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This State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual
Report, 1979 is the faifth 1n a series containing
statistical caseload data compiled from the annual
reports of each state court system and from other
available data. This volume results from a
cooperative effort between the National Center for
State Courts i.ad the Conference of State Court
Administrators (COSCA), to develop within the
Center a national database of state court caseload
statistics. The effort is funded by the Bureau of
Justice Statistics.

For the first time, the data reported in this
volume are available on computer tape. This wiil
be a major asset to those conducting research on
state court management. The Center hopes to
continue this automation in future years.

The Court Statistics and Information
Management Project (CSIM) continues to expand the
scope of its activities and capabilities, shifting
its focus from data collection and publication to
the analysis of these data for the benefit of the
courts community. This Annual Report series,

The Conference of State Court Administrators
(COSCA) continues to support the Court Statistics
and Information Management Project in its efforts
to establish, within the Naticnal Center for State
Courts (NCSC), the capability to gather, analyze,
and disseminate statistical information on state
court systems. The project has been made a
cooperative effort between COSCA and the NCSC by
giving policy control and direction over the
project to a commijttee composed of state court
administrators, court data processing personnel, a
trial court administrator, and a representative
from the academic community selected by COSCA.

This fifth edition of the Annual Report
improves upon the data and tabTes contagnea in
previous editions of the report. In making these
improvements, we continue to be guided by the
users of this information. Many of the summary
tables have been rearranged to identify comparable
data. This is an ongoing process that will
continue to benefit from increased awareness of
comparabie subject-matter jurisdiction among the
states. Modifications have also been made to the
way in which the trial data from general and
limited jurisdiction courts are presented. it is
our belief that these additions and modifications
will help the users of this report to tind the
1Rfonmat10n they need in a form that is useful to
them,

This year's automation of the data contained
within this Report will greatly enhance staff's
ability to congucf sophisticated analysis of court

T

however, will continue to be the principal project
publication. From year to year the reported data
demonstrate gradual improvement in the quantity
and quality of court data.

The National Center has been assisted in data
gathering for the production of the Arnual Report
by state and local-level court personnel from
across the country. The leadership of COSCA and
especially the COSCA-CSIS Committee, now chaired
by Walter Kane, have helped guide project staff in
their search for ways to present these data in a
way that is both comprehensive and comprehensible.

Edward B. McConnell
Executive Director
National Center for State Courts

management data, and facilitate the project’'s goal
of disseminating statistical information in-a form
conducive to research.

As always, we must caution the readey of this
report to pay close attention to all indications
of the completeness and comparability of data, and
to read the introduction to the report where the
methodology used to construct the report is
discussed. This year, staff has developed face
sheets for the summary tables which further
outline the sources of data, the rationale behind
scme of the summary statistics, and minimum
limitations that should be considered in
interpreting the data. An inspection of the
current edition and the four previous editions of
the report should demonstrate to the reader that
the quality and quantity of court-related data
continue to improve.

X

Walter J. Kane, Chairman

COSCA-CSIS Committee

Conference of State Court
Administrators
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Highlights

Production of the Annual Report series is an
evolutionary process with the long-term goal of
improving the statistical series playing an
important role for the Court Statistics and
Information Management Project. This process is
further discussed in the introduction.

Data availability has improved greatly from the
first half of this century, when the first national
compilation of caseload data was attempted. This
improvement in the quantity of available data has
continued with significantly more data being re-
ported for 1979 and 1978 than for previous years.
Some gross volume data are displayed in this report
for all appeliate courts, for most of the trial
courts of general jurisdiction, and for many of the
trial courts of limited or special jurisdiction.
However, the validity and reliability of much of
the data reported has not been ascertained.

Substantial effort by the Court Statistics and
Information Management Project (CSIM) staff and
the Conference of State Court Administrators CSIS
Committee was required to develop a methodology
for displaying nationwide state court caseload for
the first annual report, published in 1979 to
cover the 1975 court year.  During preliminary
attempts to aggregate available statistics into
specific groupings, it became obvious that any
realistic compilation must have a structure
derived from, not superimposed upon, the data
reported by the states. The second annual report
(i.e., 1976), published in 1980, reflected that
orientation and emphasis, with augmentations made
to improve the presentation of the data and to ac-
commodate the addition of limited jurisdiction
data. In the third cdition of the Annual Report
series, the summary tables were extensively re-
vised to reflect recommendations made by members
of the Methodological Review Panel. The summary
statistics as presented in this fifth annual re-
port reflect the existing situation in state court
statistics and are presented in a format designed
to increase their usefulness,

For the reader of this document, cautionary
nntes necessarily abound. Because of many state-
to-state variations in thé kinds of data reported,
the summary tables in this annual report do not
permit extensive, valid, direct comparisons of
caseload among states without careful examination
of all the factors invoived in assuring that the
data are comparable. Variations in data availa-
bility, court organization, subject matter juris-
diction, definitions of case types and units of
count, reporting periods, and the degrees of com-
pleteness and accuracy of data all combine to make
cross-jurisdictional comparisons extremely complex.
These varijations are discussed in general terms in
the introduction to the report. The Timitations
on analysis saction can be found in the face
sheets accompanying each summary table.

Comparisons among the 1979 data contained in
this report and the 1975, 1976, 1977 and 1978 data
contained in the first four reports in this serjes
should be made only after careful examination of
the factors mentioned above to ascertain that these
factors have not changed for the courts of
interest.

The report is divided into two parts, each with
its own purpose. The summary statistical tables
in Part I were constructed from the individual
court profiles for all the states found in Part II.

Depending on the interest of the user, he can pro-
ceed from the general to the specific or vice
versa, Users of the report may locate a sunmary
table of interest in Part I, for example, one con-
taining caseload inventory data for domestic rela-
tions cases, An examination of the data contained
in the table may stimulate questions that are an-
swered in part by reference to either the court
organization charts or individual court profiles
contained in Part II. Another approach is to first
examine & court profile in Part II of the document,
and then turn to the appropriate summary tables in
Part I to compare caseload volume of other courts
with similar jurisdiction to that of the court of
interest.

This two~part structure for the document re-
quired its preparation to proceed in stages. First
an overview court organization chart and an indi-
vidual statistical profile was prepared for each
state's appellate and trial courts. The resulting
documentation makes up Part Il of this report. Data
were then compiled into nationwide inventory sta-
tistics (begin pending, filed, disposed, and end
pending}. - The inventory statistics were sepa-
rated where possible into broad case category
classifications, chosen to reflect the kinds of
data being reported by the states.

Several general observations can be made about
the 1979 state court caseload data. First, in ad-
dition to the increase in available data, the num-
ber of cases filed in the courts has also increased
from 1978 to 1979, The caseload estimates indicate
that the number of cases filed per judge has in-
creased. Most trial courts also reported increases
in the number of filings from 1978 to 1979. Sec-
ond, the courts have managed to handle this in-
crease in filings fairly well with most courts
disposing between 90 and 100 percent of the number
of cases filed. A few courts disposed more cases
than were filed., The disposition rates of less
than 100 percent, however, mean that most courts
are adding to their pending caseload. For courts
reporting pending caseload, most had increases of
Tess than 20 percent. Fipally, for courts report-
ing pending and fiied data, the number of cases
pending at the end of the year as a percent of the
number of cases Filed was less than 60 percent for
most courts of last resort, less than 90 percent
for most intermediate appellate courts and for
civil caseload in most trial courts, less than 50
percent for criminal caseload in most trial courts,
and lTess than 50 percent for juvenile caseload in
most trigl courts,

The composition of the caseload of the tourts
is also of interest. In the appellate courts, the
data available indicate that approximately 55 per-
cent of the appeals filed 1n 1979 were civil ap-
peals. For the trial courts in 1979 the caseload
estimates indicate that of the 80.5 million cases
filed, approximately 14 million were civil cases,
10.6 million were criminal cases, 54.4 million were
traffic cases, and 1.8 million were juvenile cases.

The court organization charts and statistical
profiles in Part II are helpful references because
they indicate not only the organizatfon and subject
matter jurisdiction of the courts in each state,
but aiso the differences in reporting periods,
units of count, and variations in case categories
and classifications. They show at a glance how
much data were available for comparison purpases.
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Introduction

Courts Statistics and Information Management
Project

: The Annual Report series of state court
caseload statistics 1s the product of the

continuing cooperative relationship between the
Conference of State Court Administrators (COSCA)
and the National Center for State Courts (NCSC).
Financiai management, project management, and
project staffing responsibility are assumed by the
Court Statistics and Information Management (CSIM)
Project, formerly called the National Court
Statistics Project (NCSP) of the NCSC. COSCA,
through its Court Statistics and Information
Systems Committee, provides general policy review,
guidance, and control over all project

activities. The series is funded by the Bureau of
Justice Statistics.

The twin goals of the Court Statistics and
Information Management Project are to collect,
compile, analyze, and disseminate state court
caseload statistics and to help states improve the
quality of the data they report by assisting them
in resolving their statistical problems. The
Annual Report series responds directly to the
first goai by compiling all available state court
caseload data from the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, Guam, and Puerto Rico.1

Uses of court statistical data

The four major uses of court statistical data,
as identified in the NCSP publications, State
Court Caseload Statistics: The State of the Art
and Court, Case Management Information Systems
Manuale, are (1] operational {aiding in the
execution of routine day-to-day nctivities at the
local Tevel)}; (2) management (decisiuii making at
the state or local level concerned with '
improvement of the court process and system-wide
efficiency in .the use of court resources); (3)
internal planning and research {goal setting and
policy planning to establish Tong-term programs
and identify evolving problems); and (4) indirect
court uses (decision making by those outside the
courts concerned with policymaking or research
about court operations). The various uses of
court statistics require different levels of
detail and analysis, but the availability of
detailed statistics is dependent upon the
statistical reporting system used at the state or
local level. This anpual report has restricted
its scope to the level of detail currently
available from state-level reporting systems.

Operational decisions are made at the local
Tevel and require detailed information on a
case~by-case basis, These decisions must be made
dafly and cannot be based upon year-end summary
statistics such as those contained in this 1379
report. )

TRepetition of 50 states, the District of
Columbia, Guam, and Puerto Rico" becomes very .
cumbersome. Throughout the rest of this report,
states" and “gourt systems" will be used for the
reporting units that include the District of
Columbia, Guam, and Puerts Rico,

2National Court Statistics Project, National
Center for State Courts, State Court Caseload
Statistics: The State of the Art (Washington,
D.C.: U.S, Government Printing Office, 1978).
Clifford and Jensen, Court Case Management
Information Systems Manual (Williamsburg, National
Center for State Courts, 1983).

preceding page blank

Management decisions can be made at either the
state or local leveil and require aggregation of
detailed information used for operational
decisions. Caseflow management data such as that
needed to determine the status of the preparation
of the record for appeal or to generate exception
reports are gathered by some state reporting
systems, but this kind of information is also case
specific and too detailed to be compiled and used
for nationwide comparisons. In contrast,
state-level summary statistics are useful for
management purposes in areas such as comparisons
of time lapses in case processing to establish
norms or guides; analyses to determine assignments
of judges needed to relieve.backlog; analyses to
determine the need for additional judges, support
personnel, or facilities; and analyses to
determine the impact of an {ntermediate appellate
court on the state system,

In response to the recognized need for certain
management data nationally, the 1979 Annual Report
has concentrated on uniformly classifying case‘oaa
data and on compiling available case processing.
time data. Caseload and case processing are major
components of court workload, which the NCSP has
defined to mean all court-related matters that
consume time and effort {hence, purely
administrative and ministerial functions are also
included as workload). Measurement of court
workload per se is not directly addressed in this
report, but caseload inventory data and data
regarding the number of trials do provide partial
indications of the extent of judicial activity.
The data presented in this report reflect the
quantity of management data now available from
each state's reporting system in published and
unpublished reports.

Internal planning and research, as well as
planning and research by those outside the court
gystem, require a much wider range of data and
analysis than operational and management
decisions. The information necessary for these
purposes often includes not only an aggregation of
data on caseload and caseflow but also specific
data regarding status of cases, as well as
information on court operations, judicial budgets,
actions prior to filing a case, and actions after
disposition of a case. Of interest to some
individuals within and outside the court system
are studies on a wide range of other subjects,
such as the effect and cost of 1itigation, bail
availability and uniformity including
recognizance/10% bail programs, the validity of
case weighting techniques, sentence disparity
patterns, the effects of plea negotiation on
caseloads, and the impact of legislation. To
answer these questions is, however, beyond the
capabilities of most state or even local court
information systems. Basic information on
caseload and caseflow is adequate for many other
planning and research jssues where the level of
needed detail is not as high. These latter kinds
of jssues include, for example, case filing and
disposition trend analysis, caseload composition
analysis, analysis of reversal rates, time lapse

= analysis to establish norws.and guides, and

forecasting of caseload volumes to determine
resource and facilities needs.

Scope of the data in the annual report series\

The first annual report (1975) presented
available caseload data for state appellate courts
and trial courts of general jurisdiction, and for
selected categories ?Juvenile, domestic relations,
probate, and mental health) in limited
Jurisdiction courts. The second annual report
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(1976) again presented available data for
appellate courts and courts of general
Jurisdiction, and also included all available
caseload data for all Timited jurisdiction

courts. As data from each court level become more
complete, future aggregation of trial court
caseloads should become more meaningful.

The 1976 report was expanded to include Puerto
Rico. Data from Guam were added for the 1977
court year. The scope of future reports will be
broadened to include American Samoa and the Virgin
Islands when these data become available.

This .report reflects court organization and
Jurisdiction as it existed 1n 1979, but the reader
should keep in mind that court systems are not
static entities. For example, in 1979,
Connecticut consolidated its trial courts,
eliminating 1ts Juvenile Court and Court of Common
Pleas and shifting this jurisdiction to its
Superior Court. Massachusetts unified all its
trial courts into a new Trial Court of the
Commonwealth; all the former courts became
divisions of the new unified court. The dollar
amount Timits of civil jurisdiction have changed
in many courts. Because court organizational or
Jurisdictional characteristics change over time,
caution should be exercised in attempting to
compare the data in this 1979 report with earlier
data or with more current data.

Data collection

Data sources. The sources of data for the tables
presented 1n this series are published annual
reports provided by the states and unpublished
statistical material requested of and supplied by
state court administraters and appellate court
clerks. (Appendix B of this report identifies the
sources of data from each state.) Additional
relevant information was secured from appropriate
personnel in each state. Telephone contact and
follow-up correspondence were used to cojlect
missing data, confirm the accuracy of available
data, and determine the legal jurisdiction of each
court. Information was collected concerning the
number of judges per court or court system (from
annual reports, offices of state court
administrators, and appellate clerks); the state
population (based on Bureau of the Census 1979
revised estimates); other 1979 demographic data
(taken from the Statistical Abstract of the United
States: 19803); and special characteristics
regarding subject matter jurisdiction and court
structure. When explanation of a court's
Jurisdiction was not directly obtainable,
information from the State Court Organization,
19804 was used.

Verification of data., With the cooperation of the
Conference of State Court Administrators, all data
after CSIM classification were submitted for
review and verification to the appropriate state
court administrator's office. An additional check
was provided through the cooperation of the
National Conference of Appellate Court Clerks
{NCACC), which invited CSIM staff to submit

3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract
of ‘the United States: 1980 (Washington, D.C.=
U Government Printing Office, 1980).

4National Court Statistics Project, National

Center for State Courts, State Court Organization,

1980 (Washington, D,C.: TU.Z, Government Printing
ce, 1982),

appellate court data for review and verification
to the appropriate clerk of the appellate court in
each state, This process also included followup
by CSIM staff through telephone or letter contact
with the state personnel. Forty-nine of the 53
states and territories covered by this report
verified the data for 1979. Finally, the format,
content, and limitations of data tables have been
reviewed and approved by the COSCA CSIS Committee,
which guides the Court Statistics and Information
Management Project.

In order to produce the statistics contained
in this report, a great deal of effort was
expended by CSIM Project staff in collecting
missing data, whether from published or ancillary
sources, in defining terminology, and in
identifying categories in which cases should be
placed. In other words, data contained in this
report cannot be replicated solely from available
published material. Yet even after this extensive
data-gathering effort, large gaps remain in the
data collected.

An extensive effort was required to validate
CSIM classification of data provided by the states
and to avoid further distortion of any data
received. Although attempts to reconcile obvious
discrzpancies in reported data were made, the CSIM
Project staff did not have the resources to assess
the underlying validity or accuracy of the data
received from the states. For example, the
published cumulative case statistics for appellate
courts or for trial courts frequently did not
balance with reported totals within each
category. Such discrepancies were seldom
footnoted or explained in published state
reports. These discrepancies are, however,
footnoted in the court statistical profiles in
Part II of this report.

Types of data included. Because few states report
data suitable for all kinds of planning and
research purposes, and because most states report
only certain types of data, the NCSP initially
chose to include in the national series only those
kinds of data that either were already fairly
widely available or could be made avajlable
without requiring undue effort. Enough states
reported trend data, caseload by category, number
of reversals, and time-to-disposition data to
warrant inclusion of these topics in this report,
and some preliminary analyses can be made. For
those states not supplying basic data, gaps and
"not/available” entries in the profiles draw
attention to the missing data. In the past, all
data supplied by a state, complete or not, were
entered in the summary tables, In 1979 and
following years only data that are complete (or at
least 90% complete for a case category) are
displayed in the summary tables because only these
data are comparable. As more data become
available in coming years, the annual report
series car, be expanded to include broader and more
sophisticated compilations and analyses.

Many current variations in court data, as
indicated by profile footnotes, must be considered
before summary tables can be constructed to make
comparisons smong courts or states. Variations
that Timit the comparabiiity of the 1979 data
include: court organization, subject matter
Jurisdiction, case definition, ccnpleteness,
accuracy, and reporting pertods, These variations
{with the exception of sariations in reporting
periods) are discussed on the face sheets to the
summary tables.

Variations in reporting periods. As indicated on
profiTe headings and In Eigure A, most states

FIGURE A:

Reporting periods for state courts, not using the calendar year 1979.

B g ks A,

Reporting Period

01/78- 8/01/78- 9/01/78- 10/01/78- 12/1/78-
State ;;30579 7/31/79 8/31/79 9/30/79 11/30/7%

ATabama ATT1 courts
California All courts
Colorado A1l courts
Connecticut All courts
Delaware A1l courts
Georgia A1l other courts Supreme Court
Hawaii All courts
Kansas A1l courts
Kentucky All courts
Maryland A1 courts
Masgachusetts ATT trial courts A1l appellate courts
Michigan A1l courts but Court

of Appeals
Missouri A1l courts
Montana A1l trial courts
Nebraska Workmen's Compensation Supreme Court

Court

New Hampshire A1l courts
New Jersey
North Carolina A1l trial courts

Puerto Rico All courts

A1l courts
Supreme Court

Rhode IsTand
South Carolina County Court and
Civil and Criminal

Court
South Dakota All court
Utah A1l but Supreme Court
and Juvenile Court
Vermont A1l courts

Hest Virginia

Supreme Court

Circuit Court

report data by calendar year; many report by
fiscal year, however, and a few report appe]late
court data by court term. Therefore, the time
spans covered in this report are not always
directly comparable.

Although data included in this report cover
reporting periods of approximately uniform length,
the starting and ending dates for the reporting
periods vary both within and among states.
Differences in reporting periods have little
effect on cumulative data elements such as filing
and dispositions since no matter when the
reporting period began and ended, the data cover
one complete year. Pending data are greatly
affected, though, since they represent a ]
“snapshot" in time and can vary greatly depending
on when that snapshot was taken. Figure A
displays the actual reporting periods for all
courts not using the calendar year for the
reporting period.

Data display

Case category classifications. CSIM case
categories used for this 1979 report are those
chosen by the COSCA CSIS Committee for inciusion
in the State Court Model Annual Report and State
Court Model Statistical Dictionary. These case
categories appear as principal headings in Fhe
summary tables in Part I, and in each court's
profile in Part II. Terminology used w!thin each
state {s displayed on each court's profile as
subheadings under the boldface CSIM main

headings. The CSIM main headings are categories
used upiformly for all the states, - For anmp]e, a
state's "application for leave to appeal" was
classified under the CSIM category of request to
appeal in all tables. Explanations used in source
documents to clarify a state's data are 1nc19ded,
as are explanations to clarify project staff's

arrangement of those data. These appear, where
appropriate, as footnotes in each court's profile
and as footnotes to the summary tables.

Format used. Profiles (Part II). After the 1979
case data available from each state were
classified, a profile of the courts in each state
was constructed, Each state profile for 1979
contains the following:

~--A chart depicting the organization of the
court system within the state, the jurisdiction
and route of appeal for each court, the number of
Jjudges, and information on the types of trials.

--A set of tables containing the case-related
data received from each state court or court
system.

Summary Tables (Part I). Complete data from
each state profile were transferred into summary
tables designed to display the kinds of available
data that could be aggregated. The summary tables
are divided into two major sections (appellate and
trial) to reflect the two major levels of court,

Appellate courts include both courts of iast
resort (the final court or courts of appeal within
a particular state) and intermediate appellate
courts (the court or courts in which the primary
work {is the disposition of initial appeals
received from trial courts of general jurisdiction
or administrative agencies, and in which some
decisions are subject to appeal or review by a
court of last resort). For purposes of displaying
data, the courts of last resort have been divided
into two groups: those 1n states with
intermedjate appellate courts and those in states
without intermediate appellate courts. With few
exceptions, this division conveniently separates
courts of last resort according to whether they
have almost complete discretionary Jjurisdiction.
Courts of last resort in states without
intermediate appellate courts generaily have



FIGURE B:
Cross-reference to summary tables in previous editions of the Annual Report series.

Corresponding table numbers for previous reports

1975 1976 1977 1978
1979 APPELLATE COURT SUMMARY TABLES:

1. Caseload estimates 1 1 1 1
2. Total reported caseload 2 2 2 2
3. Caseload categories for COLR 5 3 3 3
4, Caseload categories for IAC's 6 4 4 4
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1ittle or no discretionary jurisdiction, although
there are exceptions, such as Virginia and West
Virginia.

For purposes of this report, a trial court is
considered to he a court of general jurisdiction
if it meets one of the following criteria:

--The individual state considers it a general
Jurisdiction court.

--Felony cases are tried and felony sentences
given for all types of felony cases.

