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The members of the Court Statistics Project (CSP) gratefully acknowledge assistance and
guidance from throughout the state court community. At the heart of this national effore is

the strong and continuing support of the state and trial court administrators, the appellate court
clerks, and their staffs, who have provided most of the information included in Examining the
Work of State Courts, 2003 and State Court Caseload Statistics, 2003. They have been consistently
patient and helpful in answering written and telephone inquiries for additional dara or for expla-
nations of the data provided. We owe a special debr of gratitude to the staff members of the
administrative offices of the courts and of the appellate courts who serve as conrace persons
berween their offices and the Court Statistics Project.

The content and design of all products produced by the CSP benefit greatly from the guidance
of the 14 members of the Court Statistics Committee of the Conference of State Court Adminis-
trators (COSCA). The committee members have given generously of their time, talent, and
experience, and their participation has been invaluable to project staff.

The Court Statistics Project is funded through the generous support of the Bureau of Justice
Statistics. The authors wish to acknowledge the guidance and constructive advice provided by
Steven Smith and Thomas Cohen of the Bureau of Justice Statistics. Nevertheless, the points of
view stated in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the policies
of thar agency. The more general responsibility for developing the CSP products and promoting
improvements to court statistics is shared with the National Center for State Courts manage-
ment, working under the policy direction of the COSCA Court Statistics Commitree.

A special debt is owed to our colleague Paula Hannaford-Agor, who offered a range of valuable
input that considerably improved the final product. This publicarion benefited greatly from che
careful editing of Sara E. Lewis. Judith Sullivan Phillips skillfully managed page design and coor-
dinated the printing of this publication.

The COSCA Court Statistics Commirtee was diminished by the departure of three key members
in 2003, all of whom retired from their positions as principal court administrative officers in
their respective states. Joseph Steele, the former state court administrator in Nebraska, departed
after serving the committee since 1999. William O’Brien of lowa has been a member of the
committee since 1994 and served as vice-chair during the last three years. Denis Moran, who
was a member of the committee for over 20 years and chairman for most of his tenure, leaves
after making an indelible mark on the project and its publications. His insight and familiaricy
with the inner workings of the state courts has been invaluable to the committee and staft and his
input will be sorely missed. We wish all of our colleagues the best in their new endeavors.

Finally, with the 10% anniversary of this report, Dr. Brian Ostrom steps down as Project Director.
Guided by his commitment to improving judicial administration through analysis of court dara,
the CSP has evolved from a rudimentary archiving effort to a sophisticated information resource.
CSP publications that he initiated are used and cited internationally as a model for how to ana-
lyze and present court information. Most notable are his efforts related to the project’s annual report,
Examining the Work of State Courts, and Caseload Highlights, our very successful research-in-brief
series. Dr. Ostrom has also been instrumental in developing and initiating the State Court Guide to
Statistical Reporting, which will provide the framework for state court data collection and analysis
over the next decade. We are pleased that he will remain closely involved with the project’s data,
publications, and Web strategies as a senior CSP staff member and advisor.
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Foreworg

This reporc offers a detailed picture of the work of the nation’s state courts. Although our primary
audience is the state court communiry, the information presented in this report is also valuable to
legislative and executive branch policymakers.

Examining the Work of State Courts, 2003, provides a comprehensive analysis of the business of state
trial and appellate courts in a non-technical fashion. Accurate, objective, and comparable data across
states provide a yardstick against which stares can consider their performance, identify emerging
trends, and measure the possible impact of legislation. Withour baseline data from each stare, many
of the most important questions facing the state courts will go unanswered. This volume facilitates a
better understanding of the state courts by making use of closely integrated text and graphics to
plainly and succinctly describe the work of state trial and appellate courts.

A second volume, State Court Caseload Statistics, 2003, is a basic reference that contains derailed
information and descriptions of state court systems. Individuals requiring more complete informa-
tion, such as state-specific informarion on the organization of the courts, total filings and dispositions,
the number of judges, factors affecting comparability berween states, and a host of other jurisdictional
and scructural issues, will find this volume useful.

A third publication, the Caseload Highlights series, targets specific and significant issues and dissemi-
nates the findings in short reports. The Court Statistics Project (CSP) recognizes that informed
judges and court managers want comparative information on a range of policy-relevant topics, but
they want it in a timely fashion and in a condensed, readable format. Caseload Highlights fills the
gaps in distribution cycles between the two annual reports and are also timely in terms of the data and
subject marter covered.

These three publications are developed with generous support from the Bureau of Justice Statistics
(BJS). Detailed descriptive informarion on court structure is provided by another National Center for
State Courts (NCSC) and BJS joint projece, State Court Organization. Topics covered include: the
number of courts and judges; judicial selection; jury qualifications and verdict rules; and processing
and sentencing procedures of criminal cases. Court structure diagrams summarize the key features

of each state’s court organization. The current edition is available through BJS at: www.ojp.usdoj.gov/

bjs/abstract/sco98.htm. A new, updated edition is scheduled for publication in fall 2004.

Finally, 2003 saw the introduction of the new State Court Guide to Statistical Reporting. The CSP,
supported by the State Justice Institute, and with close guidance from the Conference of State Court
Administrators’ (COSCA) Court Statistics Committee, created the Guide as a tool for improving
court administration by providing new and more concise case filing and disposition categories. The
Guide helps courts account for the significant amount of judicial time and effort required in the post-
judgment activities associated with some types of cases, such as juvenile and domestic relations cases.
The Guide, along with its accompanying reporting matrices, is available on the NCSC web site at:
www.ncsconline.org/d_research/statistical_reporting_2003/index.heml.

Taken together, these publications constitute the most complete research and reference sources avail-
able on the work of the nation’s state courts. All of the publications are joint projects of COSCA and
NCSC, who, along with BJS, hope that this information will better inform local, state, and national
discussions about the operation of state courts.



The court system of the United States arose out of unique histori-
cal circumstances. The system is based upon the principle of fed-
eralism; individual states developed their own judicial structure at
the same time a federal court system was established. The guiding
principle was that states needed to retain significant autonomy
from the federal government. This parallel evolution gives rise

to complexity with respect to jurisdiction of the federal and state
courts. There is significant overlap between legal cases handled

by state and federal courts; state courts can hear cases involving
constitutional matters, although this is commonly thought of as
the business of the federal courts; federal courts can hear criminal
and civil cases (e.g., bank robbery, mass torts) that could also be
prosecuted as violations of state rather than federal law. Thar said,
it should be understood that the caseload of the state courts vastly

exceeds that of the federal courts for both criminal and civil cases.

Structurally, the court system is also complex. In addition to the
federal system of trial and appellate courts, there are multiple
levels of courts in each scate. State designs range from a unified
trial court and a single appellate court of last resort (e.g., North
Dakorta or the District of Columbia) to as many as nine different
trial courts combined with multiple appellace courts (e.g., Georgia

or Indiana).

Variation in size is another important factor distinguishing the state
courts. The state of California has the largest court system in the
world — the Superior Court of Los Angeles County alone is larger
in terms of population served and number of judicial officers than
the entire court system of many countries. At the opposite end of
the spectrum, the courts of Wyoming serve the smallest state popu-

lation in the United States.

This volume endeavors to compare these often strikingly different
states in such a way as to make the comparisons meaningful.
When appropriate, adjusements are made for population and dis-
tinctions arc noted between differenc types of systems (e.g., general
jurisdiction versus unified). Finally, for the sake of simplicity, this
text will refer to the District of Columbia and the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico as states. All references to total populations and
caseloads will include data from those two jurisdictions, unless

otherwise noted.
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proceesed ©6.2 in 2002

The Courr Statistics Project reports the filing of 96.2 million State Trial Court Filings by Case Type,
. L, i 1993-2002 (in millions)
cases in our nation’s state courts in 2002; 60 percent (57.7

million) of those cases were traffic related.

20
. _ _ . cwil
Combined civil, criminal, domestic relations, and juvenile 15le s e *1%%
filings (38.5 million in 2002) have grown 15 percent in the
. : g . 10
10 years since 1993 with each category individually showing
increases from 12 to 19 percent. Traffic filings, on the other 5
hand, have remained fairly stable, increasing only 2 percent 0 ' .
during the period shown. 1993 1996 1999 2002
From 2001 to 2002, civil, criminal, and domestic relations
caseloads all had notable increases. However, juvenile case- 20 o
|
loads dropped almost 3 percent from 2001 to 2002—the 1s _ +19%
most significant decrease since 1999.
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Two-thircs of stelie el court ceses ers filed in courts of inmfted jurtscistion

Forty state trial court systems are separated into
courts of general and limited jurisdiction. Ten
states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto
Rico have unified court systems in which trial
courts are consolidated into a single general
jurisdiction court level.

Nationally, one-third of state trial court filings
are submitted in courts of unified or general
jurisdiction. The remaining two-thirds are
processed in limited jurisdiction courts, where
caseloads are largely comprised of misdemeanor
filings, preliminary hearings in felony cases,
traffic cases, and small claims cases.

State trial courts comprise 13,544 limited juris-
diction courts and 2,044 unifted and general
jurisdiction courts.

Cases Filed in State Trial Courts by Jurisdiction, 2002

(in millions)

———— Jurisdiction
Case Type Total Unified/General Limited
Traffic 57.6 141 43.5
Civil 16.3 7.7 8.6
Criminal 154 5.5 9.9
Domestic 4.6 3.3 1.3
Juvenile 2.0 1.3 0.7
Total 95.9 31.9 64.0

Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding.

States with Unified
Court Systems

V5

18,868 20,428 juchclkl rencled) the

Judicial Officers in State Trial Courts by Court Jurisdiction, 1993-2002

Number of Judicial Officers

Unified / General Limited Growth from
Year Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Total Prior Year
1993 9,751 18,316 28,067 —
1994 9,793 18,317 28,110 0.2
1995 10,153 17,974 28,127 0.1
1996 10,114 18,301 28,415 1.0
1997 10,007 18,553 28,560 0.5
1998 10,163 18,630 28,793 0.8
1999 11,118 17,905 29,023 0.8
2000 11,300 17,943 29,243 0.8
2001 11,323 17,943 29,266 0.1
2002 11.390 18,038 29,428 0.6

The total number of limited and

general jurisdiction courts in the
United States, as well as the number

of judicial officers associated with

them, can vary as a result of the cre-
ation or closing of courts and from

changes in court system classification.

In 2002, there were 29,428 trial
judges and quasi-judicial officers

(i.e., commissioners, magistrates,
and referees) in the nation’s state

trial courts. The growth in state

judgeships has averaged just over

one-half of 1 percent per year; the

annual growth in the four major

non-traffic categories of cases has

averaged between two and three

times cthat amount.
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On everege, steles Rewve flour el court judges per 100,000 populEtifon

This table shows the num- Number and Rate of Judges in Unified and General Jurisdiction Trial Courts in
49 States, 2002

ber of general jurisdiction
Judges per

court judges l‘CPOTde in State Number of Judges 100,000 Population  Filings per Judge
2002 by state. (/Note: these Unified Courts
ﬁgures do nort include California 1,498 4.3 1,546
.. .. Iinois 852 6.8 1,493
quasi-judicial officers such Puerto Rico 328 85 853
as magistrates and referees.) Missouri 309 5.4 1,637
. Minnesota 263 5.2 1,940
Due to the nature of their Wisconsin 241 4.4 1,886
court structures, states with lowa 192 6.5 1,526
. Connecticut 180 5.2 1,594
unified courts—where there Kansas 160 59 1,764
is no distinction between District of Columbia 58 10.2 2,404
. . North Dakota 42 6.6 1,982
trial levels—Ilogically tend South Dakota ag 5.0 2492
to have more judges when Unified Jurisdiction Average 347 6.2 1,760
Compared to Onl}’ the General Jurisdiction Courts
general jurisdiction courts New York 524 2.7 954
: ) ) Florida 509 3.0 2,206
in states with multilevel Texas 418 1.9 1.701
court systems. Pennsylvania” 409 3.3 1,569
New Jersey 394 4.6 2,810
Ohio 376 3.3 1,490
Indiana 295 4.8 2,283
In the aggregate, state court L o P e
systems employ an average Michigan 210 2.1 1,356
of just under four general Georgia 188 2.2 1772
jurisdiction trial judges per Washington 175 29 1152
g Oregon 166 4.7 1,902
100,000 populatlon. When Arizona 159 29 1,061
comparing court structures, . Virginia 150 2.1 1,878
L e . Maryland 146 2.7 1,730
general jurisdiction courts Alabama 142 30 1,307
in states with multitiered Colorado 132 2.9 1,070
Tennessee 116 2.0 1,912
courts have an average of Arkansas 115 4.0 1.485
three judges for every Kentucky 114 2.8 979
100,000 residents WhllC North Carolina 106 1.3 2,986
. R Massachusetts 80 1.2 3N
states Wlth umﬁed courts New Mexico 72 3.9 1,244
have double that amount. tjvtah v (730 g-g 3032
. . est Virginia 5 . 5
Also displayed here is the Nevada 9 56 P 1433
total number of general Nebraska 54 3.1 755
.. Cl . ali Hawaii 49 3.9 686
jurisarction 1iings per South Carolina 48 12 3,790
judge. States averaged Montana 40 44 779
over 1,500 filings per Idaho 39 2.9 500
. d in 2002 Alaska 34 53 455
judge in : New Hampshire 29 23 1,113
Rhode Island 22 2.1 770
Vermont 20 3.2 2,900
Delaware 19 2.4 1,220
Maine 16 1.2 790
General Jurisdiction Average 156 3.0 1,506
Overall Average 203 3.8 1,568

* The data for Pennsylvania are preliminary figures provided by the PAAOC.
No data were available for Mississippi, Oklahoma, or Wyoming for 2002..
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10 stetes tthe jury el i) clivil dlecreased

Ten states were able to provide comparable
dara with which to examine trial rates
among general civil dispositions. Those
states included: Arkansas, California,
Florida, Hawaii, Minnesota, New Mexico,
North Carolina, Texas, Washington, and
West Virginia. General civil cases involve
tort, contract, and real property issues.

Thesc 10 states reported, on average, just
under 500,000 general civil dispositions
per year for the time period shown; about
7 percent of these dispositions resulted in
a jury or bench trial.

In the same 10 states, roughly 76 percent
of all general civil trials during the early
and mid-1990s were non-jury (bench)
trials. Thart proportion increased to 77
percent in 2002.

The percentage of trials decided by jury
dropped from 26 percent in 1993 to 23
percent in 2002. These ten states reported
10,500 jury trials in 1993, or 19 per 1,000
general civil disposicions. In 2002, there
were 6,300 jury trials, or 13 for every
1,000 general civil dispositions. However,
for most of the decade, the rate of general
civil jury trials remained fairly stable be-
rween 18 and 20 crials per 1,000 general
civil dispositions.

Total General Civil Dispositions and Trials in General
Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 10 States, 1993-2002

600,000 -
Total Dispositions
-12%
400,000 - .
200,000 -——m—— ———- —- - — —- e
Total Trials
-32%
0 T r :
1993 1996 1999 2002

Percentage of Jury v. Non-Jury Trials in General Jurisdiction
Trial Courts in 10 States, 1993-2002

100% |~ —— - T TT s i —— —
L Non-jury Trial Rate
e ——————— e ————— — 0,
750/0 o 77 /D
50% (- "t -
Jury Trial Rate
25% [T e T T T T T — 23%
0% T T Y
1993 1996 1999 2002
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The il jury clrepped cremettically for
® off 10

From 1993 to 2002, Arkansas, Jury Trial Rates per 1,000 General Civil
; Dispositions in General Jurisdiction Trial
Florida, Minnesota, New Mexico, Courts in 10 States, 1993 v. 2002
North Carolina, and West Virginia
all experienced a drop in jury trial 79 -
rates between 35 and 75 percent.
West Virginia, in fact, experienced MN
the greatest decline with a drop of
72 percent over the 10 years. 60 1
Jury trial rates for a few states
changed less dramatically. The
rates in California, Hawaii, and 504
Texas, for example, dropped
20 percent or less.
Variation in jury trial rates was more 40
pronounced at the beginning of the Wy
series (Minnesota, North Carolina,
and West Virginia had the highest
rates), but has tended to become
more concentrated over time. Most %07
states now cluster berween 8 and
12 jury trials per 1,000 general NC
civil dispositions. AR X
20 NM
10 State
Aggregate Rate
Hi CA
104 VA
FL
0

1993 2002



Qverview

steaclly

wihile felleny jury el retes el

Thirteen states were able to provide
comparable data for an examination
of felony trial rates. The states
included are: Alaska, California,
Florida, Indiana, Kansas, New Jersey,
North Carolina, Ohio, Puerto Rico,
South Dakota, Texas, Vermont, and
the District of Columbia.

Felony dispositions increased nearly
125 percent in the states examined,
beginning with 417,000 dispositions
in 1976 and ending with just over
933,000 dispositions in 2002. The
number of trials fell from about
37,000 to 30,200 (-18 percent)

over the 27-year period.

Defendants, and the attorneys who
represent them, have shown a consis-
tent preference for having their cases
decided by a jury rather than a judge.
In the 13 states that provided the
felony trial data for this time series,
the proportion of felonies decided by
juries increased from 59 percent in

1976 to 68 percent in 2002.

Total Felony Dispositions and Trials in General Jurisdiction
Trial Courts in 13 States, 1976-2002

1,000,000
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750,000 / otal Felony Dispositions

15
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500,000 e
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Total Felony Trials
0 T T T T 1
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Proportion of Jury v. Non-Jury Felony Trials in General
Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 13 States, 1976-2002
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Elgiht stettes withessed decreeses In felony jury el retes of over G0 perosnt

Jury Trial Rates per 1,000 Felony Dispositions
in General Jurisdiction Trial Courts in
13 States, 1993 v. 2002

Large declines in felony jury trial rates
were seen berween 1976 and 2002;

states with the most notable drops
were Puerto Rico (-88 percent),

New Jersey (-78 percent), North 180
Carolina (-75 percent), the District
of Columbia (-75 percent), and DC
Indiana (-72 percent). 160
Felony jury trial rates varied dramati-
cally in the benchmark year of 1976, 140
from a high of 167 jury trials per 1,000
felony dispositions in the District of AK
Columbia, to a low of 28 per 1,000 in
Vermont. The adjacent lines show a 120 o
noticeable reduction in the range of
rates in 2002, with the majority of
states ending with between 20 and 100
40 jury trials per 1,000 dispositions.
NC
The blue line shows the aggregate rates 80
for the 13 states being examined. The o
line is relatively low, reflecting the IN
influence of the three largesr states 60
in the sample: Texas, California, KS
and Florida. SD
TX
40 FL
CA 13 State
Aggregate
VT Rate
20
DC
0 . —

1976 2002
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A civil case is filed when a court is called upon to be the arbirer
of a non-criminal dispute berween individuals, businesses, or
government agencies. These cases run the gamur from arguments
between neighbors over a broken fence to presiding over the estate
of a deceased family member to multibillion dollar class action
suits such as the tobacco cases recently in the news. Domestic rela-
tions cases, although of a civil nature, are examined separately in the

Domestic Relations section and are not included in these analyses.

The final pages of this section focus on tort law, the area of civil
law that protects individuals and businesses against the negligent
or intentionally harmful acts of others. There are many kinds of
tort cases, including those that allege personal injury (e.g., medical
malpractice) and those that allege property damage (e.g., vandal-
ism). Contract cases encompass everything from small claims,
typically worth a few hundred dollars, to multibillion dollar

anti-trust Suits.

The recently released State Court Guide to Statistical Reporting,
2003, provides detailed descriptions of civil case and disposition
types, as well as recommended formats for court data reporting.
For more information and downloads of the Guide, please go to
the National Center for State Courts Web site at: www.ncsc

online.org/d_research/statistical_reporting_2003/index.html.

