)

!

COMMONMEALTH COURT

9 authorized Judges sit in panels
and en bane

(5P casetypest . .,
- Handatory jurisdiction in eivil,
noncapital criminal, administra-

interlocutory decision gases
1nvolving the Cormonwealth.
- D;sgfetlonarg urisdiction in
givi tratiy
iqlnai proceeding, 1nterlocu¥org
decision cases involving the

tive agency, original proceeding,

adsinistrative agency, or-

A

|

SUPERIOR COURT

{5 authorized judges sit in panels
and en bang

(SP casetypes . . . .

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil,
nopoapital eriminal, %uuenxle, or-
iginal proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases. . . ., |

- D;sqretlonarg,%urxsd;ctxon in
eiyil, noncapital criminal, Jjuy-
enile, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases,

appeals Jurisdjction.

- Exclusive juvenile Jur

Jury trials in most case

Exclusive demestic relations, es

fsdiction,
Sl

Commonweal th,
L 4
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (60 districts in 67 counties) A
342 judges
(8P casetypes: , . L
- Tort, contract, real property rxghts, miscellaneous ciyil,

- lisdemeanor, DNI/DUI, Exclysiye triakle felony, criminal
appeals, miscellaneous crimipal Jjurisdiction,

ate, mental health, civil

4

PHILADELPHIA MUNICIPAL COURT
{ist Distriet)
22 Judges

(SP casetypest

=~ Real fropertg rights (% 8/5,000)
miscellaneous domestic irelations
niscellaneous eivil, Exelusive
small claims jurisdietion

- Otdinancg vielation,
Ne jury trials.

~ Limited félong, misdemeanor, DHI/

’

4

DISTRICT JUSTICE COURT
(338 courts)

538 district justices

(5P casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property
rights (5 0/4,000),

- %hmxted felony, misdemeanor,

- Traffic/other violation,

No Jjury trials,

PHILADELPHIA TRAFFIC COURT
(ist District)

6 Jjudges
¢sp casetgpes:

- Hloving traffic, parking,
miscellaneous traffis,

Ho Jury trials,

e e |

.................. I

PITISBURGH CITY MAGISTRATES |
(5th District)

6 magistrates

|
|
!
|
|
(5P casetypes; | !
- Real progertg rights, '
- Limnited felony, misdeneanor, 1
DNIAUI, L ]

- Traffic/other violation, i
i

|

No Jury frials.
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PUERTO RICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
7 justices
Jurisdiction: C°?§tt°f
5
- Reviews Judgements and decisions of Court of First resort
Instance, and cases on appeal or review hefore the
Superior Court, k
- Reviews rulings of the Registrar of Property and
rulings of cerfain adninistrative agencies. |
1 1
SUPERIOR COURT* (12 districts)
108 judges
Jurisdiction: )
- Tort, contract, real Tropertg r1ahts ($10,000/no
maxivum), domestic relations, and miscellaneous Court of
civil Exclusive estate and oivil appeals juris- . general
diction, L o w Jurisdiction
- Exclusxue felony and criminal appeals jurisdic-
jon,
- fisdemeanor, . . |
~ Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials in criminal cases,
DISTRICT COURT* (38 courts)
98 judges
Jupisdiction: ,
- Tort, contract, real property rights (4 9/18,000),
ggsgfllaneous domestic relations, and miscellaneous
ivil,
- Hisdemeanor, DUI/DUT, preliminary hearings.
- Traffic/other violation except parking.
No Jury trials,
Courts of
Jimited
Jurisdiction
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE NUNICIPAL COURT (52 courts)
1 judge 59 Judges
Jurisdictions = | Jurisdietions |
~ Clvil investigation, - Traffic/other violation,
- Probable cause hearings, seargh
warrants, summonses, warrants of
imprisonment, warrants to release
from Jail, and bails.
No Jury trials, No Jjury trials. ]

% The court of First Instance consists of fwo divisions: the Sugerior Court and the
District Court, There is a work distribution between them thal makes it possible
to classify the first as a court of general jurisdiction and the other as a court
of limited Jjurisdiction,
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RHODE ISLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
5 Justices sit en banc
(5P casetypes:

~ Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, Juvenile,
disciplinary, advisery opinjon, original proceeding cases,

- Discretionary Hurjsdiction in administrative agency appeals,
interlocutory

ecision, original proceeding cases,

[

§

SUPERIOR COURT (4 divisions)
2l Justices, 2 masters

CSP casetypes: .

- Tort, contract, real fropeptg rights ($ 3,008/no
Nakimum , eivil 3§Bea s, miscellaneous civil,

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, Exclu51ue triable felony,
crininal appeals jurisdiction,

Jury trials.

]

DISTRICT COURT (8 divisions) A FAMILY COURT (4 divisions)

13 judges, { master 11 judges, 2 masters

CSP casetypes: (SP casetypes: . )

- Tord, contract, real property - Exclusive domestic relations
rights ($1000/$,@@0—1 ,000) gurlsd;cthn. L
appeals of administrative agency - txclusive Juvenile jurisdiction.
cases, Exclusive small claims
($1,500); mental health, .

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUL, ~Execlusive
limited felan %urisdlctlon._

- Ordinance violation, Exclusive
moying traffic for those cases
not handled administratively,

No Jury trials, No Jury trials,

.................. 1..........,.._.... r....-....-........l.....-...--....-._

(SP gcasetypes;
- Ordinance violation.
parking Jurisdiction,

r
|

l .

1 18 judges
1

|

| Exclusive
i

I

I

|
I
I
!
1
|
I
1
|

PROBATE COURT (39 cities/towns)
39 judges

{SP casetypes: e
- Exclusive estate jurisdiction,

f No Jury trials,
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SOUTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
5 justices sit en banc
(8P casetypes:

dlscxpllnarg
inal orocee
- Discretionary Jurisdietion in civil,

locutery decision cases.

- Handatory Jurisdiction in eivil, ¢riminal, Juyenile ,
certified questions {rom federal cour%s, orig-
ing, interlocutory degision cases.

administrative agency, Juvenile, orxgxnal proceeding, inter~

Court of
last resort

noncapital criminal

1

COURT OF APPEALS

6 Judges sit in panels and en banc

(SP casetypes:
istrative agencg

¥ the Sugreme
- No discretionary Jurisdiction.

ourt,

CIRCUIT COURT (46 circuits)
31 Judges and 21 masters-in-equity
CSP casetypes:

- Tort, cggtract real

Exclusive civi
= Hisdemeanor, DH1/

Jury trials except in appeals,

appeals, miscellaneous criminal Jurisdiction,

FAMILY COURT (16 circuits)
46 Judges

CSP casetypes:
- Hiscellaneous civil, Exclusive
domestic relations Jurisdiction,
except for some Eaternltg/bastardg
cases heard in the Hagistrate

- Juuenxle traffic,
- Juvenile,

No Jury trials,

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

i
|

1
!
i
I
!
|
|
3

i
46 judges

t No Jury trials,

PROBATE COURT (46 courts)

(SR casetypes:
- Exclusive mental health, estate
Jurisdiection,

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

---- Indicates assignment of cases,

! -
Intermediate
appellate
- Handatory Jurisdiction {n civil, noncapital ¢riminal, aduin- court
Juvenile, original proceeding cises assigned
4
= -
Court of
. o general
roperty rxghts, miscellaneous civil, — Jurisdiction
ﬁea s Jurisdiction.
Exclusive triable felony, criminal
—
[y
:r 'MAGISTRATE COURT (345 courts) E ]
1 329 Magistrates :
i
! CSP oasetgpes. ]
] contract real property
t %h¥s 2,500) ), some ]
I ermtg/bas ardy, I
! hm1ted elony, Misdemeanor, :
t N
1 - Traffic/other violation, !
1= Juyenile, i
I | Courts of
i Jury teials, ] limited
R SR LT L P LD 4 Jurisdiction
! :'ﬁﬁﬁiéiiﬁi‘ééﬁﬁi‘ié&i'é&&%%&i ‘:
1
i 1 ~250 Jjudges I
| | 1
! 1 (8P casetupes: !
!—-—-—-——-! - %l?}ted ?elong, Misdemeanor, |
I
I : - Traffic/other violation. |
I |
{ i Jury trials. !
J lecewenmuucanmensavosraansenmanse J S |
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SOUTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
5 Justices sit en banc

(5P casetypes: . . | .

-~ Handatory gurlsdxctlon in civil, criminal, Court of
administrative agency, Juvenile, last resort
disciplinary, quglngi proceeding cases,

- Discretionary gurxsdlctlon in_advisory
opinions for. the state executive, inter-
locutory decision, original proceeding
cases,

[

CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits) f

36 Judges, 18 law Magistrates, 9 part-tive
lay magistrates, 87 ull-time clerk magis-
trates, and 46 part-time clerk magistrates

(SP casetypesy . . . . . ,
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (1ncludxng_
ion

civil a8§eals). Small claims Jjurisdic Court of
(¢ 2,000, | o ) . . general
- Exclusive criminal Jurisdiction (including Jurisdiction

criminal appeals). o

- Exclusive traffic/other violation juris-
diction (except for uncontesied parking
which 1s handled administratively),

- Exelusive Juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials except in small claims.
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TENNESSEE COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
§ Justices sit en bano

(8P casetypest . . .. . ., . Court of
~ Handatory jurisdiction in civil, epiminal, | last resort
lawyer disciplinary cases, workers’ compensation. . |
- Discretionary Jurisdiotion in civil, noncapital criminal,
duvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.
COURT OF APPEALS 3 divisions A COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS (3)
12 judges 9 Judges
— Intermediate
(8P casetypes: | . (5P casetypes . . | appellate
- Handatory %urxsdxctxon in civil, - Handatory Jjurisdictien in non- courts
administrative agency, Juvenile capital criminal, Juvenile, or-
03568, o iginal proceeding cases, |
- Discretionary jurisdiction in - Diseretionary dur;sdxctxon in
interlocutory decision cases, interlocutory decision cases.

! !

¥ JUDICIAL DISTRICTS (31 districts)

CIRCUIT COURT, ., ., | CHANCERY 1| CRIMINAL COURT
(95 counties in 34 districts) | COURT | (31 districts)
. (34 districts) .
76 Jjudges 29 Jjudges
33 chancellors
(5P casetypes: ) ¢sp qasetYpes: o Court of
= Civil (6 58/n0 maximum), CSP,cgsetgpes: - Criminal,  Criminal . general |
except small claims, Civil | - Civil ($ 80/ appeals Jjurisdiction, Jurisdietion
appeals Jjurisdigtion, no. Maximum)
- (riminal, except stal |
=~ Hoving traffic, miscella- claips,
neous, traffic, . )
Jury trials, Jury trials, Jury trials,

........... R I N

r 1T 1
¢ JUUENILE COURT t 1 PROBATE COURT (2)1 ] MUNICIPAL COURT i
i (24 courts) I t 1 (Y300 courts) !
| . S 13 Judges | 1 . ]
: 22 Judges; 7 part-tlne: : 11 ™0 judges )

] I |
t (SP casetypes: ot t t GSP casetypes: !
I - Paterni%g/bastardg, t 1 (8P casetypes: 1 1 - Misdemegﬁor, DHI/DUI, 1
+ mental health, i1 = Estate, v 1 = Traffic/other vio- 1
1 = Juvenile, b 1 lations |
I ' i | I {
{ { | j i ]

Ho Jury trials, i Ho Jury trials,

becenencnvevnavuannemuan Jd becneauwemencvannnaad  lescsencnuncecavsscnunenus
I GENERAL SESSIONS COURT (92 counties, 2 additional Courts of
1 counties have a trial justice sourt) . limited
: Jurisdiction

134 General Sessions judges and 16 Hunicipal Court
U Jjudges with General Sessions gurlsd1ct10n.

i

]

I

i

|

| !

t (8P casetypes: ) , i

| e e e vartal eslth, |
arria § ion orf/custo en 8

—_— gstateg(iroba’ce) gases, pExclusiue saéll claims "

ion (% 10,000), !

(I, |

!

!

1

|

|

|

J

nglsdxc
- hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI,

= Traffic/other violation,
- Juvenile,

Ho jury trials,

---------------------------------------------------------
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TEXAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
9 judges sit en bane

(SP casetypest = .

- Handatory Jurisdiction in crimin-
al, original ptocged;n%_oasgs.