--The Judges of the court are general
jurisdiction court judges sitting on tempurary
assignment.

data contained in the report was greatly increased
by the inclusion of data from all special and
limited jurisdiction courts, This trend continued
in 1977 and 1978. In the 1979 report, face sheets
have been added to the summary tables to explain
the type and depth of analysis considered by the
CSIM Project to be meaningful, given the quality
and completeness of the data. In addition, over
half the trial court tables have been rearranged
to group those states in which case category data
can be compared. This kind of rearrangement will
continue in succeeding volumes. As more is
Tearned about the quality of the data, more

5 c“r’,l;u:'s'gsc:lm;"a] appeals and 19 n 8 8 A1l other trial courts are classified as specific suggestions will be given for their
ppeal for COLR .
6. Civil and criminal appeals and 20 12 9 9 Timited or special jurisdiction courts, proper use, along with warnings to help avoid
requests to appeal for IAC's In the 1975 Annual Report, the states were their abuse. Figure B presents a helpful

7. COLR w/IAC caseload 7,8,9,10 5,6 5 5 arranged alphabetically in all summary tables. In cross-reference to summary tables in previous

8. COLR w/out IAC caseload 11,12,13,14 7,8 6 6 1976 the trial courts handling.criminal cases were editions of this series. This will assist the

. grouped according to the way in which criminal user to locate similar information that may have
""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" cases were counted in each court. In the 1979 been reatrranged on the summary tables over the

9. TAC caseload 15,16,17,18 9,10 7 7 report, a further evolution in the grouping of years.

10. Number of court opinions ’ 10 states has been added to all trial court case type It is important to the long-term improvement

11. Time interval data 21 13 10 n tables (except juvenile) in order to place of the statistical series that these early volumes

12. Historical filing data 14 N 12 together those courts that have similar subject in the series be circulated widely enough to

13. Change in historical filing data 15 12 13 matter jurisdiction. Trial court case type tables encourage reader/user ideas and commentary, and

1579 TRIAL COURT SUMMARY TABLES:

are arranged in this volume as follows:

. Complete state data:
T. Exclusive court jurisdicton: States

that they be used as a vehicle for developing

.’solutions to problems encountered during the
» statistical series production process. As each

successive volume is published, the CSIM Project

14, Caseload estimates 16 13 14 where one court has exclusive case type . can consider the feedback subsequently received
15, Total reported caseload 17,18,19 14,15,16 15,16,17 ; Jjurisdiction. - from users of the documents, thereby further
16. Civil filed and disposed 20 17 18 i 2. Not exclusive court jurisdiction: enhancing succeeding volumes. During this
17. Composition of civil general i States where two or more courts have process, the availability to future researchers of
18 CO%UHSMCH"" filings 28 18 19 ' case type jurisdiction. successive-year data compilations will preserve
. position of civil general r The drawback
Jurisdiction dispositions 28 19 20 complete time series information. e drawbacks
Incomplete state data: occasioned by limitations in data currently
........................... e e e e e e e e e m e a e 3. States where one or more courts have available are greatly outweighed by the importance
case type jurisdiction, but complete of having data available for all years in the
19. Tort caseload 23 20 21 data are not reported by one or more continuing statistical series.
g?. g;n]t;ac]t <i:aseload1 ; 2:15 21 22 courts. . In order to improve the quality of data
52, Aot pio;eﬁycﬁghgg caseload :246 gg gg contained in future volumes of the Annual Report
23. Domestic relations caseload 29 27 24 25 Footnotes. Standard footnote headings. series, the CSIM staff and COSCA CSTS Committee
specifying the completeness and quality of. the will consider the feasibility of conducting audits
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T S T T T T S T s S T S S s s s e st m s s e mm - data are used on all court profiles and will of selected data from particular courts. It is
24, Estate caseload 30 28 25 . 2 continue to be used in the Annual Report series. anticipated that the combination of these
25. Mental health caseload 3 29 26 27 Footnotes that contain necessary Information on "mini-audits" and technical assistance by project
26. Civil appeals caseload 30 27 28 the quality of the data are included on the staff to states requesting an assessment of and
27, Civil trials 48 47 29 summary tables. If more information on the data assistance in improving their statistical report
28. Criminal filed and disposed 3 28 30 presented in the summary tables is needed, the systems will systematically improve the validity
____________________________________________________ user should consult the individual court profiles and reliability of the data contained in the
where all footnotes are given. o Annual Report series.
29. Composition of criminal general . , t shouTd also be pointed out that for the
30. ¢ Juriidlctioz fi}i?gs1 34 29 3 Data interpretation first time, the data contained in this report are
. o?ﬂg?sgigzign g;smog?“g:geral 24 " . available in computer-readable form. There are
31. Felony caseload P 35,36 32 b 33 Several devices are used in the summary tables  five data sets: appellate caseload, trial
32. Misdemeanor caseload 33 37 34 for analyzing the caseload data. The measures caseload, criminal dispositions, civil
33. Felony/misdemeanor caseload 34 33 35 selected for use vary according to the data being dispositions, and traffic dispositions. These
analyzed and are explained in the face sheets data sets were used to constrict 37 of the 48
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" accompanying each group of summary tables under summary tables. This year, Tables 10-13, 27,
34, Ordinance violation caseload 35 34 36 headings such as disposed cases as a percent of 37-38, 41-42, and 47-48 were still compiled by
35. Preliminary hearing caseload 36 35 37 filed cases, end pending cases as a percent of hand. This number should get smaller in future
36. Criminal appeals caseload 37 36 38 filed cases, number and percent change in pending years, This automation process has spotlighted
gg- g)'l;e{Of]diSPOSitioﬂ for criminal cases 38 3 39 caseload, filed cases per unit of population, the need for more specific information on
- Crininal trials 39,48 38,47 40 disposed and end pending cases per unit of subject-matter jurisdiction. It has also mandated
.................................................... population, ?nd fﬂe;ﬁ and d'lsposeg cases per judge, a reorg?nization of disposition types which will
In addition, estimates of national gaseload appear in future reports,
,3,3; E;?%?ﬁ 212?0:3" disposed 2? 23 2; . totals are found on Tabies 1 and 14. An As states gradually increase the quantity and
41, Type of disposition for traffic cases 43 42 44 f explanation of the estimation procedure will be quality of data available to the CSIM Project, the
42, Traffic trials ‘ 48 47 45 : found in Appendix A. problems presently caused by jncomplete data will
43. Juvenile filed and disposed 42 4 43 46 decrease. Progressive improvements should be
____________________________________________________ Continuing development of the series ap'z‘paren‘ic to the reader of successive volumes in
' ‘ the series,
44. Criminai-type offense caseload 45 44 47 The Annual Report series {s -an evolving Future analysis will not only describe court
10, piatns offerise caseload : pi pH] P product. s anticipated that additions and systems as they exist at the present time but will
47, Historical filing data 49 48 50 refinements will be made to successive volumes in also predict where they are going. The purpose
48. Change in historical filing data 50 49 51 the series. Between 1975 and 1976, the amount of will be to identify existing or developing
v IAC = Intermediate Appeliate Court .
COLR = Court of Last Resort
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problems and suggest solutions. Research proposed
by the CSIM Project is not anticipated to be
exhaustive, but will concentrate on those
questions considered to be of greatest interest
and importance to the courts and research
communities.

Dynamics of improvement

Ideas and suggestions for improvement cf this
state court caseload statistical series have come
from many sources, and have provided the creative
stimulus needed to assess current CSIM efforts
constructively and to map future directions.

Continuation of evolutionary improvement in
this statistical seriec rests, ultimately, upon
the ability of the CSIM Project to maintain a
productive dialogue and flow of ideas among the
producer-compilers of the Annual Report, its data
sources, and its end users., Much Tmprovement in
state court statistics has already been achieved,
but much remains to be done.

Because of their importance and potential
impact for improving the national statistical
series on caseloads, the Model Annual Peport and
Model Statistical Dictionary need to be briefly
described.

During compilation of the State of the Art and
the 1975 Annual Report, a staggering
classification problem resulted from the multitude
of terms being used by the states to report their
caseloads., The need for both a model annual
report and a statistical dictionary of terms for
court usage became obvious. These documents,
published 1n 1980, are to be used as tools to
assist the states in improving their statistics.
Such improvement should eventually be reflected in
future annual reports.

The State Court Model Annual Report5 is a
flexible working outline of critically needed,
basic management data that should, as a minimum,
be included in state court annual reports. The
model identifies the kinds of data and the types
of display needed for caseload and other
management, The State Court Model Statistical
Dictionar: 6 is a companion document which
provides common terminology, definitions, and
usage for reporting civil, criminal, traffic,
Jjuvenile, and appellate caseload inventory and
manner of disposition as presented in the model
annua) report. The classification structure and
definitions serve as models of preferred
terminology and meanings for purposes of statewide
and national comparison. The first edition of the
dictionary covers those data elements essential
for classifying court caseload inventory and
manner of disposition. A supplement to the
dictionary, published in 1984, contains revisions
of those terms that experience has demonstrated
needed improvement, as well as additional data

5National Court Statistics Project, National
Center for State Courts, State Court Model Annual
Report {Williamsburg, VA, T3B0).

6National Court Statistics Project, National
Center for State Courts, State Court Model
Statistical Dictionary (Washington, D.C.7 U.S.
Court Printing Office, 1980).

element sets for court caseflow {events in case
processing) which are needed to determine status
of pending cases.

- Both of these documents must be viewed as a
logical first step in promoting comparable court
statistics. They were not available to states in
time to affect their reporting systems or the

national Annual Reports before 1980.

Nevertheless, their effect will be noticeable in
each succeeding national-level Annual Report
because CSIM technical assistance effort is
interwoven with the Annual Report national
statistical serjes. ~This 1s accomplished by
helping states adopt the suggestions in the model
annual report and model statistical dictionary and
by proactive identification of particular state
systems that could benefit from technical
assistance directed at helping resolve existing
methodological problems of classification
structure, terminology, definition of local
data-reporting procedures, and data
handling/transformation procedures. To the extent

that such technical assistance suggestions are
adopted, individual sta%es directly benefit and

the Annual Report natio.nal statistical series
indivectly benefTts.
Future versions of the model annual report and

model statistical dictionary will consider
development of finer levels of detail, expansion
of the classification structure, and addition of
other significant information.

State Court Organization, 19807 is also
related to the annual report in that it contains
the types of organizational information most often
sought by court administrators and researchers.
Thg Court Case Management Information System
Manual® was produced jointly by the National !
Court Statistics Project and the State Judicial :
Information Systems Project to provide a
methodology for building a court information !
system that would provide the data needed for both
daily court operations and longer-term case
management, resource allocation, and strategic
planning.

The process of building toward meaningful
statistics takes time. Concurrently with
expanding and refining the Annual Report national
statistical series, the CSIM effort must encourage
movement toward quality and precision in state
court statistics. The necessarily long-term
nature of this evolutionary process will
contribute greatly to year-to-year improvements
and enhancements of the statistical series. Given
‘the complexity of the problems being faced,
building toward comparability, quality assurance,
and appropriate detail 1s a necessary incremental
process. It is in this 1ight that the CSIM
Project presents the data and analysis contained
in the Annual Report, 1979,

7see footnote 4, above.

8see footnote 2, above.
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1979 State court caseload summary statistics

Appeliate court summary statistics

In this section, tables are presented to show
the caseload of appellate courts in 1979.
Appellate courts are subdivided into courts of
last resort (the final court of appeal within a
particular state) and intermediate appellate courts
(courts whose primary work is the disposition of
initial appeals received from trial courts of gen-
eral jurisdiction or administrative agencies, and
whose decisions are usually subject to appeal or
review by a court of last resort within a given
state). For purposes of data presentation, in
some tables, the courts of last resort have been
divided further into courts of last resort in
states with intermediate appellate courts and
courts of last resort in states without
intermediate appellate courts.

Data presented in the following tables were
compiled from all data that were available, both
in annual reports and in unpublished data provided
by individual appellate court clerks and state
court administrators.

Three factors restrict comparability from
state to state of these appellate court caseload
data. These are variations in court jurisdiction,
variations in case classification, and variations
in the way cases are counted.

Major variation from state to state in court
jurisdiction among appellate courts results from
the kind and amount of discretionary jurisdiction
over initial appeals granted to courts of last re-
sort and to intermediate appellate courts. States
having both levels of appellate courts generally
direct the more difficult appeals to the court of
Tast resort, but these are not necessarily the same
types of cases in every state. Similarly, trial
courts of general jurisdiction in some states have
incidental appellate jurisdiction. These courts
may receive a large portion of the initial appeals,
while other states that do not assign appellate
Jjurisdiction to general jurisdiction courts will
have all of their appeals heard in the appellate
courts. In these states the appellate courts will
have a much higher filing rate, but not necessarily
more workload than in those states where appeals
are heard in general jurisdiction courts. Another
variation in appellate court jurisdiction is in
the amount of discretion in jurisdiction granted
to the court.

The second major variation in appellate court
data arises in the classification of cases. Some
courts report only total filings with no
indication as to the types of cases included or
the proportion of the caseload each type accounts
for. Other courts report only what they have
designated as appeals. Still other courts
classify all types of cases by case category.
Often definitions are not given for the case
categories. The types of cases classified as
appeals present a difficult problem. Requests for
bail pending appeal, requests for delayed appeal,
and petitions to stay the lower court ruling pend-

pmies .

ing appeal generally are not considered appeals,

but are counted as such in some courts. The ap-

peals caseload wiil be inflated in these states.

Comparison of appellate caseload is difficult be-
cause of these kinds of variations in the classi-
fication of the cases being counted.

The final variation in appellate court case
data results from differences in the point at
which cases are counted, and how they are
counted. Some courts count cases as soon as the
notice of appeal is filed while others count them
at a later event, such as the filing of the record
or the filing of the appellant's brief. Courts
may inflate or deflate their caseload by the way
they count appeals of criminal convictions for two
or more defendants, by whether cross appeals are
counted as separate cases, and by the way they
count appeals granted through discretionary
jurisdiction. Courts with discretionary
jurisdiction sometimes report the total number of
cases filed without distinguishing between
mandatory and discretionary jurisdiction cases; or
they separate mandatcry and discretionary cases
filed but do not indicate the number of requests
for discretionary review granted; or they provide
separate data for mandatory cases, discretionary
jurisdiction granted, and discretjonary
jurisdiction denied; or they combine mandatory
jurisdiction cases and cases accepted for review,
but report separately the total number of peti-
tions for review filed, resulting in double count-
ing of granted petitions for review,

In trying to deal with these many variations
in case data, the Court Statistics and Information
Management Project has presented as much
information as possible about the caseload. The
Jjurisdiction of each court is outiined briefly in
the court system chart for each state located in
Part Il of this report. Also presented in each
court statistical profile in Part II is any
available information about case category
classification or how and when cases are counted.
Because the deciding of appeals is the primary
function of the appellate courts, data on appeals
should be separated from data on procedural mat-
ters. The significant differences in the defin-
ition and classification of cases in appellate
courts have led the CSIM staff to define appellate
caseload to include as 'cases' any appeal, any
original proceeding, any request to appeal, or any
sentence review only case,

The appellate tables that fullow (Numbers 1
through 13) are sequenced from the presentation of
general data to more specific analytical tables.
The tables present general caseload, various anal-
yses of caseload, civil and criminal break-downs,
and time-to-disposition of appeals. The last two
tables (Tables 12 and 13) present 10-year trends
in filings for those states reporting total case
data for 5 or more years, as well as the number and
percent change ‘in filings for these courts.

11
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TABLE 1: Reported and estimated national caseload for courts of last resort, intermediate
appeliate courts, and all appellate courts, 1979.

Variations in court organization:

A1l 50 states, the District of Columbia, and
Puerto Rico have courts of last resort. Oklahoma
and Texas have two courts of last resort, ore that
hears civil cases and one that hears criminal
cases.

Thirty states have intermediate appellate
courts. Four of these have two intermediate
appellate courts.

Variations in subject matter jurisdiction:

Courts of last resort in states with
intermediate appellate courts generally have wide
discretion in determining matters they will hear.
Most appeals are heard as a matter of right by
intermediate appellate courts, and by courts of
last resort in states without intermediate
appellate courts. (The courts of last resort in
Virginia and West Virginia are exceptions.)

Total case figures are not comparable from
state to state without considering the mix of
mandatory and discretionary appeals heard by each
court, and the variety of case types included in
the jurisdiction of each court,

Yariations in case classification and definitions:

Some states report total cases processed
without any indication of case type. OCther states
include, in their reported caseload, only appeals
that were decided on the merits. Some appellate
courts include all original proceedings, while
others report no original proceedings. Some
states do not distinguish cases, from motions or
other procedural matters.

This report defines “appeliate case" %o
include any appeal, original proceeding, request
tu appeal, or sentence review only case.

Sources of data for each court are found in the
individual court profiles in Part II, and in
Appendix B.

Reported cases:

The reported cases figures contain the
reported cases that were 100% complete with no "j"
footnotes. These data can be found in Tables 2,
3, and 4.

Percent of population represented:

State population figures used for all
appellate courts and courts of last resort are
from the revised 1979 Bureau of Census estimates
and total 227,732,000 for the 50 states, the
District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. Bureau of
Census estimates for the population of the 30
states with intermediate appellate courts in 1979
totaled 194,305,000, The percent of population
represented for each caseload category is based on
the appropriate total population figure.

Estimated totals from Appendix A:

These figures represent the estimated data
from those states who reported less than complete
data. The estimating equations can be found in
Appendix A.

Estimated national totals:

Estimated national totals for 1979 are the
cumulative totals of all reported data that were
complete plus the estimated data for each state
not reporting complete data. This figure for "All
appellate courts" is the sum of estimated national
totals from "courts of last resort" and
"intermediate appellate courts." The procedure
used to estimate incomplete or missing data is
discussed in Appendix A of this volume.

Estimated cases per judge:

This measure is used to indicate the average
number of cases filed for each appellate judge,
and the number of cases in which each appellate
judge participated in the disposition.

There were 914 judges assigned to appellate
courts in 1979: 354 in courts of last resort, and
560 in intermediate appellate courts. The
estimated national totals in each of the
categories was divided by the number of judges
serving that level of court.

Estimated cases per 100,000 population:

This measure is used to indicate the frequency
with which cases are filed and dispesed in
appellate courts.

Estimated cases per 100,000 population were
calculated by dividing the estimated national
totals by the appropriate population figure,
2,277.32 for all appeilate courts and for courts
of last resort, and 1,943.05 for intermediate
appeliate courts.

Examples of appropriate uses and techniques:

The estimates of total volume can be compared
to the estimates of total volume of cases filed
and disposed in trial courts in Table 14 to
indicate how frequently cases are appealed to
appellate courts. These figures may be compared
to the caseload of federal appellate courts to
indicate the proportion of appellate cases that
are heard in the state court systems.

Limitations on use:

Data have been aggregated in order to make
rough estimates of overall national totals, but
this has been done without regard to definitions
of case categories and units of count. The
national estimates contained in this report should
be viewed only as “ball-park" estimates, and not
the exact volume of cases in state courts.

it e
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TABLE 1:

Reported and estimated national caseload for courts of iast resort, intermediate appellate

courts, and all appellate courts, 1979.
Estimated cases per judge and per 100,000 popuilation.

Reported and estimated caseload

Filed Disposed
A1l appellate courts
Reported CaSeS.eecesasecsacrscovssiscasorassoancasoacnas 140,211 124,254
Number of states reporting complete data....ccceeevees’ 47 46
Per‘cent of population represented by complete data 86% 81%
Estimated national totalS.eesseececesacssscescssnanses 170,000 164,000
Courts of last resort
RepOrted CaS8S.esecescerssrsssoossasassestonnsanncecsse 51,555 47,028
Number of states reporting complete data.............. 48 45
Percent of population represented by complete data 92% 81%
Percent of variance explained (RZ) . verenesensnosnannes 39% 99%
Estimated totals from Appendix Aceeieeescasnrocncassees 6,289 8,273
Estimated national totalS.ceeceasescseossaseoveasonases 58,000 55,000
Intermediate appellate courts
Reported CASeS.eeacrcasssssecsssassnsesssssscancassans 99,446 90,0322
Number of states reporting complete data...cceeesesvens 29 28
Percent of population represented by compiete data 99% 99%
Percent of variance explained {RZ).c.cieeseveensonsone 98% 98%
Estimated totals from Appendix Acviecvecencacencecerss 12,612 18,933
Estimated national totalS.ececesccecsoscesoonncasnvass 112,000 109,000
Estimated cases per judge
AT appellate COUPtS..veeescronsrsasecssooscrcsssscncns 186 180
Courts of 1ast resort.veesecsessceessnassccsacessssacsss 163 156
Intermediate appellate COUrtS.ecsvecvascoscscanssncase 200 195
Estimated cases per 100,000 population
ATT appellate COUrtS.iceecesncnessassnessoscssasnsssas 75 72
Courts of last resort.i.cecescescccencsncasscncersncass 25 24
Intermediate appellate COUPESevesceveessonsvasessnasss 58 56

Note: Reported cases for all appellate courts is less than the sum of reported cases for courts of
last resort and intermediate appellate courts due to the fact that states with more than one
appellate court had to report complete data for all its appellate courts in order for this

table to display total state appellate caseload. A state with one court reporting complete
data, and one court reporting incomplete data will not be reported in "All appellate courts"

but will have the complete data from the one court reported in the appropriate section (i.e.,

elther "Courts of last resort" or "Intermediate appellate courts").

13
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TABLE 2: Reported appellate court caseload for all appellate courts, 1979.

Variations in court organization:

Appellate courts are subdivided into courts of
last resort (the final ccurt of appeal within a
particular state) and intermediate appellate
courts. This table presents data for both of
these appellate court types.

Variations in subject matter jurisdiction:

In some states, trial courts of general
Jurisdiction have incidental appellate
jurisdiction. These courts may receive a large
portion of the initial appeals, while other states
that do not assign appellate jurisdiction to
general jurisdiction courts will have all their
appeals heard in appellate courts. In these
states the appellate courts will have a much
higher filing rate, but not necessarily more
workload than those states hearing appeals in
general jurisdiction courts.

Sources of data:

A1l appellate courts reported at least some
caseload inventory data for 1979.

Data presented in this and the following
tables were compiled from both annual reports and
unpublished data provided by individual appellate
court clerks and state court administrators. The
sources of data for each court are shown in the
individual court profiles in Part II and in
Appendix B.

Reported national totals:

The reported national totals include only data
from states reporting complete data in the
inventory categories for all courts in the state.

Number of states reporting:

Only those states that reported complete data
for all appellate courts are included in this
table. The term “state" in this and following
tables includes the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

Percent of population represented:

State populations used for "all appellate
courts" are the revised 1979 Bureau of Census
estimates and total 227,732,000 for the 50 states,
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

Appropriate analyses:

Disposed as a percent of filed. The statistic
indicates how well all the appellate courts in a
state are disposing of cases that are filed. This
figure may be somewhat dependent on the number of
appellate judges, as well as the types of cases
that can be appealed. A figure less than 100%
indicates that the state appellate courts are not
keeping up with their caseload., A statistic
greater than 100% indicates that the courts are
beginning to clean up their pending cases.

Limitations on use:

Comparisons should not be made amopg states
before checking for similarities and differences
among the states in the profile section in Part
II. When comparing the number of appeals filed
and disposed among states, also consider the
percent of the appeals that are discretionary
{(i.e., the number of requests to appeal handled by
each state}; as well as the number of appellate
courts in the state.

TABLE 2:

Reported appellate court caseload for all appellate courts, 1979.
Disposed as a percent of filing. Number of courts of last resort and intermediate appellate courts. Reported
national totals with number of states reporting and percent of population represented.

o e e TRt g i i

A11 appellate courts, Number of
courts
Disposed
as a
State Begin Dis- End percent of Last Inter-
pending Filed posed pending filed resort mediate
ATabama.sseeesoesnccsesnsens 7771 2,010 2,0811 7061 104%1 1 2
Alaskaesessossnvnnssancnsae 624 656 634 646 97% 1 0
AriZonaeiesesesssecnsannnns 1,693 3,027 3,177 1,543 105% 1 1
ArkansaS.eessesscnssacennee 277 1,266 1,082 461 85% 1 1
Californiaceeesecsesesescanae 16,637 17,108 103% 1 1
CoTorado.cveeeeseessasenoss 1,353 2,155 1,997 ~ 1,611 93% 1 T
Connecticut.eeunsvecnsascns 834 749 707 876 941 1 1
Delaware.seeeesssseecescnae 329 339 358 310 106% 1 0
District of Columbia.eeeses 1,134 1,236 1,318 1,0521 107% 1 0
Fl1oridaeceesscecasscosovaas 8,004 14,911 13,385 9,644 90% 1 1
304 3,419 3,322 401 97% 1 T

Hawaiieeeeeososesnvesnansnae 670 338 297 711 88% 1 0
Idahoseecescorasesssencnnes 500 410 354 556 86% 1 0
I11iN01Ssecersscocncnnssnaes 4,225 7,078 5,956 5,347 84% 1 1
Indiana.esseasesssacenconas 910 1,545 1,746 709 113% 1 1
IoWa.essesuvenanscscasannes 958 1,884 1,789 1,044 95% 1 1
KansSaS.eesesvascanassoscnse 1,259 1,188 94% 1 1
Kentuckyeeeeoenossesioscsns 1,213 2,617 2,567 1,185 98% 1 1
Louisiandecsecsascassccasas 5,506 5,193 94% 1 1
MaiNeeveassncososnsaanensae 295 408 447 256 110% 1 0
MaryTand. e ceeeceroncosnnsee 140, 2,229, 2,061 199 92% 1 1
MasSachUSEttSeeervereoinos 9371 1,384 1,407 8111 1 1
Michigan.seeesssesseiesions 6,969 6,667 121% 1 1
Minnesotal.ueeeeoseccsaeoss 1 0
MiSSiSSiPPiueeaccenssccaaas 438 843 862 414 102% 1 0
MiSSoUrT e vereirenecnonss 2,214 2,903 2,904 2,218 100% 1 1
Montana.,sessescoscasesccnns 472 516 109% 1 0
Nebraskaleeeeseesesacocesss 1 0
Nevadaeeeeseavocsossnnsoans 667 912 866 713 95% 1 0
New Hampshire..evessnceenss 155 293 303 145 103% 1 0
NeWw JerSeY.seseercecessonce 6,736 6,708 7,804 5,821 116% 1 1
New MexiCOuicsessncescssnnne 485 1,132 1,114 506 98% 1 1
New Yorkl...ieieeerraneanes ; 1 2
North Carolina.cesesesecnse 2,362 2,187 93% 1 1
North Dakotd.evesssescacses 121 208 241 88 116% 1 0
Oh10. . ieneccoassnsassanas 9,715 9,504 ’ 98% 1 i
OK12hOMAseeoresesnonnsanses 2,118 2,569 2,173 2,5461 85% 2 1
Oregon.sseeesscessncesanans 1,697 4,183 4,168 1,697 100% 1 1
Pennsylvanidsssescescancane 8,783 1 2
Puerto RiCO.evieenssscanaenc 286G 1,170 1,165 285 100% 1 0
Rhode Islandeesesaessceas.s _ 569 486 478 577 98% 1 0
SoUth Carolinaeeeesssrccensse 125 715 507 333 71% 1 1]
South Dakota.vessnsseccaseee 283 319 327 276 103% 1 0
TeNNeSSeeesssassrsetennsvine 869 2,292 2,329 832 102% 1 2
TeXASeessesesssvessssssoeanss 4,086 8,304 7,321 5,018 88% 2 1
Ut@Neessseensecssserscssansns 618 534 86% 1 0
Vermonteceesssscensoncassane 291 422 367 349 87% 1 0
Virgintaeeseeseessassocesces 7% 1,862 1,810 857 97% 1 0
Washington.esseseseveosesees 2,306 3,028 2,988 2,395 99% 1 1
West Virginta,.iieseeeennanss 1,012 804 79% 1 0
WiSCONSTNuueroeennorsocnonns 2,619 2,2591 1,1571 1 1
HYOMiNgeeeesanosesansansoasns 132 177 222 87 125% 1 0
Reported national totals*,,. 74, , ' . , 54 32
Number states reporting*.... 34 47 46 34

Percent of population

represented® ceeeessisessse 50% 86% 81% 50%

o

(continued on next page)
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: TABLE 2:

Reported appellate court caseload for all appellate courts, 1979. (continued)

Note: For inclusion on this
or sentencan on & onl;ag;:é;a case is defined as any appeal, original proceeding, request to appeal,
A1l available data are entered in the
spaces indicate that either the data w
were finappropriate.

table and all appropriate calculations are included. Blank
ere unavailable or less than 90% complete, or the calculations

-- = Not applicable,

'iDatam age incomplete:
abama--Total cases in the Court of Criminal A 1s d
office at the directine court of Crin ppeals do not include petitions disposed of in the clerk's

District of Columbia--Pending data do not include speci i
Massachusetts--Pending and filed figures for the Supec 2 sy Tags in original jurisdiction ard In

“single justice sassions." preme Judicial Court do not include cases heard in

Minnesota--Data were unavailabie from the Supreme Court,

Nebraska--A11 figures were excluded because they did not i
Figures Were ) oc ere exc P Y not include requests to appeal; therefore, the

New York--State figures were excluded because the C
ourt of Appeals did not report
oK1 ;ppeal or other'motions; therefore, the figures were proggb1y less than 98% co;;¥:1efequ85ts ko
ahoma--Pending figures for the Court of Appeals do not include civil requests to appeal.