17
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CMl case {ings ress for the second strelgiht yeer

D Civil cases are more numerous than
criminal cases and second only to traffic
in sheer volume, as over 16 million civil
cases were filed in state courts in 2002.

D After fluctuations during the first eight

years of this trend, civil filings in both
limited and general jurisdiction courts
have risen steadily in the past two years.

Civil Caseload Composition in Unified v. General Jurisdiction

Trial Courts in 18 States, 2002

Civil Cases Filed in State Trial Courts by Jurisdiction, 1993-2002

12,000,000 ~~———— "~ T T
Limited
9,000,000 — - = - TTT T T T T 114%
M +10%
S —
6,000,000 |—— -— _ Unified/General
The combined increase for
all trial courts was 12%.
3,000,000 —————— —— ~ —
0 r T !
1993 1996 1999 2002
D Most states have two-tiered court

O,
General Civil ] 40%
] 45%
Small Claims [ | 44%
O 1%
Estat C 8%
see ] 22%
Mental Health O 2%
e
enalfieall T 6o
6%
Other [ 7 i5%
Appeals 0 1% 0O Unified Courts
D 1% 0O General Jurisdiction Courts

systems divided into courts of limited
jurisdiction and courts of general
jurisdiction. About one-fourth of the
states have unified court systems that
hear and dispose of all cases regardless
of the amount or issues in controversy.
Limited jurisdiction courts in states with
wwo-tiered systems typically process a
substantial number of civil cases (such
as small claims), and the remaining
civil caseloads are heard in the general
jurisdiction courts.

General civil cases, i.e., tort, contract,
and real property cases, together com-
prise 45 percent of the civil caseload
in general jurisdiction courts and are
second only to small claims cases in
unified courts (40 percent).

The proportion of small claims cases
filed in unified court systems (44 per-
cent) is four times greater than that of
their general jurisdiction counterparts
(11 percent).



Civil

Popuietion No epperent eftect cn e fling

The following page provides a detailed listing of civil filings in the states.

The calculation of civil filings per 100,000 population takes into account
the population variance among states. Population-adjusted civil filings
range from a high of abour 15,300 in the District of Columbia to a low of
approximately 2,400 in Hawaii. Tennessee appears to have a lower rate than
Hawaii, but data from their limited jurisdiction courts were not available.

Differences in state court dollar amount jurisdictional limits are reflected
in the rates of filings in the general versus limited jurisdiction columns.
States with fewer filings in the general jurisdiction court typically have
higher minimum dollar amounts (c.g., Michigan’s minimum is $25,000)
whereas the reverse is true in states with a low minimum, such as New

Jersey ($2,000).

Case counting methods and court structure also influence civil filing rates.
For example, Maryland and Virginia both report a substantially higher civil
filing rate than most other staces. However, most of these cases are filed in
the limited jurisdiction courts and arise from small claims or post-judgment
actions that are counted as new filings.

The District of Columbia perennially ranks first on this population-adjusted
list. It is likely chat cheir civil caseload is inflated by the vast numbers of
commuters who work (and file civil cases) in the District, but who are not
counted in the underlying population figures. Adjusting the District’s rare
by adding the U.S. Census Bureau’s estimate of commuters into the ciry
(481,112) ro the permanent population (570,898} generates a rate between
those of New York and Indiana (8,302).

19
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Total Civil Filings (Excluding Domestic Relations Filings), 2002

Filings per 100,000 Population

Unified/General Limited
State Total Jurisdiction Jurisdiction
District of Columbia” 15,298 15,298 _
Maryland 15,158 1,442 13,716
Virginia 14,004 1,012 12,992
New Jersey 8,844 8,775 69
New York 8,620 1,870 6,649
Indiana 7,534 5,878 1,657
South Carolina 7,373 1,813 5,560
Kansas® 7,263 7,263 —
Michigan 7,221 750 6,471
South Dakota* 6,989 6,989 —_—
Georgia 6,929 799 6,131
Delaware 6.644 1,763 4,881
Ohio 6,496 2,108 4,390
Colorado 6,455 1,304 5,150
Utah 6,380 6,009 371
Connecticut” 6,307 4,184 2,123
North Carolina 6,256 2,119 4137
Massachusetts 5,993 399 5,595
Florida 5,878 2,639 3,239
Nevada 5,835 1,264 4,570
Louisiana 5,529 3.647 1,882
Idaho 5,441 551 4,890
Montana 5,314 1,691 3,622
Kentucky 5,242 1,167 4,074
Rhode Island 5,086 991 4,095
Nebraska 4,953 419 4,534
Arkansas 4,889 1,843 3,045
jowa* 4,823 4,823 —_—
Wisconsin* 4,663 4,663 —
Oregon 4516 4,516 n/a
Arizona 4,484 1,141 3,343
Alabama 4,430 1,121 3,309
lllinois™ 4,429 4,429 _
Alaska 4,149 1,011 3,138
West Virginia 4,086 1.584 2,502
Puerto Rico” 4,017 4,017 —_—
California” 4,012 4,012 —_—
North Dakota® 3,900 3,900 e
New Hampshire 3,819 596 3,223
Washington 3,742 1,505 2,237
Missouri* 3,628 3,628 —_—
Vermont 3,559 2,816 743
New Mexico 3,549 1,853 1,696
Pennsylvania™* 3,401 623 2,778
Minnesota* 3,080 3,080 —_—
Texas 2,985 811 2,174
Maine 2,807 257 2,550
Mississippi 2,789 922 1,867
Hawaii 2,398 720 1,678
Tennessee 1,167 1167 n/a

* These states have a unified court system (others have a two-tiered system).
** The data for Pennsylvania are preliminary figures provided by the PA AOC.
Notes: n/a signifies not available. No data were available for Oklahoma or Wyoming for 2002.

Filings

Unified/General Limited

Total Jurisdiction Jurisdiction
87,337 87,337 —_—
827,341 78,726 748,615
1,021,374 73,794 947,580
759,741 753,801 5,940
1,651,347 377,497 1,273,850
464,051 362,021 102,030
302,821 74,475 228,346
197,261 197,261 —_
725,744 75,361 650,383
53,191 53,191 —_—
593,179 68,372 524,807
53,643 14,237 39,406
741,922 240,540 501,382
290,886 58,783 232,103
147,781 139,186 8,595
218,245 144,791 73,454
520,490 176,279 344211
385,227 25,619 359,608
082,423 441,007 541,416
126,815 27,482 99,333
247,838 163,490 84,348
72,971 7,384 65,587
48,325 15,382 32,943
214,533 47,783 166,750
54,402 10,599 43,803
85,651 7,250 78,401
132,483 49,948 82,535
141,650 141,650 —_—
253,735 253,735 _
159,040 159,040 n/a
244,647 62,262 182,385
198,744 50,286 148,458

558,128 558,128

26,711 6,507 20,204
73,627 28,544 45,083
154,994 154,994 —_—
1,408,818 1,408,818 —_—
24,729 24,729 —
48,694 7,602 41,092
227,097 91,326 135,771
205.829 205,829 —_—
21,947 17,364 4,583
65,834 34,370 31,464
419,494 76,843 342,651
154,631 154,631 —_—
650,050 176,651 473,399
36,336 3,324 33.012
80,107 26,479 53,628
29,848 8,960 20,888
67,676 67,676 n/a

Population
Rank

51
18
12

9

3
14
25
33

8
47

10
46

7
22
35
30
1"
13

4
36

24
40
45
26
44
39
34
31
20
28

19
23

5
48
38
27

1
49
42
15

17
50
37

6
21

2
41
32
43
16
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Al loult & off 88 stefies sew vl caselloacs grow In the kst thres yeers

A clearance rate is the rotal number
of cases disposed divided by the
number of cases filed during a given
time period. Rates of over 100 per-
cent (as reported in nine states in
2002) indicate that the court dis-
posed of more cases than were filed,

thus reducing their pending caseload.

All bur four states cleared 90 percent
or more of their aggregate civil
caseload berween 2000 and 2002.

Caseload growth is one factor that
may influence clearance rates.

Two states with low clearance rates
beeween 2000 and 2002, Arkansas
and Rhode Island, reported signifi-
cant increases in their contract case
filings (102 percent and 68 percent,
respectively) over the same period.

Only three states (the District

of Columbia, Hawaii, and New
Mexico) reported a decline in civil
caseloads benween 2000 and 2002.

Civil Caseload Clearance and Growth Rates for Unified and General

Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 38 States, 2000-2002

Clearance Rates

21

Growth Rate

State 2000 2001 2002 2000-2002 2000-2002
Unified Courts

Wisconsin 101% 99% 100% 100% 18%
District of Columbia 102 99 97 100 -4
North Dakota 99 101 98 99 14
Minnesota 101 895 99 98 7
Itlinois 100 101 91 97 8
Kansas 95 101 93 96 13
Missouri 97 97 9N 95 10
South Dakota 94 90 94 93 9
California 90 89 87 89 3
General Jurisdiction Courts

Massachusetts 120 97 105 107 15
New York 110 107 103 107 1
Utah 133 94 93 107 5
Colorado 113 100 103 105 5
Hawaii 123 86 100 103 -14
Delaware 97 112 99 103 2
Alaska 103 105 98 102 1
New Jersey 103 103 101 102 6
New Mexico 99 102 101 101 -8
Texas 105 102 93 100 12
Tennessee 99 100 99 99 ¢}
Oregon 102 98 97 99 6
Vermont 98 97 99 98 2
Maryland 96 100 97 98 4
Ohio 99 96 96 97 16
Michigan 98 95 97 97 3
South Carolina 97 100 93 96 20
Washington 97 96 94 96 4
Alabama 92 96 99 96 18
New Hampshire 97 94 95 95 5
Idaho 98 93 94 95 21
Indiana 93 95 96 94 14
Arizona 92 103 87 94 1
West Virginia 91 93 96 93 0
Arkansas 94 N 87 91 19
Montana 95 90 86 90 8
Kentucky 90 89 83 87 15
Virginia 88 82 82 84 4
Rhode Island 79 74 66 73 22
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D The highest non-jury (bench) trial rates appear in Tennessee where nearly one in five
(17.2 percent) civil cases is reported disposed of by non-jury trial. The District of
Columbia, New Jersey, and Florida each report bench trial rates of less than 1 percent.

D Ratios of non-jury trials to jury trials also vary dramarically: Tennessee repores a 33 to
1 ratio while Michigan reports equal proportions (1:1).

D Overall, about 8 percent of civil cases were disposed of by trial in these 21 states. The
greatest proportion of civil cases (42 percent) were settled and/or dismissed by the court.

Manner of Disposition for Civil Cases Filed in 21 Unified and General Jurisdiction Trial Courts, 2002

Trials — Non-Trial
State Total Dispositions Total . Jury Non-jury Default Settle/Dismiss  Other
Unified Courts
Missouri 188,722 10.3% 0.3% 10.0% 48% 38% 3%
Kansas 163,707 2.2 0.1 24 54 29 15
District of Columbia 80,212 0.8 0.3 0.5 17 52 30
lowa 25,317 133 1.3 12.0 24 10 53
South Dakota 11,853 6.9 0.9 5.9 58 18 17
General Jurisdiction Courts
Indiana 368,460 1.4 0.2 1.2 37 31 20
Texas 164,837 15.5 1.0 14.5 14 43 27
Florida 162,056 1.4 0.9 0.5 10 49 39
Ohio 140,901 2.0 0.8 1.2 24 43 31
Tennessee 128,967 17.2 0.5 16.6 1 61 10
New Jersey 114,435 2.0 16 0.4 8 80 10
Washington 110,530 1.5 0.5 1.1 15 26 57
Michigan 51,445 2.2 1.1 1.1 34 58 6
New Mexico 32,469 12.0 0.4 11.6 21 27 41
Arkansas 31,675 8.6 0.8 7.8 25 38 28
North Carolina* 25,314 1.2 2.1 9.1 n/a 62 27
Hawaii* 7,584 1.9 0.5 1.4 n/a 58 40
Delaware™ 6,902 1.9 n/a n/a 22 50 26
Vermont 6,633 15.6 1.0 14.6 46 38 n/a
Alaska 3,373 3.9 1.4 2.4 4 60 32
Rhode Island 2,460 9.8 4.2 5.5 n/a 72 18
Overall 1,827,892 7.6% 0.6% 7.0% 27% 42% 23%

n/a = not available

* Defaults in North Carolina and Hawaii cannot be distinguished from settie/dismiss and other dispositions.
** Delaware does not report separate jury and bench trial statistics.

Note: totals may not sum due 1o rounding.
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Tort fiings deslined es contract dispulies continusd to inoress

Data from the 17 states able to provide
comparable tort and contract filing data
for the 10-year period from 1993 to
2002 indicate a 5 percent drop in tort
filings while contract filings increased
by 21 percent.

While the number of tort filings in the
17 states exceeded those of conrract
filings during the first five years shown,
contract cases have since overtaken

tort cases and have conrinued to

rise steadily.

Although data from 16 states indicate a
40 percent increase in tort filings since
1975, filings peaked in 1990 and have
actually shown a generally downward
movement since that time.

The addition of 19 more states begin-
ning in 1993 verifies the downward
trend and reveals a 4 percent decrease
in tort filings over the last 10 years.

The 35 states included in the 10 year
trend represent abour 77 percent of the
U.S. population. Total population in
those states rose 13 percent during
that time, indicating no discernable
relationship between tort filings and
population growth.

Tort and Contract Filings in General Jurisdiction Trial Courts
in 17 States, 1993-2002
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States with unified court systeins Growth Rates of Tort Filings in Unified and General Jurisdiction Trial

Courts in 31 States, 1993 v. 2002
hear all tort cases regardless of the

amount of damages sought by the

L. I Filings per 100,000 Population Percent Change
plaintff. General jurisdiction State 1993 2002 1993-2002
courts in states with two-tiered B

Unified Courts
court systems only hear tort cases North Dakota 83 o7 17%
valued over a statutory amount Puerto Rico 247 266 8
(ranging up to sS0,000) Connecticut 487 503 3
Kansas 174 179 3
. Missouri 342 342 0

W hz high - )

New Jersey ad _the ghest popula California 283 233 -18
tion-adjusted filing rates in both Wisconsin 179 146 19
years shown on the table. Its low Minnesota 152 17 -23

jurisdictional limit, combined with
General Jurisdiction Courts

its proximity to New York City and

. . . . Indiana 190 217 14
Philadelphia, likely contribute to ldaho 101 " 10
the higher rates there. New York 391 428 10

Alaska 156 167 7
North Dakota had the lowest New Jersey 809 835 3
rate in 1993, but has increased Onio 282 290 3
Alabama 275 269 -2
17 percent over 10 years. Utah 97 93 4
Arkansas 216 185 -9
Tennessee 237 210 -12
Oregon 246 212 -14
Washington 226 189 -16
Colorado 140 17 -16
North Carolina 140 114 -19
Florida 318 239 -25
Maryland 302 218 -28
Nevada 489 339 -31
Arizona 329 224 -32
Maine 130 86 -34
Texas 264 159 -40
New Mexico 356 205 -43
Michigan 374 213 -43

Hawaii 251 135 -46
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Sy . )
7
This table is divided into states with uni- Growth Rates of Cu r~.." sings in Unified and General
. Jurisdiction Trial Cou. 3 i« =5 States, 1993 v. 2002
fied court systems and states with separate
general jurisdiction courts. States with . i
i i Filings per 100,000 Population Percent Change
unified court systems will hear and count State 1993 2002 1993-2002
contract cases that would be disposed of Unified Courts
in limited jurisdiction courts in other Kansas 2,755 4,875 77%
states (i.e., small claims cases) in addition North Dakota 825 . 1,426 73
to the higher-stakes cases typically heard Missouri 1249 1613 29
. g California 344 343 0
in courts of general jurisdicton. Hence, ,
. ) Minnesota 136 123 -10
contract filings per 100,000 population Wisconsin 374 250 31
tend to be higher in unified courts. Connecticut 678 446 -34
Puerto Rico 1,383 708 -49
New Jersey has no minimum limit for
contract cases filed in their general juris General Jurisdiction Courts
"act d heir geners - ]
ot “re ) Wyoming 160 222 38
diction court and the maximum amount Arkansas 497 670 35
allowable for small claims cases in cheir Washington 264 322 22
limited jurisdiction court is only $2,000. New Jersey 2,421 2,797 16
Functionally, New Jersey is more similar North Carolina 82 o 1
to a unified court system than are th Oregon 698 694 6
: X SY3 'n an arc the Massachusetts 77 80 5
other states with two-tiered systems. Texas 123 127 4
Alabama 298 287 -4
The 25 states shown were nearly evenly New York 100 88 -12
Spl-ll' between those whose population- Tennessee 107 106 16
adjusted contract caseloads increased Colorado 230 183 220
over the last 10 years and those whose New Mexico 698 548 -21
decreased. Kansas led all states with a Arizona 284 221 -22
) . . - Alaska 89 66 -26
77 percent increase in their contract _
| 1P Ri | fied Florida 265 189 -28
caseload. Puerto Rico, another unifie Maine 75 a9 47

jurisdiction, reported che largest
decrease at -49 percent.

Y
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Autermelbile cleimes el

A study of general civil cases conducted by the National
Center for State Courts (NCSC) and the Bureau of
Justice Statistics (B]S) entitled the Civil Justice Survey
of Stare Courts, 1992 still provides the most accurate
picture of tort caseload composition available.! Auto-
mobile accident torts clearly dominated the types

of torts disposed of, exceeding all other tort cases
combined by 20 percent.

Premises liability (“slip and fall”) cases constituted the
second largest share of tort dispositions at 17 percent.

Only one in twenty tort dispositions involved a claim
of medical malpractice. Product liability cases, actions
that also garner considerable public interest, were
equally rare.

The Civil Jusiice Survey of State Courts, 1992 also pro-
vided data regarding contract case composition.” More
than half (52 percent) of all contract cases in this
sample were seller plaintiff cases. These actions are
typically debt collections where the seller is demanding
payment on goods or services previously delivered.

Mortgage foreclosure cases, a more specific kind of
scller plaintiff action between a financial institution
and a borrower, comprised about one-fifth of the con-
tract caseload.

These data suggest that 7 of every 10 contract cases are
some form of debrt collection.

Buyer plaintiff cases, where the plaintiff seeks a refund
or the honoring of a warrantee for a faulty, incom-
plete, or undelivered product, represented 12 percent
of the contract caseload.

In the civil arena, fraud—which is generally considered
tortious in nature—most often arises from contractual
disputes. In this sample, 4 percent of all contract cases
alleged some form of contractual fraud.

! See the BJS Special Report: Tort Cases in Large Counties (B]S, April 1995)

2 See the BJS Special Report: Contract Cases in Large Counties (B]S, February 1996)

Composition of Tort Cases Disposed of in the
Nation’s 75 Largest Counties, 1992

Auto [ ] 60%

Premises Liability

Product Liability
Medical Malpractice [ ] 5%
AllOther [ 13%

Composition of Contract Cases Disposed of in the
Nation’s 75 Largest Counties, 1992

Seller Plaintiff [ e o w e T 52%

Mortgage Foreclosure
Buyer Plaintift [___] 12%
Rental/Lease [] 6%

Fraud [ 4%

All Other (1 7%
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Manner of Disposition in Tort v. Contract Cases in General Jurisdiction D Over three—quarters of tort cases

Trial Courts in Seven States, 2002
were resolved by some form of

— . o settlement or dismissal. Exactl
Dismissed/Settled Lodcismas o e 1 76% y
[ ] 50% half of contract cases had a

ey 1 16% similar disposition.