- Diseretionary jurisdietion in
noncapital criminal, original pro-
cgedln? cases and certified ques-
tions from federal court,

SUPREME COURT
9 justices sit en banc

(8P casetypes: = . |

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil cases,

- Diseretionary Jurisdiction in civil,
administrative agency, juvenile, cer-
$ified ?uestlons,fron federal courts,
original proceeding cases,

Courts of
last resort

) ) 4
COURTS OF APPEALS (14 courts)
80 Jjustices sit in panels ,
Intermediate
#| CSP casetypes: . .. . ., X - L appellate
- Nandatory jurisdiction in ciyil, noncapital criminal, adminis- court
tratiye agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases, . . . .
= No discretionary jurisdiction,
DISTRICT COURTS (384 courts) 384 Jjudges -
DISTRICT COURT (374 courts) A | CRIMINAL DISTRICT COURT (18 courts)
374 judges 16 Judges
(SP casetypes: ¢SP gasetgges: )
- Tort, contract, real_pro;ertg - Triable felony, misdemeanor,
rlghis.(s 200/n0 maximum), DHI/BUT, miscellaneous criminal Court of
domestic relations, estate, cases, . general
mxscel!aneous,c;vll. ) Jurisdiction
Exclusive administrative agency
appeals furxsdlct;on.
- Iriable felony, misdemeanor,
DHI/DUI, miscellaneous criminal
- Juvenile,
Jury trials, Jury trials.

COUNTY LEVEL COURTS (428 courts)

428 Jjudges

CONSTITUTIONAL COUNTY COURT
(254 courts) 254 judges

appeals, miscellaneous civil,
- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, eriminal

Jury trials,

frr e e e e e e o

PROBATE COURT
(17 courts)

Jury trials,

COUNTY COURT AT LAW (137 courts)t
I
157 Judges

17 judges

(8P casetypes: (8P casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property | CSP casetypes: | - Tort, contract, real property
ri hfs (6 200/2 300), domestic| - Estate, rights (6 208/varies),
relations, estaig, mental - Hental estate, mental health,
health, ciyil trial court health, civil trial court appeals,

|

|

|

|

1

|

I
miscellaneous ¢civil, ]

- Hicdemeanor, DHI/DUI, ]
¢riminal a Feals. !
|

]

|

i

:

1

J

Jury trials,

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

1,198 judges

CSP.casetg?es: .
- Limited felony, misdemeanor,

] JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT#
|

(928 courts)
(SP casetypes:

928 judges

Tort, contract, real propert
Lahts. (b 073,508 sal] ola

{ : righ 0/2,000), smal
neous traffic, Exclusive ordinance (0/ ¢ 2,500), mental health,
yiolation Jurisdiction, - Linited felony, Misdemeanor.

appeals, L M eals,
- Woving traffic, miscellaneous - Hoving traffic, miscellaneous
traffic. traffis,
= Juvenile, - Juvenile, Courts of
L limited,
Jurisdiction

- Hoving traffic, parking, miscel-

|
|
!
i
|
|
!
t
: laneous traffic.
|

r 1 1
1 I J
1 I |
| | |
I | |
1 | 1
| ] |

“1 - Hoving traffic, Earking, misgella- 1 claims
{ |
I 1 |
! | t
1 I 1
[ | |
| | ]
J i

! Jury trials,

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

% Some Hunicipal and Justice of the Peace Courts may appeal to the District Court.
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UTAH COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPRENE COURT A
§ Justices sit en banc
(SP casetypes: fourt of
- Handatogs Jurisdiction in ¢ivil, oriminal, administratiye last resort
gGeggU, Juvenile, lawger disciplinary, original proceeding
ases,
~ Diseretionary Jurisdietion in interlocutory decision cases.
4 y
COURT OF APPEALS fl
7 Justices sit in panels of 3 .
Intermediate
(SP casetypes: . .. . ., . . appel]ate
- Nandatory Jusisdiction in civil, eriminal, administra- sourt
tive agencg, Juvenile, original groceedlng cases,
- Dtsgre fonary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision
cases,
P r
DISTRICT COURT (8 distriots in 29 counties) A
29 Judges
(8P casetypes:
-sTort, ggﬁtract, real property rights. Court of
Exclusive domestic relations, estate, general
nental health, miscellaneous ¢jvil Jurisdiction
Hurxsdxctlon. \
- Risdemeanor. Exclusive felony,
crininal appeals jurisdiction,
Jury trials in most casetypes,
CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits in 29 [ JUSTICE coURt ] |
counties) : (170 cities/counties) :
37 Jjudges 1 440 judges :
}
(SP casetypes: 1 CSP casetupes: i
- Tort cggtract, real proYertT . 1= Tort cggtract ($ 0/1,000), !
rights (6 0/16,000), small olaims 1 small claims (5 2,000, '
($°2,000), . -—1 - Linited felony, misdemeanor, 1
- Ligited felon?, pisdemeanor, t DHI/DUT, , ) !
DUIAUIL,  Exclusive miscellaneous I = Traffic/other violation, !
eriminal %urlsd;ctlon. ! !
- Traftic/other violation, ! 1
. _ ‘ ! ! Courts of
Jury trials except in small claims ! L 1 . limited,
and parking cases, L Jury trials in some casetypes, ! Jurisdiotion

JUVENILE COURT (8 juvenile court districts)
43 Judges

(SP casetypest .
- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction.

Ho Jury trials,
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VERMONT COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
5 Justices sit en banc
CSP casetypes:

ases

- Handatory Jurisdietion in ctvil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, inte

c M 1] . q * . + . I
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases.

rlocutory decision

4

4

\

SUPERIOR COURT (14 counties) A
12 Jjudges

(9P casetypes: \

- Tort, contract (% 200/no Maxi-
) support/custod?, patern-
xtqlﬁastard?, miscellaneous
domestic relations, miscel-
laneous civil, Exclusive real
property rights, marriage dis-
solution, civil appeals juris-
diction.

- Triable felony,

Jury trials,

DISTRICT COURT# (14 circuits)
17 Judges

(8P casetypes:

= Tort, contract (§ 0/5,000),
supgort/gustodg, paternity/bas-
tar g, Miscellaneous domestic
relations, mental health,
Exclusive small claims Juris-
diction (¢ 2,000), L

- Triable felony, Exclusiye mis-
demeanor, DHI/ZDUI Jurisdietion,

- Exclusive moving traffic, mis-
cellaneous traffie, ordinance
violation Jurisdiction, |

- Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

(SP casetypes:
-~ Hental Ep

sive adop
Ho Jjury trials,

PROBATE COURT (19 districts)
19 Jjudges (part-time)
ealth, miscellaneous domestic

relations, miscellaneous ¢ivil,
ixon, estate Jurisdiction.

Exclu-

# The District Court, althou?h created as a court of limited jurisdiction
ude almost all criminal matiers,

increased its scope to inc

Court was granted jurisdiction over all

genergl Jurisdiction for most criminal matters,

uperior Court,

f sma
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VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1930

SUPREME COURT A
7 Justices sit en banc and in panels
(8P pasetypes:
M - nandatggg Jurisdiction in capital criminal, admin- Court of
istrative agency, lawyer disciplinary cases, last resort
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, ngncapital |
eriminal, adMinistrative agency, Juvenile uudge dig-
ciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory decision
Cases,
4
COURT OF APPEALS A
10 Judges sit in panels
e Fan Intermediate
(8P casetypes: . . L . appellate
- Handatory jurisdiction in sowe civil, some administra- sourt
tive aggncg and some original proceeaxn cases,
- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in noncapital criminal cases.
J
CIRCUIT COURT (34 circuits) A
134 Jjudges
(5P casetypes: ,
= Tort, contract, real property rlghts ($ 2-1,P008/no max~
1mum5 mental ﬁealth, administrative agency agpeals, Court of
niscellaneous civil, Exclusive domestic relations | , general
(except for support/custody), civil appeals from trial Jurisdiction
courts, estate Jjurisdiction, ) ,
=~ Hisdemeanor, eriminal appeals. Exelusive triable felony
Hur;sdtctlon. :
= Ordinance violation,
Jury trials,
4
DISTRICT COURT (204 General District, Juvenile, and
Domestic Relations Courts)*x
145 FTE general district and 77 FTE Juvenile and domestic
relations Jjudges
(SP casetypes: ,
- Tort, contract, real EroTertu rI?hts ($ 0/7,000), sup- Court of
Fopt/custodq #ental health, small claims in . limited
airfax County, | o o Jurisdiction
~ g%s%gmeanor. Exclusive DHI/DUI, limited felony Juris-
ction,
~ Ordinance violation, Exclusive moving traffic, parking,
miscellaneous traffic jurisdiction,
~ Exelusive juvenile jurisdiction,
o Jury trials,

n

# A Fanilg Court Pilot Progeot authorized b? legislation passed in the 1989 session
of the General Assembly became operational on Januara 2, 1999, ,

¥% The District Court is referred 1o as the Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court
when hear:ng Juvenile and domestic relations cases, and as the Geperal District
Court for the balance of the cases,
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WASHINGTON COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
9 Justices sit en banc and in panels

(8P casetypest =~ . . | , o .

- Handatory gurisdiction in civil, eriminal, adminisirative
agency, Juvenile, certified questions from federal court
£ases, . . .

- Discretionary Jjurisdiction ip civil, noncapital criminal
adwinisirative agency, juvenile, disciplinary, original
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,

hd

4

COURT OF APPEALS (3 courts/divisions)
17 judges sit in panels

(8P casetypes: = . . . ., ) o .

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital e¢riminal, admin-
istratiye agency, Juvenile, original proceeding cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in administrative agency, inter-
locutory decision cases,

SUPERIOR COURT (3@ districts in 39 counties) 2]
147 Jjudges

(5P casetypes: . , .
- Tort; contract. Exclusive real property rights, domestic
rela%lons, estate, mental health, civil appeals, miscel-
laneous c1yil Jjurisdiction, | | o
- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals Jurisdiction,

- Exclusive Jjuvenile jurisdietion,

Jury trials in Most cases,

| MUNICIPAL COURT (134 cities) | 1 DISTRICT COURT (60 couris in 67 |

! |
' . . ! i locations for 39 counties)¥ '
1 96 Judges (82 part-time) { [ ) ) I
' ! 1 107 judges (27 part-time) !
1 CSP casetypes; ! ! |
1 - Demestic relations, ! t (8P casetypes: !
i - Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, . I 1 = Tort, contract ($ /10,0000,
1 = Hoving traffxg, parking, miscel- 1 1 miscellaneous domestic nelg%xons.u
1 laneous traffie, and ordinance I Exclusive small claims juris- 1
1 vielations, I v dietion (6 2,000), !
! ! i - Hisdemeanor, DHI/DU], . !
] ] - Mou1n9~traffxc, arking, miscel- 1
I I 1 laneous (non-traffic) violations.t
! | ! l
t Jurz~trials except in traffic and 1 Jury trials except in traffic I
t parking. ! ! and parking, !

¥ District Court provides services to municipalities that do not have a Hunicipal

Court,
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WEST VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUFREME GOURT OF APPEALS fA
5 Justices sit en banc
Court of
(8P casetypest =~ last resort
- No mandatory Jurisdietion. & | . -
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital ¢riminal, ad-
ministrative agenoy, Juyenile, ¢1sclp11nar3, sertified ques-
tions from federal courts, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases,
]
CIRCUIT COURT (34 circuits) A
69 Judges
(8P casetypest , , ,
= Tort, contract (¢ 300/no maximum), Domesti¢ relations, Court of
Exclusive real property rights, mental health, estate, civil general
appeals Jurisdiction, , , . durisdiction
- Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUT. Exclusive triable felony, criminal
appeals Jurisdistion, . . |
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials,
4 [
HAGISTRATE COURT (55 colnties) [ MINICIPAL COURT (122 sourts) |
|
136 magistrates ; 122 Judges (part-time) I
|
(SP pasetypes: t (SP sasetypes: i
= Tort, cggtract (6 0/3,000), [ - DNI(DUI?p e ! Courds of
fscellaneous domestic relations.{ 1 - Hoving traffic, miscellapeous 1 . limited
- Nisdemeanor, DNI/DUL, Exclusive | 1 traffie, Exclusive parking, 1 Jurisdiction
limited felony Jurisdiction, 1 ordinanee violation |
- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous t Jurisdietion, !
traffle, I i
| ]
Jury trials, L Jury trials, . |
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WISCONSIN COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT
7 Justices sit en bane

¢SP casetgges: o

- No mandatory Jurisdiction, . ,

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, admin=
istrative agency, dlscifllnarg, certified questions from
federal courts, original proceeding, Juvenile cases,

COURT OF APPEALS (4 districts)
13 Jjudges sit in 3-judge districts (one 4-Jjudge district)

(5P casetypes: | . | L . L ,

- Nandator3 Jurisdiction in ¢ivil, oriminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile anfs., .. .

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision
cases,

|

CIRCUIT COURT (69 circuits) fA
210 Judges

(8P casetupesy e L

- Exclusive eivil Jjurisdietion (including civil appeals),
Small claims fur;sdlct;on (62 .