Wisconsin--The disposed and end pending fi i
origimal uyoposed @ cases.p g fiugre for the Supreme Court do nqg,4pc1ude miscellaneous

*Reported national totals: 7

The reported national totals include only data for states reportin

a
tlla?g?rts in the state. Incomplete data indicated by an "“i*

Number of states reporting:

Reported cases for courts of last resort and "all appellate courts" are from the 50 states, the

District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Re orted ca
30 ctaer o 1nteréediate e courgs. ses for intermediate appellate courts are from the
Percent of population represented:

State populations used for courts of Jast resort and "

ggcCensus estimates and totatl 227,732,000 for the 50
0.

1g_sata in the caseload category for
footnote are not included in the national

all appellate courts" are the revised 1979 Bureau
states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto

P
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TABLE 3: Detailed caseload categories for courts of last resort, 1979.
TABLE 4: Detailed caseload categories for intermediate appellate courts, 1979.

Variations in court organization:

Table 3 contains caseload inventory by case
type for the courts of last resort in the 50
states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

Table 4 contains caseload inventory by case
type for the intermediate appellate courts in the
30 states that have intermediate appellate courts.

Variations in subject matter jurisdiction:

Major variation from state to state results
from the kind of discretionary jurisdiction
granted to courts of last resort and to
intermediate appellate courts. States having both
Tevels of appellate courts generally direct the
most difficult appeals to the courts of last
resort, but these are not necessarily the same
types of cases in every state.

Althougli most courts of Tast resort, have
Jurisdiction over original proceedings,
disciplinary, advisory opinion, and request to
appeal cases, intermediate appellate courts rarely
hear these types of cases. The individual state
profiles broadiy outline the specific jurisdiction
of each court,

These variations in jurisdiction make caseload
comparisons among appellate courts extremely
difficult.

Yariations in case classification and definitions:

The classification used by each state will be
found in the pertinent state profile in Part II,

This report defines "appellate case" to
include any appeal, original proceeding, request
to appeal, or sentence review only case, and where
possible, has placed each state's case data within
these case classifications.

Some states report total cases processed
without any indication as to the type of
proceeding. Other states include in their
caseload only appeals that were decided on the
merits. Some appellate courts include all
original proceedings, while others report none.
Some states do not distinguish cases from
procedural matters such as motions for rehearing.

Classification of the same type of proceeding
varies from state to state. For example, habeas
corpus may be reported as a separate category, or
it may be subsumed in appeals, original
proceedings, or motions.

Sources of data for each court, are found in the
Tndividual state profiles in Part II, and in
Appendix B.

Reported national totals:

The reported national totals for courts of
last resort (i.e., Table 3) and intermediate
appeliate courts (i.e., Table 4) include only data
for states reporting complete data in the caseload
category.

The numbér of requests to appeal granted that
appear 1n parentheses were not included in the

totals to avoid double counting (see footnote “e").

Number of states reporting for courts of last
resort:

Reported cases for appeals and total cases are
from the states that reported complete appeals

data. Reported cases for original proceedings and
requests to appeal are from the 49 states handling
original proceedings and 47 states handling
requests to appeal that reported complete data for
each of these categories.

The term "state" in this and following tables
includes the 50 states, the District of Columbia,
and Puerto Rico,

Number of states reporting for intermediate
appellate courts:

Reported cases for appeals and total cases are
from the 30 states with intermediate appellate
courts that reported complete appeals data.
Reported cases for original proceedings and
requests to appeal are from the 22 states handling
these types of cases that reported complete data
for each of these categories.

Percent of population represented for courts of
Tast resort:

State populations used are the Bureau of
Census counts for 1979 and total 227,734,000 for
the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and _
Puerto Rico. The total population is 213,772,000 ’
for the 49 states handling original proceedings
and 216,612,000 for the 47 states handling
requests to appeal.

Percent of population represented for intermediate

appeilate courts:

State populations used are the Bureau of
Census counts for 1979 and total 194,305,000 for
the 30 states with intermediate appellate courts.
The total population is 149,106,000 for the 22
states handling original proceedings and
135,325,000 for the 22 states handling requests to
appeal. The percent of population represented for
each caseload category is based on these total
population figures.

Appropriate analyses:

Although these tables are designed primarily
to display total caseload data, they may also be
used for some analysis. Comparisons may be made
between caseload figures of courts of similar
type, for example, between the number of mandatory
appeals filed in courts of last resort, and those
filed in intermediate appellate courts.

Limitations on use:

Comparisons should not be made among states
before checking for similarities and differences
among the states in the profile section ip Part
II, Before total figures are compared, clieck to
be certain that all courts are of the same type
and have jurisdiction over and reported data from
the same types of cases. Comparisons should not : )
be made between courts of last resort and coE
intermediate appellate courts, or between courts v
of last resort with and without intermediate
appellate courts, Within comparable groups of

courts, 1t may be safer to make comparisons of s
types of cases than of the total caselpad. When g
comparing the number of appeals filed, disposed,

or pending among states, als) consider the percent "

of the appeals that are discretionary {numbers in LIRS

parentheses) and the number of requests to appeal
handled by each state.
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TABLE 3:

Detailed caseload categories for courts of last resort, 1979.

Appeals, original proceedings, requests to appeal, sentence review only, and tolal.cases. Reported national totals with
number of states reporting and percent of population represented.

Begin pending filed
v o > wn v o 7]
- = a g " z a
= 5% g 83 2 2 % §.3; B
o =] @ o o 3 — P = g8 B —
2 o2y o 4‘-:! < (] Q oy S A D L)
S T 0 oa 3 + o ol g& = > Ex
State and court title < oa &% &8¢ 2 & S a 25 42 2
ATabama--Supreme COUPL..cevocncvononsoes 0 0 0 0 362 { 66)€ 102 298 762 (T66)F
Alaska--Supreme COUMt..cceecsscoscaassnes 506 6 61 51 624 438 37 141 40 656
Arizona--Supreme COUrt...cesvsssnccossnee 100 111 NH 211 120 908 NH 1,028
Arkansas--Supreme CoUrt..cesesessscocacne 265 12 NH 277 515 135 NH 650
California~-Supreme COUrt.cevevoccesncaes 15 {158)e 799 (35)¢ 2,970 3,784 (193)e
Colorado--Supreme Court.... X X X 350 254 301 378 941 R
Connecticut--Supreme Court. 608 11 619 515 99 614
Delaware--Supreme COUMt..eeeeeseeccnscede 321 8 NH 329, 317, 22 N4 339
District of Columbia--Court of Appeals... X X X 1,134 1,117 119 (3) 1,236
Florida--Supreme Court.ceceesssescesosans X X X 1,363 372 520 1,669 2,561
Georgia~-Supreme COUrt..cvecesnvesnscnese 158 NH 146 304 738 {140)% NH 7z 1,450 (140)®
Hawaii--Supreme Court..eecssevesoccssonss 667 3 670 303 35 338
Idaho--Supreme COUrt..eeeescrssusccscnnss 497 3 500 380 30 410
ITTinois--Supreme COUrt..seesscacssasenes 172 13 188 373 99 (140)e 107 ( 8)e 1,140 1,346 (148)e
Indiana--Supreme CouUrt..eeeeeepocccescnss X X X 109 X ( 27)el X X 604 ( 27)ei
Towa--Supreme Court. . . . eeecrecnsronaane X X X X 880 1,507 ( 26)¢ X X X 1,507 (T26)®
Kansas--Supreme Court.... teevasanns 221 2217 290 ( 11)e 33 120 443 ( 11)e
Kentucky--Supreme CoUPt...ceevevassncccns X X 129 236 185 (175)e 104 465 754 (175)e
Louisiana--Supreme CoUrt..ccevsacncseocse 493J(529)e 78 2,271 2,842 (529)e
Maine--Supreme Judicial Court...eeeeoasss 257 0 NH 38 295 356 3 NH 49 408
Maryland--Court of AppPealS.eesesssscssass 2B, 0 0 28 47 T101)® 30 463 540 T101)®
Massachusetts--Supreme Judicial Court.... = 1751 X X 1751 33t X X 3391
Michigan--Supreme COUrt.,ueecseenseccnsas X X X 850 X ( 55)e 42 1,428 1,470 ( 55)e
Minnesota--Supreme Courtl...cveeeenvnceee
Mississippi--Supreme Court.ceeccecaccacecs 433 5 438 700 143 843
Missouri--Supreme Court.. vee 82 X X 131 170 182 332 684
Montana--Supreme Court... seee . X 362 110 472
Nebraska--Supreme ‘COUrt.uesvessssecscsess. 4885 " (J) 488t 6383 (i) 6381
Nevada--Supreme Court....eceesssssccsssss X X X 667 681 214 17 912
New Hampshire--Supreme Court....cceeoeese X X 155 257 ’ 36 293
New Jersey--Supreme Court...... ... .vee 151 32 351 538 71 {133)¢ 84 931 1,086 (143)%
New Mexico--Supreme COUMt..cecsseessanses X X X 197 234 ( 22)e 199 182 615 ( 22)e
New York--Court of AppealS.ccesececessess 645 ( 97)e 1,7401 2,3851( 97)e
North Carolina--Supreme Court.eecesesseee X X X 21 122 ( 63)e 3(1)e 449 624 ( 64)e
12] 0 0 121 190 12 6 208
PLENOLII 193 1,385 1,721 (146)¢
X X X X 2,002 1,035i( 94)e 577 3101 X 1,922 E 94)8
Supreme COUrt..eeecesesecccsaccsacsannss X X X 1,620 741 ( 71)e 246 189 | 1,176 ( 713
Court of Criminal AppealS..ceessesscsss X X X X 382 2943 ( 23)e 331 12113 () 746 ( 23)e
Oregon--Supreme COUrt..cescecacasccsosaas X X 109 251 13 (104)e 162 552 727 (104)e
PennsyTvania--Supreme Court....;...veeess 7983(215)% X 1,053 1, 15)¢
Puerto Rico--Supreme Court..ececesessecsees 86 29 165 280 249 27 894 1,170
Rhode Island--Supreme COUrt...seecoccecas 441 23 105 569 330 58 98 486
South Carolina--Supreme Court...eceeeseee X 125 702 13 715
South Dakota~--Supreme Court..esse. X X 283 254 28 37 319
Tennessee~-Supreme Court.......... NH 147 188 159 (T21)E RH 695 858 (121)®
Texas--STATE TOTAL..vseessssscvonnsnnscee 0 243 2,782 3,132 (230)¢ 7 (12)e 2,720 5,859 (242)e
Supreme COUPL.c.ccoscessoncsscercesccee 30 0 152 NH 184 24 ( 85)e 7 (12} 983 1,014 ( 97)¢
Court of Criminal AppealS.seesvasscasss £,507 NH 91 2,598 3,108 (145)e NH 1,737 4,845 (145)e
Utah--Supreme COUrt..ceescecnssssroncasss 598 20 618
Vermont--Supreme Court.ceeeescecnessnsans 289 2 291 418 4 422
Virginia--Supreme COUrt..eevsecssensvescs 192 114 469 775 X (207)F X X 1,862 (2073¢
Washington--Supreme Court,eeoeeeesscensas 151 7 134 294 184 29 572 785
West Virginia--Supreme Court of Appeals.. X (353)e 518 494 1,012 (352)&
Wisconsin--Supreme COUrt..eeeeseseosonoos X 51 X 51 548 88 636
X X NH 132 X X NH 177
Reported National tOLAlS eeesssesscvscsae By . 89 18,229 21,056 6,122 22,617 89 51,555
Number of states reporting*..ceeeesesvess 25 20 16 2 39 47 41 Kt 2 48
Percent of population represented*....... 40% 32% 34% 61% 88% 75% 74% 92%

Note: For inclusion on this table, a case is defined as any
appeal, original proceeding, request to appeal, or
sentence review only case.

A1l available data are entered in the table. Blank spaces
indicate that the data were unavailable, or less than 90%
complete. Mumbers in parentheses, representing the
number of requests to appeal that were granted, were not
included in any of the calculations.

NH = This case type is not handled in this court,
X = The data for this case type are known to be included in the
total, but were unavaiiable by category.

eCases are not included in the total to aveid double counting:

A request to appeal granted is not counted as a disposed
request to appeal or as a filed appeal. It is counted as a
disposition only when the resulting appeal is disposed, The
numbers of requests to appeal granted are the figures
appéaring in parentheses. These numbers were not included
in any of the calculations.

ipata are not complete:

District of Cojumbia--Court of Appeals--Pending data do not
include some original
proceedings cases, Original proceedings disposed cases do
not include original jurisdiction cases.

Indiana~--Supreme Court«-The number of criminal petitions to
transfer granted were upavailable,

Kansas-~Supreme Court~--Total pending cases do not
include original proceedings or requests to appeal.

Massachusetts~-Supreme Judicial Court--Total cases figures do
not include original proceedings or requests to appeal
cases, Pending and filed appeals do not inciude “single

Nebraska--Supreme Court--Total cases figures do not fnclude
requests to appeal.

New York--Court of Appeals-- Requests to appeal and total
cases filed and disposed do not include civil requests
to appeal or other motions.

Oklakoma--Court of Criminal Appeals— Requests to appeal do
not include criminal cases.
Justice sessfons.”
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Disposed End pending
* [=] ) 0
2 3 .-3 § é 2 - §
=5 @ g8 £ w =E 8 98 8
@ 238 s © — c N — ez
R % §3 = =& %= 53 —
o o QL QU o 32 r; ] =t R 8o 3
g B3 g2 2 3 8 23 2f 3
& S5 25 Se 2 < Sa =& o =
7 ] ]
TE 102 737 (66)° TRT (66)e ) ]
3 3 150 55 634 46 7o % s
154 941 NH 1,095 6 8 M ‘
657 126 NH 783 23 21 M 14
124 768 2,777 (193)€ 32(753 (193)€ x i i o
R ! o 542 691 15 691
382 16 NH 358 206 14 NH 310,
1,278 401 (1) 1,318 X X X 1,052
386 512 1,626 2,524 X X X 1,403
1) 557 (140)8 TSI (140 235 WA 166 201
o 254 We 10 55
331 23 556
974 (140)€ 1,296 (148)e 196 13 214
gﬁ lgg 278 f z7§e1 "604 ( 27)ef X X X 109
“T;I75 7 PIEC 26 18 Ll % ﬁ;;g o X X LS
102 ( 11)e
3% & 387 Ens)e , %; gé;g;: X X 62 241
ggga 5g B 67 "447 236 0 N 20 256
13630 %5 (T01)° 3321(101)'3 T 0 0 5
X
R i X ( 55)e 1,508 ( §5)¢ X X X 812
414
140 862 a11 8
i?f 173 Lo} €88 Bl X X 128
XJ A gclsgi 4435 () 4431
5 (J))( X 866 X X X 713
L 5
1016 (1338 ;353 (T43)e
H 206 '144‘5 20)e 'sosig gg;g X X X 207
1,5301{ 97)8 2,100
= X "374 ( 68)e "536 ( 64)e X X X 19
223 12 6 2 e 88 0 0 88
—708_ ;220 (1468
o0 503 5! 71§e 1601 ( 94)e X ¥ 132 x 2,383
540, - 209 132 ( 71)® 88l { nge X X 132 1,903
288 294 xd 1 720 ( 23)8 X X X X 480
X X X (108)€ 799 (104)e X X 92 164
X X X (215)% Y (Z15)e 547 — 776
232 34 899 1,165 103 22 160 28%
201 6l 126 478 g0 20 77 17
X X 507 333 0 3
X X X 327 X Nﬁ 145 %ﬁ’
WA 574 (1218 —gor (121)® 99 K]
2 6 19 2,426 (zsde 5,051 gztxz;e 3,293 0 246 3,539
a4 19 "791 ?146)e 894 {146)e &5 0 198 253
2,522 NH 1,635 (145)¢ 4,157 (14508 3,238 MM 48 3,286
UK X 534
. 367 348 1 349
33525 312 7259 (20718 B0 (2077 ~ 2779 56l —a5T
175 19 561 755 177 26 145 42
236 326 (192) 242 (252)e 2831(444)8 o8 r ot
“3 53 15 o urn)é 32§ 7 422 59720 52
36— 47,028 ; ;
m?lr e R 3 "6 Y 22 1 2 40
824  65% 67% 81x 48% 391 40% 66%
. 0 complete data were included in the national
Wisconsin--Supreme Court-- Original proceedings and total ggga?gfteF1gu?;¥ marEed e T Fogtnote were not

cases filed and pending do not include miscellaneous
original jurisdiction cases.
JExplanation of data inciuded in the category:

District of Columbja--Filed and disposed appeals include

uests to appeal.

Loa$§1:na--5upr2;e Court--Filed and disposed appeals include a
few habeas corpus original jurisdiction cases.

Nebraska--Supreme Court-- Appeals include a minimal number of
original proceedings.

Oklahgma—-cgurt of Criminal Appeals--Filed and disposed
appeals include criminal requests to appeal and sentence
review only cases. )

Penﬁsy]vania{~5upreme Court-~The appeals filed figure includes
disciplinary cases.

*Reported national totals:
pThe reported national totals {ncluded only data for states
reporting data in the caseflow category for all courts in

: those marked with a "j" were included. The
nglgi§¢of request to appeal cranted that appear in
parentheses were not included in the totals to avoid double
counting(see footno§$ ‘et).

states reporting; . )

Nuggggrggd cases fog appegls and total cases are frem the 50
states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Reported
cases from original proceedings and requests to appeal are
from the 49 states and 47 states handling original
proceedings and ;equesc to agpza], respectively.

t of population represented:

Pegﬁize popﬂ]gtions (excluding Minnesota) used are the revised
Bureau of Census estimates, and total 223,696,000 from the
49 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. The
total population is 213,772,000 for the 49 states handling
original proceedings and 216,612,000 for the 47 states
handling requests to appeal.
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TABLE 4.
Detailed caseload categories for intermediate appellate courts, 1979.
Appeals original proceedings, requesis to appeal, and total cases. Reported national totals with number of states reporting and percent of population represented.
Begin End
penging ’ Filed Disposed pending
2 3 2 & 3 2 & 2 2 g 3 o
-5 = 2 ~% n 5 -5 w ] -5 u <
2288y 3 ¢ EEEy O + 2 i3 5 2Bl gy
a "u_n o =% : Q '5! o -5 o a "c-n o S a : g ~5 g g g ';
S & §° B § s §¢ 5 g & g% g & 15 3% 2
State and court title < S5% = - < S & - £ &% &° 2 & &= & e
Alabama-~STATE TOTAL..eevuereacnas .71 7771 1,248] 1,248t 1,1285 191 1,3191 7063 706
Court of Civil Appeals...... 155, 155, 419 419, 370 370, 204 204
Court of Criminal AppealS........ 6221 = (§) (i} 6221 8293 iy () 8291 7585 191 (§) 9491 5025 (§)  (3) 5021
Arizona--Court of Appeals..ecvee... 1,404 78 NH 1,482 1,742 257 NH 1,899 1,816 266 NH 2,082 1,330 69 Ni 1,399
Arkansas--Court of Appeals...cev... 0 0 NH 0, 553 63 NH 616 239 60 NH 299 314 3 N 317
California--Courts of Appeal....... NH 5,5231 7,941 4,912 NH 12,853 8,667 4,772 NH 13,439 6,319 NH 6,319
Colarado--Court of Appeals....sc... NH 1,003 1,214 NH 1,214 1,120 NH 1,120 1,097 NH 1,097
Connecticut~-Appellate Session of
Superior Courtaueecesecocssenane 215 NH NH 215 135 NH NH 135 165 WH NH 165 185 NH NH 185
Florida--District Courts
Oof Appealecsceeroncsscnasss 6,641 10,039 1,799 512 12,350 8,641 1,671 549 10,861 8,241
Georgia--Court of Appeals.......... 0 0 0 0 X X X 1,969 X X X 1,969 0 0 0 0
I11inois--Appellate Court......... . 3,852 NH NH 3,852 5,732 NH NH 5,732 4,660 NH NH 4,660 4,924 NH NH 4,924
Indiana~--Court of AppedlsS..ceuseees 801 NH 801 941 NH 941 1,142 NH 1,142 600 NH 600
Iowa--Court of Appeals........ P 781  NH NH 78 3773 NH NH 377 370 NH MH 379 765 NH NH 76
Kansas--Court of Appeals...... 601 601 816 816 772 772 645 645
Kentucky--Court of Appeals.... . 955 22 0 977 1,769 71 2 1,863 1,805 75 16 1,896 919 18 7 944 '
Louisiana-~Courts of Appeal ....... X X 1,395 2,269 395 2,664 2,046 384 2,430 X X 1,147
Maryland--Court of Special Appeals. 112 0 112 1,512( 9)e 177 1,689( 9)e 1,369 164( 9)¢  1,533( 9)¢ 159 V] 159
Massachusetts--Appeals Court....... 762 762 1,045 1,045 975 975 677 677
Michigan--Court of Appeals...cc.... 3,862 X X 5,499 X X X 5,159
Missouri--Court of Appeals......... 2,098 X X 2,143 1,816 401 2 2,219 1,827 X X 2,216 2,092 X X 2,150
New Jersey--Appellate Divisjon
of Superior Court ..,.eeevseee. 6,170 32 6,202 4,785 833 5,618 5,634 817 6,451 5,323 48 5,370
New Maxico-~Court of AppealS....... 288 288 517 517 509 509 299 299
New York-=STATE TOTAL...icevessenss 10,453] (3) 10,453 10,5645 1423 10,706
Appellate Divisions of the . E .
Supreme COUrt.veviervacnnrvncss 8,418) (i) 8,418 9,065 142) 9,207 :
Appellate Terms of the :
Supreme COUPt..eeeecsasncrennes 2,035 2,035 1,499 1,499 )
North Carol 1na--Court of Appeals... 1,204(54)€ 2 K32 1,738(54)e 1, 244J 407(54)e 1,651(54)e :
Ohio--Court of AppealsS.isisessssss. 4,576 213 NH 4,789 7,304 690 NH 7,994 7,228 648 NH 7,876 4,653 256 RH 4,909
Oklahoma--Court of Appea]s......... 116 NH 116 482(71)® NH 165 647(71)e 435 NH  137(71)e 572(71)¢ 163 NH 163
Oregon--Court of Appeals........... 1,446 NH  NH 1,446 3,456 NH  NH 3,456 3,369 NH MM 3,369 1,533 N MH 1,533
Pennsylvania--STATE TOTAL,.cuuvaess 6,700 233 6,933 :
SUPErior COUPt.vseesasonnsosnonns 4,047 4,047 !
Commonwealth Court.ssvessseeeenes 2,653 233 g 2,886 X X 2,414 :
Tennessee==STATE TOTAL..veeaereness 381 X 681 1,425 13 1,438 X X 1,528 591 ;
Court of AppealS.isesesconsereans 381 NH 381 775 NH 775 858 NH 858 298 NH 298 :
Court of Criminal AppealSs.cess.. X X 300 650 13 663 X X 670 X X 293 :
Texas--Courts of Civil Appeals..... 1,304 NH 1,304 2,445 NH 2,445 2,270 N 2,270 1,479 NH 1,479
Washington--Court of Appeals....... 1,906 60 46 2,012 1,921 174 148 2,243 1,940 154 139 2,233 1,922 80 51 2,053
Wisconsin--Court of AppealS......s. 799 10 a09t 1,684 110 189 1,983 1,458 113 189 1,760 1,031 14 0 1,045
Reported national totals*.......... 35,167 383 78 38,486 85,576 9,120 2,581 99,446 71,582 8,143 2,418 90,022 36,466 440 106 40,709
Number of states reporting*...ee... 24 7 5 25 29 12 9 29 26 9 8 28 23 7 6 25
Percent of population represented*. 712 22%  15% 66% 98% 54%  35% 99% 85% 40%  31% 95% 68% 22%  22% 66%
£y . N »
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Note: For inciusion on this table, a case is defined as any appeal, original proceeding, request to appeal or sentence review only case.
A11 available data are entered in the table. Blank spaces indicate that the data were unavailable, or less than 90% complete.