(T 111%
5 D  Trials are rare in both tort and
Default DS/O:] 35% contract cases. Non-jury trials are
the most prevalent (3.7 percent) in
Jury Trial ID.i;’Z% contract cases, but tort cases are

These data represent nearly 340,000 tort slightly more likely to be diSpOSCd
Bench Trial DD2347// igg;:enrfﬁjcuf;;;i;of;sofved in trial courts of by trial (bench or jury) than are

contract cases (5.2 percent versus

* "Other” includes changes of venue, transfers, post-judgement activity, etc. 4.1 percent, rCSPCCtiVCIY)~

D The aforementioned NCSC/BJS
studies indicate that over half of all

contract cases were seller plaintiff
or debt collection cases. This
undoubtedly explains the dispro-

portionately high percentage of

default judgments in contracr cases
(35 percent). Defendants who fail

D After increasing 10 percent from 1993 to 1996, automobile tort

filings fell steadily until 2002, when they showed a modest increase wo answer and dispute the allega-

i i risk
of about 1.5 percent over 2001. tions in tort cases run the ofa

having awards levied against them.
In debr collection cases, the amount

D The spike in filings in 1996 resulted mostly from a rush to file before

S . is known and often indisputable.
the enactment of tort reform legislation in Michigan that year.

D Safety features such as air bags, anti-lock brakes, and safety restraints
have no doubt contriburted to the decline in automobile torts.

Automobile Tort Filings in 19 States, 1993-2002

800,000 —~ -~ — — -~ — e el el — -
600,000 - - -
.. .. . _[Tortreform legislation .
400,000 ‘» in Michigan enacted.
-5%
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melpreciics flings increesed for the sesond strejglt yeer

D Data from 11 states indicate an 18 percent Medical Malpractice Filings in 11 and 17 States, 1993-2002
increase in medical malpractice filings in the

10 years from 1993 to 2002. The addition of 16:000 17 States. 19982002 __
five states for the last five years shows medical 12,000 |——— - R L
malpractice filings increasing, on average, by 1 States, 19932002 .0,
just over 1 percent annually. 8,000 —_

D By 1996, filings in the 11 states had increased 4000 — —— - - o
12 percent, where they remained essentially
unchanged for three years. Following two 0 . i .
years of decline in 1999 and 2000, the latest 1993 1996 1999 2002
two years of dara show ﬁlings rising substan- Note: Florida. which represents 25% of the 10 year trend and 19% of the five year

trend, does not distinguish medical from other types of professional malpractice.

tially (10 percent).

D  Darta from two states, Florida and New York, Q % %ﬁ Q D:Z _ 2

dominate the trend shown here. In the

10-year trend, the two states represent 67 L - G
percent of the filings. In the five-year trend, R Li§ . [Lié
they account for just over half (53 percent). ) - -
17 States, 1998-2002 11 States, 1993-2002
Medical Malpractice Filings in 17 States, 1998 v. 2002 D This table shows medical malprac—

tice filing data for each of the 17

Filings Percent Change  Percent of 2002 K i i

State 1998 2002 1998-2002 Tort Caseload states included in the line chart
Colorado 157 297 89% 6% above, as well as the individual
Wyoming 44 76 73 15 percentage change over five years
Mississippi 356 549 54 8 and the proportion of medical
New Hampshire 79 103 30 5 malpractice cases among all torts.
North Dakota 22 44 19 7
Florida® 2,179 2,530 16 6 , )
Wisconsin 230 53 10 3 D Colorado’s five year caseload in-
Arizona 630 690 10 6 crease was the highest at 89 percent.
Connecticut 337 368 9 2 However, that represented only 140
PUeHo Rico 573 14 . 5 additional cases. Minnesota reported
Missouri 817 873 7 5 the largest decrease at 36 percent
New York 4316 4,400 2 5 but, again, their caseload dropped
Alabama 315 306 -3 3 by Only 75 cases.
New Jersey 1,776 1,656 7 2
Rhode Island 149 135 9 4 . .
Oregon 133 64 o4 ) D Medical malpracrice case.s ranged
Minnesota 208 133 36 2 from 15 percent (Wyoming) to

1 percent (Oregon) of total tort
Total 12,321 13,001 6% 4%

caseloads. The average for the 17

states shown here was 4 percent.
* Note: Florida does not distinguish medical from other types of professional malpractice.



Domestic relations cases represent approximately one-quarter
of the total state trial court civil caseload. However, these
cases differ from other civil cases in thar they must, by
definition, involve actions berween family members or per-
sons considered to be involved in a domestic relationship.
For this reason, domestic relations caseloads are discussed
independently of state court civil caseloads.

Domestic violence, which was previously reported as a domestic
relations case type, is now reported as a criminal case type. A new
case type, civil protection/restraining order, has been added to
the domestic relations caseload. These changes provide for

more specific reporting of the criminal versus civil nature of
domestic violence.

Future Domestic Relations Case Reporting in the State Court
Guide to Statistical Reporting, 2003

Consistent reporting of domestic relations caseloads can be diffi-
cult due to the unique characteristics of domestic relations cases.
For example, custody issues may be decided during divorce pro-
ceedings or through the post-judgment activity of a divorce case.
Custody decisions may also be made without divorce proceedings
if the parties involved are not married. Due to these types of
variations within domestic relations cases, the Stare Court Guide
to Statistical Reporting, 2003 includes a domestic relations case
reporting section that is much more detailed and, for the first
time, separate from the civil case reporting section.

For additional information on the Guide, please refer to the
NCSC website at: www.ncsconline.org/d_research/statistical_

reporting_2003/index.heml.
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D  Domestic relations caseloads are currently Domestic Relations Filings in State Trial Courts, 1993-2002
divided into five case types: divorce, cus-
tody, paternity, interstate support, and 5,000,000 - +1a%
adoption. In 2002, state courts reported 4,000,000
a record high of 4.7 million domestic
relations filings. 3,000,000
. _ 2,000,000
D Toual filings in 2002 represent a 4 percent
increase over the 4.5 million filings reported 1,000,000
in 2001, and a 9 percent increase from the 0 l
T 1]
4.3 million filings reported in 1998. 1993 1996 1999 2002
D Approximately 70 percent of domestic Domestic Relations Cases Filed in State Trial Courts by Court
relations cases are filed in general jurisdic- Jurisdiction, 1993-2002
tion courts. In 2002, this equaled just over
3.3 million filings. 5,000,000
4,000,000
D Limited jurisdiction courts experienced a General 59,
higher growth rate than general jurisdiction 3,000,000 )
courts. In 4 of the 10 years shown in the 2,000,000 —
trend, limited jurisdiction courts reported Limited . 1e%
filing increases of 4 or 5 percent while 1,000,000
general jurisdiction courts reported
N 0 T T 1
increases of 1 to 3 percent. 1993 1996 1999 2002

D Domestic relations filings decreased in both
general and limited jurisdiction courts in
1998. Since that year, filings have increased
by 12 percent in limited jurisdiction courts
and 8 percent in general jurisdiction courts
(a total increase of 9 percent).



Domestic Relations

Growth retiss verted widely ernong donmestis reletiions cese types
Percent Change in Domestic Relations Filings by Case Type, D The greatest increase in ﬁlings among all
1 . 2001 . . .
993 v domestic relations case types occurred in
Interstate custody cases (36 percent) while interstate
Divorce Adoption Support Custody Paternity . .
44 38 27 26 25 # of states included in trend support filings fell by an almost equivalent
6% percentage.

-38%

Divorce

Divorce cases (including annulments) are actions
that result in the dissolution of a marriage. The
most dramatic decrease was seen recently when toral
filings in 44 states fell 5 percent from nearly 1.5
million in 2001 to just under 1.4 million in 2002.

After edging up slightly in the first four years shown
here, divorce filings reached their highest level of
about 1,480,000 in 1997, but have since decreased
by G percent.

Custody

In addition to child custody cases, the custody case-
load described here includes cases involving issues of
visitcation and support. However, custody issues that
were decided as part of a divorce case are not counted
in the custody caseload.

In the twenty-six states reporting separate custody
caseloads, filings increased by 36 percent, from
approximately 810,000 in 1993 to 1.1 million

in 2002.

Custody filings have increased at an average of
3 percent a year for the lasc ten years. The greatest
increase (6 percent) occurred in 1997.

D Adoption cases increased moderately

(9 percent) from 1993 to 2002.

D Filings in both divorce and paternity cases
have decreased by 3 percent and 13 percent,
respectively, over the past ten years.

Domestic Relations Cases by Case Type,
1993-2002

2,000,000 )
Divorce

1,500,000 [=—=x- - o

-3%
1,000,000 — ——————— o

500.000 — -

0r T T ]
1993 1996 1999 2002

2,000,000

Custody

1,500,000

1,000,000 | +36%

500,000

0r T T )
1993 1996 1999 2002
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Paternity

D

A paternity case is one in which the identity or
responsibilities of the father of a minor child are
established. Paternity cases were reported by 25
states for the time period 1993 ro 2002.

The decline in paternity filings began in 1996.
Between 1996 and 1999, filings decreased by 22
percent. After increasing slightly in 2000 and 2001,
paternity filings have again decreased, with states
reporting fewer filings in 2002 than in any other
year in the trend.

Interstate Support

D

Interstate support cases involve requests for support
from a person living in a different state who is
required by Title IV-D of the Social Security Act
of 1973 to provide such support. Dara from 27
states show a decrease that started in 1995 and
continued through 2000 at an average rate of 10
percent per year.

Interstate support filings began increasing in 2001.
After reaching a low of 74,000 cases in 2000, filings
have increased 15 percent to 85,000 in 2002.

Adoption

D

Adoption cases request the establishment of a new,
permanent relationship of parent and child berween
persons not having that relationship narurally. As
reported by 39 states, adoption filings increased by
9 percent from 1993 to 2002, with most of the
increase occurring berween 1996 and 1998.

Since reaching a high of 82,600 filings in 1998,
adoption caseloads have experienced an overall

decreasd 3 percent overall despite the 1 percent
increase in filings reported in 2002.

400,000
Paternity
300,000 |—— —— —
200,000 |——
100,000)— -—— ——— 0
0 ¥ T ~
1993 1996 1999 2002
200,000
Interstate Support
150,000
100,000 :\/
50,000
0 T T —
1993 1996 1999 2002
100,000 (— ———=- - —- = -
Adoption
75,000 L —
50,000 - ———— —  — e ———
25,000 |— ——— - ———— e
0 T d —
1993 1996 1999 2002

-13%

-38%

+9%
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Stettes veried in the emeount of deitell reporisd for clomestic releifions cases

For 2002, 14 states were Domestic Relations Caseload Composition in 37 States, 2002

able to report filings for

each of the domestic rela- F;'g:)?;o‘;er Total Percent of ?:;f:t’:g
tions case types (indicated State Population DR Filings Divorce Custody Paternity Support Adoption Other
with state names in bold Delaware? ? 4,423 35,708 14%  63% 0% 0% 1% 22%
type). Of these states, Ohio North Dakota? 2,955 18,736 23 48 9 2 19
reported the most filings per Pennsylvania® 3’ 2,838 350,055 13 85 1 1
100,000 population (1,959) Vermont® 2,720 16,773 44 44 7 3 3
while Louisiana reporred Ne\'N Jersey“ 2,625 225,535 28 69 1 1
Ohio 1,959 223,775 23 54 9 2 3 10
the fewest (555). lowa' 1,944 57,102 35 9 49 3 3
Mississippi 1,696 48,706 36 34 7 1 2 21
Divorce filings, the only Maryland® 1,665 90,895 40 25 31 5
case type reported by all Arkansas® 1,649 44,685 49 28 13 4 7
37 states listed, range ﬁon'n North Carofina* 1,583 131.730 58 40 0 2
92 percent of the domestic Dist.of Columbia 1,517 8,662 45 10 29 10 7
relations caseload in Mon- Nevada 1,407 30,575 60 4 1 26 3 6
tana to 7/ percent of the Tennessee 1,398 81,069 42 39 4 4 4 7
caseload in Loutsiana. Massachusetts 1,380 88,713 25 2 37 1 3 31
(Montana, however, does South Dakota? 1,259 9,579 44 26 23 5 1
West Virginia® 1,226 22,084 58 18 8 4 12
not report separate custody New Mexico® 1,221 22,650 59 16 16 3 7
or interstate support filings, Idaho? 3 1120 15,027 84 10 7
and these cases may be in- Oregon 1,102 38,814 49 10 7 1 5 28
cluded in divorce caseloads.)
Indiana' 1,064 65,554 61 25 5 6 3
) Missouri* 1,053 59,710 52 2 17 3 26
Interstate support filings Kansas' 1039 28223 59 14 5 5 16
are the least reported of the Michigan 1,039 104,374 49 15 17 5 6 7
domestic relations case types Wisconsin 969 52,735 42 16 29 4 4 5
and rarely comprise more Colorado 960 43,261 61 6 19 2 7 6
. Montana'® 958 8,717 92 1 7
than 10 percent of a state’s )

s i New Hampshire 934 11,913 57 19 4 1 6 13
domestic relations caseload. Puerto Rico? 909 35.001 58 36 ) ; 4
However, in 2002, both Alaska' 887 5713 65 8 7 11 9
fowa and Rhode Island
reported interstate support Hawail' 863 10,746 53 24 5 6 12

. . 3 Washington 857 52,040 63 6 18 1 6 6
caseloads of more than )
Rhode Island*? 849 9,082 48 42 6 4
40 percent. Connecticut® 846 29.290 50 a1 8 4 6
Minnesota'-2 756 37,965 47 38 6 9
Adoption filings were Utah 718 16,641 75 6 7 1 9
Louisiana 555 24,901 7 55 26 4 6 2

reported by 35 states in
2002. While 15 states
reported that adoption
comprised more than 5
percent of cheir domestic
relarions caseloads, Alaska
reported the highest per-
centage of adoption filings
(11 percent).

Bolded states reported data in all categories.

'Custody support filings are underrepresented and may be counted in other categories.

2Paternity filings are underrepresented and may be counted ir other categories.

3nterstate support filings are underrepresented and may be counted in other categories.

“Adoption filings are underrepresented and may be counted in other categories.
*The data for Pennsyivania are preliminary figures provided by the PAAOC.
Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding.
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; N

Otvoros lings

imore then 40 peroent of domesit relsiions cassioads

ce

D 1In 2002, 23 courts in 18 states reported Domestic Relations Caseload Composition in 23 Courts, 2002
complete filing data for each of the

domestic relations case types. Divorce | 7 43%

D Divorce and custody filings comprised close Custody [ 28%

. . : oter [ 1%
relations caseload with divorce cases being

filed almost twice as often as custody cases. Paternity [ 11%

to three-quarters of the 2002 domestic

. . . Adoption |:| 4%
D Paternity and other domestic relations cases

each comprised 11 percent of the domestic Interstate Support ] 3%
relations caseload. Other domestic relations
filings include such cases as termination of
parental rights and permission for minors
to marry.

D Adoption and interstate support cases
together represented 7 percent of the -
domestic relations caseload. For 2002,
this equaled more than 57,000 filings.



Domestic Relations

Domestic relations cases were

previously reported as part of the
civil caseload.

Despite the different nature of the
cases, support and custody filings
were combined as one case type.

Interstate support cases were identified
separately from other support cases,
but rotal support cases could not be
determined due to the inclusion of
custody filings.

Domestic violence, while actually a
criminal case, was reported as part of
the civil domestic relations caseload.

The original matrix did not distin-
guish between cases that involved
divorce versus cases that did not.

Domestic Relations Prototype
(State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989)

CIVIL

Tort
Auto tort
Product liability
Medical malpractice
Unclassified tort
Miscellaneous tort
Contract
Real property rights
Small claims
Domestic relations
Marriage dissolution
Support/custody
Interstate support
Adoption
Paternity
Domestic violence
Miscellaneous
Unclassified
Estate
Probate/wills/intestate
Guardianship/conservatorship/trusteeship
Miscellaneous estate
Unclassified estate
Mental heaith
Appeal
Appeal of administrative agency case
Appeal of trial court case
Total civil appeals
Miscellaneous civil
Unclassified civil

35
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New flor beiter reperting
of clomestic releifons caseloads ‘

D  The domestic relations section Domestic Relations - Caseload Summary Matrix
now provides for the identifi- (State Court Guide to Statistical Reporting, 2003)
cation of custody, support, and
visitation filings that occur either Newly Filed or Reopened Cases
in the absence of divorce pro- Marriage Dissolution/Divorce
ceedings or as post-judgment Paternity

Custody (non-divorce)
Support (non-divorce)
IV-D Intrastate

divorce proceedings.

D Support cases are now divided IV-D UIFSA
between Title IV-D, private, or IV-D Other
other filings. This change allows Private (non-IV-D)

Other Support (non-divorce)

C n o )
courts to accurately record and Visitation (non-divorce)

analyze support caseloads that

Adoption
may qualify for federal govern- Civil Protection/Restraining Order
ment financial support. Other Domestic Relations

Reopened Cases
Custody (divorce)

D Visitation has been added as a Support (divorce)

case type separate from custody to IV-D Intrastate
further refine the nature of cases IV-D UIFSA
that are filed with the state courts. [V-D Other

Private (non-1V-D)
Other Support (divorce)

D Domestic violence cases have Visitation (divorce)

been removed from the domestic
relations section and moved

into criminal. Civil protection/
restraining order cases have

been added.



For many, the perception of our court system is based largely upon
what takes place in the criminal courts, despite the fact that only
about 15 percent of the total state trial court filings during 2002
involved criminal cases. The criminal caseload in state trial courts
consists of felonies, misdemeanors, domestic violence, Driving While
Intoxicated (DWI, also referred to as Driving Under the Influence
(DUI)), and other miscellaneous case types. Except in states with
unified court systems, felonies and domestic violence cases are typi-
cally filed in general jurisdiction courts, while preliminary hearings,

DWIs, and misdemeanors are usually handled in limited jurisdiction

courts. By far, the majority of criminal cases are processed in state

2002 gooolped] rather than federal trial courts.
otadl] This year, as a result of a reorganization prompted by the recently

released State Court Guide to Statistical Reporting, 2003, domestic
violence cases will be examined along with the criminal cases in
this section rather than in conjunction with the domestic relations
caseloads. For more information and downloads of the Guide,
please go to the National Center for State Courts Web site at:

www.ncsconline.org/d_research/statistical_reporting_2003/index.heml.

T The most high profile and time-consuming cases in state courts

‘ involve capital punishment, almost all of which are cases in which
defendants are charged with specific types of murder. These cases
L demand tremendous amounts of time from judges, juries, court staff,
and wirnesses. Capital cases are relatively rare compared to other
types of felony cases. The final pages of this section examine twenty-
o ‘ five years of capital punishment data collected by the Bureau of

Justice Statistics, complemented by other sources.
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16.8 millfon criminel casss were reperied in 2002, up elmost 4 pereent firerm 2007

Total criminal filings in the state courts grew by
19 percent over the past 10 years. However, the
growth in criminal filings between 2001 and
2002 represents the first increase since 1998.

Most of the increase in criminal filings from
2001 to 2002 was due to an increase in limited
jurisdiction court filings. The top line in this
chart shows a sharp increase (up 3.6 percent)
compared to general jurisdiction courts, although
general jurisdiction court filings also increased

from 2001 to 2002 (up 1.9 percent).

For the 46 states able to report comparable data,
felony filings increased 22 percent from 1993 to
2002. The wotal number of felony filings in these
states during 2002 was roughly 2.3 million.

Over the 10-year period shown, domestic
violence filings were up in both limited and
general jurisdiction courts for the 40 states
able to report comparable data.