“ Dﬂllgg{'tigﬁc usive triable felony, misdemeanor

risdiction,

- ggntested; noving traffic, parkinﬁ, niscellaneous traf-
fic, Ordi ance,vlolat;ogg 1f no fiunieipal Court,

- Exclusive Uuuenxle Jurisdietion,

Jury frials in most cases.

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

(SP casetupes:
- DNI/DUI?p(first.offense)

r
|
!
: 193 Jjudges €190 part-time, 3 full-time)
}
i
1 = Traffic/other violation.

]

i
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WYOMING COURT STRUCTURE, 1990

SUPREME COURT A
5 Justices sit en hane

(8P casetypes: L , . Court of

- Handatery jurisdiction in oivil, criminal, aduinistrative last resort
agenc3, Juvenile, lawyer ¢1scxpiinar3, certified questions
from {ederal courts, original proceeding cases, )

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in extraordinary writs, writs of
certiorari on appeals from limited Jurisdiction courts, —

i

DISTRICT COURT (9 districts) f
17 Jjudges

(8P casetypes: .

- Tort, contract, real ﬁropertu rights (& 1,000-7,000/n0 mag-
imum [depends on whether a ;eal is from County éourt or, Court of
Justice of the Peace Court)d, Exclusive domestic relations . general
(except for miscellanesus domestic relations), mental health, Jurisdiction
estate, civil arpeals, miseellaneous civil Jurisdiction,

- Exelusive triable felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction.

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

[ JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT | | MUNICIPAL COURT (80 courts)
{14 courts in i1 counties)

14 Justices of the peace{part-time)

¢SP casetypes!
- Tory, contract, real pruTertg,
{éggia ($ 0/3,@00), sMall claims

I
: 75 judges (part-time)
|
|
|
!
, |
- Linited felony, misdeweanor, 1
D1 !
|
|
|
|
|
J

(SP casetypes:
oo

.
t

1 )
I |
t I
| |
| f !
1 = Hoying traffic, parking, mis~
1 cellaneous traff;c. Exclusive !
tordinance violation Juris- !
1 diction, !
[} !
} {
1 i
! I
| 1
I I
i]

~ Moving traffic, parking, misel-
laneous traffic/other violation,

dury trials except in small
P claims,

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

Courts of
. limited,
durisdiction

} Jury trials,

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

COUNTY COURT (9 districts)
18 Judges

(8P casetypes: ,

- Tort, contract, real property rights
($ 8/7,000), small clains (§°2,000),
miscellaneous domestic relations,

~ Limited felony, misdemeanor, DHI/DUI,

~ Hoving traffic, parking, wiscellaneous
traffic violation,

Jury trials except in small claims,
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JURISDICTION AND STATE COURT
REPORTING PRACTICES



FIGURE A: Reporting Periods for All State Courts, 1990

Reporting periods

January 1, 1990

July 1, 1989 September 1, 1989

Octaber 1, 1989

fo to to to
State December 31, 1990 June 30, 1990 August 31, 1990 September 30, 1990
Alabama X X
Municipal Court
Alaska X
Arizona X
Arkansas X
California X
Coloratlo X
Conneciicut X
Probate Court X
Delaware X
District of Uolumbia X
Florida X
Georgia X X X
Court of Appeals Magistrate Court Supreme Court
Superior Court (Aug. 1, 1988 -
State Court duly 31, 1989)
Juvenile Court
Probate Court
Hawaii X
Idaho X
lllinois X
Indiana X
lowa X
Kansas X
Kentucky X
l.ouisiana 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
Mississippi 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 Couit

Municipal Court

{continued on next page)
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FIGURE A: Reporting Periods for All State Courts, 1980, (continued)

Reporting periods
January 1, 1990 July 1, 1989 September 1, 1989 October 1, 1989
to to fo to
State December 31, 1990 June 30, 1990 August 31, 1990 September 30, 1930
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 X
Trial Courts Supreme Court

South Carolina
South Dakota X
Tennessee X
Texas X
Utah X X

Supreme Court Trial Courts
Vermont X
Virginia X
Washington X
West Virginia X
Wisconsin X
Wyoming X
Note: Unless otherwise indicated, ar “X" means that all of the trial

and appellate courts in that state report data for the time period
indicated by the columin.

Source: Data werz gathered from the 1990 State Trial and Appellate Court
Jurisdiction Guide profiles and State Administrative Offices of the Courts,
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1990

.

———

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of

Filing Case filed with: new filinas?
Notice  ofthe  Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: tvoe  appeal  record  briefs point  cour  _cout  Ne  Barely  asnewcage
ALABAMA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Court of Civil
Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Court of Criminal
Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
ALASKA!
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
ARIZONA:
Supreme Count COLR X-CR 0 0 X X 0 0 X 0
Court of Appeals IAC X-CR* X 0 X* X X 0 X o]
{(except (only
indus-  indus-
trial trial
cases & cases &
civil civil
petition  petition
ar for
special  special
action)  action)
ARKANSAS:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X o]
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0
CALIFORNIA:
Supreme Court COLR X* X 0 0 X COLR X 0 0
(death  (if petition
penalty for review
only) of IAC)
Courts of Appeal IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
COLORADO:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
CONNECTICUT:
Supreme Count COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
{if motion
to open)
Appeliate Count 1AC X 0 0 0 X ] X 0 0
(if motion
to openor
if remand
by COLR)
DELAWARE:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA;
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1990, (continued)

Case counted at:

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of

Filing Case filed with; new filings?
Notice ofthe Recerd Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial  Appellate frequently
State/Court name: tvee  appeal record  brefs point gcout _court No  RBarely  asnewcase
FLORIDA:
Suprame Court COLR X 0 0 0 X IAC X 0 0
District Courts of Appeal IAC X 0 0 0 X (Adm. Agy. X 0 0
and Workers
Comp.)
GEORGIA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 X 0 X o 0 X
(notice of appeal) (if new
appeal)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X X X 0 0
HAWAII;
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 o] X X 0 0 X
{original
proceeding) .
Intermediate Court of Appeals  |AC 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 0 X
(when
assigned
by COLR)
IDAHO:;
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X X X (o] X 0
(appeal (COLRif
from appeal
trial from
court) IAC)
Court of Appeals IAC 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 IAC 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 (i
filing, penalty petition
notice, and/or for trans-
record, sentence fer from
brief over 10 |AC)
or years)
motion)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 o X X 0 0 (o] X
(any (praecipe)
first
filing)

(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
' cases in its count of
Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice ofthe  Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial  Appellate frequently
State/Court name: tvpe  apeeal record  briefs point  gout _cout  No  Barely  asnewcase
IOWA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X X 0 0
(if (COLR
appeal it
from appeal
trial from
court)  IAC)
Court of Appeals 1AC v} 0 0 TRANSFER X 0 X o 0
(it
appeal
from
trial
court)
KANSAS:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X X 0 0 0 X
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 X* X 0 0 0 X
KENTUCKY:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X X X X 0 0
(COLR
if review
is sought
from IAC)
Ceurt of Appeals IAC 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 0 0
LCGUISIANA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0
Csurt of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0
MAINE:
‘Supreme Judicial
Court Sitting as
Law Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
{if {if new
remanded) appeal)
MARYLAND:
Court of Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 X
(if (IAC
direct  if appeal
appeal) from IAC)
Court of Special
Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
MASSACHUSETTS;
Supreme Judicial
Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Appeals Court IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0
(if
originally
dismissed

as premature)

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1990, (continued)

Does the court count

reinstated/reopened
- Casecountedat: cases in its count of
Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice ofthe Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial  Appellate frequently

State/Court name: fype appeal record  briefs point  gout _coutr  Ne Rarely asnewcase

MICHIGAN:

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X
(it X (if new
remanded appeal)
wijurisdic-
tion
retained)

Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 X

MINNESOTA:

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0

Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0

MISSISSIPPI;

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY

MISSOURI:

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0

Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0

MONTANA:

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X o} X 0 0

(notice
plus any
other filing:
fee, record,
motion)

NEBRASKA;

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0

NEVADA:

Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 *] 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY

NEW HAMPSHIRE:

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X
(if re-
manded &
jurisdic-
tion
retained)

NEW JERSEY:

Supreme Court COLR X v 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY

(COLRf
direct
appeal,
otherwise
with [AC)

Appellate Divisiori
of Superior Court 1AC 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)

Doas the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of

Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice ofthe Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial  Appellate frequently
State/Court name: ftyvpe  appeal record  briefs point counr _coun  Neo - Barely  aspewcase
NEW MEXICOC:
Supreme Sourt COLR 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 0
(within
30 days
of notice)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 X X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(within
30 days
of notice)
NEW YORK:
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
Appellate Divisions
of Supreme Court IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
(if re- (if re-
mit for mand for
specific new trial)
issues)
Appellate Terms of
Supreme Court IAC o] X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
NORTH CARQLINA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X X 0
(if (COLR  (if
direct  if petition
appeal) appeal  tore-
from hear)
IAC)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 , X X 0
(i
recon-
sidering
dismissal)
NORTH DAKOTA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
OHIO:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 1AC X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X* 0 X 0 0
OKLAHOMA:
Supreme Court COLR Xt 0 0 0 X 0 X" 0 X
Court of Criminal
Appeals COLR 0 X 0 o X 0 X* o X*
(notice
plus
tran-
script)
Counrt of Appeals 1AC 0 0 0 TRANSFER_ 0 COLR X* 0 X*
OREGON:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals 1AC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY

(continued on next page)

Part V: Figure B » 249



FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1990, (continued)

Case counted at:

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of

Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice ofthe Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial  Appellate frequently
State/Court name:; type  appeal record  brefs point  gcoud _cout  No  Rarely  aspewcase
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 IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Commonwealth Court IAC X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 X
(ADM.
AGY.)
PUERTO RICO:
X X
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 CR cVv IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
RHODE ISLAND:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X 0 0 X
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X 0 0
Court of Appeals |AC 0 0 0 TRANSFER 0 0 X 0 0
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
TENNESSEE:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(Court of
Appeals)
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(Court of
Criminal
Appeals)
TEXAS:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 0 0 0 (any first X X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
filing) (Court of
Crim. Appeals)
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(Civil
only)
UTAH:
Supreme Court COLR X* 0 0 0 X X X 0 0
(court  (ADM.
from AGY,)
which
appealed)
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1980. (continued)

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened

Gase counted at: cases in its count of
Filing Casae filed with:. new filings?
Notice ofthe  Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial  Appellate frequently
State/Count pame: tvpe  appeal record brefs point  gcour .cout Mo  Rarely  asnewcase
VERMONT:
Supreme Count COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
(if dis~ (if after
missed final de-
& rein- cision or
stated) if statistical
period has
anded)
VIRGINIA;
Suprgme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0
Court of Appeals 1AC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
WASHINGTON:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
(Counted
as new
filings
as of
8/86)
WISCONSIN:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 {When 0 X 0 0 X
accepted
by court)
Court of Appeals 1AC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
WYOMING:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X Q 0 K
ADM. AGY. = Administrative agency cases only. Kansas—Cases are counted at the docketing, which occurs 21
CR = Criminal cases only. days after a notice of appeal is filed in the triai court,
cv = Civil cases only.
DP = Death penalty cases anly, Kentucky—Cases are counted at either the filing of the brief or
COLR = Court of Jast resort. request for intermediate relief,
IAC = Intermediate appellate court.
Ohio—Court of Appeals; The clerk of the trial courtis also the clerk
FOOTNOTES* of the Court of Appeals,
Arizona—Supreme Court: Civil cases: A case is counted when the Oklahoma—The notice of appeal refers to the petition in error. The
fee is paid within 30 days after trial record is filed. courts do not count reinstated cases as new filiags, but
. . do count any subsequent appeal of an earlier decided
Arizona—Court of Appeals: Civil cases: A case is counted when case as a new filing.
the fee is paid within 30 days after trial record is filed,
For juvenile/industrial/habeas corpus cases, a case is Pennsylvania—Supreme Court: Mandatory cases are filed with the
counted at receipt of notice or at receipt of the trial trial court, and discretionary cases are filed with the
record, appellate court,
California—Supreme C':ourt:' Cases are counted at the notice of Utah—Supreme Court: Mandatory appeals are no longer in effect
appeal for discretionary review cases from the IAC. as of 1/1/86; an intermediate court of appeals was

established on 1/1/87,
Source: State Appeltate Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, as updated and verified for 1990 by State Administrative Offices cf the Courts.
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amecunt Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract, Real Property Rights, and Small
Clalms Fllings InState Trial Courts, 1990