NH = This case type is not handled in this court.
X = The data for this case type are known to be included in the total but were not available by category.

2Cases not included in the total to avoid double counting:

A request to appeal granted is not counted as a disposed request to appeal or as a filed appeal. It is counted as a disposition only when the resulting appeal is dlSpOSEd

The numbers of requests to appeal granted are the numbers appearing in parentheses in the table. These numbers are not included in the calculated national totals.

1pata in incomplete:

Alabama--Court of Criminal Appeals--Total cases do not include petitions diposed of in the clerk's office at the direction of the Court.

California--Total pending cases figures do not include original proceedings.

Wisconsin--Total begin pending cases do not include requests to appeal.
JExp\;ﬂation of data included in the category:

Alavama--Court of Criminal Appeals--Pending and filed appeal data include original proceedings and requests to appeal. Disposed appeal data includes requests to appeal.

Towa-<Sourt of Appeals--Total appeals filed and pending include sentence review only cases.

New York--Appellate Divisions of the Supreme Court--Filed and disposed appeals include an unknown number of original proceedings.

North Carolina--Disposed appeals include originial proceedings.

*Reported national totals:
The reported national totals include only data for states reporting data that are at least 90% complete in the caseload category for all courts in the
state.
Pending data for California were not inciuded in the totals.
*Number of states reporting:
Reported cases for appeals and total cases are from the 30 states with intermediate appellate courts. Reported cases for original proceedings and
requests to appeal are from the 22 states and 22 states, respectively, handling each case type.
*Percent of population represented:
State popu]ations used are the revised Bureau of Census estimates and total 194,305,000 for the 30 states with intermediate appellate courts. The total
population is 149,106,000 for the 22 states handling original proceedings and 135,325,000 for the 22 states handling requests to appeal. The percent
of population represented for each caseload category is based on these total popu1ation figures.
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TABLE 5: Caseload for appeals and requests to appeal (civil and criminal) and total cases

for courts of last resort, 1979.

TABLE 6: Caseload for appeals and requests to appeal (civil and criminal) and total cases
for intermediate appellate courts, 1979. :

Variations in court organization:

Tables 5 and 6 display a portion of the data
displayed in Tables 3 and 4, and the same
variations in court organization apply.

Variations in subject matter jurisdiction:

Tables 5 and 6 display a portion of the data
displayed in Tables 3 and 4, and the same
variations in subject matter jurisdiction apply.

Variations in case classifications and definitions:

The total cases column in Tables 5 and 6 is
the same as in Tables 3 and 4, and includes all
appeals, original jurisdiction cases, requests to
appeal, and sentence review only cases. Only two
case types--appeals and requests to appeal--are
displayed in Tables 5 and 6, both separated, where
data were available, into civil and criminal
categories.

These tables indicate that a significant
minority of states fail to break down appeals into
even the most general case types--civil and
criminai.

The sum of civil and criminal cases may not
add up to the figures shown for appeals and
requests to appeals in Tables 3 and 4 because
other types of appeals and requests to appeal may
be included. (See the pertinent state profile in
Part II for this information.)

The types of cases classified as appeals
present a particular problem. Matters such as
requests for bail pending appeal, requests for
delayed appeal, and petitions to stay the lower
court ruling pending appeal generally are not
considered appeals, but are counted as such in
some courts, inflating the appellate caseload in
those states.

Courts with discretionary jurisdiction
sometimes report the total number of cases filed
without distinguishing between mandatory and
discretionary cases; or they separate mandatory
and discretionary cases filed but do not indicate
the number of requests for discretionary review

Preceding page blank

granted. Some provide separate data for mandatory
cases, discretionary review granted, and
discretionary review denied, while others combine
mandatory ceses and cases accepted for review, but
report separately the number of petitions for
review filed, resulting in double counting of
granted petitions for review.

Sources of data for each court are found in the
individual profiles in Part II and in Appendix B.

Appropriate analyses:

Although these tables are designed primarily
to display the breakdown of appellate caseloads
into the civil and criminal case types, they may
also be used for some analysis.  The ratio of
civil to criminal appeals may be calculated for
any court. These ratios may be compared between
courts of similar type. The ratio of civil
appeals to civil requests to appeal may be
calculated and compared to the ratio of criminal
appeals to requests to appeal.

Limitations on use:

Although cases are identified as being civil
or criminal on this table, the definitions used by
the courts to make this distinction may differ.
One court may include juvenile appeals, and
appeals of administrative agency cases in its
civil appeal category. Other courts may report
these cases in three separate categories, as
recommended in the Modei Statistical Dictionary.
Before comparisons are made, one should check each
court profile to determine whether there is any
indication of the types of cases included in the
civil or criminal category.

For those courts that report non-civil and
criminal cases in separate categories and for
those that have jurisdiction over original
proceedings in addition to the appeals and request
to appeal cases reported here, the sum of the
figures reported for any case category on the
table will be less than the total cases figure
reported for that case category.
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Disposed End pending
Requests Requests
Appeals to appeal Appeals to appeal
Total Total
Civil Criminal  Civil Criminal cases Civil Criminal Civil Criminal  cases
X X X X 762 ( 66)e 0 0 0 0 0
254 138 634 346 20C 646
79 72 NH NH 1,095 7 56 NH NH 144
424 221 NH NH 783 46 NH NH 144
75 49 1,355 (113)e 1,422 ( 80)e 3,669 (193)e
X X X X 877 X X X X 414
390 57 X X 542 522 154 691
218 124 NH NH 358 161 135 NH NH - 310
X X X X 1,318 X X X X 1,027
X X X X 2,524 X X X X 1,403
X X X X 1,353 (140)e 401
111 155 297 443 255 711
180 80 354 323 145 556
109 63 487 { 94)e 487 ( 46)e 1,296 (148)e 72 58 103 111 423
X X 182 (27)e 96 ( )el 604 ( 27)ei X X 0 X 109
765 348 155 ( X)e, 59 { X)e 1,410 ( 26)8 X X X X 968
X 137 X X 416 ( 11)e X X 20m
X X X X 671 (175)¢ © X X X X 241
X X X X 2,763 (529)¢
245 132 NH NH 447 180 56 NH NH 256
84 52 166 ( 62)¢ 196 ( 39j¢ 528 {101)e 28 12 0 0 40
X X 432 1341
X X X X 1,508 ( 55)¢ X X X X 812
X X 862 X X 414
133 38 X X 688 X X X X 128
X X 516 .
341 214 6601 263 110 4431
X X 866 X X 713
X X 303 X X 145
95 46 X X 1,353 (143;3 X X X X 451
X X X X 605 ( 22)e X X X X 207
423 147 X 1,530 ( 97)¢ ( e
X X 216 ( 46)¢ 139 ( 18)e * 536 ( 64)e X X 19
178 45 s 241 70 18 88
X X X X 1,628 {146)€
540 X 132 ( 71)e X 1,601 { 94)e X X X 2,383
540 NH 132 { 71)e NH 881 ( 71)e X NH NH 1,903
NH X NR X 720 ( 23)¢  NH X NH X 480
X % X ( 47)e x { 36)e 799 (104)e X X X X 164
776
40 101 X X 1,165 (215)¢ 10 74 X X 285
205 54 X X 478 287 147 X X 577
X b3 507 220 89 333
X X X - X 327 (e X X X X 276
X X X X 801 (121)e X X X X 241
84 2,522 791 (146)e 1,635 (145)e 5,051 (201)¢ &5 3,238 198 48 3,539
84 NH 791 (146)¢ Nt 894 (146)e¢ 55 NH 198 NH 253
NH 2,622 NH 1,635 (145)e 4,157 (145)e NH 3,238 NH 48 3,286
X % 534
277 72 367 X X 349
X X 384 (168)e 758 ( 39)e 1,810 (207)e X X 2N 283 857
141 34 229 179 755 135 a2 52 65 342
X X X X 804 (353)e
X % 4991 X X 0 0 112
X X NH NH 222 X X NH NH 87
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TABLE 6:
Caseload for appeals and requests to appeal (civil and criminal) and total cases for intermediate appellate courts, 1979.
Begin pending Flled Disposed Enc¢ pending
Requests Requests Requests Requests
State and court titte Appeals to appeal Appeals to_appeai Appeals to _appeal Appeals to appeal
Total - Total Total Totai
Civii Criminal Clvii Criminal cases Civil Criminat Clivil Criminal cases Civii Criminal Clvit Criminal cases Civil Criminal Clvil Criminal cases
A12bama=-STATE TOTAL.esecseeacsoscsseess 155  622H) N 7771 419 a29ll TN 1,2481 370 7sall W 1,2194 204  s02!J (%3} 706!
Court of CIVI! AppoalS.eceeeccssiocnee 155 NH NH 155 419 NH NH 419 370 NH NH 370 204 NH NH 204
Court of Criminal AppPeaiS..eeesassoces Mo 62210 N D) 622! No829ld T N () 829! N 758l w 949l M52l o 5021
Arlzona-~Court of AppealS....cassesessse 619 648 NH NH 4,482 692 805 NH NH 1,999 671 906 NH NH 2,082 640 547 NM NH 1,399
Arkansas--Court of Appeals..... [ 0 0 NH N 0 400 153 NH NH 553 160 79 NH ] 239 240 74 NH NH 314
Calltornin-—Courts of Appesl.secessessee 2,895 2,628 NH NH 5,5231 3,662 4,279 NH NH 12,853 X X NH NH 13,439 3,250 3,069 NH NH 6,319}
Colorado--Court of ApPEalS.essecececeese X X 1,003 797 344 1,214 X X 1,120 X X 1,097
Connectlcut--Appel late Sesslon of the
SUPOrior COUrteesesesescsssssseassases 152 63 215 82 53 135 120 45 165 114 n 185
; Florlda--DIstrict Court of Appeal....... X X X X 6,641 X X X X 12,350 X X X X 10,861 X X X X 8,241
® Georgla--Court of AppealS.evececscrsecae 0 0 0 0 0 X X X X 1,969 X X X X 1,969 0 [} 0 0 0
Jl1inols=—Appellate Court.eessesessesses 1,770 2,082 NH NH 3,852 2,876 2,856 NH NH 5,732 2,308 2,352 U] M 4,660 2,338 2,586 NH NH 4,924
Indiana--Court of Appes|S.eseasesocsasss X X 801 472 433 941 X X 1,142 X X 600
lowa-—Court of APPeZ!S.eeesesceessecsase 48 30 NH NH 78 263 114 NH NH 377 238 11 NH NH 379 52 24 N4 NH 76
Kansas-~Court of AppesaiS.eeeses X X 601 X X 816 X X 772 X X 645
Kentucky--Court of Appeals..... 7% 197 b4 X 977 1,386 383 X X 1,863 1,440 365 X X 1,896 704 215 X X 944
Loulsiana--Court of Appeal..,c.censecses X N NH 1,395 2,269 [ NH 2,664 2,046 N N 2,430 X N N 1,147
Maryland~-Court of Speclal Appeals.....s 68 44 0 0 112 801(X)9711(X)e X X 1,689(9)® 736 633 X X 1,533(9)e 83 76 159
Massachusetts=~Appeals Court,.eeeeaseane X X 762 X b 1,045 X X 975 X X 677
Michlgan=—-Court of ApPeaiS.csecceesscces X X X X 5,499 X X X X 5,159
Missouri-—Court of APPea!S.eecseseseesse 1,340 758 X X 2,143 1,332 484 X X 2,219 1,270 557 X X 2,216 1,427 665 X X 2,150 '
New Jersay--Appellate Dlivision of
SUPOr1Or COUrTaseeeossssnennssscnsssns X X X X 6,202 1,947 1,713 X X 5,618 X X X X 6,451 X X X X 5,370
Now Mexlco-—~Court of ApPpPealS,.ceeessroas X X 288 239 252J 517 X 509 X X 299
Now York--STATE TOTAL.veveecorsoncaonaes X X 10,453l X X 10,706
dppeliate Division of the Supreme
COUMtyrasonnassrnnssessananssnssnsen X X 8,418} X X 9,207
Appellate Terms ot the Supreme Court,. - X X 2,035 X X 1,499
North Carollna~-Court of AppoalS..ceessss X X X X 1,738(54)0 X X X X 1,651(54)°
Ohlo=~Court of APPOBISeeessrassescesnses 2,776 1,800 NH NH 4,789 4,423 2,881 ] ] 7,994 4,452 2,776 NH ™ 7,876 2,754 1,899 N N 4,909
' Oklahoma—-Court of ApPBaIS..cessenescass 16 NH NH 116l 482(71)8NH 165 NH 647(71)° 435 NH 137¢71)8NH 572 163 NH NH 163!
: Oregon-—Court of AppPea!S..ceeescescaccas X X M NH 1,446 1,091 1,475 N ] 3,456 X X N ] 3,369 X X N N 1,533
i Pennsylvania-~STATE TOTAL.seeecesaoncees X X 6,933
{ SUPEFIOr COUFtesssaevsasasnosooasescns X X 4,047
ﬁ‘ Commonwealth Court,sesssescassssscscns X X 2,886 2,414 -
Tennessea=—STATE TOTAL.cereseccsessconne 381 . 681 713 650 1,438 858 X 1,528 298 391 & h
i Court of ApPeBIS.evsseerneacessneneses 381 NH NH 381 75 M NH 775 858" MM NH 859 298 NH 298 ‘ R
\ I Court of Criminal ApPealS...cesscaceses N NH 300 Mo 650 M 663 N X M 670 NH N 293 :
; Toxas-~Court of CIVI| AppeaiSeeeeessesss 1,304 NH NH 1,308 2,445 NH NH 2,445 2,270 NH NH 2,270 1,479 NH M 1,479 : .
; washington--Court of AppoaiS..ececanasse 1,079 827 X X 2,012 1,200 721 X X 2,243 1,157 783 X X 2,233 1,136 786 X X 2,053 HP
Wisconsin-—Court of AppasiS,.eececssssss 626 173 sog! 1,459  atal () 7)) 1,983 1,270 37710 3] () 1,760 819 212 1,045
b TN s i e e L . . - - N . - k‘
’ Y e
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Note:

NH = This case type |s not handled In this court,
X = The data for this case type are known to be Included In the total, but were unava!iable

For Incluslon on this table, a case is defined as any appeal, original procesding, request to appeal, or sentence review only case,
Total cases pending, flled, and disposed Include orlginal proceadings and sentence review only cases as well as all appeals and all requests to appeal.
All avallable data are entered In the table., Blank spaces Indicate that the data were unavallablo, or less than 90% complete,

New York--Appellate Divisions of the Supreme Court--Total cases fi{led do not Include all
original procesdings,
Ok |ahoma=--Conrt of Appeals--Total pending data do not Inciude roaquests to appeal,

by category.
Wisconsin-—Court of Appeals--Total begin pending cases do not Inciude requests to

©Cases are not included In the total to avold double counting: appeal,
A request to appeal granted Is not counted as a disposed request to sppeal or as a flled

Ipata are Incompiete:
Alabama-~Court of Criminal Appeals—-Data do not Include petitions disposed of in the

Californla--Courts of Appeal--Total pending cases do not Inciude original jurisdiction

e Sasr s - e e ey

JExplanation of data Included In the category:
Alatama~-Court of Criminal Appeals--Panding and flled appesls Include original
procoedings and requests to appesl. Disposed appeals Included requests to sppeal,
New Mexico--Court of Appesis~- Criminal sgpeals filed Includes juveatle appeals,
Wiscons!n=--Court of Appeais<— Clvil and criminal appeals Include requests to appeal,

appeal, It Is counted as 8 dispositlon only when the resulting appeal Is dlsposed,

clerk!s office at the direction of the Court,

cases,

y24
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TABLE 7: Caseload for courts of last resort in states with intermediate appellate courts, 1979.

TABLE 8: Caseload for courts of last resort in states without intermediate appellate courts, 1979.

TABLE 9: Caseload for intermediate appellate courts, 1979.

Variations in court organization:

In Tables 7 and 8, the courts of last resort
in states with intermediate appellate courts have
been separated from the states without
intermediate appellate courts, while Tables 7 and
9 together show the total appellate caseload in
those states with intermediate appellate courts.

These tables contain the same caseload
inventory data that is shown in Table 2, and the
same variations in court organization apply to
these tables.

Yariations in subject matter jurisdiction:

The jurisdigtion of each court {s outlined
briefly in the court system organization chart for
each state located in Part II of this report.

Major variation from state to state results
from the type of mandatory and discretionary
Jurisdiction over initial appeals granted to
ccurts of last resort and to intermediate
appellate courts. States having both levels of
appellate courts generally direct the more
difficult appeals to the court of last resort, but
these are not necessarily the same types of cases
in every state.

In some states trial courts of general
jurisdiction have incidental appeliate
Jurisdiction, which affects the number of appeals
filed in the appellate courts.

Variations in case classification and definitions:

Total case figures may not be comparable from
state to state.

Some states report total cases processed
without any indication as to what types of
proceedings are included. Other states include in
their caseload only appeals that were decided on
the merits. Some appellate courts include all
original proceedings, while others report none.
Some states do not distinguish appeals and other
cases from procedural matters.

Variations in counting cases:

The kind and amount of discretionary
Jurisdiction granted to courts of last resort and
intermediate appellate courts vary from state to
state. Courts with discretionary jurisdiction
sometimes report the total number of cases filed
without distinguishing between mandatory and
discretionary cases; or they separate mandatory
and discretiopary cases filed but do not indicate
the number of requests for discretionary review
granted. Some provide separate data for mandatory
cases, discretionary review granted, and
discretionary review denied, while others combine
mandatory cases and cases accepted for review, but
report separately the number of petitions for
review filed, resulting in double counting of
granted petitions for review.

Courts may count cases at different stages in
proceedings. Some courts count cases when the
notice of appeal is filed. Others wait to count

cases until they- are argued or submitted on
briefs. Courts which count cases at stages that
occur later in case processing will not count
those cases on which a notice of appeal is filed
but later the parties decide not to pursue the
subsequent stages. The manner of counting cases
in each court is given in Table 11 and on each
individual appellate court profile in Part II of
this report.

Sources of data for each court are found in the
Tndividual profiles in Part II and in Appendix B,

Appropriate analyses:

Disposed cases as percent of filed. This
measure represents the percent of the number of
filed cases that the court was able to dispose.
The percent 1s computed by dividing the number of
cases filed by the number disposed and then
multiplying by one hundred. A percent over one
hundred indicates that the court disposed more
cases than were filed, thus reducing pending
caseload. A percent significantly less than one
hundred indicates that the court is not keeping up
with the volume of cases being filed. This
measure was not computed if the number of cases
filed was less than ten.

End pending as percent of filed. This figure
gives the percent of the number of filed cases
that were pending at the end of the year. This
measure is computed by dividing the number of
cases pending at the end of the year by the number
of cases filed and then multipiying by one
hundred. A value of one hundred percent indicates
that the number of cases pending at the end of the
year was equal to the number of cases filed during
the year. A value higher than one hundred percent
indicates a pending caseload larger than cases
filed, while a value lower than one hundred
percent indicates a pending caseload smaller than
the number of cases filed. This percent was not
computed 1f the number of cases filed was less
than ten.

Number change in pending caseload. This
number gives the net Tncrease or decrease in
pending caseload for the court year by subtracting
the number of cases pending at the beginning of
the year from the number of cases pending at the
end of the year. An alternative to this
calculation, subtracting the number disposed from
the number filed, was used when pending data were
unavailable or incomplete. When this alternate
formula was used, the resulting number was
enclosed in parentheses. A positive number
indicates that the pending caseload increased
during the year while a negative number indicates
that the pending caseload was reduced in size.
Thus, a large negative change in pending indicates
that the court is keeping the caseload current,
while a Targe positive change in pending would
indicate that the court has not kept pace with its
filings.
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Percent change in pending caseload. This
percentage indicates the change 1n pending cases
relative to the number of cases peqding at the
beginning of the year, and is obtained by gividing
the number change in pending caselocad by the
number of cases pending at the beginning of the
year and then multiplying by one hundred. (This
figure cannot be calculated if the alternative
formula described above was used to calculate the
number change in the pending caseload.) A high
negative percent indicates that the court redgced
its pending caseload significantly, while a high
positive percent indicates that the pending
caseload increased significantly. This measure
was not computed if the number of beginning
pending cases was less than ten.

Filed and disposed per judge. These measures
are displayed in appelTate court tables. If all
other factors (court jurisdiction, disgretionary
jurisdiction, case definition, panels in the
court, etc.) are similar, theze mea%ﬁres permit

arison of caseload per judge. ese
ggggistics were computeg by dividing the fited and
disposed cases respectively, by the number of
appellate judges serving that court.

The necessity for caution when making any
comparisons among states must be repeated.  This
warning holds true especially for comparisons
using any of the above measures.

Filed per 100,000 population. The unit of
state population used on all court caseload charts
is 100,000. This measure compensates for
variations in state poputation and gives a more
realistic basis for comparison.of caseloads among
states of various sizes. If all cther factors
{court jurisdiction, discretionary jurisdiction,
case definition, etc.) are similar, the filed per
100,000 population statistic permits direct
comparisons among states of the number of filed
cases.