Total Criminal Cases Filed in State Trial Courts,
1993-2002

16,000,000 +19%
PEE———
12,000,000
8,000,000
4,000,000
9593 1996 1999 2002

Percent Growth in Criminal Filings by Court
Jurisdiction, 1993-2002

24%

Limited , +21%
O,

- M +16%

12%

General

8% |[——=

0% K2 . : .
1993 1996 1999 2002

Felony Filings in Unified and General Jurisdiction
Courts in 46 States, 1993-2002

3,000,000

+22%

2,000,000

1,000,000

0 T — )
1993 1996 1999 2002

Domestic Violence Filings in General and Limited
Jurisdiction Courts in 40 States, 1993-2002

500,000 +39%
General
375,000
— +34%
250,000 |z Limited
125,000

0 T — 1
1993 1996 1999 2002
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Court structure pleys an imporant rele i cetermining crfminel caselosd] composifion

By definition, the Composition of Criminal Caseload Composition in State Courts, 2002
criminal filings differs among unified,

general, and limited jurisdiction courts. Unified Courts

Unified court systems are those in

Felony [ ] 21%

which trial courts are consolidared into

a single general jurisdiction court level. Misdemeanor [ | 56%

pwl 1 14% - A
Because unified courts have jurisdiction Domestic Violence . 6% R [—ﬂ\é:sw .
over all criminal cases, misdemeanors Other 3% - D

dominate their caseloads and repre-
sented over half of the criminal cases .
filed. Felonies comprised about 20

percent, while Driving While Intoxi- General Jurisdiction Courts
cated (DW1) cases and domestic
. . Felony 1 64%
violence cases combined for another
Misdemeanor [ 11%

20 percent.

pw [ 3%
Due to the inherent structural differ- Domestic Violence . 14%
ences between unified and general Other 8%
jurisdiction courts, 64 percent of the
criminal cases filed in general juris-
diction courts were felony cases, while
only 11 percent were misdemeanors. Limited Jurisdiction Courts
Domestic violence cases ranked second
. Felony [] 3%
to felonies and accounted for 14 per-
cent of the caseload. Misdemeanor L e
pwi [ ]10%
Misdemeanor and DWI cases together Domestic Violence .. 3%
represented almost the entire criminal Other  less than 1%

caseload in the limited jurisdiction
courts (94 percent). Felony and
domestic violence cases made up

the remainder.
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Pepuletion Aot

There is a broad range in
the number of criminal
filings across the states:
California reported the
largest number of filings
(746,907) while Alaska
reported the fewest
(3,550). Itis important
to bear in mind that Cali-
fornia and the other 11
unified courts listed here
are reporting their entire
criminal caseloads (felony
and misdemeanor) while
most of the filings re-
ported in the general juris-
diction courts are felonies.

Although criminal
caseloads in a state are
typically proportionate
to the size of the state’s
population, states with
the fewest residents are
not necessarily reporting
the smallest population-
adjusted filing rates.

Four states (New Hamp-
shire, Utah, Vermont, and
Wisconsin) use charges as
their unit of count rather
than defendants. This
tends to overstate the
number of filings, and
thus the number of filings
per 100,000 population.

Total Criminal Filings and Rates in Unified and General Jurisdiction Courts in

49 States, 2002

Filings per Filing Rate Population
State Filings 100,000 Population Rank Rank
Unified Courts
District of Columbia 43,431 7,607 1 51
Minnesota 317,737 6,330 2 21
North Dakota 39,773 6,272 3 49
Illinois 610,433 4,844 4 5
Missouri 240,163 4,234 5 17
South Dakota 31,933 4,196 6 47
Connecticut 116,964 3,380 10 30
lowa 94,201 3,208 12 31
Wisconsin 148,122 2,722 14 20
Puerto Rico 89,588 2,322 17 27
California 746,907 2,127 19 1
Kansas 56,775 2,090 20 33
General Jurisdiction Courts
Indiana 245,816 3,991 7 14
Vermont 24,549 3,981 8 50
Louisiana 155,818 3,476 g 24
Oregon 117,795 3,345 i 28
Arkansas 76,196 2,812 13 34
South Carolina 107,423 2,615 15 25
Utah 60,431 2,609 16 35
Virginia 166,389 2,281 18 12
New Mexico 32,582 1,756 21 37
Pennsylvania* 214,717 1,741 22 6
Florida 286,266 1,713 23 4
North Carolina 140,228 1,685 24 1
Tennessee 94,626 1,632 25 16
Alabama 70,849 1,579 26 23
Maryland 82,958 1,520 27 18
New Jersey 127,695 1,487 28 9
Georgia 108,255 1,265 29 10
Hawaii 13,930 1,119 30 43
Delaware 8,941 1,107 3 46
New Hampshire 13,965 1,095 32 42
Michigan 104,974 1,044 33 8
Arizona 55,764 1,022 34 19
Nevada 22,175 1,020 35 36
Washington 58,253 960 36 15
idaho 12,020 896 37 40
Colorado 39,147 869 38 22
Texas 185,713 853 39 2
Ohio 96,070 841 40 7
Montana 7,046 775 41 45
Maine 9,311 719 42 41
Kentucky 25,243 617 43 26
Rhode Island 6,339 593 44 44
Nebraska 10,027 580 45 39
Alaska 3,550 551 46 48
West Virginia 7.451 414 47 38
New York 53,264 278 48 3
Massachusetts 5,621 87 49 13

"The data for Pennsylvania are preliminary figures provided by the PA AOC.

Note: Mississippi, Oklahoma, and Wyoming are not included because data were not available for 2002.
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Demestic vislense fiing refltes were ecuelly high in lses populous stelies

Comparable domestic violence data was available for 26 states for 2000 through 2002. Not surprisingly, the
raw number of filings in 2002 tended to be highest for more populous states (e.g., Florida, New Jersey, lllinois,
Pennsylvania) and lowest for smaller states (North Dakota, South Dakora, Vermont, Hawaii).

From 2000 to 2002, the largest percentage increases in filings were reported by Arizona, Maryland, Hawaii, and
Ohio; the largest decreases were reported by the District of Columbia, Florida, Tennessee, and Washington.

Domestic violence filing rates ranged from a high of 1,446 filings per 100,000 population in the District of
Columbia to a low of 106 per 100,000 population in Maryland. The median number of domestic violence
filings per 100,000 population was 372 (the rate for Michigan). The wide range of differences is due, in part,
to varying local and statewide reporting pracrices.

A few less populous states, such as New Mexico and Nevada, reported a relatively high domestic
violence filing rate.

Domestic Violence Caseloads in Unified and General Jurisdiction Courts in 26 States, 2000-2002

—Domestic Violence Filings — Percent Change Filings per
State 2000 2001 2002 2000-2002 100,000 population
Unified Courts
District of Columbia 9,093 8,485 8,253 -9%  — ] 1,446
Missouri 40,409 41,095 43,276 7 C——————763
Minnesota 28,510 28,964 28,636 0 C———— 1570
lNinois 50,205 51,241 50,731 1 C——— 403
South Dakota 2,562 2,616 2,899 13 — 381
Kansas 7,660 8,325 8,859 16 C—— 326
North Dakota 1,336 1.341 1.422 6 — 224
lowa 5,359 5,907 6,280 17 —/ 214
Connecticut 5,538 6,002 5,981 8 —3 173
General Jurisdiction Courts
New Jersey 71,977 71,252 73,005 1 — —1 850
Vermont™* 4,238 3,978 4,005 -5 C———— 7 8650
New Mexico 11,553 11,766 11,933 3 C————" 643
Florida 90,262 97,288 80,624 -1 C———7 482
Nevada 9,176 9,299 9,984 9 7 459
Indiana 23,687 26,796 26,532 12 C———1 43
Oregon 14,528 14,622 14,341 -1 C—— 407
Michigan 34,646 35,447 37,413 8 C—— 372
Hawaii 3,570 4,027 4,623 29 C———3 371
Pennsylvania* 39582 42430 41576 5 —3 337
Arkansas 8,578 8,513 8,764 2 C——1 323
Utah** 6,183 6,052 6,105 -1 — 264
Washington 16,535 15,740 15,410 -7 — 254
Ohio 13,295 15,401 17.007 28 3 149
Arizona 4,735 6,496 7,960 68 3 146
Tennessee 7.734 7.083 6.872 -11 119
Maryland 4,048 4,738 5,768 42 — 106

* The data tor Pennsylvania are preliminary figures provided by the PAAOC.
** Both Vermont and Utah use charges as the criminal unit of count.
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Severel stetes hed felony cessload growtih reftes in excsss of 20 pereent

Since 2000, felony
caseload growth has
averaged 9 percent.
The largest increase
occurred in the District
of Columbia (45 per-
cent) and the greatest
decrease occurred in

Tennessee (-11 percent).

Each state with a uni-
fied court system expe-
rienced some level of
growth while 6 of the
32 states with a two-
tiered system reported
decreases in their felony
caseloads.

Felony Caseloads in 44 States, 2000-2002

Felony Filings

State 2000 2001 2002
Unified Courts

District of Columbia 10,308 14,896 14,902
North Dakota 4,500 5,084 5,937
Minnesota 22,262 24,448 27,785
lowa 20,396 21,767 24,654
Missouri 58,728 60,337 67,726
South Dakota 5,049 4,826 5,631
Puerto Rico 35,327 36,906 39,333
Wisconsin 28,390 30,089 30,564
Connecticut 33,745 33.762 36,286
lllinois 97,077 101,463 103,642
California 238,685 237,491 242,760
Kansas 17,234 16,876 17,437
General Jurisdiction Courts

New Hampshire 6,680 7914 7,902
Indiana 55,371 60,381 64,626
New Jersey 46,000 51,225 53,295
Georgia 73,897 74,326 84,980
Ohio 68,923 76,830 79,063
Nebraska 7,642 7,786 8,678
Arizona 40,208 43,462 45,322
Kentucky 22,041 22,934 24,788
Massachusetts 5,018 5,009 5,621
West Virginia 4,349 5,042 4,871
Arkansas 48,930 50,903 53,986
Hawaii 4,294 4,561 4,724
New Mexico 15,581 17,522 17,125
Colorado 35,767 36,859 39,146
Texas 148,347 145,143 160,525
North Carolina 93,602 95,953 100,729
Pennsylvania® 162,414 167,773 173,141
Idaho 10,074 10,694 10,738
Vermont 3,447 3,243 3,654
Virginia 105,909 108,164 112,107
Washington 39,694 41,387 41,908
Maryland 67,633 71,511 70,853
Alabama 34,707 35,451 36,173
Oregon 35,727 35,712 36,411
Rhode Island 5,551 5,594 5,621
Louisiana 53,584 54,012 53,482
New York 53,932 52,500 53,264
Utah 17,665 16,415 17,269
Nevada 10,284 9,950 9,856
Alaska 3,281 2,964 3,100
Florida 193,845 198,822 179,757
Tennessee 62,076 63,152 55,501

“The data for Pennsylvania are preliminary figures provided by the PA AQC.

Percent Change

2000-2002

45%
32
25
21
15
12
11

8

- N N

18%
17
16
15
15
14
13
12
12
12
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Seven sietes redused pencling felony cessloeds

Clearance rates provide a basic
measure of how well the court is
keeping up with its workload.

A clearance rate of 100 percent
indicates a court disposed of as
many cases as were filed during
the year. A court with a clearance
rate greater than 100 percent has
disposed of more cases than were
filed in that year, thereby reducing
its pending caseload. Clearance
rates are influenced by, among
other things, the manner in which
cases are disposed, the efficiency
with which courts process cases,
and rhe rate of caseload growth.

The last column in the table shows
a three-year clearance rate in order
ro smooth yearly fluctuations and
to provide a more representative
clearance rate.

At the high end, seven stares
appear to be reducing pending
caseloads: Alabama, Idaho, New
Jersey, New York, Rhode Island,
Utah, and Wisconsin each had
rates at or above 101 percent. At
the other end of the spectrum, six
states had clearance rates below
90 percent: Connecticut, North
Dakorta, Missouri, California,
Florida, and Hawaii.

Felony Clearance Rates in Unified and General Jurisdiction Courts

in 35 States, 2000-2002

Clearance Rates

State 2000 2001 2002
Unified Courts

Wisconsin 105% 103% 102%
District of Columbia 103 99 100
Iinois 94 90 16
Puerto Rico 105 96 95
Minnesota 94 95 93
Connecticut 89 86 83
North Dakota 92 87 81
Missouri 92 88 78
California 84 81 77
General Jurisdiction Courts

New York 108 105 105
Utah 105 114 99
Rhode Island 100 104 104
Alabama 106 100 101
Idaho 98 95 112
New Jersey 102 98 102
Texas 102 102 97
Pennsylvania® 99 101 100
Indiana 101 99 97
Tennessee 100 99 97
Massachusetts 114 98 85
Chio 99 96 98
Virginia 95 99 99
Oregon 99 98 95
West Virginia 100 91 102
North Carolina 98 97 97
Maryland 96 95 95
Arkansas 94 96 g2
New Mexico 94 93 95
Arizona 90 95 96
Vermont a1 101 87
Kentucky 96 90 89
New Hampshire 99 88 88
Washington 89 89 91
Florida 82 90 94
Hawaii 97 83 84

*The data for Pennsylvania are preliminary figures provided by the PAAOC.

2000-2002

103%

100
100
98
94
86
86
85
80

106
106
103
102
102
101
100
100

99

99

98
98
98
97
97
97
95
94
94
94

93
91
91
90
89
88
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Very few felony cases ere ultimetely resscived by & il

D For the 21 states that could report, approximately 3 percent of felony cases were resolved by trial in 2002. The
vast majority of cases were disposed of without a trial, primarily through the entering of negotiated guilty pleas
or dismissals.

D Rates at which juries disposed of felony cases typically ranged from 2 to 4 percent across the states examined.
Non-jury (bench) trial rates ranged from about 1 percent in Vermont to 9 percent in Puerto Rico.

D The majority (65 percent) of felony cases were resolved by guilty pleas. About one in three cases ends with a

dismissal or is disposed of through some other method (including deferred adjudication and transfers to other
court jurisdictions).

Manner of Disposition for Felony Cases Filed in 21 Unified and General Jurisdiction Courts, 2002

Total Total — Percent Trial — Total Percent Non-Trial
State Disposed Trials Jury Non-Jury Non-Trials Guilty Plea  Dismiss Other
Unified Courts
California 185,881 7,898 3% 1% 177,983 73% 21% 2%
Puerto Rico 37,739 3,606 1 9 34,133 65 13 13
Missouri 33,521 935 2 1 32,586 81 1 15
Minnesota 26,030 929 3 1 25,101 61 18 17
lowa 21,862 865 1 3 20,997 70 20 6
Kansas 18,290 622 3 1 17,668 65 21 11
District of Columbia 9,884 438 4 0 9,446 35 24 37
South Dakota 4,315 149 3 0 4,166 46 29 21
General Jurisdiction Courts
Texas 213,114 4,791 2 1 208,323 41 14 43
Florida 169,870 4,091 2 o] 165,779 79 " 8
North Carolina 97,691 2,143 2 N/J 95,548 61 35 1
Ohio 77,848 2,452 2 1 75,396 68 7 22
New York 62,604 2,888 4 1 59,716 87 6 2
Indiana 57,905 2,258 2 2 55,647 67 19 11
New Jersey 54,271 1,573 2 0 52,698 69 16 12
Arkansas 49,564 2,929 1 5 46,635 60 6 28
Washington 38,378 2,426 4 2 35,952 76 16 2
New Mexico 17,564 1,481 2 6 16,083 37 5 50
Rhode Island 5,848 74 n/a n/a 5,774 90 8 1
Alaska 3,320 151 4 0 3,169 74 20 1
Vermont 3,191 50 2 0 3,141 78 2 18
Total 1,188,690 42,749 2% 1% 1,145,941 65% 16% 16%

N/J = no jurisdiction
nfa = not avaitable
Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding.
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Thirty-eligiht steties end the flecieral government uss the deeth penelty

Death Penalty States

IMinois has declared
a maratorium.

O States with a Death Penalty
O States without a Death Penalty

Almost all death row inmartes are male, and
just over half have never been married.

A slight majority are white (54 percent)
while 44 percent are black. Hispanics,
both black and white, make up 12 percent
of all death row inmates.

Over half had less than a high school
education, 39 percent were high school
graduates (or had GEDs) and about 10

percent had at least some college education.

Most death row inmates had been involved
in past serious crime; two-thirds had a
prior felony conviction. About four in

10 were under some form of legal status
(e.g., parole, probation, pending charges,
incarcerated) at the rime of offense, and

8 percent had a prior homicide conviction.

Although no state enacted new legislation author-
izing capital punishment during 2002, 11 states
revised stacutes relating to the death penalty.

Ilinois is the only state to have declared a mora-
torium on the death penalty. In the last three years,
legislation proposing a moratorium on the death
penalty has been introduced in 21 states. Some

of these bills were defeated or deferred, and others
are still pending.

Thirty-seven of 38 states with the death penalty
provide for automatic review of all death sentences,
with the highest state appellate court usually con-
ducting the review. In South Carolina, a defendant
can waive review of their sentence of death if found

competent by the court.

D The federal court system does not provide for

automaric review of death sentences.

Prisoners on Death Row, 2002

Male
Never Married

White
Black
Other
Hispanic

8th grade or less
9th - 11th grade
High school or GED
Any college

Prior homicide convictions
Legal status at offense
Prior felony convictions

C

] 99%

) 54%

1 54%
C ] a4%

0 2%

1 12%

[ 1 15%
1 37%
C 1 39%
3 10%

1 8%
1 40%

[ ] 64%

Source: Capital Punishment, 2001, Bureau of Justice Statistics
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On everage, inmetes remein on cleetih row for more themn nine yeers

The average age of death row inmates was
39 years old; the average age of these death
row inmates at time of arrest was 28.

The adjacent graph clearly shows the
difference in age distributions and the aging
death row population. At the end of 2002,
the youngest person on death row was 18,
the oldest was 87.

The average elapsed time since sentencing
for inmates under sentence of death at

the end of 2002 was just over 9 years;

6.9 years for women and 9.2 years for men.

The average elapsed time since sentencing

was highest for whites at 9.4 years and
lowest for Hispanics at 7.9 years.

Source: Capital Punishment, 2001, Bureau of Justice Statistics

Age at Time of Arrest v. Age of Death Row Inmates, 2002

30%
At Arre?.\MTan: 28 years Mean: 39 years
20%
Death Row
10% //
0% T T T T ———
<17 20-24 30-34 40-44 50-54 60+
AGE

Average Elapsed Time on Death Row (in Years)
since Sentencing, 2002

Overall [ ] 9.1
Female | 169

Male [ 192
Hispanic L ] 7.9

Black L ] 9.1

White [ ] 9.4
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The average years under death sentence ranged from a high of 11.3 years in
Tennessee and Utah to a low of 3 years in Virginia.

Ten other states have average times of 10 years or more. An additional six

jurisdictions (including the Federal system) show inmates spend berween four
and seven years on death row.

Average Years Under Sentence of Death by State, 1973-2002

Tennessee
Utah
Illinois
Florida
Nevada
Kentucky
Idaho
Ohio
California

Indiana
Arizona
Georgia

Pennsylvania
Maryland
Alabama

New Jersey
Oklahoma
Missouri
Texas
Mississippi

Arkansas
South Carolina
North Carolina

Louisiana

Oregon

Delaware
Washington
Virginia

H'—'"’"""--"‘V‘(’—’—FV"""'——_--“V—“”

Federal System [

U.S. Average I 3

Source: Capital Punishment, 2001, Bureau of Justice Statistics
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Mere persons wers sentenced to ceetih then were eeoued

D The number of persons sentenced to death in
the United States began rising in the late 1970s
following the reinstatement of the death penalty.

D The number of persons executed increased
through the 1980s, then climbed dramatically
through the 1990s, followed by a sharp drop
over the last few years.