Unlimited dollar Lirnited dollar
amount amount Small clalms
torts, contracts, torts, contracts, Maximum Summary Lawyers
real property teal property dollar Jury proce- per-
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G $1,500/No maximum —_ — —_ — —
District Court L — $1,500/ $5,000 $1,500 No Yos Optional
ALASKA:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum _ — — _— _—
District Court L — 0/3$50,000 $5,000 No Yes Yas
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 Plaas L — 0/ $1,000 —_— — —_ —_
(contract only)
Municipal Court L — 0/ $3,000 $300 No Yes No
{contract and
real property)
City Count, Police Court L — 0o/ $300 -— —_ — —
(contract and
real property)
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G $25,000/No maximum _— — —_ — —_
Municipal Court L —_ 0/$25,000 $2,000 No Yes No
Justice Court L — 0/$25,000 $2,000 No Yes No
COLORADO:
District Court G 0/No maximum - — — — —
Water Court G 0/No maximum — —_ — —_ —
(only real property)
County Court L — 0/ $5,000 $2,000 No Yes No
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum — $2,000 No Yes Yes
DELAWARE:
Court of Chancery G 0/No maximum — —_— — —_ —
Superior Court G 0/No maximum —_— —_ — —_— —_
Court of Commen Pleas L — 0/$15,000 —_ — — —_—
Justice of the Peace Court L — 0/ $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
property)
FLORIDA:
Circuit Court G $10,000/No maximum — — - - -
County Court L — $2,500/ $10,000 $2,500 Yes Yes Yes
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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 Small claims
torts, contracts, torts, contracts, Maximum Summary Lawyers
real property. teal property dellar Jury proce- per-
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum - No max Yes No Yes
State Court L 0/No maximum —_ No max Yeos No Yes
(No real property)
Civil Court L — 0/ $7,500 $7.500 Yes Yos Yes
(Bibb & Richmond
counties only) L 0/ 25,000 $25,000
Magistrate Court L — 0/ $5,000 $5,000 No Yes Yes
(No real property)
Municipal Court L — 0/ $7,500 $7,500 No Yeos Yes
{Columbus/Muscogee
county only)
HAWAII:
Cireuit Court G $5,00C/No maximum —_ — — —
District Court L —_— 0/$10,000 $2,500 No Yes Yes
(No maximum in (Except in
summary posses- residential
sion or ejectment) security de-
posit cases)
IDAHO:
District Court; G 0/No maximum — —_ — — —
(Magistrates Division) L — 0/$10,000 $2,000 No Yes No
ILLINQIS:
Circult Court G 0/No maximum — $2,500 Yes Yes Yes
INDIANA;
Superior Court and
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum — $3,000 No Yes Yes
County Court L - 0/$10,000 $3,000 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court of
Marion County L —_ 0/$20,000 —_ — — -
Small Claims Court of
Marion County L — — $3,000 No Yes Yes
City Court L — 0/ $500- —_ _ — —
$2,500
(No real property)
IOWA;
District Court G 0/No maximum —_ $2,000 No Yes Yes
KANSAS;
District Court G 0/No maximum — $1,000 No Yes No
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G $4,000/No maximum —_ —_ — — —_
District Court L — 0/ $4,000 $1,5C0 No Yes Yes
LOUISIANA:
District Court G 0/No maximum -— - - - -
City Court, Parish Court L — 0/$10,000 $2,000 No Yos Yes
Justice of tha Peace Court I — 0/ $1,200 $1,200 No Yes Yes
MAINE:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum — — —_ - —
District Court L —_ 0/$30,000 $1,400 No Yes Yes

{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 Small claims
torts, contracts, torts, contracts, Maximum Summary Lawyers
real property. teal property dollar Jury proce- per-
State/C . Jurisdict Mini masi Mini : rials | itted
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G $2,500/No maximum —_ - — —_ —_—
District Court L 0/No maximum $2,500/$10,000 $2,500 No Yes Yeos
(real property) (tort, contract)
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the
Commonwealth:
Superior Court Dept. G 0/No maximum —_ — —_ — —_
Housing Court Dept. G 0/No maximum —_ $1,500 No No Yes
District Court Dept. G 0/No maximum — $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
Boston Municipal Court Dept. G 0/No maximum — $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
MICHIGAN;
Circuit Court G $10,000/No maximum —_— —_ — — —
District Court L —_ 0/$10,000 $1,500 No Yes No
Municipal Court L — 0/ $1,500 $1,500 No Yes No
MINNESOTA:
District Court G 0/No maximum — $4,000 No Yes Yes
MISSISSIPPI:
Circuit Court G $200/No maximum
County Court L 0/$25,000
Justice Court L 0/$1,000
MISSOURI:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum —_ — —_ — —_
(Associate Division) L — 0/$15,000 $1.500 No Yes Yes
MONTANA:
District Court G $50/No maximum —_ —_ — - —
Justice of the Peace Court
and Municipal Court L - 0/ $3,500 $2,500 No Yes No
City Court L — 0/ $300 — — —_ _—
NEBRASKA:
District Court G 0/No maximum — — — — —
County Court L — 0/$10,000 $1.800 No Yes No
NEVADA:
District Court G $5,000/No maximum —_— — — —_ —
Justice Court L — 0/ $5,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court L ~— 0/ $2,500 — — — —
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Supetior Court G $1,500/No maximum — — -— — —
District Court L — 0/$10,000 $2,500 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court L - 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes
(only landlord-tenant,
and sme claims)
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court (Law Divi-sion
and Chancery Division) G 0/No maximum — — — — —
(Law Division,
Special Civil Part) L _ 0/ $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
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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 doliar Limited dollar
amount amount Small claims
torts, contracts, torts, contracts, Maximum Summary Lawyers
real property. real property dollar Jury proce- per-

NEW MEXICO:
District Caurt G 0/No maximum — — — - -
Magistrate Court L — 0/ $5,000 — — —_ -
Metropolitan Court of

Bernalilio County L — 0/ $5,000 — — —_ —_
NEW YORK:
Supreme Court G 0/No maximum — — — — -
County Court G - 0/$25,000 — — —_ -
Civil Court of the City

of New York L e 0/325,000 $2,000 —_ Yes Yes
City Court L o 0/$15,000 $2,000 —_ Yes Yes
District Court L — 0/$15,000 $2,000 — Yes Yes
Court of Claims L 0/No masximum — —_ — —_ —
Town Court and Village

Justice Court L — 0/ $3,000 $2.000 — Yes Yes
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Court G $10,000/No maximum — — - - —_
District Court L —_ 0/$10,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G 0/No maximum — — — — —
County Court L — 0/$10,000 $3,000 No Yes Varies
OHIO:
Court of Common Pleas G $500/No maximum — —_ — —_ —
County Court L — 0/ $3,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court L — 0/$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G 0/No maximum — $3.000 Yes Yes Yes
OREGON:;
Circuit Court G $10,000/No maximum — — — —_ —
District Court L — 0/$10,000 $2,500 No Yas No
Justice Court L — 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes No
PENNSYLVANIA:;
Court of Common Pleas G 0/No maximum —_ —_ —_ —_ -
District Justice Court L —_ 0/ $4,000 —_— —_ — —_
Philadelphia Municipal Court L — 0/ $5,000 $5,000 No Yes Yes

(only real property)

Pittsburgh City

Magistrates Court L — 0/No maximum — — — —

{only real property)
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G $10,000/No maximum — — — — —
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
torts, contracts, torts, contracts, Maximum Summary Lawyers
real property real property dollar Jury proce- per-
: c . Jurisdioti Mini maxi Mini maxi yrials [ itted
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum —_ — - —_ —_
Magistrate Court L — 0/$2,500 $2,500 Yes Yes Yes
- (no max. in landlord-tenant)
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum — $2,000 No Yes Yes
TENNESSEE:
Cireuit Court, Chancery
Court G $50/No maximum — — —_ —_ -
General Sessions Court L 0/No maximum 0/%15,000(All 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 700,000)
TEXAS:
District Court G $200/No maximum — — - — -
County Court at Law, Consti-
tutional County Court L - $200/varies — —_ — —
Justice of the Peace Court L — 0/ $2,500 $2,500 Yes Yes Yes
UTAH:
District Court G 0/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-$1,000/No maximum — - —_ - —
0/No maximum(real property)
District Count L — 0/ $7,000 — — — —
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum —_ -— —_ — —
District Court L — 0/$10,000 $2,000 No Yes No
(No real property)
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circui Court G $300/No maximurn —_— — — — —
Magistrate Court L — 0/ $3,000 — — —_ —
(No real property)
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum — $2,000 Yes Yes Yes
WYOMING:
District Court G $1,000-$7,000/No maximum — — — —_ —_
County Court L — 0/ $7,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes
Justice of the Peace Court L — 0/ $3,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes

JURISDICTION CODES:

G = General jurisdiction court.
L = Limited jurisdiction court.
— =Informaticn not available.

Source: Data were gathered from the State Administrative Offices
of the Courts.
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by State Trial Courts, 1990

Contents of charging document

Number of Single Single
defendants incident incident  Oneor
One (set#of (unlim- mare
Point of counting of Single charges ited # of inci-
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G Information/Indictment X X
District Court L Complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X (No data reported)
ALASKA:
Superior Court G Indictment X multiple charges X
District Court L Complaint X multiple counts X
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G Informatiorifindictment X X
Justice of the Peace Court L Complaint Varies with prosecutor*
Municipal Court L Complaint Varies with prosecutor*
ARKANSAS:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
City Court, Police Ct, L Complaint X X
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
Justice Court L Complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
COLORADO:
District Court G Complaint X X
County Court L Complaint/summons X X
CONNECTICUT: (Varies among
Superior Court G Information X local police
departments)
DELAWARE:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
Family Court L Paetition 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 Complaint X X
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G Complaintinformation/ X X
indictment
FLORIDA;
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X (Prosecutor decides)
County Court L Complaint X X

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE D! Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by State Trial Courts, 1980, (continued)

Contents of charging document

Number of Single Single
defendants incident  incident  Oneor
One (set#of  (unlim- more
Point of counting or Single charges ited #of inci-

GEORGIA:
Superior Court G Indictment/accusation 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

City Court of Atlanta L No data reported
HAWAII:
Cireuit Court G Complaintindictment X X  (Most serious

chargs)
District Court L First appearance/infor- X X
mation
IDAHO:
District Court G Information X X
(Magistrates Division) L Comglaint X X
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G Complaint/information/ X X
indictment
INDIANA:
Superior Court and G Information/indictment X X (may not be
Circuit Court consistent)
County Court L Information/complaint X X (may not be
consistent)

Municipal Court of L Information/complaint X X (may not be

Marion County consistent)
City Court and Town Court L Information/complaint X X (may not be

consistent)

IOWA:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
KANSAS;
District Court G First appearance X X
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Complaint/citation X X
LOUISIANA:
District Court G Information/indictment  Varies Varies
City and Parish Court L Information/complaint X X
MAINE:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Information/complaint 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  Oneor
One (set#of (unlim- more
Point of counting or Single charges ited # of incl-
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G Infarmation/indictment X X
District Court L Citation/information X X -
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the Commonwealth:
Superior Court Dept. G Information/indictment X X
Housing Court Dept. L Complaint X X
District Court Dept, L Comptaint X X
Boston Municipal Ct. L Complaint X X
MICHIGAN:
Circuit Court G Information X X
District Court L Complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
MINNESOTA:
District Court G Complaint X X
MISSISSIPPI:
Circuit Court G Indictment X X
Chancery Court G Indictmeni X X
MISSOUR!:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
(Associate Division) L Complaint/Information X X
MONTANA:
District Court G Information/indictrerit X X
Justice of Peace Court
and Municipal Court L Complaint X X
City Court L Complaint X X
NEBRASKA:
District Court G Information/indictment X X (not con-
sistently
observed
siatewide)
County Court L Information/complaint X X
NEVADA:
District Court G Informationfindictment  Varies Varies, depending on prosecutor
Justice Court L Complaint Varies Varies, depending on prosecutor
Municipal Court L Complaint Varies Varies, depending on prosecutor
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court (Law Division) G Accusationfindictment X X X
Municipal Court L Complaint 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)

Contents of charging document

Number of Single Single
defendants incident incident  Oneor
One (set#of (unlim- more
Point of counting or Single charges ited # of inci-
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G Indictment/information X X (May
Magistrate Court L Complaint X X vary
Bernalillo County with
Metropolitan Court L Complaint X X prosecutor)
NEW YORK:
Supreme Court G Defendant/indictment X Varies depending on prosecutor
County Court G Defendant/Indictment X Varies depending on prosecutor
Criminal Court of the
City of New York L Docket number X Varies depending on prosecutor
District Court and City Court L Docket number X Varies depending on prosecutor
Town Court and Village
Justice Court L Complaint X Varies depending on prosecutor
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Court G Transfer (from District Court) X Varies depending on prosecutor
Indictment (when case
originates in Superior Court
District Court L Warrant/summons (includes X Varies depending on prosecutor
citations, Magistrates order, misde-
meanor statement of charges)
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G Information/indictment X X (may vary)
County Court L Complaintinformation X Varies
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
OHIO:
Court of Common Pleas G Arraignment X X
County Court L Warrant/summons X X
Municipal Court L Warrant/summons X X
Mayor's Court L No data reported
OKLAHOMA;
District Court G Information/indictment X X
OREGON:
Circuit Court G Complaintindictment X (Number of charges not
consistent statewide)
District Court L Complaintindictment X (Number of charges not
consistent statewide)
Justice Court L Complaint X (Number of charges not
consistent statewide)
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G Information/docket
transcript X X
District Justice Court L Complaint X X
Philadelphia Municipal Court L Complaint X X
Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court L Complaint X X
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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 Incidant  Oneor
One (set#of  (unlim- more
Paint of counting or Single  charges ited # of inci-

PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G Accusation X X
District Court L Charge X X
RHODE ISLAND:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X
District Court L Complaint X
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Circuit Court G Warrant/summons X X
Magistrate Court L Warrant/summons X X
Municipal Court L Warrant/summons X X
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Count G Complaint X X
TENNESSEE:
Circuit Court and Criminal Court ~ G Information/indictment Not consistent statewide
General Sessions Court L No data reported
Municipal Court L No data reported
TEXAS:
District Court and

Criminal District Court G Information/indictment X X
County-Level Courts L Complaintinformatior X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
Justice of the Peace Court L Complaint X X
UTAH;
District Court G Information X
Circuit Court L Informaticn/citation X X
Justice Gourt L Citation X X
VERMONT:
District Court G Arraignment X
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G Informationfindictment X X
District Court L Warrant/summons X X
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G (Original) Information X
District Court L Complaint/citation X X {2 max)
Municipal Court L Complaint/citation X X (2 max)
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X
Magistrate Court L Complaint %
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
WISCONSIN:
Cireuit Court G Initial appearance X
Municipal Court L Citation* X X

{continued 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 (unlim- more
Point of counting or Single  charges  ited # of inci-
WYOMING:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
County Court L Complaintinformation X X
Justice of the Peace Court L Complaintinformation X X
Municipal Court L Citation/complaint X X

JURISDICTION CODES:

G = General jurisdiction court,
L = Limited jurisdiction court.

FOOTNOTES*

Arizona—Varies in limited jurisdiction courts. Prosecutor can file either
long or short form. Long form can invclve one or more
defendants and/or charges; short form involves one
defendant and a single charge.

Wisconsin—Municipal Court—The court has exclusively civil jurisdiction,
but its caseload includes first offense DWI/DUI cases,
The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary treats all DWI/DUI
cases as a subcategory of criminal cases.

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
— juvenile
Disposition counted jurisdiction
Atintake At adjudication At disposition transfers to
State/C . Jurisdit . \ i l
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G 18
District Court L 18
ALASKA:
Superior Court G 18
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G 18
ARKANSAS:
Circuit Court G 18
Chancery and Probate Court G 18
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G 18
COLORADO:
District Court G 18
(includes Denver
Juvenile Court)
CONNECTICUT;
Superior Court G X 16
DELAWARE:
Family Court L 18
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G X 18*
FLORIDA;
Circuit Cournt G 18
GEQRGIA:
Superior Court and
Juvenile Court G 17
(special)
HAWAIL:
Circuit Court G X 16
{Family Court Division)
IDAHO:
District Court G 18

(continued on next page)

Part V: Figure E + 263



FIGURE E! Juvenile Unit of Count Used in State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued)

Age at which
juvenile
At filing Disposition counted jurisdiction
Atintake of petition At adjudication At disposition transfers to
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G X X 17
(15 for first degree
murder, aggravated
criminal sexual assault,
armed robbery,
robbery with a
firearm, and unlawful
use of weapons on
school grounds)
INDIANA:
Superior Court and
Circuit Court G X X 18
Probate Court L X X 18
IOWA: Disposition
District Court G X data are not 18
collected
KANSAS:
District Court G X X 18
14
(for traffic violation)
16
(for fish and game or
charged with felony
with two prior juvenile
adjudications, which
would be considered a
felony)
KENTUCKY:
District Court L X X 18
LOUISIANA:
District Court G X X 17
Family Court and
Juvenile Court G X X 15
{for first and second
degree murder, man-
slaughter, and aggra-
vated rape)
City Court L X X 16
(for armed robbery,
aggravated burglary,
and aggravated kid-
napping)
MAINE:
District Court L X X 18
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G X X 18
District Court L X X 18

{continued on next page)
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FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used in State Trial Courts, 1990, (continued)

Age at which
Juvenile
At filing Disposition counted Jurisdiction
Atintake of petition At adjudication At disposition transfers to
Slate/Court . Jurisdict forral . " ) m
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the
Commonwealth: G

District Court Dept. X X 17
Juvenile Court Dept. X X 17
MICHIGAN:
Probate Court L X X 17
MINNESOTA:
District Court G X X 18
MISSISSIPPI:
County Court L X X
Family Court L X X
MISSOURI:
Circuit Court G X X 17
MONTANA:
District Court G X X 18
NEBRASKA:
Separate Juvenile Court L X X 18
County Court L X X 18
NEVADA:
District Court G Varies by District Varies by District 18¢
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
District Court L X X 18

16

{for traffic violation)
15
{for some felony charges)
NEW JEHSEY”
Superior Court G X X 18
complaint

NEW MEXICO:
District Court G X X 18
NEW YORK:
Family Court L X X 16

13

(for murder and
kidnapping)
NORTH CAROLINA:
District Court L X X 16
(First filing only)

NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G X , X 18

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used in State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued)

Age atwhich
Filings are counter juvenile
Atfiling ——Dlspositioncounted . Jurisdiction
Atintake of petition At adjudication At disposition transfers to
State/Court name: Jdurisgliction orreferral or complaint of petifion i
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
County Court L X counted 18
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G X X 18
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G X X 18
RHODE ISLAND:
Family Court L X X 18
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Family Court L X X 17
SOUTH DAKCTA:
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
Cournity Court at Law,
Constitutional County

Court, Probate Court L X X 17
UTAH:
Juvenile Court L X X 18
VERMONT:;
District Court G X X 16
VIRGINIA:
District Ceurt L X X 18
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G X X 18
WEST VIRGINIA;
Circuit Court G X X 18
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G X X 18

{continued on next page)
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FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Usad in Stale Trial Courts, 1990. {continuud)

Age at which
——Fllings are counted juvenile
At filing w—-Dispositioncounted jurisdiction
At intake of petition At adjudication At disposition transfers to
WYOMING:
District Court G X X 18
JURISDICTION CODES: Georgia~18 for deprived juveniles.
G = General jurisdiction court, New Jersey—All signed juvenile delinquency complaints are filed
L = Limited jurisdiction court, with the court and are docketed upon recelpt {and
therefore counied). Once complaints have been
FOOTNOTES® docketed they are screened by Court Intake Services and
decisions are made as 1o how complaints wilt be
District of Columbia—Depending on the severity of the offense a processed (e.g, diversion, court hearings, etc.)
juvenila between the ages of 16-18 can be charged as an
adult, Nevada—Unless certified at a younger age bacause of felony
charged,

Source: State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles updated and verified for 1990 by State Administrative Offices of the Courts,
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appeilate Jurisdiction, 1990

Administrative Trial Court Appeals
Agency Source of
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G X X X de novo District, Probate,
Municipal Courts
ALASKA!
Superior Court G X (0] o] de novo
X on the record District Court
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G X X X de novo Justice of the Peace,
(if no record) Municipal Court
ARKANSAS:
Circuit Court G o] X X de novo Court of Common
Pleas, County,
Municipal, City, and
Folice Courts and
Justice of the Peace
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G X X X de novo Justice Count,
on the record Municipal Court
COLORADO:
District Court G o on the record County and Municipal
Court of Record
o de novo County and Municipal
Court of Record
County Court L X de novo Municipal Court
not of record
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Gourt G X X (0] de novo or Probate Court
on the record
DELAWARE;
Superior Court G o) 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 o) o on the record Oifice of Employee
Appeals,
Administrative
Traffic Agency
FLORIDA;
Circuit Court G (0] de novo on the County Court
record
(@) o) X on the record County Court
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1990. {(continued)

Administrative Trial Court Appaals
o Agency Source of
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G X X o de novo or Probate Court,
on the record Magistrate Court
o] (o] X de novo, Probate Court,
on the racord, of Municipal Court,
certiorari Magisirate Court,
County Recorder's Court
State Court L o] X o] cortiorari Magistrate Court
@] 0 X on the record County Recorder's Court
HAWAII:
Circuit Court G X ) o} de novo
IDAHO:
District Court G X de novo Magistrates Division
(small claims anly)
0] X 0 on the record Magistrates Division
JLLINOIS:
Circuit Court G X 0 0] on the record
INDIANA:
Superior Court and
Circuit Court G X de novo City and Town Courts
Municipal Court of
Marion County L o] X o] denovo Small Claims Court
«{ Marion County
IOWA:
District Court G (o] o] de novo
0 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 judge)
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G X X X oy: the record District Count
LOUISIANA:
District Court G X X X de novo on City and Parish,
the record Justica of the Peace,
Mayor's Courts
MAINE:
Superior Court G X X X on the record District Court,
Administrative Court
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G X 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 Trial Court Appeals

Agency Source of

MASSACHUSETTS:

Superior Court Department G de novo, Other departments
on the record

District Court Department G de novo, Other departments

and Boston Municipal Court first instance

MICHIGAN:

Circuit Court G de novo Municipal Court
on the record District, Municipal,

and Probate Courts

MINNESOTA:

District Court G de nove Conciliation Division

MISSISSIPPI:

Circuit Court G on the record County and Municipal
Courts

Chancsry Court G on the record Commission

MISSOURI:

Circuit Court G on the record
de novo Municipal Court,

Associate Divisions

MONTANA:

District Court G de novo Justice of Peace,
and on the Municipal, City
record Courts, and State Boards
de novo

NEBRASKA:

District Court G de novo on
the record
on the record County Court

NEVADA:

District Court G de novo on Justice Court
the record
de novo Municipal Court

NEW HAMPSHIRE:

Superior Court G de novo District,

Municipal, Probate
Courts

NEW JERSEY:

Superior Count G de novo on Municipal Court
the record

NEW MEXICO:

District Court G de novo Magistrate, Probate,

Municipal,
Bermalillo County
Metropolitan Courts
NEW YORK:
County Court G on the record City, Town and Village

Justice Courts
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1990, (continued)

Administrative Tiial Court Appeals
Agency Source of

State/C . lurisdicti ; i Sivil Criminal T (A | .

NORTH CARQLINA:

Superior Court G X o] X de novo District Court

X o] o] de novo on
the record
X on the record

NORTH DAKOTA:

District Court G X (0] (o] Varies

County Court L Q X X de novo Municipal Count

OHIO:

Court of Common Pleas G X (0] (0] de novo and

on the record

County Court L 0] (o] X de novo Mayor's Court

Municipal Court L o] 0 X de novo Mayor's Court

Court of Claims L X &) 0] de novo

OKLAHOMA:

District Court G X o] X de novo on Municipal Court

the record Not of Record

Court of Tax Review L (0] de novo on

the record

QREGON:

Circuit Court G X X X on the record County Court,
Municipal Court (in
countigs with no
District Court)
Justice Court (in
counties with no
District Court)

Tax Court G X @) O on the record

PENNMNSYLVANIA:

Court of Common Pleas G X X o on the record Philadelphia Municipal
Court, District Justice,
Philadelphia Tratfic,
Pittsburgh City

Magistrates Court
O Q X de novo

PUERTO RICO:

Superior Court G 0 X X — District Court

RHODE ISLAND:

Superior Court G X o 0] on the record

8] X de novo District, Municipal,
Probate Courts

District Court L X O Q or the record

SOUTH CAROLINA:

Circuit Court G X X X de novo on Magistrate, Probats,

the record Municipal Caurts

SOUTH DAKOTA:

Circuit Court G X o] 0 de novo and

an the record
0 de novo Magistrates Division

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appeliate Jurisdiction, 1990. (continued)

Administrative Trial Count Appeals

Agency Source of

S c \ jurisdicti : l Civil Criminal T (A | Tralc A |

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 Couris of
the record record

County-Level Courts L o] 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,

o] 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 0O (o] on the record

0 X X de novo District Court
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G X X X de novo on District,
the record Municipal Courts

WEST VIRGINIA:

Circuit Court G X (o] G on the record

— 9) X X de novo Magistrate Court

WISCONSIN:

Circuit Court G o] X X (first de novo Municipal Court

offense
DWI/DUI
only)
X X X (first on the record Municipal Court
offense
DWI/DUI
only)
WYOMING:
District Court G X X X de novo on Justice of the Peace,
the record Municipal, County Courts
JURISDICTION CODES:

G = General jurisdiction court.
L = Limited jurisdiction court.
—= [nformation not available.
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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: |f dissatisfied with the de novo verdici of the judge, defendant can go before the jury.

de novo; An appeal from one trial court to another trial court that results in a totaily new set of proceedings and a new trial
court judgment.

da novo

on the record: An appeal from one trial court to another trial court that is based on the record and results in a new trial court
judgment,

on the record: An appeal from one trial court to another trial court in which procedural chalienges to the originat trial proceedings
are claimed, and an gvaluation 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
California 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 chisf magistrates, 246
full-time and 38 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)
lllinois 7 50 (includes 12 810 —
supplemental
judges)
Indiana 5 13 229 130
lowa 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 32 303 301
Montana 7 — 41 131 (includes 37 justices of the

peace thai also serve on the
city court)
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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 — a7 88
New Hampshire 5 — 26 100  (includas 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  (includes 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/clerks)
Tennessee 8 21 138  (includes 33 chancellors) 329  (inciddes 7 part-ime judges)
Texas 18 80 384 2554 (includes 928 justices of the
peace)
Utah 5 7 29 190 (includes 140 justices of the
peace)
Vermont § — 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 pant-time justices
of the peace and 75 part-time
judges)
Total 356 833 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 idantifies, 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 calied magistrates, justices of the peace, etc., in other states.