Limitations on use:

Comparisons should not be made among states
before checking for similarities and Q1fferences
among the states in the profiles section in Part
II. Comparisons should not be made between courts
of last resort and intermediate appellate courts
or between courts of last resort with and w{thout
intermediate appellate courts. When comparing
states, care must also be taken to insure that
state totals are used in those states w1tb more
than one court of last resort or intermediate
appellate court. When comparing.the number of
appeals filed, disposed, or pending among states,
also consider the percent of the appeals that are
discretionary {numbers in parentheses) and the

number of requests to appeal handled by each state.
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TABLE 7: Caseload for courts of last resort in states with intermediate appellate courts, 1979. )
State population. Disposed and end pending as a percent of filed. Number and percent change in pending. Filed and disposed per judge. Filed per 100,000
population.
As percent Change 1in
State of filed pending Per judge Filed
population  Number “End per
State and court title in of Begin End Dis- pend- Per- 100, 000
thousands  judges _pending Filed Disposed  pending posed ing Number cent Filed Disposed population
Alabama-~-Supreme Court....... vesesnean 3,869 9 0 762 ( 66)e 762 ( 66)e ) 100% 0 85 85 20
Arizona--Supreme CoUrte..eeeveccncenes 2,639 5 211 1,028 1,095 144 107% 14% -67 -32% 206 219 39
Arkansas--Supreme Court.eeeeeconecnnsns 2,269 7 277 650 783 144 120% 22% -133 -48% 93 112 29
California--Supreme COUrtaceicessnrsans 23,255 7 3,784 (193)e 3,669 (193)e 97% (115) 541 524 16
Colorado~-Supreme CoOUrt..usesosvanenes 2,849 7 350 941 877 414 93% 44% 64 18% 134 125 33
Connecticut--Supreme Court...... veaves 3,100 6 619 614 542 691 88% 1132 72 12% 102 90 20
Florida~--Supreme Court.cieosesesvecass 9,471 7 1,363 2,561 2,524 1,403 99% 55% 40 3% 366 361 27
Georgia--Supreme Court........ ceeseonn 5,391 7 304 1,450 (140)e 1,353 (140;e 401 93% 28% 97 32% 207 193 27
ITlinois--Supreme Court..ceevevocccoss 11,423 7 373 1,346 5148 e 1,296 (l48)e 423 96% 31% 50 132 192 185 12
Indiana~--Supreme CoUrtessssecesnascens 5,475 5 109 604 ( 27)e 604 ( 27)e 109 100% 18% 0 121 121 11
Towa--Supreme CoUrt..eeeeseecnnravenss 2,917 9 880 1,507 5 26)¢ 1,410 ( 26)€ 968 34% 64% 88 10% 167 157 52
Kansas--Supreme COUPt..ciecovesssanoes 2,347 7 443 ( 11)e 416 ( 11)e 94% (27) 63 59 19
Kentucky--Supreme Court..cveseensee oes 3,644 7 236 754 (175)e 671 (175)e 241 89% 32% 5 2% 108 96 21 '
Louisiana--Supreme COUPt..eeessscnaces 4,139 7 2,842 é529 e 2,763 (529)e 97% (79) 406 395 69
Maryland--Court of AppealS...eeecescecs 4,223 7 28 540 (101)e 528 (101)e 40 98% 7% 12 43% 17 75 13
Massachusetts--Supreme Judicial Court. 5,746 7 432 62 (8)
Michigan--Supreme Court..ievsveesencess 9,249 7 850 1,470 ( 55)e 1,508 ( 55)e 812 103% 55% -38 -5% 210 215 16
; Missouri--Supreme Court...oescescnseas 4,889 7 131 684 688 128 101% 19% -3 -2% 98 98 14
i New Jersey--Supreme Court..secs.. se 7,373 7 534 1,086 (143)e 1,353 (143)e 451 125% 42% -83 -16% 155 193 15
New Mexico-~Supreme Court.,.... 1,281 5 197 615 ( 22)& 605 { 22)e 207 98% 34% 10 5% 123 121 48
New York--Court of Appealsl........... 17,634 7
North Carolina--Supreme Court...eseses 5,802 7 21 624 { 64)¢ 536 ( 64)e 19 86% % -2 -10% 89 77 11
Ohio~-Supreme Court..... seecvensasenes 10,799 7 1,721 (146)e 1,628 (146)e 95% (93) 246 233 16
Oklahoma~~STATE TOTAL.csvesicsnvaraaes 2,970 12 2,002 1,922 ( 94)® 1,601 & 94)e 2,383 83%  124% 381 19% 160 133 65
Supreme COUMtK e nvuersnessvoenancnes - 9 1,620 1,176 ( 71)e 881 71;e 1,903 75%  162% 283 18% 131 98 40
Court of Criminal Appealsk.......... -— 3 382 746 ( 23)e 720 ( 23)e 480 97% 64% 98 26% 249 240 25
Oregon--Supreme COUrt..eeeceveasnsnans 2,578 7 251 727 (104)e 799 (104)¢ 164 110% 23% -87 -35% 104 114 28
Pennsylvania--Supreme COUrt..ierccenes 11,874 7 1,850 (215;e (215)e 776 42% 264 16
Tennessee~~-Supreme Court....cevessoveas 4,533 5 188 854 .(121)e 801 (121)e 241 94% 28% 53 28% 171 160 19
Texas--STATE TOTAL..,.... 13,887 18 2,782 5,859 (291)¢ 5,051 {291)8 3,539 86% 60% 757 27% 326 281 42
Supreme Courtk........ - 9 184 1,014 (146)e 894 (146)® 253 88% 254 69 38% 113 99 7 o
Court of Criminal Appea1sk.......... - 9 2,598 4,845 (145)e 4,157 (145)¢ 3,286 86% 68% 688 27% 538 462 35 ' -
Washington--Supreme CoUrt..cacsveoases 4,013 9 294 785 755 342 97% 44% 48 16% 87 84 20
Wisconsin--Supreme COUPt.esceserroasns 4,666 636 4991 12 91 14
i
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For inclusion on this table, a case is defined as any appeal, original proceeding, request to appeal, or sentence review only case.
A1l available data are entered in the table and all appropriate calculations are included. Blank spaces indicate that either the data are not available or the
calculations were inappropriate. Numbers in parentheses, representing the number of requests to appeal that were granted, were not included in any of the

calculations.

Note:

-- = Not applicable.

i

It is counted as a disposition only when the resulting appeal is

€Cases are not included in the total to avoid double counting:
These nmmbers were not included in any of the

A request to appeal granted is not counted as a disposed rejuest to appeal or as a filed appeal.
disposed. The numbers of requests to appeal granted are the numbers appearing in parentheses in the table.
. calculations.
1Data are not complete:
New York--Caseload data were excluded from this table due to the failure to report the number of civil requests to appeal which renders the data less than 90%

complete,
Wisconsin--The disposed and end pending figures do not include miscellaneous original jurisdiction cases.
kAdditional information:
Both Oklahoma and Texas have two courts of last resort. The Supreme Court hears only civil matters; the Court of Criminal Appeals hears all criminal matters. Both
Although the Court of Criminal Appeals in both states has no intermediate appellate

also have an intermediate appellate court that hears only civil matters.
court, data from both courts of last resort are included on this table for Texas and Oklahoma so that the entire caseload cf that level of court can be presented

as a unit as it is for every other state.
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TABLE 8:
Caseload for courts of last resort in states without intermediate appellate courts, 1979.
State population. Disposed and end pending as a percent of filed. Number and percent change in pending. Filed and disposed per judge. Filed per 100,000
population.
As percent Change in
State of filed pending Per judge Filed
population  Number End per
State and court title in of Begin End Dis- pend- Per- 100,000
thousands . judges _pending Filed Disposed pending  posed ing Number cent Filed Disposed population
Alaska--Supreme Court...cicesecensanen 402 5 624 656 634 646 97% 59% 22 4% 131 127 163
Delaware-~Supreme Court...ccencecceass £99 5 329 339 358 310 106% 91% -19 -6% 68 72 57
District of Columbia--Court of . X
APPEalS.ceaneavssrsscrecsarecnannas 656 9 1,1341 1,236 1,318 1,0521 107% (-82) 137 146 188
Hawaii--Supreme Court.....ceveenevasns 950 5 670 338 297 711 88%  210% 41 6% 68 59 36
Idaho--Supreme Court....couees cese 933 5 500 410 354 556 86% 136% 56 11% 82 71 44
Maine--Supreme Judicial Court......... 1,125 7 295 408 447 256 110% 63% -39 -13% 58 64 36
Minnesota~--Supreme Courti............. 4,038 9
Mississippi-~Supreme Court..sevecennss 2,508 9 438 843 862 414 102% 49% -24 -6% 94 96 34
Montana--Supreme Court.....eecececcnns 789 5 472 516 109% (-44) 94 103 60
Nebraska--Supreme Courtl,....cveeeeues 1,564 7
Nevada~--Supreme Court.....ceveneencses 765 5 667 912 866 713 95% 78% 46 7% 182 173 119
New Hampshire--Supreme Court.....ooees 912 5 155 293 303 145 103% 50% -10 7% 59 61 32
North Dakota--Supreme Court..ceeeesoes 652 5 121 208 241 88 116% 42% -33 -27% 42 48 32
Puerto Rico--Supreme Court...veeeccees 3,165 8 280 1,170 : 1,165 285 100% 249 5 2% 146 146 37
Rhode Island--Supreme Court...eeecese.. 957 5 569 486 478 577 98r  119% 8 1% 97 96 51
South Carolipa--Supreme Court...eveo.. 3,087 5 125 715 507 333 71% 47% 208 166% 143 101 23
South Dakota--Supreme Court.....ieee.. 689 5 283 319 327 276 103% 87% -7 -32 64 65 46
Utah--Supreme Courte.veceresnsenoasane 1,416 5 618 534 86% (84) 124 107 44
Vermont--Supreme COUPt...ieeseeoonnnns 506 5 291 422 367 349 87% 83% 58 20% 84 73 83
Virginia--Supreme Court.....veneecanss 5,325 7 775 1,852 (207)¢ 1,810 (207)e 857 97% 46% 82 11% 266 259 35
West Virginia-~Supreme Court of .
Appeals..iavareercsnrnrenronenanis 1,939 5 1,012 (444)® 804 (444)e 79% (208) 202 161 52 ;
Wyoming--Supreme COUrt...ceeecncaneces 452 5 132 177 222 87 1252 49% -45 -34% 35 44 39 ;
Note: For inclusion on this table, a case is defined as any appeal, original proceeding, request to appeal, or sentence review only case.
A1l available data are entered in the table and all appropriate calculations are included. Blank spaces indicate that either the data were unavailable or less
than 90% complete, or the calculations were inappropriate. Numbers in parentheses, representing the number of requests to appeal that were granted, were not .
included in the calculations. X
; €Cases are not included in the total to avoid double counting: ?
i A request to appeal granted is not counted as a disposed request to appeal or as a filed appeal. It is counted as a disposition only when the resulting appeal is §
: disposed, The numbers of requests to appeal granted are the numbers appearing in parentheses in the table. These numbers were not included in any of the
calculations in the table. i
. 1Data are not complete: .
R District of Columbia--Pending data do not include special proceedings in original jurisdiction cases.
i Minnesota--Data were unavajlable from the Minnesota Supreme Court. ¢
; Nebraska--State figures did not include requests to appeal, and therefore, were less than 90% complete.
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TABLE9:
Caseload for intermediate appeliate courts, 1979.

State population. Disposed and end pending as a percent of filed. Number and percent change in pending. Filed and disposed per judge. Filed per 100,000

population.
As percent Change in
State of filed pending Per judge Filed
population  Number End ) per
State and court title in of Begin End Dis- - pend- Per- 100,000
thousands  judges  pending Filed Disposed pending posed ing Number cent Filed Disposed population
Alabama~-STATE TOTAL..ccveensncacscnse 3,869 8 777 1,2481 1,3191 7061 106%1 5731 -711 -9%1 1561 1651 321
Court of Civil Appeals.. -- 3 155, 419, 370, 204, 88% 49%. 49, 32%, 140, 123, 11,
Court of Criminal AppealS.....eeesse - 5 6221 8291 9491 5021 114%1 6131 -1201 -19% 1661 1900 211
Arizona--Court of AppealS....cieeveess 2,639 12 1,482 1,999 2,082 1,399 104% 70% -83 -6% 167 174 76
Arkansas--Court of AppealS....eeeseaes 2,269 6 0 616 299 317 49% 51% 317 - 103 50 27
California--Courts of Appeal....cee... 23,255 56 12,853 13,439 105% (-586) 230 240 55
Colorado--Court of AppealS.eeccesssnss 2,849 10 1,003 1,214 1,120 1,097 92% 90% 94 9% 121 112 43
Cannecticut~-Appellate Session
of Superior CoUrt..eescercceccanas 3,100 3 215 135 165 185 122% 137% -30 -14% 45 55 4
Florida--District Court of Appeal..... 9,471 39 6,641 12,350 10,861 8,241 88% 67% 1,600 24% 317 278 % 130
Georgia--Court of AppealS...eessccecss 5,391 9 0 1,969 ( o) 1,969 ( 0)e 0 100% 0 219 219 37
INlinois-~Appellate Court..ccvueneenes 11,423 31 3,852 5,732 4,660 4,924 81% 86z 1,072 28% 185 150 50
Indiana--Court of AppealS...cevevesces 5,475 13 801 941 s 1,142 600 121% 64% -201 -25% 72 88 17
Iowa--Court of AppealS.ie.eievssscsces 2,917 5 78 377 379 76 101% 20% -2 -3% 75 76 13
Kansas-~Court of AppealS....esececcoas 2,347 7 601 816 772 645 95% 79% 44 7% 117 110 35
Kentucky--Court of AppealS...cceeeereas 3,644 14 977 1,863 1,896 944 102% 51% -33 -3% 133 135 51
Louisiana--Courts of Appeald.......... 4,139 29 1,395 2,664 2,430 1,147 91% 43% -248 -18% 92 84 64
Maryland--Court of Special Appeals.... 4,223 13 112 1,689 ( 9)8 1,533 ( 9)e 159 91% 9% 47 423 130 118 40
M~rssachusetts--Appeals Court.......... 5,746 10 762 1,045 975 677 93% 65% -85 -11% 105 98 18
Michigan-~Court of Appeals.....eveens. 9,249 18 5,499 5,159 94% 340 306 287 59
Missouri--Court of AppealS....esvesses 4,889 28 2,143 2,219 2,216 2,150 100% 97% 7 <1% 79 79 45
New Jersey--Appellate Division of
Superior Court.cesssesossceancnnas 7,373 21 6,202 5,618 6,451 5,370 115% 96% -832 -13% 268 307 76
New Mexico--Court of Appeals......ces. 1,281 7 288 517 509 299 99% 58% 11 4% 74 73 40
New. York--STATE TOTAL..cevinernnncnens 17,634 33 16,4531 10,706 iun 324 641
Appellate Divisions of the Supreme : :
COUPt e vrreunsenrsronnoncnosasenans - 24 8,418l 9,207 3s1i 384 521
Appellate Terms of the Supreme
L o S - 9 2,035 1,499 74% (536; 226 167 12
North Carolina--Court of Appeals...... 5,802 12 1,738 (54)¢ 1,651 (54)e 95% (87 145 138 30
Ohio--Court of AppealS..eeessesscsvens 10,799 44 4,789 7,944 7,876 4,909 99% 182 179 74
Oklahoma--Court of Appeals@......eevse 2,970 6 647 (71)e 572 (71)e 884 (75) 108 95 22
Oregon--Court of AppealS...veecevnnces 2,578 10 1,446 3,456 3,369 1,533 98% 441 87 6% 346 337 134
Pennsylvania~-STATE TOTAL...c.euivsnves 11,874 16 6,933 433 58
Superior Courtd.. ... cvvpeaes - 7 4,047 578 34
Commonwealth Court@.....au.ss - 9 2,886 2,414 84% (472) 21 268 24
Tennessee--STATE TOTAL.cevincrenvsnnns 4,533 21 681 1,438 1,528 591 106% 41% -90 -13% 68 73 32
Court of Appealsd,...cevsecrcecsasas - 12 381 775 858 298 111% 39% -83 -22% 65 72 17
Court of Criminal Appeals......ccee. -— 9 300 663 670 293 101% 441 -7 -2% 74 74 15
Texas-~-Courts of Civil Appealsd,...... 13,887 B 1,304 2,445 2,270 1,479 93% 61% 175 13% 48 45 18
Washington--Court of AppealS...c.eves. 4,013 1* 2,012 2,243 2,233 2,063 100% 92% 41 2% 140 140 56
Wisconsin--Court of AppealS...eeeeeess 4,666 1 8091 1,983 1,760 1,045 89% 53% (223) 165 147 42
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Note: For inclusion on this table, a case is defined as any appeal, original proceeding, request to appeal, or sentence review oniy case.
A1l available data are entered in the table and all appropriate calculations are included. Blank spaces indicate that either the data were unavailable or less
than 90% complete, or the calculations were inappropriate. Numbers appearing in parentheses, representing the number of requests to appeal that were granted,
were not included in the calculations.

-- = Not applicable.

aCourt jurisdiction:
The Louisiana Courts of Appeal, Oklahoma Court of Appeals, Tennessee Court of Appeals, and Texas Court of Civil Appeals have jurisdiction over civil cases only.
The Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania handles cases involving officials or officers of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania only. Other intermediate appellate cases
are heard in the Superior Court.
€Cases are not included in the total to avoid double counting:
A request to appeal granted is not counted as a disposed request to appeal or as a filed appeal. It is counted as a disposition only when the resulting appeal is
disposed. The numbers of requests to appeal granted are the numbers appearing in parentheses in the table. These numbers are not included in the calculated
R figures.
1Data are not complete:
Alabama--Court of Criminal Appeals--Figures do not include petitions disposed of in the clerk's office at the direction of the Court.
New York--Appellate divisions of the Supreme Court--Total cases filed do not include all original proceedings.
kAdditional information:
Iowa~-The figure given as filed is the number of cases transferred to this court by the lowa Supreme Court. All appellate cases in Iowa are initially filed with the
Supreme Court. It retains some of them, and transfers some to the Court of Appeals for disposition.
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TABLE 10: Opinions reported by appellate courts, 1979.

Variations in court organization:

Appellate courts in this table have been
separated into courts of Tast resort in states
without intermediate appellate courts, courts of
last resort in states with intermediate appellate
courts, and intermediate appellate courts. This
breakdown illustrates how the number of cases
disposed of by opinion may vary by appellate court
organization.

The number of appellate courts in each state
is shown in Table 2.

Yariations in subject matter jurisdiction:

The types of appellate cases and their
complexity vary from state to state, and from
appellate court to appellate court within a
state. VYariation in subject-matter jurisdiction
may be partially explained by court organization,
e.g., the presence of an intermediate appellate
court, or the existence of a specialized appellate
court. The number of, and time consumed by,
original jurisdiction cases is also affected by
several variables, including whether state
statutes require that collateral attacks on
criminal convictions be filed originally in the
trial court or in the appeilate court.

Sources of data:

These are found on the individual court
profiles in Part II and in Appendix B.

Variations in case classification and definitions:

A case was classified as disposed of by
opinion if it was so classified by the state
annual report, e.g., a listing of "per curiam"
would only be classified as an opinion if it was
1isted as "per curiam opinion." The data do not
include dissenting and concurring opinions.

Courts may increase or decrease their reported
caseloads by the way they count appeals of
criminal convictions for two or more defendants,
by whether cross appeals are counted as separate
cases, and by the way they count appeals granted
through discretionary jurisdiction.

Appropriate analyses:

Number of cases disposed of by opinion as
percent of dispositions. This summary statistic
may indicate the importance attributed by a
specific court to opinion-writing as a manner of
disposition. A figure of 68% can be interpreted
to mean that 68% of that court's dispositions were
resolved by an opinfon. Although a lower figure
in another court may indicate that court's
preference to resolve disputes without opinion,
the lTower figure may result from a variety of
other factors, such as: a higher caseload than
the first court; fewer resources that can be
devoted to opinion-writing than the first court;
or a different set of cases that do not require
elaborate explanations of decisions through
opinfon-writing. In short, this may be more of a
workload measure than one which identifies
opinion-writing as a method of announcing
decisions.

Preceding page blank

Number of cases disposed of by opinion per
Judge. This summary statistic can be used as but
one component of a general workload measure. A
figure of 44 can be interpreted to mean that aive-
that court's definition of an opinion, 44 cases
were disposed of by an opinion for each judge
assigned to that court.

Limitations on use:

Differences between courts can 1imit the value
of the figures reported in this table. The use of
different terminology by different courts to mean
the same thing further complicates analysis. A
per curiam opinion in one court may be the
functional equivalent of a full opinjon in another
court, or a memorandum opinion in yet another
court. An effort has been made to 1imit the
reporting of opinions in this table to full-length
opinions, signed or unsigned, but because we are
not able to differentiate among ways terms are
used in each state, some less thap full-length
opinions are probably included in these data.

Beyond the problem of distinguishing among
types of opinions, full opinions may be of
different lengths. Also, courts make varied use
of commissioners, law clerks, and other legal
staff. Some courts may use staff to draft
opinions, while others do not. These figures may
also vary depending on appellate court structure
and the amount of discretionary jurisdiction. For
these reasons, figures such as the number of cases
disposed of by opinion per judge, and the number
of opinions written per judge are less than
perfect indicators of the ‘level of work done by
judges in these courts, and they are by no means
an all-encompassing measure of a judge's
workicad. Behaviors other than opinion-writing
are important components of a judge's daily
activities.
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TABLE 10:

Opinions reported by appellate courts, 1979.
Courts reporting dispositions by opinion. Number and percent of cases disposed by opinion, by case iype. Total cases
disposed by opinion, total cases disposed, and number of justices/judges.

Cases dlsposed of by opinlon

Total
appeals
Post~ disposed
State and court level Clvit Criminal Agency Juvenl le conviction of by
appeals appeals appeals appeals appeais oplnion
£ of § of £ of % of £ ot
category category category category category
disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed
Intermediate appeilate courts of by of by of by of by of by
Number opinloi Number oplinlon Number opinlon Number opinien Number opinion
Alabama~-Court of Clvil AppeaisS.cessescees X NH
Court of Criminal AppealS.ciescescssnsae NH X
Arizona=-Court of Appoa!S.ceecscscssscssse 200 308 106 12% 23 15 10 318 339
Callfornla=-Courts of Appes!™.cececeasssee 2,675 3,077
Colorado~~Courts of AppoalS..esecesscssies
Connectlicut--Appellate Session of
Suparior Courteeesesccecaccsnsssneness 60 508 28 628 88
Goeorgla~-Court of ApPea!Seeesessenncsssvne
11inols-~Appeilate Court™, .. ueeernorsrea 1,232 53% 860 378 2,092
Indiana=~Court of Appeals™. .. .eeeeesvccsas
towa-—Court of AppPealSeceesssssccssrsancesne 2574 99% 120J 100% (4} (93] 3
276 133 1008 409
Kentucky~—Court of AppoalS..eecscscesascse
Maryland--Court of Special AppaalsJ.. .
Massachusetts--Appeals Court.eeeessssssess
Michigan—-Court of AppeaiS.eeesnssnsscsesse
Missouri~—Court of Appeals..ssccescescccie 594 46% 418 75% 1,012
New Jersey--Appeliate Dlvision of
Superlor Court™ cieseeasseasecnsssnssnes
New Maxico-=Court of AppeadiS.secessccrcses
New York--Appellate Divisions of the
Supreme Courteseesessssesasssesssconsans
North Carolina--Court of Appea!iS.ceeesees 1,104]
Ohlo--Court of AppoalSeeseececesssancs . 3,009 688 2,109 78% 5,118
Oklahoma=~Court of AppealS..eesescecs . 435 100% 435
Oregon~~Court of AppealS..eecsssnsacs .
Pennsylvan|a~~Superior Court.ieessesasseses
Commonwealth Courteceaesvocsnvesrssnsssn
Tennessea~-Court of ApPesiS..eeessess . 6991 81g NH 599/
Court of Criminal ApPesiS.eeseeccssceees M 5151 5151
Texas-~Courts of CIvi] AppealS...eses . 2,040 90% NH
Washington--Court of AppeslS..eeeescssasss  559J 48% 549J 708 1,1084
Wisconsin=-Court of AppealS...eeessscsccas
States with courts of last resort having
no intermediate appellate courts
Alaska-~-Supreme CoUrT™.eseossecssnnverenses  119) 471 aal 6og) ) 203
District of Columbla~--Court of Appeals,...
Hawal 1 ==Supreme CourtM,, . .uousceccccessoses 66 59% 120 78% 186
1dah0-~5uprome COUrt™. eeusessssessssansss  112) 62% 53) 57% 25 65% ap 3] 190
Maine~-Supreme Judiclal Courteseceressssss 177 728 100 76% an
Mississippi-~Suprems Courtd..e.esesscosess 603
Montana=-Suprems Courtesesesscccoscssasaas
Nebraska~-Suprems Court.ssesecessscssvesss 259 76% 84 39% 55 9% 18 69% L6
New Hampshlre--Supreme Court,seevssssecees
North Dakota=~Supreme Court.sesessescensss
OkJahoma~—Court of Criminal Appeais.seeses NH X 284
Puerto Rico=-=Supreme Courteesssensees .
South. Corolina~~Supreme Court,sesecssneess
South Dakota=-Supreme Court™, ..eseessssnss
Texas~-Court of Criminal Appes|S..... B NH 2,524 61% 2,524
Utah~~5uprems Courtesssesesessscsensonnncs
Vormont =~5upreme Courtesssssecsseossssssss s

Origlinal Sentence
proceedings review only
£ of % of Number of
category category Total Number cases dlgposed Number of cases
disposed dIsposed cases of of by oplnlon disposed of by Number of
of by of by disposed of Total Justlces/ as percent of oplnion per oplnions
Number oplnion Number opinion by oplinlons Dispositions Judges dispositions Judge per Judge
246 370 3 66% 82
400 9491 5¢ 428 80¢
21 [:} 1 360 2,082 12 175 30
414 9% 6, 164™ 13,439 58,1¢ 46% 106¢ (104)m
746 1,120 10 67% 5
w 88 165 3 53% 29
1,732 1,969 9 8ag 192
2,092 4,660 31¢ 45% 67 ¢ 63)M
1,108M 1,142 12 978 92 ( 92)m
) 377 379 5 99% 75
409 772 7 53% 58
1,141 1,896 14 50%J a6
o 1,533 13 59%3J 70
388 975 10 40% 39
2,790 5,159 18 54% 155
1,032 2,216 28 475 37
3,420 6,451 21¢ 53% 163 (152)m
183 509 7 36% 26
561 9,207 24¢ 6% 23¢
1,104 1,61 12 66% 92
418! 648) 5,536 7,876 44 708 125
435 435 6 100% 73
687 3,369 10 20% 69
1,751 7 250
1,389 9 154
699 858 12 1} 58
575 670 9 86% 64
2,040 2,270 51 90% 40
9 6% 1,136J 2,233 1ee s514J nl
867 1,760 12 49% 72
3 -} 42 76% 274M 634 5 435 55
319 1,318 9 24¢ 35
7 23% 197 297 5 66% 39 (anm
39 95% 2297 354 5 65% 46 ( 46)m
277 447 7 628 40
603 862 9 708 32
321 516 5 62% 64
416 660 7 638! 59
224 303 5 745 45
7m 241 5 70% 34
284 720 3 39% 95
81 1,165 8 K} 10
261 507 5 51% 52
233M 327 5 g 47 ¢ anm
2,524 4,157 9 61% 280
300 534 5 568 60
115 367 5 g 23