D The latest Gallup Poll (October 2003) finds that
64 percent of Americans support the death pen-
alty, the lowest level since 1978. The highest
level of support (80 percent) was in 1990 and
the lowest was in 1966 (42 percent).

D Gallup found that, when given a choice between
the death penalty and life without the possibility
of parole (LWOP) as the appropriate punish-
ment for murder, public support for the death
penalty declines to 53 percent, compared to 44
percent support for LWOP. These numbers have
remained fairly constant since the 1980s.

D Possible explanatory factors for the decline in
executions and shift in public opinion about
capital punishmenc include the 13 highly publi-
cized DNA-based exonerations of innocent
death row inmates, public opposition to the
execution of mentally retarded defendants, and
publication of studies questioning the fairness of
the application of the death penalty and possible

bias in its use.

D Although some states autho-
rize more than one method of
execution, roughly 80 percent
of executions are carried out

Lethal Injection
Electrocution

Total Sentenced to Death in the United States, 1977-2002

L7 \

80

0 T T T T T
1977 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002

Total Executions in the United States, 1977-2002

75 A
) NA
A

T T T T 1
1977 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002

Source: Capital Punishment, 2001, Bureau of Justice Statistics

Method of Execution, 1977-2002

654 79.8% 37 States, U.S. Military, U.S. Government
150 18.3

8 States; sole method in Nebraska

Lethal Gas 11 13 4 States; all have lethal injection as an alternative

by lethal injection. Hanging 3 4 3 States; all have lethal injection as an alternative
Firing Squad 2 2 3 States; all have lethal injection as an alternative
Total 820

Source: Death Penalty Information Center, State Web sites.
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in cemplitation

The table shows which states Result of Death Sentences in 33 States, 1973-2002
are ranked in the top 5 for
number of Offellders on death Total Sentenced to Remaining on
row, executions, commuta- State Death, 1973-2002 Death Row Executed Overturned Commuted
tions, and overturned death Texas 925 49% 319% 12% 59,
sentences. Florida 872 42 6 46 2
California 795 77 1 15 2
From 1973 to 2002, Califor- North Carolina 504 41 5 50 2
nia and Pennsylvania, with Ohio . 367 o6 1 37 3
very low execution and com- Pennsylvania 352 68 ! 25 !
mutation rates, have left the Alabama 342 % ’ 3 !
’ Oklahoma 313 36 18 43 0
largest percent of persons on Georgia 299 37 10 46 5
death row. OhiO, Alabama, lilinois 2904 54 4 33 1
[llinois, and Nevada also have Arizona 239 50 9 33 3
large percentages of persons
remaining on death row. Louisiana 214 40 13 42 3
Tennessee 204 47 0 46 1
Virginia is the most likely srate Sguth Qarélrna 179 40 6 40 2
. Mississippi 173 38 3 55 0
1o carry out executions (64 Missouri 167 40 35 19 1
percent) for those who receive Virginia 137 17 64 9 7
death penalty sentences. The Nevada 135 61 7 21 3
execution rate in Missouri is Arkansas 99 40 24 31 2
next highest at 35 percent, Indiana 97 37 9 47 2
followed by Texas, Delaware, Kentucky 75 48 3 44 1
and Arkansas. Maryland 52 29 6 54 8
States in which 50 percent g:vg::rsey : :17 2 i; g
or more of those sentenced ro Delaware 48 29 27 44 0
death have had their sentences (daho 40 50 3 38 8
overturned are Colorado, Washington 38 26 11 61 0
New Jersey, New Mexico, New Mexico 28 7 4 68 18
North Carolina, Maryland, Nebraska 27 26 1 44 7
Mississippi, Washington and Utah 26 42 23 31 4
\X/yo mi ng. Colorado 19 26 5 53 5
Montana 15 40 13 40 7
Wyoming 1 18 9 64 0

Commuration of a death
sentence Is rare. The sole ) )
) ) . Numbers in blue are the top tive percentages for each death sentence result.
exception to this partern in
the last twenty-five years is
New Mexico, where 5 of
the 28 death sentences were
commuted by then-Governor

Anaya in 1986.

Source: Capital Punishment, 2001, Bureau of Justice Statistics
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RERALLY, er io¥aeVidicate

Due to constitutional safeguards, established because a sentence
of death is irreversible, death penalty cases cost much more than
similar cases adjudicated noncapitally (that is, where the maximum
sentence is life imprisonment without the possibility of parole).

The most rigorous study to date, completed by Duke University
for the North Carolina Administrative Office of the Courts, found
thart the extra cost of imposing a death sentence is over $250,000
per case, and the extra cost per execution exceeds 2 million dollars
per case.

Other studies of the cost of execution in Texas, Florida, and
California arrive at estimates from 2 to 3 million dollars per case.

These costs are the result of higher trial rates for capirtal cases; in
addition, deach penalty trials have: a) a more extensive jury selec-
tion process; b) a higher number of motions filed; ¢) a longer, dual
trial process involving one trial to establish guilt or innocence and
another to impose sentence; d) more extensive use of investigators
and experts; and, ¢) the added cost of mandatory appeals.
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Juvenfle

o

For court sratistics purposes, a juvenile is defined as a youth at or
below the upper age limit for juvenile court jurisdiction. This age
limit varies among states, and ranges from 15 years of age to 18
years of age; in the majority of states, the limit is age 17. In most
states, there are exceptions to this age criteria that allow juveniles
to be adjudicated as adules, buc this report deals only with cases

adjudicated in juvenile court.

Juvenile cases comprisc primarily delinquency, dependency (child-
victim), and status offense cases. Juvenile delinquency is defined
as an act committed by a juvenile that, if committed by an adult,
would result in prosecution in criminal court. Dependency cases
(also known as child-victim cases) request the protection of children
who are allegedly abused or neglected. Status offense cases are
non-criminal misbehaviors thac are illegal only for juveniles

(e.g., truancy, running away from home).

Over the past decade, much attention has been paid to the changing
role of juvenile courts. This section summarizes state juvenile
court activity using two measures: number of cases filed and
number of cases disposed. If a decision is made to formally handle
a juvenile case that has been referred to the court, a petition is

filed and the case is placed on the juvenile court calendar.

A case becomes disposed when the court takes some definite
action on the basis of a referral. Dispositions typically involve a
package of sanctions or a trearment plan designed to both hold
the juvenile accountable and to address the child’s underlying
problems. The following pages draw on national juvenile court
disposition estimates obtained from the National Center for
Juvenile Justice (NCJJ). More detailed juvenile court data and
information may be found through the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) Web site at:

www.ojjdp.ncjrs.org/ojstatbb/ezajcs.
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Totel juvenie fings heve been slowly dedlining ever the last four yeers

D Juvenile ﬂlings comprise primarily Total Juvenile Cases Filed in State Trial Courts by Jurisdiction,
. 1993-2002
delinquency, dependency, and status
offense cases.
1,600,000

General

. . +13%
D Most juvenile cases (64 percent) are 1 200,000 //—’\

filed in general jurisdiction courts.

Limited
800,000 ' +21%
D The number of filings in both limired —
and general jurisdiction courts in- 400,000
creased without interruption between
1993 and 1998. Since 1999, the 0 . . ,
number of filings has declined by 1993 1996 1999 2002
4 percent.
D Delinquency cases accounted for the Juvenile Caseload Composition in 26 States, 2002
overwhelming majority of the 2002
juvenile caseload. Delinquency | ] 60%

Dependency [:] 21%
D Together, dependency and status offense
cases made up 37 percent of 2002 Staus [ 1 16%

juvenile filings.
) & Other [ 3%




Juvenile

enitege off cases -

Exact counts of juvenile court delinquency
dispositions are not readily available. How-
ever, the National Center for Juvenile Justice
(NCJ]) does provide national estimates
generalized from a sample of courts. More
derailed delinquency data and information is
found av: www.ojjdp.ncjrs.org/ojstatbb/ezajcs.

Juvenile delinquency dispositions increased by
40 percent berween 1986 and 2000, from
1.18 to 1.65 million. The growth in drug
cases was the highest ac 175 percent. Person
and public order cases increased almost 100
percent, while the number of property
dispositions declined slightly (4.5 percent)
from 710,000 ro 680,000.

Females account for a growing percentage
of delinquency cases disposed in juvenile
court, rising from 19 percent in 1986 to
nearly 25 percent in 2000.

The trend of increasing female representa-
tion in the delinquency caseload may require
adjustments in the type of services and
sanctions offered by juvenile courts.

Source: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, 1986-2000.

Percent Change in Delinquency Cases Disposed by
Type of Offense, 1986-2000

Total [ ] 40%

Drugs | 1 175%
Person [ ] 99%
Public Order | 1 93%

-5% D Property

Proportion of Female Cases Among Delinquency
Cases Disposed, 1986-2000

0% "~ - - - - s o
Female Cases
20% L —_— - -
10%
0% T T T !
1986 1990 1994 1998 2000
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& juvenils delingusnscy

wil forrnelly

D State court juvenile intake units can decide
to handle delinquency cases either formally
or informally. In a formal case, a petition
is filed and the case is placed on the court
calendar for an adjudicatory hearing. Infor-
mal cases are typically disposed of without
going before a judge.

D The proportion of delinquency cases that
are handled formally has been increasing
steadily since the early 1990s. In 2000,

58 percent of juvenile cases were scheduled
for an adjudicatory hearing.

D Formally processed delinquency cases
may be adjudicated (judged to be either
a delinquent or a status offender) or non-
adjudicated (dismissed). Prior to the final
adjudication hearing, the court can recom-
mend that the juvenile take actions such as
paying restitution or voluntarily attending
substance abuse counseling.

D Between 1986 and 2000, the majority (an
average of 61 percent) of formally processed
delinquency cases resulted in an adjudica-
tion of delinquency. NCJJ also reports
whether a juvenile was placed in secure
detention at some point(s) after intake but
before a disposition is given to the case.
Juveniles who were placed in secure
detention were more likely to be judged
delinquent (an average of 70 percent) than
juveniles who were not placed in detention
facilities (an average of 58 percent).

Source: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, 1986-2000.

Manner of Handling Juvenile Delinquency Referrals,
Formal v. Informal, 1986-2000

75% T T T T T T TS o -
Formal
Informal
25% I —
0% T T ——
1986 1990 1994 1998 2002

Percentage of Juveniles Adjudicated Delinquent
{by Detention Placement), 1986-2000

80% —————————— T T T mm————
Detained

——~—— S e

60%

0% |~————— - T T TTT T T

20% [T T T T T T T T T T T e
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Juvenillss who ene deteined were more fikely to be pleced eut-ei-home

Following adjudication, a de-
linquency case is scheduled for
a disposition hearing. Case
dispositions include out-of-

h I ( 1l Placed
ome placements (usually Out-of-Home
within a residential facilicy),
probation, release from court
authoriry, and “other” disposi-
tions that may require the Probation
performance of community
service work or the payment
of restiturion and fines.

i . i Released
As with juveniles who were from Court
judged delinquent, time spent Authority
in a detention facility increases
the odds of receiving an out-
of-home placement. [n 2000,

Other

detained juveniles were more
than twice as likely to receive
this disposition regardless of
offense type.

Type of Disposition by Type of Offense, 2000

Juveniles Detained

[ 1 46.7%

[ ] 42.9%

- ] 44.9%
46.4%

 — ] 44.8%

147.4%

[ ] 46.1%
44 8%

—

4 28%
[ 3.6%
[ 28%

3.3%

3 57%
3 6.0%
1 62%

5.5% O Public Order
O Drugs
O Property
Person

Juveniles Not Detained

Sixty-two percent of juveniles
who were not placed in deten-

. ) . . Placed
tion received probation while Out-of-Home
this disposition was given to
only 46 percent of detained
juveniles.

Probation

Relatively few juveniles were
released from the court’s
authoricy with no furcher
sanction or consequence Released
ancicipated. While this dis- from Court

o Authority
position was used more often
for non-detained than de-
tained juveniles, it still only
accounted for 3 to 5 percent
Other

(depending on offense type)
of delinquency dispositions.

Source: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, 1986-2000.

] 233%

C 1 16.0%

C 7 17.8%
19.2%

[ ] 58.0%

i ] 63.2%

C ] 63.7%
64.0%

[ 51%

3 67%

[ 4.3%
6.3%

1 136%

T 144%

CC "3 142%
10.5%
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Traffic cases include traffic misdemeanors (e.g., reckless driving,
hit-and-run), non-criminal taffic violations (infractions), juvenile
traffic violations, parking violations, ordinance violations, and other
related cases. These cases represented 60 percent of all filings in state
trial courts. The state trial court cascload data is supplemented by
data from the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA) and the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI).

Cases that result from arrests for Driving While Intoxicated
(DWT, also referred to as Driving Under the Influence (DUI))
are criminal cases but, as they result in the impaired operation of
a motor vehicle, will be discussed in this section. The recently
released State Courr Guide to Statistical Reporting, 2003, provides
detailed descriptions of traffic and criminal case and disposition
types, as well as recommended formats for court data reporting,
For more informartion and downloads of the Guide, please

go to the National Center for State Courts Web site at:

www.nesconline.org/d_research/statistical_reporting_2003/index.html.
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Fiings were elmost constent desplie

Mmene

D Overall, the number of traffic cases
filed in state trial courts has increased
only slightly (2 percent) since 1993,
despite a 12 percent increase in the
number of licensed drivers, a 20
percent increase in the number of
registered vehicles, and a 24 percent
increase in vehicle miles traveled over
this same 10-year period.

D While 65 percent of all traffic cases
were filed in limited jurisdiction courts
in 1993, this proportion increased to
76 percent in 2002.

Traffic Cases Filed in State Trial Courts, 1993-2002

60.000,000 f——— ——~- -~~~ - +2%
~————— Total
+18%
40.000,000 | - - - - - Limited
20,000,000 =2 — - -
~— -28%
General/Unified
0 T T !
1993 1996 1999 2002
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W flingss Increesed for the fiith sirefgit yeer in 2002

DWI filings in the 11 states shown on this
graph have increased by 12 percent in the
last 10 years. Closer inspection shows that
the majority of that increase (9 percent) for
the reporting states occurred in 2002.

Two states, Maryland and Arizona, account
for most of the increase seen in 2002. In
Maryland, post-9/11 funding from the
Federal government was used to increase
police patrols and roadside checkpoints,
resulting in an increase in DWI filings.
Concurrently, the Blood Alcohol Concen-
tration (BAC) level in Arizona was reduced
from 0.15 in 2000 to 0.08 in 2001. This
decrease resulted in over 9,000 more DW1
filings in 2002.

The FBI estimares that arrests for driving
under the influence of alcohol have fallen
24 percent in the 20 years between 1983
and 2002. Nearly all (21 percent) of that
decrease occurred during the first 10 years.

The vertical line on the graph indicates the
midpoint point in the FBI data and the
point at which the above court dara begins.
From 1993 to 2002, the FBI data reveal
fluctuating numbers of arrests culminaring
in a 4 percent decrease for the 10-year period.

DWI Filings in 11 States, 1993-2002

500,000 f— """ -—° T T T T TT T Tt T mem e
+12%
375,000
250,000 - ~ - T T -
125,000 [—- - -~ - - Tt
0 T T 1
1993 1996 1999 2002
]
o5 b
p
Estimated Arrests for Driving Under the Influence,
1983-2002
2.000,000
\——\/\/\1993
1.500.000 \/\/\’ -24%
1.000.000
500.000
0 T T )
1983 1989 1895 2002

Source: Uniform Crime Reports, 1983-2002, Federal Bureau of Investigation
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D The rate of traffic faralities reached Traffic Fatality Rates per 100 Million Miles Traveled, 1993-2002
a new historic low in 2002 of 1.50
fatalides per 100 million miles driven, 2.0
down 14 percent from 1.75 per 100 I Total .
million miles driven in 1993. 15 - 4%
B Non-Alcohol-Related
D  Both alcohol- and non-alcohol-related 1.0 -8%
fatalities showed declines, dropping Alcohol-Related .,
22 percent and 8 percent, respectively. 5
0 T T 1
1993 1996 1999 2002
D Silnilar[y the injury rate has fallen Traffic Injury Rates per 100 Million Miles Traveled, 1993-2002
b
substantially (-25 percent), from 137 150
injuries per 100 million miles driven
in 1993 to 103 injuries per 100 million
miles driven in 2002. 100 -25%
50 - ——
Source: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 0

1993 1996 1999 2002
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Safety Belt Usage 1993-2002

D During this 10-year period, the use of re-

strainrs (lap/shoulder safety belts, child L
. /
seats) rose nearly 10 percent for drivers,
. : 60% | — e — e = o
passengers, infants, and children.
a0%|- - - —— ——
20%|— ~ e -
0% . . .
1993 1996 1999 2002

D Every state (except New Hampshire, which has no safety belt law) has one of two types of safety belt infracrion
laws: a primary law permics police officers to stop a vehicle simply because the operator or one of the other occu-
pants in the vehicle does not have their safety belt fastened; a secondary law requires that the vehicle be stopped for
some other offense (e.g., speeding, running a stop sign) before a citation for not wearing a safety bele can be issued.

D Fourtcen of the 22 stares with a primary safety belt law have use rates above 80 percent. Only 3 of the 29 srates
with secondary laws have use rates above 80 percent, indicating that primary laws do indeed accomplish their goal
of increased safety belt usage.

Safety Belt Usage Rates: States with Primary and Secondary Seat Belt Infraction Laws

Safety Belt Infraction is a Primary Law Safety Belt Infraction is a Secondary Law
State Use Rates State Use Rates
Washington 92.6% — Vermont 84.9%
California 91.1 Minnesota 80.1 ] Rates above 80%
Puerto Rico 90.5 Utah 80.1
Hawaii 90.4 Montana 78.4
Oregon 88.2 Pennsylvania 75.6
New Mexico 87.6 Florida 75.1
Maryland 85.6 Rates above 80% Nevada 74.9
Dictrict of Columbia 84.6 Arizona 73.7
North Carolina 84.1 Colorado 73.2
Michigan 82.9 West Virginia 71.8
New York 82.8 Rhode Island 70.8
lowa 82.4 Virginia 70.4
Texas 81.1 Ohio 70.3
New Jersey 805 Nebraska 69.7
Alabama 78.7 Maine 69.4
Connecticut 78.0 Missouri 69.4
Georgia 77.0 Tennessee 66.7
llinois 73.8 Wyoming 66.6
Indiana 72.2 South Carolina 66.3
Delaware 71.2 Wisconsin 66.1
Oklahoma 701 Alaska 65.8
Louisiana 68.6 South Dakota 64.0
Average 77.4 Arkansas 63.7

North Dakota 63.4
Idaho 62.9
Kentucky 62.0
Mississippi 62.0
Kansas 61.3
Massachusetts 51.0
Average 66.4

Source: National Highway Traffic Satety Administration






63

Appellate courts, whether at the intermediate or highest level,
provide review of decisions of lower courts and, as the final arbi-
ters of disputes, shape and define the law. In most states, appellate
courts are required to review decisions in criminal cases when the
defendant is sentenced to death. Appellate courts are also respon-
sible for disciplining acrorneys and judges for serious violations of

ethics and conduct.

Most states divide their appellate system into two levels: an inter-
mediate appellate court (IAC), which renders a firsc level of trial
court review, and a court of last resort (COLR), which handles the
most critical and important matcters and appeals from the IACs.
Only eleven states and the District of Columbia function without
an 1AC, while two states, Oklahoma and Texas, have more than

one COLR.

Many of the analyses included here make a distinction berween
mandarory and discretionary caseloads in appellate courts. As
the rerms imply, mandarory jurisdiction over cases means that an
appellate court is obligated by its state constitution or statutes o
consider the merits of a case. Discretionary jurisdiction means the

court decides whether it will grant review of a case.
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D Total appellate court caseloads include original Total Appellate Court Filings, 1993-2002

proceedings and appeals over which the appel-

300000 - - == —

/ T ——— 0%

200000 [—— "~ ——

late courts have mandartory or discretionary
jurisdiction. This trend shows annual filing data
for state appellate courts for the last 10 years.