FOOTNOTES*

Minnesota—General Jurisdiction and Limited Jurisdiction
Courts were consolidated in 1987,

North Dakota—Court of Appeals effective July 1, 1987
through January 1, 1990. A temporary Court of
Appeals was established to exercise appeliate and
original jurisdiction as delegated by the Supreme
Court,

Source: 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 injunc-
as new filings, ings counted? 1f tions counted? If
or identified Qualifications  yes, are they counted  yes, are they counted
separately as or separately from separately from new
Stata/Court . Jurisdict l 2 Condit - -
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 Reopéened 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
Chancery and Probate Court G Reopened No No
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G Reopened Retried cases No No
Municipal Court L Reopened Petried cases No NA
Justice Court L Reopened Retried cases No NA
COLCRADO:
District Court G Reopened Post Activities No No
Water Court G Reopened Post Activities No No
County Court L Reopened Past Activities No No
Municipal Court L NA NA NA
CONNECTICUT:
Superiar Caurt G New filing No No
if heard
separately
(rarely oceurs)
DELAWARE:
Court of Chancery G Reopened No No
Superior Court G New filing If remanded No Yes/No
Reopened Case rehearing
Justice 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
Aldarman’s Court L New filing if remanded No No
Reopened Rehearing
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA;
Superior Court G Reopened Yes/Yes Yes/Yes
FLORIDA:
County Court L Reopened Yes/No Yes/No
Circuit Court G Reopened 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
cases counted
as new filings,
or identified
separately as

Qualifications
or

Are enforcement/
collection proceed-
ings counted? [f

yes, are they counted

separately from

Are temporary injunc-
tions counted? If
yes, are they counted
separately from new

t

SIE:E!QQ“[I pame: !”u'sd'mn'nu [ﬁQQQDQd cases? QQUdeDS
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
Municipal Couri L NC NG NC
HAWAIL:
Circuit Court G Reopened Supplemental Yes/Yes Yes/Yes
proceedings Special proceedings Circuit Court:
Special Pto-
ceadings
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 Reopened Yes/No No
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G Reopened No No
INDIANA:
Superior Court G Reopaned 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/Applicable
Small Claims Court of
Marion County L NA NA NA NA
IOWA:
District Court G New filing Yes/No No
KANSAS:
District Court G Haopened No Yes/No
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G Reopened No Yes/Yes
District Court L Reopened No Yes/Yes
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 Reapened As action on No No
open case
City & Parish Courts L New filing As action on Yes/No No
open case
MAINE:
Superior Court G New filing No Yes/Ne
District Court L NC No No
Probate Court L NC No No

278 » State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1990

{continued on next page)



FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued)

Are recpened
cases counted

Ara enforcement/
collection proceed-

Are temporary injunc-

as new filings, ings counted? it tions counted? |f
or identified Qualifications yes, are they counted  yes, are they counted
separately as or separately from separataly from new

State/C . Jurisdict Condil - 0
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G New filing No NA
District Court L NA NA Yes/No
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the
Commonwealth:
Superior Court Dept. G NC NA Yes/ho
District Court Dept. G NC Yes/Yes NA
Boston Municipal Court

Dept, G NC YeslYes NA
Housing Court Dept, G NC Yes/Yes NA
Land Court Dept. G NG N/Applicable NA
MICHIGAN;
Court of Claims G Reopened No No
Circuit Court G Reopened No No
District Court L NA NA NA
Municipal Court L NA NA NA
MINNESOTA;
District Court G |dentified separately No No
MISSISSIPPI;
Circuit Court G NA NA NA
Chancery Court G NA NA NA
County Court L NA NA NA
Family Court L NA NA NA
Justice Court L NA NA NA
MISSOURI:
Circuit Court G New filings Yes/No Yes/No
MONTANA:
District Court G Reopened Yes/fes Yes/No
Justice of the Peace Court L NA NA NA
Municipal Court L NA NA NA
City Court L NA NA NA
NEBRASKA:
District Court G Reopened No No
County Court L Reopened No No
NEVADA;
District Court G Reopened May not be reopened Varies/Varies Varies

but refers back to
original case

NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Suparior Court G Reopened No No
District Court L NC No No
Municipal Court L NC No No

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1990, (continued)

Are reopened
cases counted
as new filings,

or identified
separately as

Are enforcement/
collection proceed-
ings counted? If
yes, are they counted
separately from

Qualiﬁcau‘ons

Are temporary injunc-
tions counted? If
yes, are they counted
separately from new

NEW JERSEY;
Superior Court:
Civil, Family, G Reoépened Yes/No Yes/No
General Equity, and {except for
Criminal Divisions domestic
vialence)
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G Reopened Yes/Yes No
Magistrate Court L Reopened No No
Metropolitan Court of
Bernalillo County Reopened No No
NEW YORK;
Supreme Court G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No
Ceunty 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 Count L NC Yes/No No
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G New filing Yes/Yes Yes/Yes
(only counted if a hearing
was held)
Counly Court L New filing No No
OHIO:
Court of Common Pleas G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No
{are counted separately in
domestic relations cases)
Municipal Count L Reopened Yes Yes
County Court L Reopened Yes Yes
Court of Claims L NA NA NA
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G Reopened 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 Reopened NA NA
PENNSYLVANIA;
Court of Common Pleas G Reopened No No
District Justice Court L New filing NA NA
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G New filing Yes/No NA
District Court L New filing Yes/No NA
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1990, {continued)

Are reopened
cases counted

Are enforcement/
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

State/Court . lurislict Condit - ;

RHODE {SLAND:

Superior Court G Reopened No YesiNo

District Court L Reopened Na Yes/Yes

Family Court L Reopened No Yes/Yes

Prcbate 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 anew
filing)

SOUTH DAKOTA:

Circuit Court G NC No Yes/No

TENNESSEE:

Circuit Count Reopened (Varies based on local practice) {Varies based on
local practice)

Chancery Court Reopened {Varies based on local practice) {Varies based on
local practice)

General Sessions Court L Reopened {Varies based on local practice) (Varies based on
local practice)

TEXAS:

District Court G Reopened Na No

Constitutional County Court L Reopened No No

County Court at Law L Reopened No No

Justicg 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/Applicable

VIRGINIA:

Circuit Court G Reopened Reinstated Yes/Yes Yes/No

cases

District Court L New filing Yes/No No

WASHINGTON:

Superior Count G Reopened No No

Municipal Court L New filing NA NA

District Court L New filing Yes/No NA

WEST VIRGINIA:

Circuit Court G NC No Yes/No

Magistrate Court L NG No N/Applicable

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE H: Mathod of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1890, (continued)

Are reopened

cases counted

as new filings,
or identified

Are enforcement/
collection proceed-
ings counted? If
Qualifications yes, are they counted

Are temporary injunc-
tions counted? If
yes, are they counted

separately as or separately from separately from new
State/C \ urisdicti Condit o
WISCONSIN:
Cireuit Court G New filing Identified with R No Yes/Yes
(reopened) sulffix, but
included in total count
WYOMING:
District Court G Reopened No No
Justice of the Peace Court L Reopened NA NA
County Court L Reopened MNA NA
JURISDICTION CODES:
G = General Jurisdiction Court
L = Limited Jurisdiction Ceurt
NA = Information is not available
NC = Information is net collected/counted

N/Applicable

Civil case types heard by this court are not applicable to this figure.

Source: The 1990 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, as updated and verified by State Administrative Offices of the Courts.
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METHODOLOGY

o ¢ 00 0 00 00

Court Statistics Project:
Goals and Organization

The Court Statistics Project of the National Center
for State Courts compiles and reports comparable court
caseload data from the 50 states, the District of Colum-
bia, and Puerto 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 caseload 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 (COSCA) and the National Center
for State Courts (NCSC). Responsibility for project
management and staffing is assumed by the NCSC’s
Court Statistics Project. COSCA, through its Court
Statistics Committee, provides policy guidance and re-
view. The Count Statistics Committee includes mem-
bers of COSCA and representatives of state court ad-
ministrative oftice 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
anongoing grant fromthe 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 eachyear. These requests come
from a variety of sources, including state court adminis-
trative offices, lccal courts, individual judges, federal
and state agencies, legislators, the media, academic
researchers, students, and NCSC staff. Requests can
be grouped into four main categories: caseload data,
court jurisdictional information, information on data col-
lection and reporting techniques, and statistical analy-
ses of caseload 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 leveli, they
arrive from statistical data filed monthly, quarterly, or
annually by numerous local jurisdictions and, in most
states, several trial and appeliate 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 COSCA/NCSC
caseload statistics report series.

Some states either do not publish an annual report
or publish only limited caseload statistics for either trial
or appellate courts. The Court Statistics Project 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, confirmthe
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 appeliate 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 caseload statistics.

Data Collection Procedures

The following outline summarizes the major tasks
invoivedin compiling the 1990 caseload data reportedin
this volume:

A. The 1990 state reports were evaluated to note
changesinthe 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 staffused a copy of each state’s 1989 trial
and appellate court statistical spreadsheets, trial and
appeitate 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 inthe report series overtime. The caseload
datawere enteredonto the 1990 spreadsheets. Caseload
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 criminaldata. Criminaldataforthese courts
indicatedfelony jurisdiction, when actually the courts did
not have complete felony jurisdiction but were merely
able to conduct preliminary hearings infelony 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 Cour, 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-
trict Count, the South Carolina Municipal Count, 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 noncriminalcase 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 Count; 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 Count; 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 caseload 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
courts. 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 commitiee
member was alsc 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 Arizona
Arkansas California
Connecticut Delaware
Florida Hawaii
Louisiana Maryland
Minnesota Missouri
New Jersey New York
Puerto Rico South Dakota
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Tennessee Texas

Washington

F. Appellate court statistical spreadsheets and ju-
risdiction guides were sent for review and verification to
the appeilate 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 caseload 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 lll and the
smaller tables supporting the text of Parts I and ll 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 llI
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.
Eachof these major case types can be reducedto more-
specific caseload categories. For example, civil cases
consistoftort, contract, real property rights, small claims,
mental health, estate and domestic relations cases, trial
courtcivilappeals, 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. Dataon
pending cases were routinely collected by the Project
staff until serious comparability problems were identified
when compiling the 1984 Report. Some courts provide
datathatinclude active cases only; othersinclude 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 informationon 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
postconviction 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 caseload 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 caseload
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 stateis
excluded from a graph only if the state’s relevant data is
less than 75 percent complete. Inthe texttables 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 inthe detailed
caseload tables of Part Ill.

Footnotes
Footnotes indicate the degree to which a court’s

statistics conformto the Court Statistics Project’s report-
ing categories defined in the State Court Model Statisti-
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cal Dictionary. Footnoted caseload statistics are either
overinclusive in that they contain case types other than
those defined for the term in the dictionary, or are
underinclusive in that some case types defined for the
term in the dictionary are not included. It is possible for
a caseload statistic to contain inapplicable case types
while also omitting those which are applicabie, making
the total or subtotal simultaneously overinclusive and
underinclusive. The 1990 Report uses a simplified
system of foothotes. An "A" footnote indicates that the
caseload statistic for a statewide court system does not
include some of the recommended case types; a "B"
footnote indicates that the statistic includes some 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
systemdiffer fromthe reporting category recommended
inthe State Court Model Statistical Dictionary. Caseload
statistics that are not qualified by a footnote conform to
the dictionary's definition.

Casefilings 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 inthe figuresfoundin Part V of this volume
and summarized in the cour structure chart for each
state in Part IV. The most important differences are
reported in summary form in the main caseload tables
in Part lil.