(continued on next page)
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40 TABLE1O: 41

Opinions reported by appellate courts, 1979. (continued)

omizi

Czsas dlsposed of by oplnlon

. Total
appeals
Post= disposed
State and court level Civil Criminal Agency. Juvenlte conviction of by original Sentance
appeals appeals appealis appeals appeals oplinlon procesd!ngs review only
% of % of % of £ of £ of : % of % of Number of
category category category category category category catagory Total Number cases dispased  Number of cases
States with courts of last resort having disposed disposed disposed dIsposed disposed ‘ disposed disposed cases of of by opinlon disposed of by Number of
no intermsdiste appeilate courts (con't) of by of by of by of by ot by : of by of by disposed of Total Justices/  as percent of opinlon per opinlons
Number oplnlon  Number oplnlon  Number oplinion  Number opinlon  Humber oplinicn : Nuwber opinion  Number opinlon by opinlons  Dispositions  Judges dispositions Judge per Judge
Virginia=-Supreme Courtisesesescocncsssese 161 161 1,810 7 9% 23
Wost Virginla--Suprems Court of Appeals,... 185 804 5 23% 37
Wyoming~~Supremo Courteeesssssssssssssesss . 170m 222 5 77% 34 ( 32)m
States with courts of last resort having
Intermediate sppeilate courts
Alabama--Supreme Courtiesessesssasccossees 428 428 762 9 56% 48
Arizona--Supremo Court.eescesssesccscnsass 67 85% 48 67% 15 86 of 201 1,095 5 {:}4 40
Arkansas--Suprems Court.sseseseceesessaass 469 783 7 60% 67
Callfornia--Supreme Court.icecesssvssceces 75 100% 48 98% 123 64 8% 187 3,669 7 55 27
Colorado~~Supreme Court.sesessee [ 284 877 7 328 41
Connecticut~~Supreme Courteeeese sesen 195 50% 43 75% 238 238 542 6 45 40
Florida—-Supreme Court,ecscecscacsescsnnes 417 2,524 7 175 60
Georgla~-Supreme Court,,seesseensesvacsasse 646M 1,274 7 51% 92
111 inols-~Supreme Court.. ceeceseenses f 219 1,296 7 175 3
Indlana-=5upreme Court.e..esssseosocoences 241 21 27% 262 604 5 43% 52
lowa-~Supreme Court™eeeessecesensessassos  202) 258 81 338 25! (4} 7 100§ ) 2907 1,410 9 20% 32 (32)
Kansas—-Supreme Court..ceveesscascassscase X 118 86% X 238 238 416 7 57% 34
Loulslana-=5upreme Court.eeeeesesesssssass 395 1 12 218 407 2,763 7 15% 58
Maryland--Court of Appesisd.ceesseecesee s 112d 528 7 21% 16J
Massachusetts--Supreme Judiclial Court,.,.. 250 7 36
Michigan--Supreme Court.sssssesasacocscsas 1 127 1,508 7 ag 18
Missour [=-Supreme Court.... cesse 107 80% 26 68% 133 { 133 687 7 195 19¢
New Jersey--Supreme Court™... senee 14m 14m 158 155M 1,353 7 s 22 asm
Now Mexico--~Suprema Court..sessssscassssne ’ 197 605 5 338 39
New York-—Court of AppealsS.,cescsccccsasss : 163 7 23
North Corolina=-Suprems Court.esesssecssse i 162 7 23
Ok lahoma==Suprems Court,..eeeescscecsceses NH : 277 881 9 318 31
Oregon--Supremd Court....seescas : 195 799 7 24% 28
Pennsylvanla=-Supreme Court.epsesescssenes ; 403 7 58
Tennessea-~Sureme Court..ssvesss seses | 161 801 5 20% 32
Texas—--5uprome Court..seseesscocossscocnas NH ‘} 93 894 9 108 10
washington=-5upreme Court,.seessecsccscses 93 65% 25 74% 118 f 9 60% 189 755 9° 25% 21%
t i
Note: Al} avaliable data are Included In the table, Blank spaces Indicate that data were unavallable, i Jowa~~Court of Appeals=- Civil sppeals Include agoncy appeals and postconviction rewsdy appeals. Criminal appeals Inciude
A case was classifled as disposed by oplnifon if it was so classifled by the state annual reports, e.g., a llsting of "per curfam" would only i sentence review only cases.
be classified as an opinlon, It It was |lsted, "per curlam opinion.* b i Kentucky--Court of Appeals--Ot the flgures glven, 927 were 'nonpublished" opinlons.
The data do not include dissenting or concurring opinions, i i Maryland--Court of Appeals--Six of the 112 opinlons were "unreportad," and 715 of the 911 opinlons of the Court of Speclal
: ; Appeals were "upreported,"
NH = This case type Is wot handled in this court, ! Mississippi--Of the 603 opinions, 107 wera *unpublished.®
X = The data for thls case type are known to be Included In the total but wero not available by category. f i North Carolina=-Court ot Appeals-- Clvl| appeals Include agency sppeals and State Bar cases,
' ‘; Ohlo=-Court of Appeals--This figure Includes habeas corpus, origlnal actlions, appeals of administrative egencies, and
€Judge information: i 3 appesls trom the Court of Clalms.
Alabama--Court of Criminal Appeals-~There are three supernumerary Judges also assigned to this court, i Washington--Court of Appen|s--Of the igures given, 322 clvii, 377 criminal, and 11 other cases were unpublished oplnlcns,
Californla-~Court of Appeal-~Although there were 56 Judges allocated origlinaily, there were 58,1 full-time judge equlivalents, -j MCatagorles for djsposition type or trial data:
{11inois--Appellate Court--Three retired and ten c¢lrcuit Judges also served by assignment durlng 1979, Alaska=~The 274 cases wore disposed by 237 opinlons published In 1979. Twenty six of the 274 cases wers requests fo
Missourl--Supreme Court=-~Three commissloners also served the Court, sppeal,
New York--Appellate Divislons of the Supreme Court--Nina Justices and twalve certifled retired Judges wore temporarily assslgned to thls Court, ] Calltornla--Courts of Appeal-=There were 6,031 majority opinions and "by the court! majority opinions that disposed of
MNew Jersey--Twonty-two Judges are authorlzed, .but one Judge served as acting administrative director of the courts, o 6,164 casos,
Texas--Courts of Civi| Appeals--Nine new Judges wera added on Decembar 1, 1978, Gaorgla--Supreme Court--These 646 opinlons ware written during the 1979 court year which ran from September 1978 to August
Washington~-~Supreme Court--In addition, one commlissloner serves the Supreme Court, and three commisslioners served the Court of Appoals. 1979,
'bats are Inconpiete: Hawal |~~Supreme Court--207 opinlons written In 197 cases.
A)abama=-~Court of Criminal Appeals-~Data do not include petitions disposed of In the clerk's office at tho diroction of the Court, ldaho-~227 cases were disposed of by 185 majority and 44 per curtam oplinions.,
Nobraska-- Requests fo oppeal are not Included [n disposition data, I111nols-=Appel lete Court--The 2,092 cases were disposed of by 1,952 majority and per curlam opinlions.
Tennessee~-Court of Appeals~-in addition, there were 159 “yer curiam and simple orders" dispositions, ! fndiana--Court of Appoals-=The 1,108 cases ware dlsposed of by 1,108 opinions,
Court of Criminal Appeais--In addjtlon, there were 95 "per curlam and orders" dlspositions, fova~~Supreme Court=-=The 357 oplnlons covered 357 cases.
dexplanation of data Included In the category: 8 Now Jorsoy--Suprome Court-~The 93 writton opinlons and 35 per curlam opinfons disposed of 141 appeals and 14 disciplinary
Alaska=~ Clvll and crimlnal sppeals Include some Juvenile appeals, matters.
idaho~~- Civil appeais Include Juveniie appeals, Criminal sppeals Include postconviction remedy cases, ! Appol late Dlvision of Superlor Court-=The 3,198 opinlofs disposed of 3,427 cases.
Minnesota--Agency appeals data Include requests to eppeal. i North Dakota~-Supreme Court-=In addition to 171 major(ty oplnions, there were 23 speclal concurring or dissenting oplnjons,
lowa~~Suprema Court-- Clvil appeals Include agency appeals and postconviction remedy cases, Criminal appoals Include origingl Jurlsdiction South Dakota==The 233 cases wers dlsposed of by 204 opinfons,
casos. i Wyoming~-Supreme Court--These 170 cases wera closed by 105 opinlons,
&
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TABLE 11: Time interval (days) data for courts of last resort and intermediate appellate TABLE 11: ,
courts, 1979. Time interval (days) data for courts of last resort and intermediate appellate courts, 1979.
Courts grouped by beginning event point. Beginning event to briefs filed, to argument or submission, and to decision announced.
Variations in court organization: time intervals used on this table are designed to Argument or submission to decision announced. Type of cases included and statistic type (mean or median).
divide the entire time a case is pending into the
Appellate courts in this table have been portion of time it is under the control of the Beglnning  Beginning  Argument or Beginning Type
separated into courts of last resort and court and the portion over which the lawyers have event ~ event to  submisslon event to  of
intermediate appellate courts. See Table 2 for control. Comparisons can be made of the portion State and court title Typa of case Beglnning to briets argument or to decislon decision  stat-
the number of appellate courts in each state. of the entire time the case is pending in a avant filed submission announced _ announced lIstic
particular status with similar cases pending in Courts of last resort
Sources of data: another court of the same type. Comparisons can Alaska==Supreme COUrteseeessssssssrssassssasessas ClVil notlice of zppeal 249 338 237t 575  mean
also be made of the length of time different types ‘ criminzi notice of appeal 319 392 187t 579t mean
These are found in the individual court of cases take in the same court. : sentence appeal notice of appeal 168 168 216+ 384t mean
profiles in Part II and in Appendix B. ! District of Columbla—-Court of APPE8lS..eessees.. total cases notice of appeal 127¢ 363 12 49 mean
. Limitations on use: / lowa=~Supreme Courtiescecescsesscssseseensoncssse Clvil notice of appeal 329 61 390 mean
Variatpgns in case classification and priorlty clivil notice of appeal 206 50 256 mean
definitions: Courts are grouped on this table by type of criminal notice of appeal 329 52 381 mean
court (court of last resort or intermediate total cases notlce of appeal 314 51 n mean
Data on this table are apparently for appeals appellate court) and by the events used to define i New Moxico--Suprems Court..o.eeesesesseesersssses Yolal cases notice of appeal 233 LE] 309 mean
decided on the merits after a full review by the the start and end of each interval. Comparisons ! New Jersey--Supreme CoUrt.cesseesssssscncsaessss total cases notice of appeal or
court, although this fact is not usually made should be restricted to similar types of cases in i granting certification 207 129 336 mean
explicit in the source documents. courts that use the same events for the start and fotal cases notice of appeal or
. end of the interval of interest. granting certification 193 109 277 madian
Variations in counting cases: Although an attempt has been made to divide North Dakota--Supreme Court .eeseesessscscsassses CIVil notlce of appeal 125 167 ki 244 mean
the entire time a case is pending inte the portion criminal notice of appeal 103 133 58 191 mean
Some courts count cases as soon as the notice over which the lawyers have control and the Oregon==~Supreme Court.ecesssesscesosssssnssnsness total cases notice of appeal 362t  mean
of appeal is filed while others count them at a portion the court has control, these are not the Washington--Supreme Courteeeeesesessssscssosssses criminal notice of appes! 319t 123 108 556 med ian
later event, such as at the filing of the record only actors that affect the pace of litigation. ; civil notice of appeal ant 107 143 %05 median
or the filing of the appellant's record. The The lawyer may have to wait for the court reporter : Juvenile notlce af appaal 1341 0 128 262 medlan
latter method will exclude those cases that are to prepare the necessary transcripts. The court 5 a!l cases notlce of appeal 2961 17 135 518 medlan
w!thdre_&wn before the counting point from total may have to wait for another court to make a { Hawall==Supreme Court,.eascesecseessscacasesnsess Civil t1ling of appeal 1,107 mean
dispositions. decision on a different aspect of the case. This . cr fminal 830 mean
table indicates the average pace of 1itigation for f other tiing ot appeal 1,086 maan
Appropriate analyses: targe groups of not necessarily homogeneous i original proceadings 73 mean
cases. A detailed study of the pace of litigatien f Idaho~-Supreme Courtecieassssessscecanssancanaace civil and juvenile flling of sppeal 240 553 793 mean
Comparison can be made of time to disposition should be supported by data of far greater detail ; eriminal and
for courts at the same level that use the same than are available here, ! postconviction f11ing of appeal 293 447 740 moan
event for the start of the time interval. The ! administrative agency tiling of appeal 207 473 680 mean
; Wyoming--Supreme Court.cssesscesessccsocace total cases docketling 177 85 262 mean
; Arkansas==Supreme Court.c.eessecssesncscccscasses clvil f11ing of record 121 15 137 maan
o crimina! and post~
i conviction remedy flling of record 156 35 191 mean
Mississippi--Supreme Court s.eccecssecscssasessss FTotal cases filing of record 245 mean
total cases Judgment In lower court 410 mean
Maryland=-~Court of AppeBlS.cecscesssssssssssseess tToTal cases dispesition In {ower court 107 454 mean
New Jersey--Supreme Courticeecess total cases Judgment balow 314 129 443 mean
total cases Judgment below 286 109 370 medlan
Intermadiate appellate courts
Alabama~=Court of CIVil AppealScesesescnnsnsnsesa total cases (all clvit) notice of appeal 19t 186 21 207 mean
towa-—Court of Appeais.csesscccssccssocesacnceans <lvil ready for submission 159 mean
: priority clvil ready for submission 128 mean
3 ; criminal ready for submission 137 moan
total cases ready for submission 146 mean
New Jersey--Appellate Division of Superlor Court, total cases not!{ce of appeal 431 23 391 moan
total cases notlice of appeal 358 14 353 modlan
New Maxlco--Court of AppealS..cceesvaescasssssnss tTOrts notice ot appeal 181 428 mean
administrative appeals notlce of appeal 124 368 mean
workmen'!s compensation notice of appeal 162 289 mean
Intertocutory appeal notlce of appeal 74 134 mean
other civit notice of appeal 158 384 mean
I3 crimina! and juvenile notlce ot appesl 207 moan
Oragon--Court of AppoBlS..cisesscsissvecevesvesse NON=criminal notlce of appeal 217t mean
Washington~<Court of AppealS.ieesessseesasesecsese criminal notice of appesl 1941 225 54 423 median
clvit notlce of appeal 187+ 203 61 439 madian
Juvenile notice of appeai 139¢ 155 76 375 medfan
all sppeals notlce of appeal 190t 219 61 425 med | an
Toxas=-Court of Clvil AppealSessceacssssscssnacss total cases (all clvil) ~ tiling of appeal 70 198 mean
Mary land~=Court ot Spoclal Appeais.iacesscascesss total cases disposition In lower court 37 293 mean
New Jorsey~-Appeilate Division of Superior Court, total cases Judgment below 480 23 397 mean
total cases Judgment below 404 14 359 median
Note: Times are often given In months, tractions of months, or months and days. For comparabiiity, months were converted fo days by using 30,5 days per month. B
Data on this fable are apparently for appeals decided on the morits atter a full review by the court, aithough this fact Is not usually made expilcit In
the source documents. The data tor the Washington Supreme Court are only for appeals ¢lied directly with the court, and not for appeals certitlied or
transferred trom the intermedlate appelfate court. in additlon to regular appeals, the New Jersey Supreme Court data Include some cases In which the
decislon on the morlts Is made pursuant to the argument as to whether the certification should be granted, -
Alt avallable data are entered in the table, Blank spaces Indlcate that the data are not available, '
tFor the time the briefs are tiled, the tol loving avents were used: For tIme decision announced, the following events were used:
ReadlIness-~lowa Supreme Court. Opinlon publlcatlon--Alaska Suproms Court
Data perfectad--Hashington Supreme Court, and Washington Court of Appeals. Final decision~-Oregon Supreme Court and Cregon Court of Appeals
Appatles's brlet-~Alabama Court of Civii Appoals
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TABLE 12: Filed cases for appellate courts, 1970-1979.
TABLE 13: Number and percent change in filed cases year to year and for 10-year period

for appellate courts, 1970-1979.

Yariations in court organization:

Appellate courts in this table have been
separated into courts of last resort and
intermediate appellate courts. See Table 2 for
the number of appellate courts in each state.

Of the 55 courts of last resort {n the 50
states, District of Columbia, Guam, and Puerto
Rico, 40 reported complete trend data on appellate
cases filed for at least five years. O0Of the 33
intermediate appellate courts, 25 reported
complete trend data on appellate cases filed for
at least Tive years.

Sources of data:

These are found in the State Court Caseload
Statistics: Annual Report series, 19/6- an
historical data suppiied by selected state court
administrative offices.

Variations in subject matter jurisdiction:

The jurisdiction of each court is outlined
briefly in the court system chart for each state
Tocated in Part II of this report. Variations in
jurisdiction make caseload comparisons among
appellate courts extremely difficult.

Variations in case classification and definitions:

The case classifications used in the Annual
Report series are those chosen for inclusion in
the State Court Model Annual Report and State
Court Model Statistical Dictionary. Differences
among states in what they include in even the
broad category, appellate case, can make caseload
comparisons difficult from state to state. Some
courts, for example, include only appeals in their
appellate caseload. Some include original
appellate proceedings as cases, while others
exclude them. Some courts count requests to
appeal as separate cases, double-counting those
that are granted and become appeals.

Preceding page blank

Variations in counting cases:

As indicated in Table 11, some courts count
cases as soon as the notice of appeal is filed
while others count them at a later event. The
Tatter will exclude those cases that are withdrawn
before the counting point from total filings.

The other variations in counting noted in
Table 11 also apply to Tables 12 and 13.

Appropriate analyses:

The method of counting cases and the data
included for each yearly figure were kept constant
for each court. As a result, the number and
percent changes in caseloads reported in these
tables are, except where otherwise noted, due to
accrual change (usually growth) in court filings
and not to changes in the way the court counted
cases. Changes for similar courts or for all
courts within a state may be compared for
identical time periods.

Limitations on use:

Caseloads normally fluctuate from year to
year, so changes from one year to the next may not
be representative of the actual underlying trend.
The change in the jurisdiction of a court or the
creation of an intermediate appellate court will
have a dramatic effect on'the rate and direction
of change of related courts' caseloads. Creation
of an intermediata court increases the opportunity
to file cases, so states in which these courts
were created will probably show faster growth in
the total appellate caseload than that found in
states that either had an intermediate court for
the entire interval or did not have one at all,
Once the capacity of the new court is reached, the
rate of growth may decrease. The addition of
judges to an intermediate court may have a similar
though less dramatic effect on historical caseload
data growth patterns.
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TABLE 12:

Filed cases for appellate courts, 1970-1979.
Appellate courts reporting five or more years of cases filed data.

State and court title

Cases flled

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Courts of last resort
Alzbama--Supreme Courtescecencss 369 510 815 667 762
Alaska=-Suprems Courtesscscsases 315 468 613 630 656
Arlzona--Supreme Courtecesscecss 679 697 677 686 749 889 1.023 964 1,111 1,028
Callfornla--Suprems Courtcsvease 3,668 3,80 3,850 4,012 3,784
Colorado--Supreme Courteesseoeses 568* 544 517 606 s11 553 651 735 854 041
Delaware——Supreme Courtececescess 333 335 364 361 339
District of Columbla~—Court of
ApPeBISeeecscsceserrnacsssee 1,265 1,369 1,353 1,305 1,236
Florida~--Supreme Courtescescecas 1,846 2,214 2,253 2,740 2,561
Georgla~--Supreme Courtesecscsees 1,313 1,433 1,496 1,506 1,4500
Hawaii--Supreme Courtesssccscoss 194 265 316 374 338
Idaho--Supreme Courtesccesnsacas 338 332 374 340 410
11 inois=—=Supreme Courtecesssass 1,087 998 1,139 1,250 1,346
lowa--Supreme Courteceseses 1,086 1,176 1,251 1,490 1,507
Kansas--Supreme Courtesesas 368 341 342 368 438 464* 443
Kentucky--Supreme Courtk... 1,199 833* 463 m 754
Louislana--Supreme Courtececevees 755 B63 1,044 1,083 1,258 1,606 1,762 2,266 2,405 2,842
Maine--Supreme Judiclal Court... 268 334 379 422 408
Maryland-—Court of Appealsecees.s 7564 6574 558 585 540
Michlgan—-Supreme Courticesevess 504 708 658 a8t 957 974 1,045 1,503 1,636 1,470
Minnesotza~-Supreme Court... . 576 584 603 677 781 921 911 1,001 ,n7
Missourj-~Supreme Courtescecsass 439 579 667 615 684
Montana——Supreme Courtessesseces 189 197 236 239 269 299 409 469 517 472
Nevada~-Suprema Courteessscescss 396 306 375 392 434 553 806 1,092 1,031 912
New Hampshlre——Supreme Courte... 139 186 188 240 270 268 273 315 310 293
New Jersay—-Supreme Courtesceess 1,048 1,164! 902! 1,016! 1,086!
New Mexico--Suprend Court.ensees 218 240 295 298 433 500 558 632 654 615
North Carol Ina=-Supreme Court... 520 546 465 541 624
North Dakota-~Supreme Courte.... 129 150 186 —_— 208
Ohlo—~Supreme Courtesensseesssas 905 1,001 1,144 1,203 1,323 1,404 1,516 1,593 1,721
Ok | shoma==STATE TOTALsseessncoss 1,357 1,235 1,281 1,421 1,578 1,806 1,998 2,002 1,729 1,922
Supreme Courteescssssvscsansse 726 433 508® 702 735 92 1,019 1,509 1,029 1,176
Court of Crimlnal! Appeelsccsss 631 802 776 719 893 814 979 893 700 746
Oregon-~Supreme Courtesesesseses 3 973 885 594 727
Pennsylvania--Supreme Court..... 1,424 1,387 1,607 1,696 1,736 1,549 1,944 1,850
Puerto Rlco--Supreme Courtesssss 878 995 1,071 1,083 1,204 1,248 1,136 1,170
Rhode |slend-~Supreme Courteeese 347 411 427 445 486
South Carollna--Supreme Courtes. 276 416 487 714 15
South Dakota~=-Supreme Court.e... 218 294 288 279 319
Tennessee—-Supreme Courtscessees 953 897 879 813 854
Texas==STATE TOTALeecesaaoasvsans 3,715 4,774 5,727 5,942 5,859
Suprome Courtesercecvanesaenss 973 1,072 1,035 1,070 1,014
Court of Criminal Appeals.ives 2,742 3,702 4,692 4,872 4,845
Yermont--Supreme Courtessseccees 355 366 364 359 422
Virginia==Supreme Courtssecessces 1,380 1,329 1,398 1,249 1,256 1,526 1,672 1,932 1,846 1,862
Washington-~Supreme Courtessees. 450 414 426 497 504 589 638 654 185
West Virginla—--Supreme Court
of AppBalSsescrcsssscscsnnce 720 878 863 n3 1,012
Wyomlng-~Supreme Courtecseecsses 129 138 146 157 177
Intermedlate appollate courts
Alabama-~STATE COURTsesevensnase 1,0n 1,270 1,161 1,273 1,248
Court of CIvli Appeals.esscess 133 186 308 361 419
Court of Criminal Appeals.ssss 878 1,084 853 912 829
Arlzona-—Court of Appedlscssecas BOS 783 875 921 1,321 1,725 2,017 2,005 2,183 1,999
Calitornia—-Courts of Appesl.... 7,721 8,327 8,194 8,806 9,418 9,936 10,312 11,460 12,337 12,853
Colorado~-Court of Appeslseesees 373+ 616 426 468 444 858 915 1,128 t,19 1,214
Florida-—Court of Appeals.escess 7,849 9,129 9,647 9,563 12,350
11 1inols—~Appellate Courteessass 1,856 2,499 3,020 3,044 3,259 4,135 3,973 4,381 4,411 5,732
Indiana~~Court of Appeals.cisees 626 777 83 856 941
Kensas-—Court of Appediseesscess — —_ - -— — — - 370 792 816
Kentucky~-Court of Appealseeesss — -~ -~ -— —_— - 615 1,922 1,57 1,863
Loulsiana-~Courts of Appealeses. 1,416 1,455 1,573 1,589 1,579 2,020 2,189 2,407 2,386 2,664
Maryland-~Court of Speclal
AppealSeeeeiarsesccacnosaans 1,286.' 1,541 1,545 1,644 1,689
Massachusetts--Appeals Courte.se 870 605 1,166 1,050 1,045
Michlgan=-—Court of Appealsescsss 2,214 2,336 2,79 3,076 3,579 4,435 4,544 5,274 5,248 5,499

Cases filed
stete and court TiTle 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Intermedlate appetlate courts
~Co i Appeal| 1,818 2,181 2,146 2,255 2,219
Missouri urt of AppeaiSece-see
. e i 098 5,618
e er::y—r?poie;::i " 2,449 2,746 3,583 3,843 3,801 4,383 4,819 5,978 6, ,
o pel ceassasaves
New York--Appellate Terms of the - - 2,430 2215 z’g?-s,
Supreme Courtecscscaccessnce " pd s
o ":’"J"°°“C°U"+ RSO s o8 4 ;ﬁ 4 ;(‘): 5 ;Zi ) ;;; 7,204 7,992 7,546 7,994
3,798 , , , o
Ohlo-~Court of Appeaiseecesccces ) R ke g o o
canses - 445 472 365 406 e
Oklahom:-COUl'ffof AZZT:IS 577 622 766 843 1,046 1,539 1,847 2,348 ?I, 16(;2 6,933
o et A:":TOTM..‘ 3,780 4,474 3,916 5,023 6,067 6,363 4,495 4,047
o o Gour e 2,433 2,670 2,203 2,996 3,631 3,70 ) > 2,886
mmnsuper'or mur;- .1.'. R 1,347 1,804 1,73 2,027 2,436 2,66; ?,l; 1’435
“"“;::TE :;T;L. “ee 863 859 1,042 1,092 1,016 1,279 1,330 1,;‘;8 ,730 ,775
Tezgasiee;—Ap als o 488 452 498 494 485 655 624 ot oot i
urt o POAlScesacssaccnsse o
et apeion. 20 0 1 z;; 1 ;.";: 1 :3; 1 ::2 I,BZZ 1,969 2,172 2,445
-~ 1see 1,228 1,328 3 R R ) N 2
ISK:T ’?“SOZ;CL:ILP:S’ZT: ) - '937 1,243 1,244 1,541 1,819 1,777 1,996 2, ,2
ashington cees

, any origlnal proceeding, or any request to appeal. Requests to sppeal are

Note: For Inclusion on this table a case is defined as any appesl o a1 the

t In
counted when orlginatly filed and are not counted again If granted. The numbers correspand to the numbers no

remalndar of this document.