D Berween 1993 and 1998 the number of appel-

late court filings increased 17 percent, from 100,000 ¢
254,000 to 297,000. Over the next five years,
filings declined 6 percent to 278,000.

T T Ll
1993 1996 1999 2002

D Intermediate appellate courts provide first- Total Mandatory and Discretionary Caseloads in COLRs

. . IACs, 2002
level review, while courts of last resort are and IAC

the final arbiters of disputes. This struc-

ture results in intermediate appellate courts Discretionary 27,779

handling the majority of appeals. Where (@2%) [T 7160608

there is no intermediate appellate court, a

state supreme court conducts first and final Mandatory [F2 o ] 158,889
appellate review. (68%) {: 26,655

D The caseloads in IACs and COLRs are

. O intermediate Appellate Courts
reported here as filings of mandatory PP

. . .. 0O Courts of Last Resort
appeals and discretionary petitions.

Mandatory appeals in IACs outnumbered
those in COLRs by a margin of 6 1o 1.
Conversely, there are more than two
discretionary petitions filed in COLRs
for every one filed in 1ACs.
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Appellaﬁe' €

D  States in this table are Total Appellate Caseloads by State, 2002
d1v1de.d into th0§e with Appeals per Total Mandatory Discretionary Population
and thhout an inter- States 100,000 Population Appeals Appeals Petitions Rank
mediate appellate court With Intermediate Appellate Court
and then ranked accord- Louisiana 283 12,706 29% 71% 24
. hei b ¢ Alabama 141 6.325 82 18 23
Ing to their number o Florida 140 23,379 83 17 4
appeals per 100,000 Puerto Rico 132 5,079 33 67 27
population. Caseloads Pennsylvania 131 16,178 83 17 6
{ ) New Jersey 123 10,546 72 28 9
are shown as percentages Oregon 120 4213 83 17 28
composed of mandatory Alaska 114 736 74 26 48
appeals and discretion- Ohio 13 12,952 88 12 7
.. Nebraska 106 1,830 82 18 39
ary peticions.
Texas . 103 22,413 86 14 2
. . Kansas 99 2,678 67 33 33
D When adjusted for Ilinois 95 11,985 78 22 5
population, Louisiana Michigan 94 9,429 44 56 8
(populzltion rank 24) Washington 94 5,692 70 30 15
dd hi Idaho 93 1,248 85 15 40
reported the highest Kentucky 92 3,783 78 22 26
number of appeals (283 Hawalii 92 1,146 94 6 43
per 100,000 population) Arizona 91 4,951 76 24 19
) Colorado 90 4,041 69 31 22
and North Carolina .
(population rank 11) C.allfolmla 89 31,296 45 55 1
I Virginia 88 6,440 1 89 12
reported the lowest (38 New York 86 16,386 76 24 3
per 100,000 population). Arkansas 83 2.256 74 26 34
Wisconsin 83 4,522 75 25 20
. Missouri 80 4,519 86 14 17
D Proportions of manda- New Mexico 78 1.440 58 42 a7
tory and discretionary lowa 73 2.137 100 0 31
C'lSGlO"{dS vary dramati- South Carolina 70 2,856 59 41 25
Y ‘ Tennessee 65 3,784 61 39 16
cally, but several states
. Maryland 63 3,453 63 37 18
show 100 percent
pereer Georgia 60 5.132 68 32 10
mandatory or discre- Minnesota 59 2,942 74 26 21
1o nary ju risdicrion. Massachusetts 57 3,694 60 40 13
These proportions were Utan 55 1.264 100 0 35
Indiana 52 3,185 77 23 14
based upon the number Connecticut 49 1,693 71 29 30
of cases reported in each Mississippi 49 1.401 78 22 32
category rather than North Carolina 38 3,157 55 45 11
actual mandated juris- Without an Intermediate Appellate Court
diction. Hence, a 100 District of Columbia 266 1,520 96 4 51
percent designation West Virginia 147 2,653 o] 100 38
. Delaware 89 715 100 0 46
in one category could Montana a8 708 73 27 45
Simply mean that Vermont 86 530 97 3 50
there were no cases Nevada 7 1723 100 0 %6
q R ) Rhode Island 70 754 45 55 44
iled in the other New Hampshire 64 813 0 100 42
caregory in 2002. South Dakota 60 457 84 16 47
North Dakota 57 363 94 6 49
Maine 57 738 76 24 41

Notes: Oklahoma and Wyoming were unable to provide data for 2002. States in blue are the nation’s 10 most populous.
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eppelet® 88,000

Most appeals are resolved by opinions, memoranda/orders, or pre-argument dismissals. While opin-
ions can be rendered through a variety of means, the dara here capture only rwo: signed opinions and
per curiam affirmed opinions. In 2002, 17 courts of last resort issued almost 3,700 such opinions
while 24 intermediate appellate courts issued over 34,500.

During 2002, these courts also issued more than 23,000 memoranda/orders and dismissed
approximately 27,000 cases.

Manner of Disposition in 17 Courts of Last Resort and 24 Intermediate Appellate Courts, 2002

Number of Total — Opinions Non-Opinion Dispositions

Justices  Dispositions Signed Per Curiam Memo/Order Pre-Argument Transferred Other
Courts of Last Resort
Florida 7 2,977 95 213 2,669
Nevada 7 2,454 38 61 1,767 588
lowa 8 2,180 180 1" 928 1,015 46
District of Columbia 9 1,836 339 575 865 57
Colorado 7 1415 121 1,287 7
Washington 9 1,328 129 892 70 118 119
Puerto Rico 7 1,240 92 44 129 957 18
Indiana 5 1,103 195 18 190 687 13
Hawaii 5 847 191 257 258 141
Rhode Island 5 818 75 105 70 290 278
Montana 7 792 343 239 210
Delaware 5 713 71 19 546 77
Vermont 5 603 68 388 147
Alaska 5 516 182 68 95 171
South Dakota 5 428 164 167 64 33
Oregon 7 371 60 40 251 20
North Dakota 5 345 189 71 85
Intermediate Appellate Courts
Ohio 68 10,627 6,992 3,389 246
Pennsylvania Superior Ct. 15 8,152 5,315 2,835 2
Michigan 28 7,647 212 102 3,636 1,793 1,904
New Jersey 34 7,280 431 3,560 250 3,039
Pennsylvania Commonwealth Ct. 9 4,753 1,746 2,722 117 168
Washington 22 4,306 1,846 264 1,593 11 592
Oregon 10 3,844 393 118 1,483 1,660 190
Missouri 32 3,661 1,686 103 1,200 92 580
Wisconsin 16 3,486 761 523 867 1,335
Georgia 12 3,389 1,401 643 567 69 709
Massachusetts 22 2,869 363 1,071 618 76 741
Alabama Ct. of Criminal Appeals 5 2,748 122 1,673 578 375
Colorado 16 2,463 291 1,330 834
Maryland 13 2,381 144 1,179 500 41 517
Minnesota 16 2,007 1,324 3 61 609 10
Kansas 10 1,742 1,246 292 204
Tennessee Ct. of Appeals 12 1,504 843 422 4 235
Alabama Ct. of Civil Appeals 5 1,306 323 574 358 51
Tennessee Ct. of Criminal Appeals 12 1,304 890 288 17 109
Connecticut 9 1,271 637 262 129 243
lowa 9 1,231 1,144 70 14 3
Arkansas 12 1,200 629 43 80 448
New Mexico 10 855 152 541 145 8 9
Alaska 3 302 55 172 31 44
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Mermoerance/orders ers the most cammen cispesiition in stele courts of lest resort

The most common dispositions in inter- Manner of Disposition in COLRs v. IACs, 2002
mediate appellate courts are signed opinions
and pre-argument dismissals. Together,

. . Memoradum/order : 3 1 47%
these two actions comprise about two- C T 017%
thirds of all dispositions in IACs. Opinions Pre-argument ———1 22%280/
typically include statements of fact, points
. . . Signed opinion C—————113%
of law, rationale, and dicta, while a pre- [ ] 36%
argument dismissal is based on a review Transferred % 7%
. (-]
of briefs rather than oral arguments. »
. T s
Per curiam opinion 7%
Nearly one-half of cases in appellate courts Other 5%
C 1%
of last resort are resolved by a memoran-
dum /order, which is a simple order based
on a unanimous opinion. Pre-argument O Courts of Last Resort O Intermdiate Appellate Courts

dismissals and signed opinions are the
next most common at 22 percent and
13 percent, respectively.

The remaining appeals are disposed of by
per curiam opinions (usually a short opinion
issued in the name of the court rather than
specific justices), transfers to another court,
or some other method.
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Mandatory civil and criminal
appeals in IACs, those cases that
the courts are statutorily required
to hear, have tracked consistently
with one another for the last 10
years with civil appeals averaging
about 8,000 more filings per year
than criminal appeals.

In 2002, mandatory civil and
criminal appeals in the 36 inter-
mediate appellate courts featured
on this chart continued a decline
that began in 1998, resulting in a
3 percent decrease in civil appeals
and a 5 percent decrease in crimi-
nal appeals.

Courts of last resort in 15 states

were able to provide filing data for
discretionary civil and criminal
petitions from 1993 to 2002. For
the ten-year period shown here,
discretionary criminal petitions are
up 20 percent despite a 4 percent
decrease over the last two years.

The number of discretionary civil
petitions in the same 15 courts

of last resort reached its peak in
1995; the number of filings then
remained constant for three years.
From 1997 to 2001, filings
declined annually. The number
of civil petitions filed in 2002
was virtually the same as in 2001.
Overall, there has been an 8 per-
cent decline in the last 10 years.

Mandatory Civil and Criminal Appeals in 36 Intermediate
Appellate Courts, 1993 - 2002

75,000 ;- - -

Civil
—————— e 39,
\/___—'—\ 5%

50,000~ - T~ -
Criminal

25,000 — —_—

Discretionary Criminal and Civil Petitions in 15 Courts of
Last Resort, 1993-2002

18,000 | —— -

+20%
Criminal

12,000

6,000 — - T T T

1993 1996 1999 2002
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of cependeney to

plaeemeni

Forty-four states and the District of Columbia
report having at least some aspect of an expedited
appellate procedure for dependency cases. Only
six states report not having any such procedure.

Strategies to expedite appeals include developing
a tracking system, devising and implementing
penalties for delay, reducing briefing schedules,
limiting oral argument, and expediting the assem-
bling of the record and transcript preparation.

States have formalized expedited processes
through court rules (23 states), statutes

(15 states), or constitutional amendments (one
state). Internal operating procedures may also
be used to expedite cases. Often, states have
more than one legal process for expediting
dependency appeals. For example, Georgia has
utilized a constitutional amendment, state
statute, and internal operating procedures.

Status of Expedited Procedures as of July 2002

\7*%
= f‘

1,

e

L.

e \\/ =

O Does not have any aspects of an expedited
appellate procedure (6)

'f
/»/E

q.?v

{) Reports aspects of an expedited appellate
procedure {45)

Source: Dependency Appeals: Strategies to Reduce Delay, 2nd Edition, NCSC, 2003

Termineion of perental rghts s the most commen of eqpecied dependency eppeels

Case types that may be classified

as dependency appeals include
termination of parental rights
(TPR), abuse and neglect, adoption,
custody, children in need of assis-
tance, domestic violence cases that
include custody issues, guardianship
of a minor, and visitation appeals.

Many states expedite more than
one case type. In fact, most states
expedite two or more case types,
and many expedite any appeal that
involves a child-related issue.

Number of States Supporting Expedited Dependency
Appeals by Type of Case

Termination of parental rights [ ] 37

Abuse and neglect [ ] 29
Adoption [ 119
Custody [ 119
Child in need of assistance [ ] 15
Oter [ 1 14
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Appeileis loegfinning to

Alrernative dispute resolution (ADR) consists of dispute resolution processes
outside of (or adjacent to) the traditional court case structure. Processes as diverse
as mediation, arbitration, early neutral evaluation (ENE), summary jury trials,
settlement conferences, parenting classes for divorcing couples, and group or
family conferencing are all considered types of ADR.

The focus of many appellate court ADR programs is to encourage or require
counsel for the parties to discuss settlement at a conference facilitated by a
non-judicial court employee or other third-party neutral. Although these attorney-
neutrals have different titles depending on the court, their role is primarily that of
a mediator. The conferences are usually held before the filing of appellate briefs
and, in nearly all cases, before oral argument. Some appellate programs are geared
exclusively toward settlement, while other programs also address case management
and procedural issues.

Local court rules or procedures identify the criteria each court uses to deter-
mine whether a case is eligible for the program and whether a conference

should be scheduled.

In rwenty-one states, appellate courts are addressing increasing caseloads by
offering alternative dispute resolution before and during the appeal.

Case types that are often referred to mediation include general civil (tort, contract,
and real property rights), domestic relations, and workers’ compensation cases.

States Using ADR in Appellate Courts

O Appellate ADR or Settlement Conferences (19)
0 No Appellate ADR Program (32)
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Adminisiretive
18

Administrative agencies are licensing
or regulatory bodies that oversee policies

Administrative Agency Appeals in 11 States, 1998-2002

regarding worker’s compensation, unem- 6,000

ployment compensation, public utilities, /\_—
historic preservation, etc. These agencies 4,000 "18%
typically have a combination of legislative,

executive, and judicial functions that they

use to carry out legislatively mandated 2,000

policy. Thus, an administrative agency

appeal is an appeal of a decision made by o

oneé Of these agencies. 1998 1glgg 2()'00 20|01 2062

The number of administrative agency
appeals in 11 state appellate courts has been
declining since 1999. The greatest decline
(-16 percent) occurred in 2001 when the
number of filings fell by almost 1,000 cases.

71
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Ten models for telking & Wil court eppesl treugh the eppelkls systam

D The most common pattern has
one court of last resort with mostly
discretionary jurisdiction and one
intermediate appellate court with
mostly mandatory jurisdiction. Of
these states, the Wisconsin COLR
has no mandatory jurisdiction
while the IACs of Missouri,
Nebraska, and Oregon have no
discretionary jurisdiction.

D These states also have one court
of last resort and one intermediate
appellate court, but both have
mostly mandatory jurisdiction.

In fact, the IACs in Colorado
and Ohio have no discretionary
jurisdiction.

D Appeals in five states are filed
in the court of last resort, which
retains some appeals and transfers
others to the intermediate appellate
court. These courts of last resort
have both mandarory and dis-
cretionary jurisdiction, but the
intermediate appellate courts have
mandatory jurisdiction only.

D In two states, both the court of
last resort and the intermediate
appellate court have discretionary
jurisdiction over the majority of
their caseload.

D These states handle caseloads
without an intermediate appellate
court, and the court of last resort
has both mandatory and discre-
tionary jurisdiction.

AK, AR,
AZ, CA,
FL, GA,
KS, LA,
MA, MN,
MO, NE,
NJ, NC,
OR, VA,
WA, W1

CO, CT,
IL, MD,
NM, OH,
PR, UT

HI, 1D,
[A, MS,
SC

KY, Ml

DE, DC,
ME, MT,
NH, RI,
SD, VT,

N
@ > m - il
Trial Court Intermediate Court of
Appellate Court Last Resort
(IAC) (COLR)
Mostly Mandatory Mostly Discretionary
PAN
e . m .~ Ui
Trial Court IAC COLR
Mostly Mandatory Mostly Mandatory
? N
Trial Court > |] [HH] |]
il COLR
—= =% P Mandatory &
IAC Discretionary
Mandatory
2N
e , M . Ul
Trial Court IAC COLR

Mostly Discretionary

PN
@ il

—_— - —_—
Trial Court COLR

Mandatory &
Discretionary

Mostly Discretionary
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Two states, with comparatively ND, NV AN
small volun?es of appc.eals, hand.le ox) > HHHIH
caseloads without an mte.rmedlate Trial Court COLR
appellate court or discretionary Mandatory
jurisdiction.
West Virginia is the only state with WV ¢9 T I”]I”]
a single appellate court that has Trial Court > —_—
discretionary jurisdiction only. coLR
Discretionary
Five states have two intermediate AL, IN, ﬁi
appellate courts, separated by sub- NY, DA, AC
ject matter jurisdiction (e.g., civil, TN Mostly Mandatory VAN
- > = Il
criminal, tax). In Alabama, the @9
IACs have no discretionary Trial Court ﬁ COLR
e ~A r ) .
jurisdiction and the Supreme “ac ¥ Mostly Discretionary
Courr assigns cases to the Court Mostly Mandatory
of Civil Appeals.
Oklahoma has one intermediate OK
PaN
appellate court, but two courts i
) . . pitile <t 3
of last resort with different subject > AC
; surisdicei @ COLR - Civil
matter jurisdiction —a supreme Mandatory Mostly Mandatory
court with largely civil jurisdiction Trial Court
and a specialized court of last resort AN\
for criminal appeals. The inter- HHI”]H
mediate appellate court has no
criminal or discretionary juris- COLR - Criminal
. . Mostly Mandatory
diction, and all cases are assigned
to it by the Supreme Court.
Texas has one intermediate TX PN
appellate court, but two courts of IHHH][I
last resort 'th.h .dlfferenr s.ub)ect - . COLR - Civil
macter jurisdiction. The interme- ¢Q i Mostly Discretionary
. N — —P i
diate appellate court has both civil Trial Court

and criminal jurisdiction, but no
discretionary jurisdiction.

IAC A

Mandatory

> [

COLR - Criminal
Mostly Discretionary
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; Stat I @fi For each state, the Smte Profiles provide a basic overview of trial

and appellate court filing rates, the number of judges, popula-
tion trends, and court structure. Each state profile has three

components: a descriptive table, caseload trend charts, and a

set of court structure icons. We hope these profiles will

provoke the demand for additional cross-state comparisons.
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Descriptive Table

Florida ———

First, we reference each state in terms of estimated popula- Seare Topulai
. . . tate OPU ation
tion size and growth. In our sample state, Florida, we see 2002 estimate 16,713,149

that the population is estimated at 16,713,149, and that the 1993-2002 increase 22%
population has increased by 22 percent from 1993 to 2002.

g Judges per 100,000 residents
We then report the number of appellate and general jurisdic- &

Appellate 0.4

tion courts judges per 100,000 residents. In this example, General Jurisdiction 3.0
those numbers are 0.4 and 3.0, respectively. Trial court ) »

. . - . Trial Court hlmgs per 100,000 residents

caseloads are reported as criminal and civil filings per Criminal 3.973

100,000 residents. In this example, those numbers are Civil 8,728

3,973 and 8,728, respectively. The data for judges and for
filings are expressed as a rate per 100,000 residents to allow
comparisons across states.

Trend Cherts

Each profile contains two trend line charts. The first, pictured on the left side of the figure below, shows
trial court filing rates for criminal and civil cases. In this example, the population-adjusted filings show
a general upward trend in civil cases, and a slight decline in criminal cases.

The second trend chart presents case filing rates for Intermediate Appellate Courts (IACs) and Courts of
Last Resort (COLRs, more commonly (but not always) known as state supreme courts). In this example
we see that filing rates in Florida’s IAC rose and declined, while filing rates in the COLR appear flat
(Note: the number of filings in COLRs tend to be small, and thus changes in filings can be masked
simply due to the scale of the chart).

Both sets of trend lines can be used to assess at a glance how one state’s trends might be similar or

different from other states. Note that a small number of charts are incomplete due to the inability of
some states to report the necessary data.