Variations in Reporting Periocds

As indicated in Figure A (Part V), most states report
data by fiscal year, others by calendar year, and a few
appeliate 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-
tionin 1990. Since 1975, new courts have been created
at both the appellate and trial level, new courts report
data 1o the Court Statistics Project, courts may have
merged and changed counting or reporting methods.
The doliar 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

® 6 @ 0000 006

COURTS OF LAST INTERMEDIATE GENERAL LIMITED
STATES RESORT APPELLATE JURISDICTION JURISDICTION
Alabama Alabama Judicial System | Alabama Judicial System | Alabama Judicial System | Alabama judicial System
Annual Report, 1990 Annual Report, 1990 Annual Report, 1990 Annual Report, 1990
Alaska Alaska Court System Alaska Court System Alaska Court System Alaska Court System
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 Courts FY
1990 Data Report 1990 Data Report 1990 Data Report 1990 Data Report
Arkansas Aniual Report of the Annual Report of the Annual Report of the Annual Report of the
Judiciary of Arkansas FY | Judiciary of Arkansas FY | Judiciary of Arkansas FY | Judiciary of Arkansas FY
1989-1990 1989-1990 10891990 1989-199¢
California 1990 Annual Report, 1990 Annual Report, Annual Data Reference: | Annual Data Reference:

Judicial Council of
California

Judicial Council of
Catifornia. Unpublished
data were provided by
the Clerk.

1989.90 Caseload Data
by Individual Courts

1989.90 Caseload:Data
by Individual Courts

Colorado Colorado Judicial Colorado Judicial Colorado Judicial Colorado Judicial
Department. Annual Department Annual Department Annual Department Annual
Report FY 89-90-- Report FY 89-90-- Report FY 89.90-- Report FY 89-90--
Statistical Supplement Statistical Supplement Statistical Supplement Statistical 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
Admiinistrator, Administrator, Administrator, Administrator,

Delaware 1990 Annual Report of 1990 Annual Report of 1990 Annual Report of

the Delaware Judiciary

the Delaware Judiciary

the Delaware Judiciary

District of Columbia

District of Columbia
Courts Anpual
Report, 1990

District of Columbia
Courts Annual Report,
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, Safety, and

Motor Vchicles.

Georgia 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 Court of Appeals. Court Administrator, Court Administrator.

Hawaii The Judiciary State of The Judiciary State of The Judiciary State of The Judiciary State of
Hawaii: Annual Report | Hawaii: Annual'Report | Hawaii: AnnualReport | Hawaii: Annual Report
1990 and Statistical 1990 and Statistical 1990 and Statistical 1990 and Statistical
Supplement 1989-1990 Supplement 1989-1990 Supplement 1989-1990 Supplement 1989-1990

Idaho The Idaho Courts Annual | The Idaho Courts Annual | The Idaho Courts 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 Indiana Judicial
Report Report Report Report

lowa 1990 Annual Statistical 1990 Annual Statistical 1990 Annual Statistical
Report. Unpublished Report. Unpublished 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 Courts
Courts of Kansas: 1989. | Courts of Kansas; 1989- | Courts of Kansas: 1989- | Cascload Report, FY
1990 FY 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 Cletk 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 cf 1990 Annual Report of 1990 Annual Report of
provided by the Clerk of | the Judicial Council of the Judicial Councif of the Judicial Council of
the Supreme Court. the Supreme Court of the Supreme Court of the Supreme Court of

Louisiana Louisiana, Unpublished Louisiana. Unpublished
data were provided by data were provided by
the Judicial the Judicial
Administrator, Administrator,

Maine State of Maine Judicial State of Maine Judicial State of Maine 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 Annua) Report of the Annuat Report of the Annuaj Report of the Annuat 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 Annua! Report of the MA
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
Administrator of Courts.

Michigan 1990 Annual Report of 1990 Annual Report of The Michigan State The Michigan State
the State Court the State Court Courts Annua! Report Courts Annual Report
Administrator and Administrator and 1990 and Statistical 1990 and Statistica
Statistical Supplement Statistical Supplement Supplement Supplement

Minnesata Unpublished data were Unpublished daia were Unpublished data were
provided by the State proyided by the State provided by the State
Court Administrator, Court Administrator, Court Administrator,

Mississippi Supreme Court of Supreme Court of Supreme Court of
Mississippi 1990 Annual Mississippi 1990 Annual | Mississippi 1990 Annual
Report Report Report

Missouri Supplement to the Supplement to the Suppiement to the Data were not available,
Missouri Judicial Fiscal Missouri Judicial Fiscal Missouri Judicial Report,

Report, 1990 Report, 1990 Fiscal 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,

Nebraska Nebraska Supreme Court Nebraska Supreme Court | 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 Cleck 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 provided by the Director, | provided by the Director,
the Supreme Court. AQC. AOC.

New Jersey Annual Report 89-90, Annual Report 89-90, NJ Judiciary: Superior Unpublished data were
Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Court Caseload provided by the
provided by the Clerkof | provided by the Clerkof | Reference Guide, 1986- Administrative Director
the Supreme Court. the Appellate Court. 1990, Unpublished data | of Courts.

were provided by the
Administrative 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 OF LAST INTERMEDIATE GENERAL LIMITED
STATES RESORT APPELLATE JURISDICTION JURISDICTION
New York 1990 Annual Report of 1990 Annual Report of Unpublished data were Unpublished data were
the Clerk of Court, Court | the Clerk of Court, Court | provided by the Chief provided by the Chief
of Appeals of the 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 AOC of the AQOC
North Dakota Annual Report of the Annual 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 data
1990 1990 were provided by the were provided by the
AQC, AQC.
Ohio Ohio Courts Summary, Ohio Courts Summary, Ohio Courts Summary, Ohio Courts Summary,
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 90 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 State 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 State provided by the State provided by the State
Court Administrator, Court Administrator, Court Administrator. Court Administrator,
Puerto Rico Not available, Unpublished data were Unpublished data were
provided by the provided by the
Adminisirative 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 Departmient SC Judicial Department
Anpual Report, 1990 Annual Report, 1990 Annual Report, 1990, Annual Report, 1990
Additional unpublished
data were provided.
South Dakota SD Courts, The State of SD Courts, The State of
the Judiciary and 1990 the Judiciary and 1990
Annual Report of SD Annual Report of the SD
Unified Judicial System Unified Judicial System
Tennessee Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Tennessee Judicial Tennessee Judicial
provided by the provided by the Council Annuoal Report, Council Annual Report,
Executive Sccretary, Executive Secretary. 1989-90 1989-90
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COURTS OF LAST INTERMEDIATE GENERAL LIMITED
STATES RESORT APPELLATE JURISDICTION JURISDICTION
Texas Texas Judicial System Texas Judieial System Texas Judicial System Texas Judicial System
620d Annual Report, FY | 620d 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 Administeator. Court Administrator,
Vermont Judicial Statistics, State Judicial Statistics, State Judicial Statistics, State
of Vermont for Year of Yermont for Year of Vermont for Year
Ending June 30,1990, Ending June 30, 1990. Ending June 30, 1990.
Virginia Virginia State of the Virginia State of the Virginia State of the Virginia State of the
Judiciary Report 1990 Judiciary Report 1990 Judiciary Report 1990 Judiciary Report 1990
Washington The 1990 Report of the The 1990 Report of the The 1990 Report of the 1990 Cascloads of the
Courts of Washington Courts of Washington Courts of Washington Court of Limited
Jurisdiction of
Washington State
West Virginia Unpublished data were Unpublished data wete Unpublished data were
_provided by 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
Coordinator, Coordinator. of State Courts.
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Prototype of State Appeliate Court Statistical Spreadsheet

State Name, Court Name
Court of last resort or intermediate appellate court
Numiber of divisions/departments, number of authorized justices/judges
Total population

Beginning End
pending Filed Disposed pending

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
Filed Filed Disposed Filed

Petitions Petitions
Granted Granted

DISCRETIONARY JURISDICTION: Disposed

Petitions of final judgment:
Civil
Criminal
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:
Rehearing/reconsideration requests
Motions
Other matters

Number of supplemental judges/justices

Number of independent appellate courts at this level
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued)

Predecision
disposition
(dismissed/
withdrawn/
settled)
MANDATORY JURISDICTION:
Appeals af final judgment

Civil

Criminal

Juvenile

Administrative agency

Unclassified

Other mandatory cases:
Disciplinary matters
Original proceadings
Interlocutory decisions

Total mandatory jurisdiction cases

DISCRETIONARY JURISDICTION:
Petitions of final judgments:
Civil
Criminal
Juvenile
Administrative agency
Unclassified
Other discrationary petitions
Disciplinary matters
Original proceedings
Total discretionary cases

GRAND TOTAL

MANNER OF DISPOSITION
Decision

Opinions without
Per opinion

Signed  curiam (memo/
opinion  opinion order)

Trans-
ferred

Other
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued)

TYPE OF DECISION (N MANDATORY CASES/GRANTED PETITIONS OF FINAL JUDGMENT

Adminis- Other
trative mandatory
Civil Criminal Juvenile agency cases Total

Opinions:
Affirmed
Modified
Reversed
Remanded
Mixed
Dismissed
Other

Total decisions:
Affirmed
Modified
Reversed
Remanded
Mixed
Dismissed
Other

TYPE OF DECISION IN OTHER DISCRETIONARY PETITIONS

Petition Petition
granted denied Other

Other discretionary petitions:
Disciplinary matters
Original praceedings

Total discretionary jurisdiction cases
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued)

TIME INTERVAL DATA (MONTH/DAYS)

Heady for hearing Under advisement
Notice of appeal or under advisement (submitted or
or ready for {submitted or oral oral argument Notice of appeal
hearing argument completed) completed) to decision to decisian
Number Number Number Number

of cases Mean Median

ofcases Mean WMedian ofcases Mean Median ofcases Mean Median

MANDATORY JURISDICTION:
Appeals of final judgment
Civit
Criminal
Juvenile
Administrative agercy
Unciassified
Other mandatory cases
Disciplinary matters
Original proceedings
Interlocutory decisions
Total mandatory jurisdiction cases

DISCRETIONARY JURISDICTION:
Petitions of final judgments
Civil
Criminat
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)

Not ready for hearing

Submitted or
Awaiting court Awaiting Awaiting Ready for oral argument
reporter's transcript appellant's brief respondent's brief hearing completed
Average
over over over over age of
0-60 61-120 120 0-60 61-120 120 0-60 61-120 120 0-60 61-120 120 pending
days days <days days days days days days days days days days caseload
MANDATORY JURISDICTION:
Appeals of final judgment
Civil
Criminal
Juvenile
Administrative agency
Unclassified

Other mandatory cases
Disciplinary matters
COriginal 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 Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet

State Name, Court Name
Court of general jurisdiction or court of limited jurisdiction
Number of circuits or districts, number of judges
Total population

Beginning End
Pending Filed Disposed Pending
CIVIL:
Tort:
Auto tort

Product liability
Medical malpractice
Unclassified tont
Miscellaneous tort
Total Tort
Contract
Real property rights
Small claims
Domestic relations:
Marriage dissolution
Support/custody
URESA
Adoption
Paternity
Misceltaneous
Unclassified
Total domestic relations
Estate:
Probate/wilis/intestate
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

CRIMINAL:
Felony
Misdemeanor
DWI/DUI
Appeal
Miscellaneous criminal
Unclassified criminal

Total Criminal
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued)

Beginning
Pending

Filed

Disposed

End
Pending

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:
Postconviction remedy
Preliminary hearings
Sentence review only
Extraordinary writs

Total other proceedings
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued)

MANNER OF CIVIL DISPOSITIONS

Uncontested/
Default Dismissed Withdrawn Settled Transferred  Arbitration Total

CIVIL:

Tort:
Auto tort
Product liability
Medical malpractice
Unclassified tort
Migcellaneous tort

Total Tort

Contract

Real property rights

Small claims

Domaestic relations:
Marriage dissolution
Support/custody
URESA
Adoption
Paternity
Miscellaneous
Unclassified

Total domestic relaticns

Estate:
Probate/wills/intestate
Guardianship/conservatorship

Ntrusteeship

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
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued)

MANNER OF CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS AND TYPE OF DECISION

Miscellaneous
Felony Misdemeanor DWIDUI Appeal criminal

Total

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

MANNER OF TRAFFIC/OTHER VIOLATION DISPOSITIONS AND TYPE OF DECISION

Moving traffic Ordinance Parking Miscellaneous traffic
violation violation violation violation

Total

Jury trial:
Conviction
Guilty plea
Acquittal
Dismissed

Nonjury trial
Conviction
Guilty plea
Acquittal
Dismissed

Dismissed/nolle prosequi

Bail forfeiture

Parking fines

Transterred

Other

Total dispositions
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued)

MANNER OF DISPOSITION: TRIALS

Trial
Jury Nonjtiry Total
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/custady
URESA
Adoption
Paternity
Miscellaneous
Unclassified