All complete data are entered In the table. Blank spaces Indlcate that the data are not availeble.

-- = Not applicable.

»|ndlcates the year the Intermediate appel! late court began operatton.

bparticular court or reporting system Information:
Georgla~~Supreme Court--Figures from previous years do not inciude pending data,
granted, were countede. This flgure may not be comparable with previous years.

and i+ Is therefore not c¢lear how requests to appeal which were

IData are not complete: )
’ :eu Jersey-gn:Jprm Court--Data do not Include ail motions for direct certification and motions for leave to appeal
Jexplanation of data Included In the category:
PMaryland—-Cour+ of Appeals and Court of speczial Appeals--Requests fo eppeal g oo
1976~-once when the request to appeal was flled and agaln when the resulting appeal was ed.

ranted were double counted In the data reported here for 1975 and

kadditional Information:

Kentucky=-~Supreme Court—-Bafore 1976, the court of last resort was named the Court of Appeais.
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TABLE 13:
Number and percent change in filed cases year to year and for 10-year period for appellate courts, 1970-1979.
Appellate courts reporting five or more years of cases filed data.

Nunber and percent change In cases filed

State and court title
1970 to 1971 1971 to 1972 1972 to 1973 1973 to 1974 1974 to 1975 1975 to 1976 1976 to 1977 1977 to 1978 1978 to 1979 1970 to 1979

Courts of last resort

Al abama-=Suprems Court eeesces 141 ( 38%) 305 ( 60%) -148 (-18%) 95 ( 14%)
Alaska—=Supreme COurt eceessee 153 ( 49%) 145 ¢ 31%) 17.¢ 3% 26 ¢ 4%)
Arlzona==Supreme Courtesssesss ~18 ( -3%) =20 ¢ -3%) 9(¢ 1M 63 ¢ 9% 140 (19%) 134 ( 15%) =59 { -6%) 147 € 15%) =-83 ( -7%) 349 ( 51%)
Californlie—-~Supreme Courtecess 133 ( 4% 49 (1% 162 ( 4% =228 ( -6%)
Coloredo--Supreme Courtesessss  =24%( =4%) =27 { =5%) 89 ( 178) 5 15  -58 (=9%) 98 ( 185) 84 ( I13%) 119 ( 16%) 67 ( 10%) 373 ( 66%)
Dolaware-=Suprems Courtecesssns 2( %) 29 ( 9%) -3 ( ~1%) =22 ( -6%)
District of Columbis~~Court

AppBBlSesessccacsnsescanse 104 ( 8%) ~16 ( -1%) -48 ( -4%) =69 ( -5%)
Florida--Supreme Court ecsseee 368 ( 20%) 39 ( 2%) 487 ( 22%) 179 ( -7%)
Georgla=-Supreme Court seesees 120 ¢ 95%) 63 ( 4f) 10 1%
Hawal i~=Suprome Court,eseacesss 71 ( 31%) 51 ¢ 19%) 58 ( 18%) ~36 (-10%)
Idaho--Supreme Court.sseceasuee -6 ( =2%) 42 { 13%) =34 ( -9%) 70 ¢ 21%)
11linols—~Supreme Courtesceses -89 ( -8%) 141 ( 140) {108 96 ( 8%)
lowa~=Supreme Coultsescesesn-- 90 ( B8f) 55 ( 5%) 259 ¢ 21%) 17 ¢ 1%)
Kansas-=Supreme Courteescscese «27 ( =7%) 1 ( 0%) 26 ( 8%) 70 ¢ 19%) 26 ( 6%)
Kentucky --Suprame Court®esoase ~366 (=31%) ~370%(-45%) 308 ( 67%) =17 ( -2%)
Louisiana=~Supreme Courteeecsss 108 ( 14%) 181 ( 21%) 39 ¢ 4%) 175 ¢ 16%) 348 (28%) 156 { 10%) 504 ( 29%) 139 ( 6%) 437 ( 18%) 2,087 (277%)
Malne--Supreme Judliclal Court, 66 ( 25%) 45 { 13%) 43 ( 11%) -4 ( -3%)
Marylend=-Court of Appenis.... -99J(-13%)  -99l¢~150)  27J¢ s;)  -4aSi( -1y

Michigan—Supreme Courteescess 204 ( 40%) ~50 ( -7%) 153 ( 23%) 146 ( 18%) 17 (260 TE ¢ %) 458 ( 44%) 133 ( 9%) ~166 (~10%) 966 (192%)
Minnesota~-~Supreme Courteceess B ( 15) 19 ¢ 3% 74 (128 104 { 15%) 140 (18%) = =10 ¢ ~1%) 90 ( 108) 116 ( 12%)

Missour |~~Supreme Courtesececs 140 ¢ 32%) 88 ( 15%) 52 { 8%) 69 ( 11%)
Montana~-Supreme Courteceesess 8 ( 4f) 39 ( 20%) 3018 30 ¢ 13%) 30 (11%) 110 { 371%) 60 ( 158 48 ( 10%) -~45 ( -9%) 283 (150%)
Nevada~-Supreme Courteeevevess =90 (~23%) 69 ( 23%) 17 ¢ 5%) 42 ¢ 11%) 119 (27%) 253 ( 4€6%) 286 ( 35%) =61 ( -6%) =119 (-12%) 516 (130%)

New Hampshire-~Supreme Court.. 47 ( 34%) 2( 1% 52 ( 28%) 30 ¢ 128) -2 («1%) 5¢ 2% 42 ( 15%) =5 ( -28) ~17 ( =5%) 154 L1 d
New Jersey=-Suprems Courtessss -6l -1 -262f-235)  natcisn  j0l¢ 70
New Mexlico--Supreme Courtsec.. 22 ( 10%) 55 ( 23%) 3¢ 18 135 ( 458 67 (15%) 58 ( {2%) 74 ( 13%) 22 ( 3% -39 ( -6%) 397 (182%)
North Carollina~-Supreme Court. 26 { 5%) -8Bl (~15%) 76 ( 16%) 83 ¢ 15%)
North Dakota--Supreme Courtes. 21 ( 16%) 36 ( 24%) -_ —
Ohlo-=-Supreme Court,.vesscesss 96 ( t1%) 143 ( 14%) 59 ( 50 120 (10%) 81 { 6%) 12 { 8% 77 ¢ 5% 128 ( 8%)
Ok!ahoma=--STATE TOTAL.. ‘ens ~122%( -9%) 46 ¢ 4%) 140 ( 1% 157 ¢ 11%) 228 (14%) 192 ¢ 111) 4. ¢ 0%) =273 (-14%) 93 (1L 565 ( 42%)

Supreme Courtessseesesssoses  =293%(-40%) 75 € 17%) 194 { 38%) 33 ( 5% 257 (35%) 27 ¢ 3%) 90 ( 9%y -80 (¢ 7%) 147 ( 14%) 450 ( 62%)

Court of Criminal Aopeals... 171 4 27%) =26 ¢ -3%) =51 ( =1%) 124 ¢ 17%5) =29 (-3%) 165 ( 20%) -B6 ( ~9%) -193 (-22%) 46 (7% 115 { 18%)
Oregon-=Suprems Courtescsseses 200 ( 26%) -B8 ( -9%) =291 (-33%) 133 ( 22%)
Pennsylvanla--Supreme Courts.. -37 ¢ =3%) 220 { 16%) 89 { &%) 40 ¢ 2% -187 (-11%) 395 ( 26%) -94 ( -5%)

Pusrto Rico-~Supreme Courts... 117 ¢ 13%5) 76 ¢ 8%) 12 (15 121 ¢ 11%) 44 ( 4%) =112 ( -9%) 34 ¢ 30D
Rhode ‘Island--Supreme Courte.. 64 ¢ 18%) 16 { 4% 18 ¢ 4%) 44 ¢ 9%
South Carofine--Supreme Court. 140 ( 51%) 710178 227 (479 1¢ 0%)
South Dakota--Supreme Court... 76 ( 3558 -6 ( -2%) -9 ( -3%) 40 ¢ 145)
Tennessee~=5uproma Courtesesse =56 ( -6%) =18 ( -2%) =66 ( ~B%) 41 ¢ 5%
Texas==STATE TOTALsessossevons 1,059 ¢ 29%) 953 ( 20%) 215 ( 4%) -B3 ( -1%)

Supreme Courteesossssececses - 99 ( 105) =37 ¢ -3%) 35 ( 3% =56 ( -5%)

Court of Criminal Appeais... . 960 ¢ 35%) 990 ( 27%) 180 { 4%) =27 ( -1%)
Vermont=~Supreme Court..seesss 1 30 -2 ( -15) =5 (=15 63 ( 18%)
Yirginia--Supreme Courtssssess =51 ( =4%) 69 ( 5%) ~-149 (-N%) 7¢C 180 270 (21%) 146 ( 105) 260 ( 16%) -86 ( ~4%) 16 ¢ 1% 482 ( 35%)
Washington~~Supreme Courtes..s ~36 ( -8%) 12 ¢ 3% n¢1s 7018 85 ¢ 17%) 49 ( 8%) 16 ¢ 3% 131 ( 20%)

Wost Virginia--~Supreme Court
of AppealSecescccccsseenvan 158 ( 228)  ~15 ( <28) =150 (~17%) 299 ( 42%)
Wyoming==Supreme Court cseseee 9 (¢ 7%) 8 ( 6%) 11 ¢ 8%) 20 ( 138)
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Intermmdiate appeilate courts

Alzbama--STATE TOTALecescacase 259 ( 26%) -109 ¢ -9%) 11z ( 10%) =25 ( -2%)

Court of Civil Appesiscesess 53 ( 40%) 122 ( 66%) 53 C17%) 58 ( 14%)

Court of Criminal Appesls... 206 ( 23%5) -231 (-21%) 59 ¢ %) -83 ( -9%)
Arizona=-Court of Appealse.... =22 { -31) 92 ( 12%) 46 ( 58) 400 ( 43%) 404 ( 31%) 292 ( 17%) -12 ¢ -1%) 178 ( 9%) 184 ( -8%5) 1,194 (148%)
Callfornis~-Courts of Appeal.. 606 ( 8%) -133 ( -28) 612 ¢ 7%) 612 ( 7% 518 { 6%8) 376 ( 4%) 1,148 ( 11%) 877 ( B8%) 516 ( 4% 5,132 ( 66%)
Colorado~-Court of Appeals.... 243 ( 65%) =-190 (-31%) 42 ( 10%) =24 ( -5%) 414 ( 939 57 C 7% 213 ( 23%) 9 {15 95 ( B8%) 841 (225%)
Florida--Court of AppealS.e... A 1,280 € 16%) 518 ( 6%) =84 ( ~1%) 2,787 ( 29%)

111 inols--Appellate Courtecsss 643 ( 35%) 521 ( 21%) 24 ¢ 1Y) 215 ¢ 71%) 876 ( 27%) -162 ( ~4%) 408 ( 10%) 30 ¢ 1%) 1,321 ( 30%) 3,876 (209%)
Indiana~--Court of Appealssecees 151 ( 24%) . 106 ( 14%) 130 1t8 45 (¢ 59
Kansas-=Court of Appealsssecses - — -— _ - — —_ 422 (114%) 24 ( 3%
Kentucky--Court of Appaals.... - - - - - — 1,307 (213%) =351 (-13%) 292 ( 19%)
Louisiana~-Court of Appeal.... 39 ¢ 3%) 118 ¢ 8% 16 ¢ 13 =10 ¢ -1%) 441 ( 28%) 169 ¢ 8%) 218 ¢ 10%5) =21 ( ~-1%) 278 { 12%) 1,248 ( 88%)
Maryland~~Court of Special

ADPOBISssarssrsnssncsensen 255) ¢ 200 do oon  ed( e 45l 3m
Massechusetts--Appeals Court.. ~265 (~30%) 561 ( 93%) =116 (-10%) =5 ¢ 0%)
Michigan~—Court of Appeals.... 122 ¢ 6%) 463 ( 208) 277 ¢ 10%) . 503 ¢ 16%) 856 ( 24%) 109 ( 2%) 730 ¢ 16%) -26 ( 0%) 251 ( 5% 3,285 (148%)
Missouri--Court of Appeals.... 363 ( 208) ~35 ( -2%) 109 ( 5%) =36 ( -2%)
MNew Jersey--Appellate Dlvision

of Superior Courteceesssesss 297 (12%5) 837 ( 30%) 300 ¢ 8%) - -82 ( -2%) 582 ( 15%) 436 ( 10%) 1,159 ( 24%) 120 ( 2%) -480 ( -8%) 3,169 (129%)
New York--Appellate Terms of

the Supreme Courtrssecsssass ~62 ( -3%) 315 ( 15%) =215 ( -9%) -180 ( -8%)

New Mex]co--Court of Appealz.. 64 ( 38%) 3¢ 1%) 83 ¢ 355 157 ( 49%) 39 ¢ 85) 68 (-13%) 130 ( 29%) -37 ( -6%) =22 ( -4%) 349 (208%)
Ohie—-Court of AppealSeeessees 513 € 14%) 598 ( 14%) 594 ( 12%) 1,366 ( 25%) 335 ¢ 58) 788 ( 11%) =446 ( ~6%) 448 ( 6%)
Ok | ahoma=--Court of AppealSee.. - 27 { 6% =107 (-23%) 41 (_11’) ~79 (~19%) 91 ( 28%) ~65 (~16%) 96 { 27%) 198 ( 44%)
Oregon——Court of Appeslssesees 45 ( 8%) 144 ( 23%) 77 C10%) 205 ( 24%5) 493 ( 47%) 308 ( 20%) 501 € 27%) 758 ( 32%) 350 ( 11%) 2,879 (499%)
Pennsylvania=~STATE TOTALseses 694 ( 18%) =558 (-12%) 1,107 ( 28%) 1,044 ( 21%) 297 ¢ 5%) 1,328 ( 21%) =759 (-10%)

Superior Courteceseoesecesss 237 ¢ 10%) -~467 (~17%) 793 ( 36%) 635 ( 21%) 69 { 2%) 795 ( 21%) -448 (~-10%)

Commonwealth Courtsssescsase 457 ( 34%) =91 ( -3%) 314 ( 18%) 409 ( 20%) 228 ( 9%) = 553 ( 20%) 311 (~10%)
Tennessae~~STATE TOTALssesonas -4 { 0%) 183 ¢ 21%) 50 ( 5%) <76 ( ~7%) 263 (26%) 51 ( 4%) 142 ( 11%)  -48 ( =35) 140 15 575 ¢{ 67%)

Court of Appedisceesceciesse =36 ( =70) 46 ¢ 10%) -4 ( -1%) -9 ( -28) 170 (35%) 39 ( 65 64 ¢ 9%5) =27 ( -4%) 45 ( 6%) 287 ( 59%)

Court of Criminasl Appeals.. - 32 ¢ 9%) 137 ( 34%) 34 ¢ 108} ~67 (=11%) 99 (19%) 6¢ 1D 78 (12%)y <20 ( ~3%) =31 ( 4% 283 ( 17%)
Texas~~Courts of CIvil Appeals 100 ( BX) 69 { 5% -65 ( ~5%) 170 € 139) 262 (17%) 60 ( 3%) 145 C 8%) 2035 ( 10%) 273 ( 13%) 1,217 ( 99%)
Woshington—Court of Appeals.. - 306 ( 33%) 1 ( 0%) 297 ( 24%) 278 (18%) =42 ( 2%) 219 ( 120) 97 ¢ 5%) 150 ¢ 7%)

Note: For inclusion on this toble a case Is defined as any sppeal, any original proceeding, or any request to appeal.

originally filed and are not counted egaln if granted.

All complete data are entered in the table and all appropriste calculations sre included.

the calculotions were not eppropriate.

~= = Not applicable.

Requests 1o appesl are counted when

The numbers corresponrd to the numbers not In parentheses in the remainder of the report.
Blank spaces indicate that the data were not availsble or

®*indicates the year the Intermediate sppellate court began operation.

IDate are not corp lete:

New Jersey--Supreme: Court--Data do not Include all motlons for direct certification and motlons for leave to appeal.
JExplanaﬂon of data Included In the category:
Maryland—Court of Appeals and Court of Special Appesls--Requosts to sppeasl granted were double counted in the data reported here for 1975 and 1976--once

when the request to sppeal was flled and again when the resulting eppeal was flled.

is understated.
kadditional information:

Kentucky--Supreme Court-~Before 1976, the court of last resort was nemed the Court of Appeals.

As a result, the difference between tiling volumes In 1967 and 1977

6v
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Trial court summary statistics

This section contains tables that display the
1979 statistical data from the trial courts. The
data cannot be found in published annual reports
alone. A1l published annual reports and other
available documents from the 50 states, the
District of Columbia, Guam, and Puerto Rico were
used. Unpublished data provided by state court
administrators or other officials were also used.

In this 1979 Annual Report the number of states
with some trial court data displayed has increased
from 44 states and the District of Columbia in
1975, to 49 states, the District of Columbia,
Suam, and Puerto Rico in 1977, 1978 and 1979. The
major reason for the increase has been the addition
of statistics from limited jurisdiction courts.
Court systems that contributed to the 1975 Annual
Report have provided more data as state court ad-
ministrators have hecome aware of the CSIM data
needs. Several states that submitted no data for
the 1975 report have since changed or improved
their data systems to the extent that they now
provide data for the national statistical series.

Trial court data received from states are gen-
erally more detailed and easier to interpret than
appellate court data. However, some very specific
problems prevent comparisons of the data presented
in this report. These problems are {1) the lack
of uniform case classifications; (2) lack of uni-
form ways of counting 'cases; (3) the lack of com-
plete data reported by the courts; (4) questions
relating to the validity of data collected, both
published and unpublished; and (5) variations in
the subject matter jurisdiction of the courts.

The first problem.in comparing data available
from trial courts is the lack of uniformity in
case classification and unit of case count. Both
the case categories and the data classified in the
case categories vary from state to state. Under
the case category of "law," for example, one state
may use the term "civil judgment," another "civil
complaint,” and still another may report the case
as "money judgment." This makes consolidation of
these categories difficult. The lack of uniformity
in unit of case count causes difficulty in compar-
ison of caseload (see Figure C). Units of
counting criminal cases may be informations, in-
dictments, or complaints; the number of defendants;
or even the number of charges. Civil cases may be
counted at the filing of a complaint, at note of
issue, or at the time placed on the calendar.

The second problem in comparing data available
from trial courts is the Yack of complete statis-
tics. Some states report only total caseload.
Others report individual case categories, but omit

breakdowns within certain categories to show what
is included within, for example, domestic rela-
tions, estate, or mental healthe This omission
presents a problem in interstate comparisons. In
addition, there are states that are not consistent
in their reporting of data. The general jurisdic-
tion court, for example, may give detailed category
breakdowns, whereas the limited jurisdiction court
may report only total civil, criminal, and juvenile
cases, or not report at all.

The third problem relates to questions of va-
1idity of the data collected, both published and
unpublished. One of the major factors in data va-
1idity is the chance of human error. Many elements
(hidden data, transposition of figures, double
counting of cases, manner used to verify data)
contribute to the scope of this proeblem. Although
many verification techniques have been implemented
by state court administrators and by the Court
Statistics and Information Management Project
staff to keep 2rrors to a minimum, the reader
should understand that a verification process does
not guarantee absolute accuracy.

The final problem is variation in the subject
matter jurisdiction of the courts. 1In 19759, five
states, I1linois, Idaho, lowa, Missouri and South
Dakota, the District of Columbia, and Guam,
handled all types of cases in general jurisdiction
courts. In other states, such as Florida and Mew
Jersey, general jurisdiction courts process only
major criminal cases and major civil actions,
while other civil and criminal cases are handled
by 1imited jurisdiction courts. Limited
jurisdiction courts were added to this series in
1976 in order to present a complete picture of the
trial court caseload. The 1979 state statistical
profiles in Part Il show that the number and types
of trial courts vary from state to state. This
difference in court structure must be kept in mind
while examining the data in these summary tables.

The reader should note two other facters before
reviewing the trial court tables. The first: only
states reporting data that could be displayed in
specific case category tables (i.e., felony, real
property rights, status offenses, etc.) were in-
cluded in such tables. For the sake of clarity,
those states that did not report such data were not
Tisted.

The following tables are sequenced from a gen-
eral overview (national caseload totals for courts)
to the more specific caseload detail (civil, crim-
inal, traffic, and juvenile case categories and
caseload).

FIGURE C:
Criminal case unit of count, used by trial courts, by state.
Cnarging Defendants Other
ocument on
Information, information,
indictment, 1ndictment, No
or or Case consistent
State Court complaint complaint Charges number definition
ATabama ATT trial courts reporting X
Alaska A1l trial courts X
Arizona A1l trial courts X
Arkansas ATT trial courts X
California A1l trial courts X
Colorado All trial courts X
Connecticut AT trial courts X
Delaware Superior Court X
A1l othar trial courts X
District of Columbia  Superior Court X
Florida ATT trial courts X
Georgia A1l trial courts reporting X
Guam X
Hawaii Circuit Court X
District Court X
Idaho A1l trial courts X
ITTinols Circuit Court X
Indiana A11 trial courts reporting X
Towa District Court X
Kansas A1l trial courts reporting X
Kentucky A1l trial courts X
Louisiana District Court X
Other trial courts reporting X
Maine Superior Court X
District Court X
Maryland Circuit Court X
District Court X
Massachusetts AT trial courts reporting X
Michigan A11 trial courts reporting X
Minnesota A1l trial courts X
Mississippi A1l trial courts reporting X
Missouri AlT trial courts reporting X
Montana District Court X
Nebraska District Court X
County Court X
Municipal Court X
Nevada District Court X
New Hampshire A1l trial courts X
New Jersey ATT trial courts X
New Mexico District Court X
Magistrate Court X
New York ATl trial courts reporting X
North Carolina A1l trial courts X
North Dakota A1l trial courts X
Ohio AT trial court X
Oklahoma District Court X
Oregon All trial courts X
Pennsylvania A1l trial courts reporting X
Puerto Rico ATT trial courts reporting X
Rhode Island A1l trial courts reporting X
South Carolina A11 trial courts X
South Dakota Circuit Court X
Tennessee AlT trial courts reporting X
Texas A1l trial courts X
Utah All trial courts X
Vermont AlT trial courts X
Virginia A1l trial courts X
Washington A1l trial courts X
Hest Virginia AlT trial courts reporting A
Hisconsin A1l trial courts X
Wyoming District Court X

51



=

T——

52

TABLE 14: Reported national caseload (

civil, criminal, traffic, juvenile, and total) in general

jurisdiction, limited jurisdiction, and all trial courts, 1979.