Filings per 100,000 residents

Trial Appellate
10,000 250
/——-/(:M-
125 IAC
AL
COLR

0 v — 0 v y
1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002




State Profiles

P

The diagram here shows the court structure of our sample state. Florida, COLR

like most states, has four levels of courts. Some states have fewer than

=

four levels, and within levels, states may vary in terms of the number of IAC

distince types of courts at that level. Each state’s profile can be compared
at a glance as to its level of organizational complexity.

I

GJ
At the top of the diagram, appellate courts are divided into courts of last

resort (COLR) and intermediate appellate courts (IAC). Courts of last
resort are, as the name implies, the final destination in the appeal process
ar the state level. In states with both an IAC and COLR, cases being
appealed typically move from the general jurisdiction trial court to the

9

intermediate appellate court and from there to the court of last resort. In

Florida, we see that there is a single type of IAC and a single COLR.

Only two states—Texas and Oklahoma—have two courts of last resort.
Note also that 12 states do not have an intermediate appellate court:
Delaware, District of Columbia, Maine, Montana, Nevada, New
Hampshire, North Dakota, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Vermont,
West Virginia, and Wyoming.

At the bottom of the diagram, we find the state’s trial court organization,
most often fashioned into courts of general and limited jurisdiction.

In our example, there is one icon at the limited jurisdiction level,
representing Florida’s County Court. At the general jurisdiction level,
there is also one icon, representing Florida’s Circuit Court.

Florida’s two-tiered trial court structure is among the most common,
but it is not the simplest. About one quarter of the states have unified
their court systems (e.g., Minnesota) by combining limited and general
jurisdiction courts into a single general jurisdiction court. States with a
unified court structure are symbolized by an absence of a limited juris-
dicrion icon and the presence of a single general jurisdiction icon. Con-
versely, five states—Georgia, Massachusetts, New York, Rhode Island,
and Texas—have five or more distinct limited jurisdiction courts.

Complete descriptions of each court system can be found in the complementary National Center for
Stare Courts and Bureau of Justice Statistics publication, State Court Organization, 1998, available at:
www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjslabstract/sco98.htm. Detailed structure chares for all states may also be found in
State Court Caseload Statistics, 2003.

77
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Alabama —

Filings per 100,600 residents

State Population Trial Aopell PaNy
) ppellate
2002 estimate 4,486,5?)8 10,000 ° 120 I coLr
1993-2002 increase 7% /_\/m n N
/\m—\—\ i fm Ac
]udges per 100,000 residents 5.000 Civil 60
Appellate 0.4 ' —~ " om
General Jurisdiction 3.2 ® aJ
i il i 0 ] [0} \
g??; S::‘l”t Filings per 100,000 ;"TZ‘; 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 eE® |
Civil 6,432 ¢ A change in counting practices took place in 1999.
Alaska —
o — == === - - Filings per 100,000 residents - - —— -~ - - - -
State Population \ PaN
2002 estimate 643,786 Trial Appellate  coLr
1993-2002 increase 7% 10,000 120 V“— .
. COLR I jac
Judgcs per 100,000 residents szl_——(::gli o
————W
Appellate 1.2 5,000 orm 60
. riminal
General Jurisdiction 5.3 IAC R al
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 . , 0 . . o9
Criminal 5,488 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 z
Civil 5,937 © A change in counting practices toak place in 2002.
Arizona ¢
- Filings per 100,000 residents - el
State Population Trial o
Appellate
2002 estimate 5,456,453 " i m coLr
1993-2002 increase 39% 10,000 120
Criminal i
/\—_ fi IAC
Judges per 100,000 residenss M IAC
Appellate 0.5 5,000 60
General Jurisdiction 2.9 M D @ Gl
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 . — 0 . \
Criminal 8 7,428 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 2e L
Civil 5,978
Arkansas 1
Filings per 100,000 tesidents
State Population . PaN
2002 estimate 2,710,079 Trial Appellate il coLr
1993-2002 increase 12% 30.000 120 .
i 1acC
]udges per 100,000 residents Criminal ° IAC
Appellate 0.7 15,000 e 60
General Jurisdiction 4.2 __———/_\/CM - — —~ ) GJ
Trial Court Fllmgs per 100,000 residents 0 - o
Criminal 16,010 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 2L
Civil 6,861

© A change in counting practices took place in 1998.
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California — 1
Filings per 100.000 residents
State Popularion Trial Appellate N
2002 estimate 35,116,033 il coLr
1993-2002 increase 13% 10.000 120
i 1ac
]udges per 100,000 residents o N o
Appellate 0.3 5,000 civil 60
General Jurisdiction 4.3 ——  _ Criminal COLR
—— L e
Trial Court Fllmgs per 100,000 residents o] . 0 +
Criminal 2,127 1993 1997 2002 1983 1997 2002 —_ LJ
Civil 4,470
Colorado C— -
Filings per 100.008 residems
State Population Trial Appellate ﬁ
2002 estimate 4,506,542 10.000 120 & coLr
1993-2002 increase 26% Civil_ o -~
- i 1AC
Judges per 100,000 residencs 5.000 60 IAC
— e
Appellate 0.5 ' /\W
General Jurisdiction 29 e
COLR GJ
Tri.:\l .CUUIT Filings per 100,000 residents ?993 1997 5002 ?993 1997 2002 BE
Criminal 3,754
Civil 8,118 g u
V1 ’ ¢ A change in counting practices took place in 2002.
Connecticut - ]
Filings per 100,000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate Fa
2002 estimate 3,460,503 10,000 Il coLr
1993-2002 increase 6% ’ 120
Criminal o
—_—— - tAC
Judges pei 100,000 residents
Appellate 0. 5.000f —— ———-—- — o 60[-
General Jurisdiction 5.2 =2
® aJ
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 sesidents 0 ol
Criminal 3,207 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 &= LJ
Civil 7,326
Delaware C ]
Filings per 160000 residenes
State Population Trial Appellate ﬁ
2002 estimare 807.385 30,000 S Ul COLR
1993-2002 increase 15% ' Criminal
— IAC
Judgcs per 100,000 residents
Appellate 0.6 15.000 _Civil,
General Jurisdiction 2.4 P Gy
“Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents oF ok
1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 DR Ly

Criminal 24,522
Civil 11,476
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District of Columbia C
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Civil 3,632

1
Filings per 100,600 residencs
State Population Trial Appellate A
2002 estimate 570,898 i
1993-2002 increase -1% 30,000 400_/\ = COLR
COLR
Civil —
Judges per 100,000 residens —/\’\,—l IAC
Appellate 1.6 15,000 200
General Jurisdiction 10.2 Criminal @ o
[ —— e —
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 o i .
Criminal 6,162 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 — uJ
Civil 18,261
Florida
‘ ————— - ——— Filings per 100,000 residents - e s s
State Population Trial Appellate s
2002 estimate 16,713,149 10,000 250 m coLr
1993-2002 increase 22% Civi
P
— i 1ac
Judges per 100,000 residents 1AC
Appellate 0.4 5000 ———\w 125
General Jurisdiction 3.0
: COLR R aJ
i ilings per si 0 0 y A\
E“,al C‘;;” ¢ Filings per 100,000 A ‘;;“; 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 @ L
rimin s =
Civil 8,728
Georgia —
- = = == Filings per 100.000 residents -- - e
State Population . Trial Appellate ﬁ
2002 estimate 8,560,310 il COLR
1993-2002 increase 24% 10,000 120
Civil Py
m 1AC
_]udges per 100,000 residents
Appellate 0.2 5,000 60 AC
General Jurisdiction 2.2 Crmminal 9 o9
. r. LR
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 . , 0 CO“ @ @
Criminal 3,304 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 2228
Civil 8,757 PR
Hawaii §
Filings per 100,000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate PaN
2002 estimate 1,244,898 10.000 120 i cowr
1993-2002 increase 6% '
o
i AC
Judges per 100,000 residents Criminal COLR
Appelae T —— e I =
General Jurisdiction 3.9 Civit IAC @
Trial Court Fllmgs per 100,000 residents 0 —_ 0[
Criminal 4,604 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 [y LJ
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Criminal 2,994
Civil 6,982

" ldaho
_— Filings per 100,000 residents ——— ——————
State Population Trial Appellate s
i 1]
2002 estimate 1,341,131 10,000 120 I COLR
1993-2002 increase 22% Criminal
PN
T i 1Ac
JUdgCS per 100,000 residents Civil COLR
Appellate 0.6 5,000 60 e~ ——
General Jurisdiction 2.9
IAC ® a
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 0 v )
Criminal 7,275 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 QR LJ
Civil 6,992
lllinois ¢ —
Filings per 100.600 residenrs - - -~ .-
State Population Trial Appellate A
2002 estimate 12,600,620 10,000 120 o m coLr
1993-2002 increase 8%
- . AC it iac
- | i
Judges per 100,000 residents e ‘§___9_"ﬂ T
. 5.000 — = - 60 —
Appellate 0.5 Criminal
General Jurisdiction 6.8 //\COLE
® a
Trial Court Filings per 100.000 residents 0 \ 0
1993 1997 2002 1993 1897 2002 —
Criminal 4,442 LJ
Civil 5,656 @ A change in counting practices ook place in 1994,
Indiana C ’
Fitings per 100,000 residents R
State Population Trial Appellate PaN
2002 estimate 6,159,068 | - coLr
1993-2002 increase 8% ' —
L ——"Cuil PN
il 1ac
Judgcs per 100,000 residents
Aol 03 50.00f— —— = — 60} ——
ppellate - —
General Jurisdiction 4.8 Criminal e W JAC
P 2229 @y
L COLR
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0
Criminal 4,465 1993 1997 2002 1997 2002 DRE® L
Civil 9,036
lowa | - E— —
Filings pur 100,000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate Fas
2002 estimate 2936760 oo m corr
1993-2002 increase 4% N
it 1ac
Jlldgﬁs per 100,000 residents
Appellate 0.6
General Jurisdiction 6.5 @ o
e Silings o eside ol ot
Irial Court Filings per 100,000 residents v 557 2002 Yea 557 2002 S
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Kansas {

- - Filings per 100,000 residents - =
Trial Appellate

State Population PaN
2002 estimate 2,715,884 10.000 20 i coLr
1993-2002 increase 7% ' Civil
PN
/—/‘_\/ i |AC
JUdgCS per 100,000 residents A IAC
Appellate . 5.000 60
General Jurisdiction 5.9 Criminal /__/\’m e Gy
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 v ) 0 @
Criminal 2,210 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 2 LJ
Civil 8,629
Kentucky |
— Filings per 100,000 residenis _ -
State Population Trial Appellate Fay
2002 estimate 4,092,891 10,000 120 i coLr
1993-2002 increase 8%
. N
—" L AG m iac
JUdgCS per 100,000 residents 5000 W\/\ 60
Appellate 0.5 ' Criminal
General Jurisdiction 2.8 I COLR @ oy
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 y ) 0 v >
1993 1997
Criminal 4,741 99 2002 1993 1997 2002 @ L
Civil 6,904
Louisiana C
- Filings per 100,000 residents i —
State Population Trial Appellate PaNy
2002 estimate 4,482,646 10,000 250 I coLr
1993-2002 increase 4% ' JAC
_/w il 1ac
]udges per 100,000 residents ——/'“ET o
Appellate 1.3 3000 ) 12 COLR
General Jurisdiction 4.7 E——m
R al
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 0
Criminal 9.091 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 D@ L
Civil 6,116
Maine
Filings per 100,000 residenes R
State Population Trial Appellate AN
2002 estimate 1294464 o ' coLr
1993-2002 increase 4% '
- — IAC
Judges per 100,000 residents Criminal
Appellate 0.5 5.000 _
General Jurisdiction 1.2 Civit
L e
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residencs 0 oo ) ol ,
Criminal 5,651 1993 99 2002 1993 1997 2002 D e LJ

Civil 4,108
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Maryland ¢ —
———————————~——= Filings per 100,000 residents — —————— - - — -
State Population Trial Appellate PaNy
2002 estimate 5,458,137 i coLr
. 30,000 120
1993-2002 increase 10% '
N
i i jaC
Judges per 100,000 residents M\CMI
Appellate 0.4 15,000 60 1AC
———
General Jurisdicti 2.7 imi
eneral Jurisdiction Criminal COLR @ oy
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residencs 0 - , 0
Criminal 6,036 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 @R LJ
Civil 17,479
Massachusetts —
Filings per 100,000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate £
2002 estimate 6,427,801 10000 120 i coLr
1993-2002 increase 7% ' Civil ~
N—\_-_—_
mjAC
udges per 100,000 residents Criminal
Judges p T __Criminal
Appellate 5,000 N e B —— _IAC
isdicti 1.2
General Jurisdiction COLR © oy
_ . . o o
2;3,:1&?11” Filings per 100.000 ';‘ ';Z"(: 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 PR L
Civil 8,027 e2e
Michigan ¢ 7
Filings per 100,000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate PaN
2002 estimate 10,050,446 16,000 - coLr
1993-2002 increase 6% Civil
— fii 1ac
Judges per 100,000 residents Criminal
Appellate 0.3 E] I —— =
isdicti 2.1
General Jurisdiction @@
Cilings per 0 ol
E;{Eﬁ;‘” Filings per 100.000 '4“‘51 Py 1693 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 DE®
Civil 8,637
Minnesota - ]
Filings per 100,000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate ﬁ
2002 estimate 5,019,720 10,000 -— - - - o 1200 - - e 24 COLR
1993-2002 increase 11% ' N
m  jAC
_]legCS per 100,000 residents 60 o )
Appellate o 0.; e — ~ . AC,
General Jurisdiction 5. COLR ©® oy
Triz ) Rl 8 pol €S i CNIs 0' o Y
(I_:rrli.:i]%ﬁ\lm Filings per 100,000 rss.;;; %55 507 2002 %53 o7 2002 —

Civil 4,407
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Mississippi |

 State Population
2002 estimate 2,871,782
1993-2002 increase 9%

JLIdgCS per 100,000 residents
Appellate 0.7

General Jurisdiction 1.7

Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents

Filings per 100,000 residents

Trial Appellate P
10,000 —— 120 m'.l. COLR
PN
i JAC
5,000 Civil. 60
COLR
° Criminal -’_?QM 2 aJ
0 0
1983 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 R LJ

Mississippi’s criminal and appellate rates are for dispositions, not ﬁling& Mississippi’s IAC became operational in 1995.

& A change in counting practices took place in 1997.

Criminal 898
Civil 4,488
Missouri o

Filings per 100.000 residents

State Population Trial Appellate ﬁ
2002 estimate 5,672,579 10,000 120 I COLR
1993-2002 increase 8%
o~
i jAC
JUdgCS per 100,000 residents Civil 60 IAC
Appellate 0.7 Criminal
General Jurisdiction 5.4 COLR @ oy
i ili er A reside 0} o
E?iiﬁ:’j” Filings per 100.000 3527";5 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 @ L
Civil 5,444
Montana
Filings per 100,000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate ﬁ
2002 estimate 909,453 30,000 120 o COLR
1993-2002 increase 8% Givil COLR
— \/J\ — IAC
Judgcs per 100,000 residents 15.000
Appellate 0.8 ' 60
General Jurisdiction 4.4 Criminal DRERE
it il er X restde: 0 0 )
Er:r]ni‘;‘l” ¢ Filings per 100 ot 5 ;;9"; 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 DRE L
Civil 6,271
Nebraska ¢
Fitings per 100,000 residencs
State Population Trial Appellate ﬁ
2002 estimate 1,729,180 10,000 120 o COLR
1993-2002 increase 8% Criminal ~
= i ac
JlegCS per 100,000 residents 5.000 Civil 60
Appellate 0.8 '
General Jurisdiction 3.1 COLR ® oy
W —
i Ciline g o} v — 0
Trial Court Filings per 100.000 residencs Y593 To57 2002 1593 997 2002 eBE Ly

Criminal 7,781
Civil 6,365
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Nevada ]
Filings per 100.000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate PNy
2002 estimate 2,173,491 I cotr
. - 10,000 120
1993-2002 increase 56% /_/\.—\
COLR
Criminal — IAC
Judges per 100,000 residents St
Appellate 0.3 5.000 Civil 60
General Jurisdiction 2.6 —
J @ ol
Trial Court Fili 100,000 residents 0 0
Cr:minc;}" 1ngs per r;;;"s' 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 e L)
Civil 3,130
New Hampshire —
Filings per 100,000 residents
State Pop.»ularion Trial Appellate ﬁ
2002 f.‘S(lmﬂAtE 1,275,056 10,000 120 it COLR
1993-2002 increase 13%
Gl — IAC
JlegCS per 100,000 residents _—_—\C?‘L’R
Appellate 0.4 5.000 % & -
General Jurisdiction 2.3 2 GJ
Trial Court Fllmgs per 100,000 residents 0 T 0 DR LJ
Criminal 5,814 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002
Chvil 6,931
New Jersey | ]
Filings per 100.000 residents
State Populacion Trial Appellate ﬁ
2002 estimate 8,590,300 30,000 120 il COLR
1993-2002 increase 9%
e i 1ac
JUdgCS per 100,000 residents
Appellate 0.5 180001 ——— C - O am
General Jurisdiction 4.6 il o
. Criminal @ GJ
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 0
Criminal 5,549 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 DL LJ
Civil 12,319
New Mexico ]
Filings per 100,000 tesidents
State I’O}?ulnri(m Trial Appellate PN
2002 estimate 1,855,059 m colr
! 10,000 120
1993-2002 increase 15%
o~
- jAC
Judges per 100,000 residents
Appellace 0.8 T T T T i 80| — ——=——=—"7IAC
General Jurisdiction 3.9 Q
COLR 2 al
Trial Coure Filings per 100,000 tesidents 0} 0
1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 RV LI

Criminal 3,253
Civil 5,965
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New York

]
Filings per 100.000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate A
2002 estimate 19,157,532 I coLr
30,000 12 -
1993-2002 increase 5% 0
fin fin
Judges per 100,000 residents — T~ _AC AL IAC
Appellate 0.4 15,000 Civil 80 T
General Jurisdiction 2.7 COLR
\ Criminal |L, R Gl
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 resid ol 0 ,
Criminal g per T;S:?_?z 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 CEEE L
Civil 11,840 DR
North Carolina | ]
Filings per 100.000 residents -
State Population Trial Appellate A
2002 estimate 8,320,146 10,000 _ 120 I coLr
1993-2002 increase 20% w
Civil ﬁ
Judges per 100,000 residencs H1ac
Appellate 0.2 5,000 60
General Jurisdiction IAC
[ COLR £ aJ
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 . | v ,
Criminal 8,252 1983 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 9 LJ
Civil 7.839
North Dakota
Fitings per 100,000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate P
2002 estimate 634,110 Il coLr
10,000 -
1993-2002 increase 0% 120
Civil
Judges per 100,000 residents \’/\——/ COLR IAC
Appellate 0.8 5,000 /—/_’C?’i.ﬁg 60 %
General Jurisdiction 6.6
L ey
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 v , 0 : ,
Criminal 6,048 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 L
Civil 7,079
Ohio C
Filings per 100,000 residents
State l’op.ula(ion Trial Appellate .
2002 estimate 11,421,267 10,000 120 Il coLr
1993-2002 increase 3% L_/_\/Cﬂ 1AC
Hill
Judges per 100,000 residents 4l IAC
Appellate 0.7 5.000 Cuminal 60
General Jurisdiction 33 COLR & Gy
Trial Courr Filings per 100,000 residents ] 0} - \
1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002

Criminal 6,515
Civil 8,628
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Oklahoma ¢ -
- - -oes - Tlings per 100,000 residents - - R
State Population Trial Appellate PN
2002 estimate 3,493,714 10,000 120 Him coLr
1993-2002 increase 8% »
Civil A~
S it jAC
Judges per 100,000 residents 5.000 60
Appellate 0.7 ' - COLR
T 43 Criminal
General Jurisdiction . | IAC &9
= GJ
ial Coure Fili . dence 0 0 ‘
Trl."ll ‘COLllt Fllmgs per 100.000 resident 1993 997 2002 1993 1997 2002 Pow
Criminal Oklahoma did not -
Civil provide data for 2002.