Total domestic relations

Estate:
Probate/wills/intestate
Guardianship/conservatorship

Ntrusteeship
Miscellaneous esiate
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

Trial

Jury Nonjury Total

CRIMINAL:

Felony
Misdemeanor
DWI/DUI
Appeal
Miscellaneous criminal
Unclassified criminal

Total criminal

TRAFFIC/OTHER VIOLATION:
Moving traffic violation
Qrdinance violation
Parking violation
Miscellaneous traffic
Unclassified traffic

Total traffic/other violation

JUVENILE:
Criminal-type petition
Status offense
Child-victim petition
Miscellaneous juvenile
Unclassified juvenile
Total juvenile

GRAND TOTAL
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet {continued)

AGE OF PENDING CASELOAD (DAYS)

0-30 31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360.  361-720 over720  Average age
days days days days days days days of pending cases

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
Miscelianeous
Unclassified
Total domestic relations
Estate:
Probate/willsfintestate
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
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued)

0-30 31-60
days days

AGE OF PENDING CASELOAD (DAYS)

61-90
days

91-180
days

181-360
days

361-720
days

ovar720  Average age
days of pending cases

CRIMINAL:
Felony
Misdemeanor
DWI/DUL
Appeal
Miscellaneous criminal
Unclagsified criminal

Total criminal

TRAFFIC/OTHER VIOLATION:
Moving traffic violation
Ordinance violation
Parking violation
Misceflaneous traffic
Unclassified traffic

Total traffic/other violation

JUVENILE:
Criminal-type patition
Status offense
Child-victim petition
Miscellaneous juvenile
Unclassified juvenile
Totat juvenile

GRAND TOTAL
Prug cases

OTHER PROCEEDINGS:
Postconviction remedy
Preliminary hearings
Sentence review only
Extraordinary writs

Total other proceedings
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STATE POPULATIONS

Resident Population, 1890

State or territory

Alabama ..uuuvviinininneossireneren,
AlZSKE 1 viiivirrerenn oot vt etssnsestasioreanees
ANZONA cvrrvireieenrarirvnreniesrerersaressessrrssserns
ATKANSEAS vuivvenreriensinneninne
CalifOMIA v.oviveeiinner i srcsreesesivessinsressreserres

Colorado c.ovviniviinenimiriineineonrienesisees
CONMNECHCUL....uverercreiseersssessirsrerarsssrerassisiees
DEIAWETS 1.icvevivirreiiiisesnisceisirisesssorssseressons
District of Columbia. ..........
FIOHB@ 1 0eusvvervorerereerorismmsessioressersarsassassesnersorees

GEOIGIA vvvreveressiveressriverins

HaWali ..o rvmmininesimmemmmonmmismsin,

L I P I LYY PP PP PTR AT P

JOWZ 1icvriiiinicnnnsinnn oo niensieesrssesnsssssnsenis
KaNSAS .uvvucirenrerscsmnrarearisioresimsrrsssssenisssssassvsss
KENUCKY wrovvivvereresionsenesvnsrasesssensensrerensies
LOUISIANE 1evvveueirvrormarnmersersesssoioressresesns v
Mai

BINE coviviviercricsssirniesesrresessrsseresstranseesissinanes

Maryland.......ccoeuen.n. R RTPRRPON
Massachusetts......... beserrereserereenes rereeraens
MIChIGAN ceveveit it irereciieinnnsennssreasasss
MiINN@SOtA ..viceeeiiiiinrisiisrereoriesiis nsssssenpsans
MISSISSIPPI veoveviimeminnsarsinererersaessersssesas sssnnanne

se

MISSOULT .verrerereerssranssesssnnresssoissessisersass "
MORNLANA .vevversseerrorninirinesiir s sseresssmsseressennsss
Nebraska ......cvmeinvseniisenninenns ernreeteenes
NEVAGA ...ivinnrrrenrenniirireneresemeseremesiersisssions
New Hampshire ...

NEW JEISBY iv.iivvinricnnninsenrenresesssssnnasseseans
NEW MEXICO ...oviivenrvrenisnsteriserrsessasesines

New York ....e.. cerarsrereeratsrersytsensrrerte
North Carolina ......

North DaKota ...c..ovuvveveervseosicrssinsirissaseasssnanssos
OhiD vrevivrrriersrisessrenninnessessersvnsner
OKIahoma w..veeseieecrernnseresserersens retsressenrsesssiarens
Oregon......eiinisnnesismenssns
Pennsylvania ....
Puerto Rico .....,veevevreervrersinns retverassvaens rreevenan

Rhode Island ...... trresene veeerenaes nes rressariresestesrnsens
South Carolina .....cvemeeinenersereerssererens
South Dakota ....

1990
Juvenile

1,059
172
981
621

7,751

861
750
163
117
2,866

1,727
280
308

2,946

1,456

719
662
954
1,227
309

1,162
1,353
2,459
1,167

747

1,318
222
429
297
279

1,799
447
4,260
1,606
175

2,800
837
724

2,795

1,163

226
920
198
1,217
4,836

Population {in thousands)

1990
Adult

2,982
378
2,684
1,730
22,009

2,433
2,538
503
490
10,072

4,751
828
698

8,484

4,088

2,058
1,816
2,731
2,993

919

3,619
4,663
6,837
3,208
1,826

3,802
577
1,149
905
830

5,931
1,068
13,731
5,022
463

8,047
2,309
2,118
9,087
2,358

778
2,566
498
3,661
12,151

1990
Total

4,041
550
3,665
2,351
29,760

3,204
3,287
666
607
12,938

6,478
1,108
1,007
11,481
5,544

2,777
2,478
3,685
4,220
1,228

4,781
6,016
9,295
4,375
2,573

5,117

799
1,578
1,202
1,109

7,730
1,516
17,990
6,629
639

10,847
3,146
2,842

11,882
3,521

1,003
3,487
696
4,877
16,987

(continued on next page)
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State Populations {contintied)

Resident Population, 1990

Population (in thousands)

1990 1990 1990

State or territory Juveniie Adult Total
Utah oo 627 1,095 1,723
VBIMONE crvvevrereeniniesesinisisesneinessiossisssssisasseni 143 420 563
Virginia ..o vevenereeereenens ke T 1,605 4,683 6,187
Washinglon ... ieniniv e 1,261 3,605 4,867
West VIrginia .....coenomesniesesienmmnomens 444 1,350 1,793
Wisconsin ..ccovenneens reorene 1,289 3,603 4,892
Wyoming............. TR ceervrerssreraes v 136 318 454

Source: U.S, Bureau of the Census, Press Release CB91-100, March 11,1991.

314 - State Court Caseioad Statistics: Annual Report 1990



Total State Population for Trend Tables, 1984-90

Population (in thousands)

State or territory 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
Alabama ............. TN reerrensaeres 3,990 4,021 4,053 4,083 4,103 4,119 4,041
Alaska........ I irerenert e asae et arab b beasbindeasan 500 521 5§33 525 523 527 550
Arizona ....., prereens Heereistesraessarest s tnaeanen 3,053 3,187 3,319 3,386 3,489 3,657 3,865
Arkansas ... . 2,349 2,359 2,372 2,388 2,394 2,407 2,351
California ...oocoveinens 25622 26,365 26,981 27,663 28,315 29,084 29,760
Colorado........... rrsereetiensarees reereone RN 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 .........evvinvivecvernnnvene 613 622 633 644 660 672 666
District of Columbia .............. 623 626 625 622 618 604 607
Florida .......oveeeaveerisverecenrans rerseecne orveeere 10,976 11,366 11,675 12,023 12,335 12,671 12,938
GOTGIA vvvvvravrineiveseresiessessonsesvessesrasesersanns 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 1,108
Idaho ...... 1,001 1,005 1,002 908 1,003 1,014 1,007
lllinois 11,511 11,835 11,551 11,582 11,612 11,658 11,431
Indiana 5,498 5,499 5,503 5,531 5,555 5,593 5,644
[OWR 1ot 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 .vcvvvesreeriiieaeerereeee s snsenes 1,156 1,164 1,173 1,187 1,205 1,222 1,228
Maryland......ouvinisinnin e verrsernes 4,349 4,392 4,463 4,535 4,624 4,694 4,781
MasSaChUSELS .....ccoevseinsasiarcosssnstaseasns 5,798 5,822 5,832 5,855 5,888 5,912 6,016
Michigan ..., reveresretsatnsraesssrerentberentee 9,075 9,088 9,144 9,200 9,239 9,274 9,295
Minnesota ....c.ocvevene 4,162 4,193 4,214 4,246 4,307 4,352 4,375
MisSiSSIPPI .ccvvnivrivesrens vororenne rreeresrerniseres 2,598 2,613 2,625 2,625 2,620 2,621 2,573
MISSOUT ..vvvvrrriirneirerrererseiens Serresessransane 5,008 5,029 5,066 5,103 5,142 5,160 5117
Montana ............... 824 826 819 809 805 805 799
Nebraska .....cc..ene.. 1,606 1,606 1,597 1,594 1,602 1,611 1,578
Nevada........cernneens 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 JBISEY ..cvvesriermrisienesrerssrsrassessensis 7,515 7,562 7,620 7,672 7,720 7,736 7,730
New MeXico ....cvinneineciennn ereones 1,424 1,450 1,479 1,500 1,506 1,628 1,615
NEW YOrK ....coovvriirriririinrenisieenerecnerassesess 17,735 17,783 17,772 17,825 17,910 17,950 17,990
North Caroling ......ccvuevenrinnrinriicnine 6,165 6,255 6,334 6,413 6,490 6,570 6,629
North DaKota ......ocvenrereereivrisssinesesesssenes 686 685 679 672 667 661 639
ONiIO civiesiresarrrerennsiinsesaseserssarasnessessseseses 10,752 10,744 10,753 10,784 10,855 10,908 10,847
Oklahoma ............. 3,208 3,301 3,305 3,272 3,241 3,223 3,146
Oregon ..o 2,674 2,687 2,698 2,724 2,768 2,820 2,842
Pennsylvania 11,901 11,853 11,888 11,836 12,001 12,039 11,882
PUERO RICO ...cicrveirrirrinisereeressnessesenrsessens 3,267 3,267 3,267 3,274 3,294 3,291 3,521
Rhode 1S1and .......cccvcemerieeeeeiserniresionne 962 968 975 986 993 996 1,003
South Carolinga .........c.ccevveemveeerermsreressivnnns 3,300 3,347 3,376 3,425 3,471 3,512 3,487
South Dakota.......cuiereeninnenrnsenneennns 708 708 708 709 713 718 696
TENNESSER ..oevrvecrerrerirerreesnens rerreeseresiens 4,717 4,762 4,803 4,855 4,896 4,939 4,877
TOXAS vvevsevreresrrraenrisenrnnersseressarivessasssaseses 15,989 16,370 16,685 16,789 16,840 16,991 16,987
ULah .ot cereresarsrene R 1,652 1,645 1,665 1,680 1,688 1,707 1,723
VEIMONT ...vcveriiisseerriessessessniresenes oo 530 535 541 548 557 566 563
Virginia ...oeevevnne 5,636 5,706 5,787 5,904 6,016 6,097 6,187
Washington 4,349 4,409 4,483 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 A54

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Press Release CB91-100, 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, Wiillamsburg, VA 23187-8798:

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annuai Reporis
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 caseload information from all appellate
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1984,
496 pages, paperback, $4.50, plus shipping.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1981
The 1981 Report is out of print. Photocopies are
available from the Court Statistics Project.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1984
Available caseload information from all appellate
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1986,
276 pages, 25 oz., paperback, $6.25, plus shipping.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1985
Available caseload information from all appellate
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1987,
312 pages, 28 oz., paperback, $6.25, pius 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 caseload information from all appellate
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1989,
266 pages, 21 oz., paperback, $6.95, plus shipping.

State Court Caseload 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 Statistics: 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 collection forms
and case management output reports for each level
of court. 1983, 342 pages, 29 oz., paperback,
$15.00, plus shipping.

The Business of State Trial Courts
Defining courts business as cases filed, serius
cases, and contested cases, this monograph tests
six myths about courts, their work and decisions.
1983, 168 pages, 14 oz., paperback. Single copies
are available free of charge.

State Court Organization 1987
Updates the 1980 reference guide to the organiza-
tion and practices of all state appellate and trial
courts. 1988, 420 pages, 43 oz., paperback, $9.95,

plus shipping.

State Court Model Annual Report
Suggested formats to be used in preparing stae
court annual reports. Discusses topics to be consid-
ered for inclusion in court reports. 1980, 88 pages.
Single copies are available through the National
Center for State Courts library.

1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for
Statistical Reporting
Contains information on the organizations, jurisdic-
tion, and time standards in the state appellate courts.
1985, 117 pages. Single copies are available for
loan through the National Center for State Courts
library.

State Court Model 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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