COLR rates are for the Court of Criminal Appeals only; does not include the Supreme Court.

Oregon — |
Filings per 100,000 residents -
State Population Trial Appellate ﬁ
2002 estimate 3,521,515 10,000 250 - corr
1993-2002 increase 16%
N
Civil W jAC
Judges per 100,000 residents - T ————— 1AC
Appellate 0.5 5.000 Criminal 125 < :
General Jurisdiction 4.7 COLR D@ oy
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 0
Criminal 2,938 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 LEE L
Civil 6,026
Pennsylvania ]
Filings per 100,000 residents
State Population Trial Appeilate A
2002 estima.te 12,335,091 10.000 120 Ml coLr
1993-2002 increase 2% IAC
A
Civil - jac
JL]dgCS per 100,000 residents _,—/_—/_”
Appellate 0.3 5.000 T criminal 60
General Jurisdiction 3.3 _’___/\CO_LR_
® a
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 0
Criminal 3,363 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 PR LJ
Civil 6,576
Puerto Rico 1
Filings per 100,000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate A~
2002 estimate 3,858,806 10000 o 120 il coLr
1993-2002 increase 7% ' IAC
o
/T e
Judges per 100,000 wesidents
Appellate 1.0 5.000 80— ==
General Jurisdiction 8.5 /\/_/ﬂ
Criminal @ GJ
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 0 : y
Criminal 2,322 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 —

Civil 4,926
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¢ A change in counting practices took place in 1996.

“Rhode Island C =)
Filings per 160.000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate i
2002 estimate 1,069,725 10,000 120 il COLR
1993-2002 increase 7%
Civi — IAC
Judges per 100,000 residents I w
Appellate 0.5 5000 Criminal *® o
General Jurisdiction 2.1 Gy
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents (1)993 597 002 (1) 53 3 BRe LJ
Criminal 3,395 0 s 1997 2002 o em
Civil 6,283
" South Carolina —
e Filings per 100,000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate
2002 estimate 4,107,183 40,000 20 i coLr
1993-2002 increase 13% ’
Pay
m AC
Judges per 100,000 residents
Appellate 0.3 15,000 Criminal 60
General Jurisdiction 1.2 ol o COLR @ oy
IAC -
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 0
Criminal 10,312 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 R W
Civil 9’064 © A change in counting practices wok place in 1998.
South Dakota ¢ )
S Filings per 100,000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate A
2002 estimate 761,063 10.000 190 I coLr
1993-2002 increase 6% ' Civil
— IAC
Judges per 100,000 residents Criminal COLR
Appellate 0.7 5,000 — amina’ o] - - S NN
General Jurisdiction 5.0
2 Gy
Trial Court Fllmgs per 100,000 residents 0 - 0
Criminal 3,815 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 — LJ
Civil 8,629
Tennessee | u|
Filings per 100,000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate Fas
2002 estimate 5,797,289 i cor
. 10,000 120
1993-2002 increase 14%
A
i jAC
Judges per 100.000 residents
Appellate 0.5 5,000 - 50 e —___AC
General Jurisdiction 2.0 _/—T\ﬂ COLR REREE ay
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents 0 T Cnmlni 0 u 1
Criminal 1,514 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 R ERER LJ
Civil 2,684
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Texas 0

State Population

- - - - Filings per 106.000 residents

Trial Appellate A
2002 estimate 21779893 oo 120 mrm- corr
1993-2002 increase 21% '
w 1AC
]udges per 100,000 residents IAC
Appellate 0.4 15,000 Criminal % __/ <—
General Jurisdiction 1.9 il COLR @ o
Trial Coure Filings per 100,000 residencs 0 y , 0
. 7 19 1997 2002
Criminal 10,214 1998 199 2002 % PEERE® L
Civil 4,697
Utah ]
Filings per 190.000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate s
2002 estimate 2,316,256 10000 120 I coLr
1993-2002 increase 25% ' il
ivi A
m tAC
Judges per 100,000 residents Criminal
Appellate 0.5 T ) 60
General Jurisdiction 3.0 \‘-\—_\——V—\_\f &
. - COLR = GJ
'11‘1.:11 F:()urr Filings per 100000 residens (1)$‘)93 prys P (1)993 e 02 @@ L
Criminal 5,160
Civil 7.362
Vermont C —
Filings per 100,000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate P
2002 estimate 616592 oo 120 - corr
1993-2002 increase 7% ' _—w
Civil
— — IAC
Judges per 100,000 residents
Appellate 0.8 5.000f————-——- vl 60— —— e — .
General Jurisdiction 3.2 ©®ERE oy
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 sesicents ?993 v 2002 0 Py i )
Criminal 3,332 1993 PR LJ
Civil 6,929
Virginia | ]
Filings per 100,000 rosidents
State Population Trial Appellate ﬁ
2002 estimate 7,293,542 30,000, _ - 120 42 COLR
1993-2002 increase 12% ~
Civil [I1Y:Ye!
-W
Judges per 100,000 residents
Appellate 0.2 15.000 o
General Jurisdiction 2.1 Criminal @ ay
Trial Court Filings per 100,000 residents (1’993 PP 2002 s pp 002 ® L

Criminal 7,485
Civil 19,566
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Wyoming did not
Civil provide dara for 2002.

Washington p—
- - = = - - Filings per 100,000 residents -—— == - - - —
State Population Trial Appellate -~
2002 estimate 6,068,996 16,000 120 - coLr
1993-2002 increase - 15%
PN
1AC - JAC
Judges per 100.000 residents 5000 Civil 60 i NS AL
Appellate 0.5 '
General Jurisdiction 2.9 Criminal COLR © o
. - . esi . 0 - \ 0 Y
E?ii‘:;m Filings per 100.000 ;'gcong , 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 o L
Civil 5,066
West Virginia
e —- —--— -—--- --— Filings per 100,000 residents S
State Population Trial Appellate A
2002 estimate 1,801,873 16,000 250 I coLr
1993-2002 increase -1% Criminal
| T~ COLR — IAC
Judgcs per 100,000 residents M
Appellate 0.3 5.000 125
General Jurisdiction 3.6
® a6l
Trial C Fili er A reside O T Of
Crrliamin(:lm Hings per 100000 73 ;g 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 e L
Civil 6,963
Wisconsin ¢
- - Filings per 100,000 residents
State Population Trial Appellate N
2002 estima_te 5,441,196 10,000 120 il coLr
1993-2002 increase 8%
N i 1ac
Judges per 100,000 residencs 000 \A Civil 60 | — IAC
Appellate 0.4 300 N
General Jurisdiction 4.4 Criminal COLR @ G
1 il per R residents 0 T Y 0
Eﬁi‘i‘:}m Filings per 100000 5 ;22 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 @ W
Civil 5,632
Wyoming |
Filings per 100,000 residents s e e s
State Population Trial Appellate PaN
2002 estimate 498,703 10,000 120 I coLr
1993-2002 increase 6%
Civil COLR — IAC
]udges per 100,000 residents 5.000 60 A
Appellate 1.0 ’ /J\ N
General Jurisdiction 3.4 ‘ Criminal ® o
i ili residents 0 T } 0 v !
E’:‘:ﬂ S)le” ¢ Filings per 100,000 rsident 1993 1997 2002 1993 1997 2002 EE L
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AL AK AZ AR CA CO CT DE DC FL
Overview Section

Total State Trial Court Filings (in millions), 1993-2002 . . ’ . . . . . . .
State Trial Court Filings (in millions}) by Case Type, 1993-2002 . . . . . . . . . .
Cases Filed in State Trial Courts by Jurisdiction, 2002 (in millions) . . . . . . . . . .
Judicial Officers in State Trial Courts by Court Jurisdiction, 1993-2002 . . . . . . . . . .
Total General Civil Dispositions and Trials in General Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 10 States, 1993-2002 . . .
Percentage of Jury v. Non-Jury General Civil Trials in GJ Trial Courts in 10 States, 1993-2002 . . .
Jury Trial Rates per 1,000 General Civil Dispositions in GJ Trial Courts in 10 States, 1993 v. 2002 . . .
Total Felony Dispositions and Trials in General Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 13 States, 1976-2002 . . . .
Proportion of Felony Jury v. Non-Jury Trials in General Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 13 States, 1976-2002 L . . .
Jury Trial Rates per 1,000 Felony Dispositions in GJ Trial Courts in 13 States, 1976 v. 2002 ' . . .

Civil Section

Civil Cases Filed in State Trial Courts by Jurisdiction, 1993-2002 . . . . . . . . . .
Civil Caseload Composition in Unified v. General Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 18 States, 2002 . . . . . .
Tort and Contract Filings in General Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 17 States, 1993-2002 . . . . .
Tort Filings in General Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 16 States, 1975-2002 . . . .
Tort Filings in General Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 35 States, 1993-2002 . . . . . . . .
Manner of Disposition in Tort v. Contract Cases in General Jurisdiction Trial Courts in Seven States, 2002 . .
Automobile Tort Filings in 19 States, 1993-2002 . * . . . .
Medical Malpractice Filings in 12 States, 1993-2002 . . . .
Medical Malpractice Filings in 17 States, 1998-2002 . . . . .

Domestic Relations Section

Domestic Relations Filings in State Trial Courts, 1993-2002 . L ’ . CE— . e . .
Domestic Relations Cases Filed in State Trial Courts by Court Jurisdiction, 1993-2002 . . . . . . . . . .
Percent Change in DR Filings by Case Type, 1993 v. 2002 and DR Cases by Case Type, 1993-2002
Divorce Filings . . . . . . . . .
Custody Filings . . . . . .
Paternity Filings . . . . . .
Interstate Support Filings . . . . . .
Adoption Filings . . . . . . .
Domestic Relations Caseload Composition in 23 Courts, 2002 (18 States) . . .

Criminal Section

Total Criminal Cases Filed in State Trial Courts, 1993-2002 . . . . . . . . . .
Percent Growth in Criminal Filings by Court Jurisdiction, 1993-2002 . . . . . . . . . .
Felony Filings in Unified and General Jurisdiction Courts in 46 States, 1993-2002 . . . . . . . . .
Domestic Violence Filings in General and Limited Jurisdiction Courts in 40 States, 1993-2002 . . . . . . . .
Criminal Caseload Composition, 2002 (Unified Courts)

Criminal Caseload Composition, 2002 (General Jurisdiction Courts) . . .
Criminal Caseload Composition, 2002 (Limited Jurisdiction Courts) . . . . . .

Juvenile Section
Juvenile Cases Filed in State Trial Courts by Jurisdiction, 1993-2002 LI . . . . . . . .
Juvenile Caseload Composition in 26 States, 2002 . . . . .

Traffic Section
Traffic Cases Filed in State Trial Courts, 1993-2002 . . . . . . . . . .

DWI Filings in 11 States, 1993-2002 . .

Appellate Section

Total Appellate Court Filings, 1993-2002 . . . . . . . . . .
Total Mandatory and Discretionary Caseloads in COLRs and |IACs, 2002 . . . . . . . . . .
Manner of Disposition in COLRs v. IACs, 2002 (COLR - 17 States) . . . . .
Manner of Dispasition in COLRs v. IACs, 2002 (IAC - 21 States) L . . ,

Mandatory Civil and Criminal Appeals in 38 Intermediate Appellate Courts, 1993-2002 (33 States) . . . . . . .

Discretionary Criminal and Civil Petitions in 15 Courts of Last Resort, 1993-2002 . .

Administrative Agency Appeals in 11 States, 1998-2002 . .

*States with unified trial courts are highlighted in blue.
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Total

States
52
52
52
52
10
10
10
13
13
13

52
18
17
16
35

19
12
17

52
52

44
26
25
27
39
18

52
52
46
40

18
18

52
26

52
1"

52
50
17
21
33
15
"
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Sietistics Metihocdiology

Information for the CSP’s national caseload databases comes from published and unpublished
sources supplied by state court administrators and appellate court clerks. Published data are
typically taken from official state court annual reports, so they take many forms and vary
greatly in detail. Data from published sources are often supplemented by unpublished data
received from the state courts in many formats, including internal management memoranda

and computer-generated output.

The CSP data collection effort to build a comprehensive statistical profile of the work of state
appellate and trial courts nationally is underway throughout the year. Extensive telephone
contacts and follow-up correspondence are used to collect missing data, confirm the accuracy

of available data, and determine the legal jurisdiction of each court. Information is also collected
on the number of judges per court or court system (from annual reports, offices of state court
administrators, and appellate court clerks); the state population (based on U.S. Bureau of the
Census revised estimates); and special characteristics regarding subject marter jurisdiction and

court sgruccure.

Examining the Work of State Courts, 2003 and State Court Caseload Statistics, 2003 are intended
to enhance the potential for meaningful state court caseload comparisons. Because this volume
examines 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and thus
52 different court systems, the biggest challenge is to organize the data for valid state-to-state
comparison among states and over time. The COSCA/NCSC approach also highlights some

aspects that remain problematic for collecting comparable state courr caseload data.

A discussion of how to use state court caseload statistics, a complete review of the data collection
procedures, and the sources of each state’s 2002 caseload statistics are provided in the companion

volume to this report, State Court Caseload Statistics, 2003.
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Stetistics, 20038

The analysis presented in Examining the Work of State Courts, 2003 is derived in part from
the dara found in Stare Court Caseload Statistics, 2003. The information and tables found in
this latter volume are intended to serve as a detailed reference on the work of the nation’s

state courts. State Court Caseload Statistics, 2003 is organized in the following manner:

State Court Structure Charts display the overall structure of each state court system on a
one-page chart. Each state’s chart identifies all the courts in operation in that state during
2002, describes their geographic and subject macter jurisdiction, notes the number of autho-
rized judicial positions, indicates whether funding is primarily local or state, and outlines the

rourtes of appeal between courts.

Jurisdiction and State Court Reporting Practices review basic information thart affects the
comparability of caseload information reports by the courts. For example, the dollar amount
jurisdiction for civil cases; the method by which cases are counted in appellate courts and in
criminal, civil, and juvenile trial courts; and trial courts that have the authority to hear ap-
peals are all discussed. Information is also provided that defines what constitutes a case in
each court, making it possible to determine which appellate and trial courts compile caseload
statistics on a similar basis. Finally, the numbers of judges and justices working in state trial

and appellate courts are displayed.

2002 State Court Caseload Tables contain detailed information from the nation’s state
courts. Six tables derail informarion on appellate courts, and an additional six tables contain
data on trial courts (Tables 1-12). Tables 13-16 describe trends in the volume of case filings
and dispositions for the period 1993-2002. These displays include trend data on mandarory
and discretionary cases in state appellate courts and felony and tort filings in state trial courts
over the past ten years. The rables also indicate the extent of standardization in the darta for
each state. The factors that most strongly affect the comparability of caseload information
across the states (for example, the unit of count) are incorporated into the tables. Footnotes
explain how a court system’s reported caseloads conform to the standard categories for report-
ing that are recommended in the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989. Caseload
numbers are noted as incomplete in the types of cases represented, as overinclusive, or both.

Statistics without footnotes are in compliance with the Dictionarys standard definitions.

State Court Caseload Statistics is available on the NCSC Web site at:

www.ncsconline.org/d_research/csp/csp_main_page.html
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The Court Statistics Project can provide advice and clarification on the use of the statis-
tics from this and previous caseload reports. Project staff can also provide the full range
of information available from each state. Most states provide far more derailed caseload
informarion than can be presented in project publications. Information from the CSP is
also available on the NCSC Web site at: www.ncsconline.org/d_research/esp/

csp_main_page.himl.

Comments, corrections, suggestions, and requests for information from users of Examin-
ing the Work of State Courts, 2003, State Court Caseload Statistics, 2003, and the Caseload

Highlights series can be sent to:

Director, Court Statistics Project
National Center for State Courts
300 Newport Avenue
Williamsburg, VA 23185

Phone: (800) 616-6109

Fax: (757) 564-2098

www.ncsconline.org/d_research/csp/cspform.hem



Appendix

fto Sietisticel

The Guide provides a model approach for defining and counting court
caseload and workload. It is designed to provide a consistent, nation-
ally accepted framework for compiling accurate and comparable
statistical reports, consistent with the Conference of State Court
Administrarors/National Association for Court Management Joint
Technology Committee’s Functional Standards.

The Guide is available in full color PDF format on the NCSC Web site at:

hp:/fwww. nesconline.orglwe/publications/kis_ctstatreport2003pub. pdf-

Black and white copies are available from the NCSC Research Division.
You will find our Court Statistics Project information request form at:
hetp:/fwww.nesconline.orgld _research/csplespform. hem.

An interactive, Web-based version of the Guide will be available at:
hetp:/fwww.nesconline.orgld_research/esplesp_main_page. html.

This Web application taps the power of database and Web technology
to provide convenient and flexible access to the valuable information
conrtained in the print version of the Guude.

State Court
Guide ¢,
Statistical

" Reporting "

© ED
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The Higihigi e

CASELOAD HIGHLIGHTS CASELOAD HIGHLIGHTS Ci3iLoan HIGHLIGHTS
et e Tt e e T keem b s e AU ol
e o oo i o

Vo!. 3 No. 1. A Taxonomy of Appellate Vol. 4 No. 1: Welfare Reform and the Vol. 4 No. 2: Prisoner Litigation in Vol. 5 No. 1: Drug Crime: The Impact
Court Organization Domestic Relations Relation to Prisoner on State Courts
Caseload Poputation

CASELoAD HIGHLIGHTS

CAseLoap HiGHLIGHTS CA5ET0AD HIGHLIGHTS

Vol. 5 No. 2: Tracking and Under- Vol. & No. 1: Trends in Juvenile Vol. 6 No.2: A Renewed interest Vol. 7 No. 1: Profiling Felony
standing Family Violent Crime in Low-Level Crime Cases in the NACM
Violence Caseloads Network
CASELOAD HIGHLIGHTS CASELoAD HiGHLIGHTS CrRifToap HIGHLICHTS CASEFLOAD HIGHLIGHTS
P ——— % Brats Conen Tt s Te 8 bt T e i e e e (e v et et e € aane

Vol. 7 No. 2: Caseload and Time- Vol. 8 No. 1: Timeliness in Five State Vol. 9 No. 1: A Profile of Hung Juries Vol. 8 No. 2: The New State Court
liness in State Supreme Supreme Courts Guide to Statistical
Courts . Reporting

For downloadable versions of the above issues, visit: www.ncsconline.0rg/d_research/csp/highlights/highlights_main_pag@.hrml.
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The Netfonel Center For Stelts Courts

- er ‘f J, T A e e
g D WILLIAMSBURG, VA
g 23 IS
‘.;— 2 ?a 300.Newport Avenue (23185)
b, 7 e e PO. Box 8798

Williamsburg, VA 23187-8798

D DENVER, CO
1331 17th St., Ste. 402
Denver, CO 80202-1554

D ARLINGTON, VA
2425 Wilson Bivd., Ste. 350
Arlington, VA 22201

Association Services: (800) 616-6165
Consulting: (800) 466-3063

Education: (800) 616-6206
Government Relations: (800) 532-0204
Information: (800) 616-6164
International Programs:  (800) 797-2545
Publications: (888) 228-6272

Research: (800) 616-6109

Technology: (888) 846-6746

The National Cenrer for State Courts is an independent, nonprofit, tax-exempt organization in
accordance with Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue code. To find out about supporting the
work and mission of the National Center, contact the National Center’s Development Office by
phone at 1-800-616-6110, or by email at: development@ncsc.dni.us
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