Yariations in court organization:

In 1979 the number of different kinds of trial
courts in a state ranged from 1 (in states with a
single-tier trial court) to 15. Five states
{Idaho, I11inois, lIowa, Missouri, and South
Dakota), the District of Columbia, and Guam have
no 1imited jurisdiction courts.

A court organization chart for each state can
be found in Part II of this report.

Variations in subject matter jurisidiction:

When comparing trial court statistics, the
differences in jurisdiction both within and among
states must be examined. For example, general
Jjurisdiction courts in states with single-tier
courts handle all cases from felonies to parking
violations and from the Targest civil actions to
small claims. Another state's general
Jurisdiction courts may have a criminal division
that handles only felony matters (after
preliminary hearing in a 1imited jurisdiction
court), and a civil division that handles no civil
cases involving less than $10,000.

Variations in case classification and definitions:

Some states report only total caseload.
Others report individual case categories, but omit
breakdewns within certain categories to show what
1s included within, for example, domestic
relations, estate, or mental health. This
omission presents a problem in interstate
comparison.

In addition, there are states that are not
consistent in their reporting of data. The
general jurisdiction court, for example, may give
detailed category breakdowns, whereas the 1imited
Jurisdiction court may report only total civil,
criminal, and juvenile cases, or not report at all.

Sources of data:

The 1979 state statistical profiles in Part 1]
show how the number and types of courts vary from
state to state. Also see Appendix B.

Variations in counting cases:

Figure C displays the existing variation 1in
criminal case units of count. These figures show
that the problem of case definition in trial
courts 1s more acute on the criminal side. Most
states, Puerto Rico, and Guam count civil cases in
all trial courts when the petition or complaint is
filed. In criminal cases, however, the two major
units of count are aimost evenly divided. Paper
documents filed are the count unit for some
courts, while the number of defendants ic the
count unit for other courts. In fact, several
states have courts using different units of count.

Reported cases:

The reported cases for all trial courts, for
general jurisdiction courts, and for limited
Jurisdiction courts include all complete data by
the Tevel of court indicated within the state.
For example, for a state with more than one
timited jurisdiction court to be included in the
reported cases for limited jurisdiction courts,
all of its Timited jurisdiction courts must have
reported complete data.

Number of states reporting complete data:

This figure represents the total number of
states whose trial courts, at the indicated level,
reported complete data.

Percent of population represented by complete data:

State population figures used are the revised
1979 Bureau of Census estimates and total
227,836,000 for the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, Guam and Puerto Rico. This was the
figure used to compute percent of population
represented by complete data for all trial courts,
and for civil and criminal case types in general
Jurisdiction courts.

Estimated national totals:

These are the cumulative totals of all
reported state total data that were complete, plus
the estimated totals for each state for which
complete figures were unavailable. The procedure
used to estimate incomplete and missing data is
discussed in Appendix A.

Appropriate analyses:

The estimates of total trial court volume can
be compared to the estimates of the total
appellate volume given in Table 1 to indicate the
relationship between trial and appellate courts.
The estimate of the total volume of each major
case type, civil, criminal, traffic, and juvenile,
shows the relative distribution of the types of
cases that are brought to the trial courts.

Limitations on use:

The estimates of case volume are based on
complete data from only a portion of the states.
It is not possible at this time to gauge the
variability of these estimates. They should be
viewed only as gross, "ball park" estimates, and
not as representing the exact volume of cases in
state courts.
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TABLE 14:

Reported national caseload (civil, criminal, traffic, juvenile, and total) in general jurisdiction,

limited jurisdiction, and all trial courts, 1979. ‘ . . .
Estimated civil, criminal, juvenile, traffic, and fotal cases filed and disposed in all trial courts.

Reported and estimated caseload

Filed Disposed
CIVIL
Al&e;glzldczggzz: teteseceresnstesarasrannane teeseserteserantestnaioonasatnrnne 5,707,522 4.555.6;é
Number of states reporting complete dat@eiceeesssssccennssvsssns esees sevessvainnee Cessesaserenss ig% 0
Percent of population represented by complete data... creees teesesrsressnessesnusares oo S0y
Percent of variance explained (R€).ievieessnecccnes ceversenues 7 897 500 8,401 560
Estimated totals from Appendix Aicievaveconneases cieeesens 7,897,508 Srdo1,568
Estimated national totalsS..eesusseccensiescaorecnes L R 14,000, ,000,
B Reportod Lagar on courts: ettt ereteteiatastrar et sasteesaresesretareseaneeaannrsene 5,230,208 3,828,185
Number of states reporting complete data (43 states handle civil cases in limited y 2
jurisdiction courts)..... t et seeentunaresraassttenerratretrorarreiaoeasartestctterenrisartarane o N
Percent of population represented by complete data...ceesssvososvasnssscessorssensssscoscnanssas
Liﬂlggﬁtggrlzglztion courts: vseshesenvasesrsasansans cesnns . reseenes sresarsecse serenns 3.189,061 2,573,3?2
Number of states reporting complete data......... T e 19
Percent of population represented by complete data (195,656,000 is the population 501 151
in the 43 States).eeeesecssssvssoasanssnsosassvossassssoososssancsnss ssseseesesenassssasvesass
CRIMINAL
Alaeggiildcﬁggiiz Ceeeieeesietsinantnarascnssitaennens Ceesearscsarsnsestsasanes 3,517,147 3.263.1?§
Mumber of states reporting complete data....eesssscacsnnes teseseasesens sescennases tveveraseranss gég 3y
Percent of total population reprssented by complete dat@..eseeeecesscsseeosscsnenccsssssansnaseas i 391
Percent of variance explained (RE)....uieeeaacosescannsosnsssnssarastssoscsasossssossserssanssons 7 136,509 5,699 208
Estimated totals from Appendix A.ceeeuisseeenroeeestssnsessessassonssonsssnonesssnassosnscsnsone 11,000,000 10.000,000
Estimated national totalS.ssesseveansesssescocasoesossseossscnssossccess seessessancsessanassens , , , y
Gea:;gltggrlzglgtion courts: T Gtenataseasetasnsnrresrsuserraasaven 2,388,087 1,762,52;
Number of states reporting complete dat@.seesessscscencecssrareosrosasssserssnsesnssnssnssacnsas ?31 o
Percent of total population represented by complete data...cccvuveneceiareniacsscocrsconnenanses
Liglgsgtggrzjg;:tion courfs: e sas s v et Eeaor e ot rasensosannebeseraeetsaetboansstorarsetbasssnans 2,704,238 2,702,079
Number of states reporting complete data (46 states handle criminal cases in Timited 6 "
JUPTSATCETON COUPES) asuentnrenenraseosesseseneneososensasosesessncsensassosssonseroacsosssssas
Percent of total population represented by complete data (203,125,000 is the population %81 7%
In the 46 StateS)esveeacosssessesssesasssacassoseroasssnsasass teeseieassassesecansesenioscases
TRAFFIC
A];e;glgldcggggzi................................................................................. 39,588,754 30,181.432
Number of states reporting complete datas.eeesescsseeseosssrssnssssssiarssnssesssessnssnssnsones gg% 2
Percent of population represented by complete data,...ceeveeccecnnssccennsssevssacsnssenossnnosnns P4 So8
Percent of variance explained (RZ)....ceeecrereceronseecesacssenessscesnsannsesssnsasncconcessne 10849008 16,435,790
Estimated totals from AppendiX Aveeecessicensesessacsstensensosssnsassarssrasnsassasassosensasse T 47:000'000
Estimated national totals.iuveeeveeeesssevennassorssensosnnsssassonssasassscnnssarssacasscssssns 000,
Geg:;gltggrlggl:tion courts: cesvessteasrrrassresetanrsesre 12,028,5?7 5.730,1%;
GBS aasanseoesrasoarasarssnsnnsaconsriasssssssanarstoens .
Number of states reporting complete data..eseeesesscossosossasrsssessssscasscssseocessrssossranes
Percent of popu1at12n represented by complete data (59,724,000 is the population 083 521
in the states handling traffic cases in general jurisdiction courts).seeceeioscevescescesanses
Ligl;sgtggrl::lgtion courtsi...................................................................... 28,097,503 25,455,8}3
Number of states reporting complete dat@eesseessensesasescrssncssssnesasessscrasssessscssnsencen 21
Percent of population represented (205,470,000 1s the population in the states 5% -
handling traffic cases in limited Jurisdiction COUPES).eseesreoenssevoossecnssosassasessaonssse
JUVENILE
Al;e;glgldcgggzgi................................................................................. 1.105.422 855.033
Number of states reporting complete daba.eessevseessssaesiorsovssacrronrsisseessssssossnsossonce
Percent of population represented by complete data (227,836 is total population)sevesessscrsscas gg: g;:
Percent of varfance explained (R)..eveeseenssssssssortosivesstasassvcssscroscnssassanssaccsnsee 699 021 880, 206
Estimated totals from AppendixX Aceeerasensreassvssscecnseranrnsnasersnsscssasasnsssasnrssnsessnan 2 600060 2,000"000
Estimated national totalSeeeesseesssvacsoeseoncnsensonssnorensossrsoscoasonssersnsasnsrnsssssnne ,000,
G“RZSSltéﬂrliilifff?.f??fff:...................................................................... 674,275 558,813
Number of states reporting cOmMPTete dataseeessesesssesrsesssssnsrsanssnssesaccsssuscnassrsaccnnsn
Percent of populatign represented by complete data (161,297,000 is the total population for 1 6%
states handling juvenile cases in general Jurisdictfon COUPtS).ievesesessucescoaesssssaoarases
R EpaTEd Chgbeer ot ot v voesetossesesesseeereneneessesassesaesaseaseesesesseeeseeensanseeens 434,097 112,901
Number of States reporting complete data..eeesecesssescnssssssnsseseassncesesvsssvsrsoenesssnnas
Percent of populatign represented by complete data (111,597,000 is the total population for 581 155
states handling juvenile cases in 1imited jJurisdiction COUPtS).ueeveisavoeososossosssssassasss 5
(continued on next page)
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TABLE 14:

Reported national caseload (civil, criminal, traffic, juvenile, and total) in general jurisdiction, limited

jurisdiction, and all triai courts, 1979. (continued)

Reported and estimated caseload

Filed i
v Disposed
AlT trial courts:
RePOrted CaSES.ueuesruraninneivseaecnessancsssonsnsonnnss
Estimated totals from Appendix A....... cesseens eveena ves .::'.:::::::::::.:... o 33’918'919 A
Estimated national totals...eeeeeesceneeeeennns rewsesnsesnerenas et TR 722000 oo
Geratal joqogiional totals. cesessasssennea 81,000,000 72,000,000
REPOrted CASES..uueuensescencsensorosensaoecennnsnnns
LinTEed Jur e et an aaan s Steeecsesessertcatrreensararecarrarasnsens 20,330,117 11,879,687
Reported Seceseccsenranvresan
ported cases St e e eetteresnaassosatssnannsesoens P 34,424,899 31,044,232

Note: Data included in this table are those from the 50 states, the Dist
d ¥ rict of Columbia, Gu
To ascertain the states that reported data in any catego;y, refer to Table ls.m » fuam and Puerto Rico.
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TABLE 15: Reported total trial court caseload, 1979. 55

Yariations in court organization:

Fifty states, the District of Columbia, Guam,
and Puerto Rico have 1979 trial court data
displayed in Table 15.

A court organization chart for each state is
in Part II of this report, The wide variation in
court organization from state to state can be
illustrated by comparing the District of
Columbia's single-tier court system with Georgia,
which has a number of general jurisdiction and/or
limited jurisdiction courts. These differences in
court organization determine the proportion of
total trial court caseload that will be heard in
general jurisdiction and in 1imited jurisidiction
courts in each state.

Varijations in subject matter jurisdiction:

The variations in court organization mentioned
above will also determine what proportion of
civil, criminal, traffic, and juvenile case types
are heard at each level of court. See the
individual court profiles in Part Il for the case
types handled in each trial court.

Variations in case classification and definitions:

Table 15 shows only the very broad breakdown
of caseload into civil, criminal, traffic, and
juvenile cases, and indicates with NHs the case
types not handled in each particular court. This
table gives a good overview of the way caseload is
distributed among the trial courts. The large
number of blank spaces indicates from which courts
data were unavailable for 1979, No totals appear
for a state on the state name 1ine in any of the
columns unless complete data (at least 90%) were
reported by all courts handling that case type.
State totals are left blank 1f data were missing
from any court in the state.

Sources of data are indicated in the individual
court profiTes in Part II and Appendix B.

Variations in counting civil and criminal cases:

Those states that count criminal cases by charging
documents are 1isted separately from those that
count defendants. States that use some other unit
of count for criminal cases will have the
definition spelled out in the charging document
columns, and have the data listed in the defendant
columns. Care should be taken to avoid comparing
defendant-count states with state data based on
other units of count. These definitions in
criminal cases are spelled out in the immediately
preceding Figure C. An "*" next to a court

indicates that the civil unit of count is not the
filing of a complaint. Please check the profile
to identify the unit of count. Only data from
those states that count cases in the same way can
be compared.

Appropriate analyses:

Disposed cases as percent of filed. This
measure represents the percent of the number of
filed cases that the court was able to dispose.
The percent is computed by dividing the number of
cases filed by the number disposed and then
multiplying by one hundred. A percent over one
hundred indicates that the court disposed more
cases than were filed, thus reducing pending
caseload. A percent significantly less than one
hundred indicates that the court is not keeping up
with the volume of cases being filed. This
measure was not computed if the number of cases
filed was less than ten.

Filed {disposed) per 100,000 population. The
unit of state popuTation used on ali court
caseload charts is 100,000. This measure
compensates for variations in state population and
gives a more realistic basis for comparison of
caseloads among states of various sizes. If the
number of filings was upavailable but the number
of dispositions was available, the number of cases
disposed per unit of population was entered in
this column in place of the number of cases filed
per population unit. The use of this alternative
quantity is indicated by enclosing it in
parentheses. Population figures represent the
total state population.

If all other factors {court jurisdiction, case
definition, unit of count, etc,) are similar, the
filed per unit of population statistic will permit
direct comparison among states of the number of
filed civil cases, criminal cases, traffic cases,
juvenile cases, as well as among state totals.

Limitations on use:

Data that are not at least 90% complete are
not included in this table to prevent
inappropriate comparisons. The data that are
included must account for differences between the
way cases are defined and counted in different
courts. Where possible, comparisons should be
1imited to those among state totals for specific
types of cases. Before making comparisons between
limited jurisdiction courts or among general
Jurisdiction courts, check the organization charts
in Part II of this volume for similarities in
Jurisdiction.
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TABLE 15:

Reported total trial court caseload, 1979.

General and limited jurisdicticn courts. Population. Filed and disposed. Disposed as a percentage of filed, and filed
per 100,000 population for the civil, criminal, traffic, juvenile, and total state caseload.

State totals Civlii
Flled Flled
{dis- {dis-
Dis~ posed) Dis~ posed)
posed por posed  per
as % 140,000 as § 100,000
State of popu~ ot .popl-

State and: court name Jurtsdictlion population Flied Dlsposed f1led lation Flled Disposad filed latlon

ALABAMA : 2,869
Clroult Court eesacsesanraccsssnnne G - - - -— - 13,100 74,144 101% 2,548
District Court ... L - —_— -_ —_ — 130,106 135,291 104% 4,535
Probate Court evescsssessnane L -— - - -— -

Municlpal Court cedassercesceccancs L - — — - - NH NH KH NH

ALASKA: 402 138,175 119,270 86% 34,372 25,918 22,182 86% 6,447
Superior Court eeeceornsiossannaans [ - - - - - 11,066 9,867 89% 2,753
DiIstrict Court ..... L — —_— - - -— 14,451 12,043 838 3,595
Magistrate's Court sceseesvccccsses L - —_— -— - -— 401 212 588 100

ARIZONA: 2,639 1,059,600 1,055,393! wost 40,1520 132,081! 133,2811 o1l 5,005!
Supertor Court eesessiosecsnassanes [ -— - - - - 84,852 86,293} to28! 3,215
Justice of the Peace Court .. L — - - - - 47,229 46,988 991 1,7%
City Maglstrate Court esvevecscesee L ~ - —_ -— -_— NH NH N NH

ARKANSAS: Z,269
Clrcult Court cesecesarsserccsensnes G —_— - - - — 27,683 26,463 96% 1,220
Chancery Court end Probate Court G - - - - - 43,878 1,934
Municipal Court sececosscecsees L -— . - -— -—

County Court acssvesss L - - - - - 1,886 83
Court of Common Pleas ecoecscocasse L — —_ _— - — 508 22
Justice of the Peace Court, Pollice

Court, and Clty Court cevesvanaas L - - - - -

CALIFORNIA: 23,255 18,179,660} 14,968,656! 82t 78,1751 1,489,106! 1,104,684/ 743! 6,403!
Superior COUrt seesecssesscoasaness G -— - - - -~ 579,754 43,886! 7651 2,493!
Justlce Court seecsasrecsnceoneanss L - -— — - _ 48,776 35,760 3% 210
Munfcipal Court eesesvevscoccerenas L - - - - -— 860,576 629,038 3% 3,10

COLORADO: 2,849 266,886 256,645 961 9,38 167,634 158,242 943 5,384
District Court, Denver Superior

Court, Denver Juvenie Court,

and Denver Probate Court secesces G - - - - - 95,982 89,922 94% 3,369
Water Court sessensecncaccesns . G - - - - - 2,134 2,112 991 15
County Court cvecesnsnses . L - - -~ - - 69,518 66,208 95% 2,440
Munlcipal Court esesvaceseconeaness L - - _— - NH NH NH NH

CONNECTICUT: 3,100 635,769 20,509 194,969 6,289
SUPerior CoUrt sevesesessssanaocans G - - - - - 147,504 4,77
Probate Court seseessssscnciccsnnns L - — — - 47,065 1,518

DELAWARE : 599 210,8100 . 213,859"  1o1g! 35,194 42,616 40,220} oatl 7,118
Suporicr Court eeees G - - -— -— - 4,12) 3,167 9% 688
Court of Chancery eee. G - - - - — 2,657 2,467 938 444
~Court of Common Pleas seececrresees L -— - - - - 3,139 3,238 8T 624
Fomily Court cevesicanscssorscnnane L - — o - - 15,587 15,169 978 2,602
Municipal Court of Wilmington «ec.ec L - - - - - NH NH NH NH
Alderman's Court seessecsssennroses L -_ - - - oo
Justice of the Peace Court sseeeees L - - - - - 16,459 15,384 93% 2,748

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:

Superior Court® wieseecessracacssne G 656 209,928 211,527 101% 32,001 15Y,252 150,647 1o0f 23,057

FLORIDA: 9,4M 2,877,199 2,632,782 92% 30,379 469,233 429,488 923 4,954
Clrcult Court secosnnsssonsecsnsnss G — - - - - 259,345 231,832 898 2,138
County Court eesvecovrosossvssncnce L - -— — - — 209,888 197,656 94¢ 2,216

GEORGIA: 5,391
Superlor Court sescessesccvsrssssns G - - - - - 115,430 101,957 8Bg 2,141
State Court and

County COUrt seeesensneeecsasnnes L - - - - - ng,s19! 117,050! gss! 2,217t
Proba*e Court sicecanscscnocrssecen L -— -— — - -
Juvenfle Court vessssdiavsnes . L - — -— - - NH NH NH NH
Justice of the Peace Court .. B L - - - - -
Small Claims Court sesseonscorninne L - - - - -
Munliclipal Court (located In
Savannah and Columbus) «ceesvecees L - - hod - hand
Maogistrate's Court sesessnnssssense L - -— - -— -
CIVI1 CoUrt seveevvracoracnsnaranes L - - - - -
Criminal Court, Munlcipail Court
(other locations), Raecorder's
Court, Mayor's Court, Clty
Councl| Court, and Police Court.. L - - - - -— KH NH NH NH

i

sy

i

o

R R T e, s

e e e

Crlmlanal

Charglng document Defendant Troftflce Juvenile
Flled Filed Flled Flled
(dis~ (d1s~ tdis~ (dls~
Dls~ posed) Dis~ posed) Dis~ posed) Dis~ posed)
posed  per posed per posed  per posed per
as & 100,000 as £ 100,000 as £ 100,000 as § 100,000
ot popu= of popu=~ of popu— of popu-~
F{led Disposed flled tatlion Flled Dlspased flled tatlon Flled Disposed flted fation Flled Dlsposed t1led lotlon
42,1 40,472 95% 1,491
- - - 24,302 24,552 101% 847 NH NH NH NH 21,025 20,138 96% 33
- - - - 95,603 95,811 1008 3,332 191,421 185,403 97% 6,672 21,746 20,334 94% 758
NH NH N ] N4 NH L N3 NH NH NH NH NH L)
NH NH NH NH
18,835 4,685 - - ~ - 92,070 22,903 352 1,085 80% 336
1,074 1,086 10t% 267 - o~ b -~ L] RH HH NH ,352 1,085 80% 336
16,027 3,987 ~ — aad - 90,997 22,636 NH NH NH RH
1,734 1,466 85% 431 el band —~ -— 1,073 1,095 1028 267 NH N M NH
- - faad - 117,745 104,35) 891 4,462 808,783 816,983 1015 30,647
- - - hand 13,815 13,175 95% 523 NH NH NH NH
- [aad -_— and 41,332 35,080 85¢ 1,566 289,941 266,595 928 10,987 W™ NH NH L4
- aad - ~ 62,598 56,096 92% 2,372 518,842 350,388 106% 19,661 N4 NH NH NH
14,866 15,930 107% 655 - - — Lt N L] NH L3 NH N NH NH
NH KH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH N NH NH NH NH NH
b ~ — - K4 ;o] N N
NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NR NH 11,786 519
NH M N 2| NH N NH KK N NH N N NH N HH NH
- —_— —_ — NH NH ] N
- - —_ — 804,812/ 728,711} o1g!  3,461015,781,234 13,038,773 e3f 67,862  104,508! = o96,488! 9251 449!
- - - - 56,280/ 51,3871 s15l u2! NH NH NH N 104,508!  96,488! 925! 449!
~ e - - 3,968 5,932 a89% 2715 575,424 493,845 86% 2,474 ] N M N
- - — ~— 684,544 620,392 915 2,944 15,205,810 12,544,928 83 65,387 NH NH NH NH
- - fand fand 17,631 16,472 93% 619
-— - bl - 15,287 14,328 94g 537 N L NH NH 17,63 16,472 93% 619
NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NR NH
- ~ - — 32,925 31,232 95% 1,156 164,443 159,205 978 5,772 M N R M
NH NH NH NH
- bond hand — 101,354 94,687 938 3,270 322,705 328,459 102% 10,410 16,741 17,168 103% 540
- -~ Lad - 101,354 94,687 93% 3,270 322,705 328,439 102% 10,410 16,741 17,168 1038 540
NH N NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH
— - - - - — - — 8,179 1,365
- — - - 2,950 3,186 108% 492 NH N N NH N4 N L N
NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH
Mumber of charges: 7,411 7,394 100% 1,237 NH NH N N N NH L] N
Number of Incldents: 2,343 2,328 99% 9 763 127 8,179 1,365
Number of charges: 2,154 9,023 9% 1,528 17,199 17,591 1025 2,871 N M N L
Number of charges: NH NH NH NH
Number of cherges: 22,95 3,832 86,355 14,417 N NH NH L]
bt bl -~ d 31,381 29,404 945 4,784 21,243 25,853 1221 3,238 6,052 3,623 938 923
— - - — 341,62 298,375 87% 3,607 1,983,283  1,829,33 921 20,941 83,062 75,585 9% 877
- aad - aad 107,786 1,812 8%5% 1,138 N4 N M NH 83,062 75,585 9ty 877
— — ~ - 235,835 206,563 88s 2,469 1,983,283 1,829,334 92% 20,941 NH NH NH NH
45,480 43,139 95% 844 ol - - - 15,008 15,356 102% 278
73,2141 67,%05! %03l 1,395 - ~  223,5150 23,6411 96% 4,1471 M KH NH M
4,062 3,943 97% ki — -— ~ ~ 193,243 191,147 99% 3,585 NH NH NH NH
M L4 N NH NH ) ] NH 2,547 2,397 94% 47 35,742 32,486 915 653
NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH RH NH NH NH NH
NH NH L] L] L] NH N L] L NH NH N L] NH N N
NH N NH NH N N N NH
NH NH NH NH NH N4 NH NH
L] NH NH NH ;] N NH NH NH NH NH N 4] NH N NH
NH NH N L

{continted on next page)



58 TABLE 15:

Reported total trial court caseload, 1979. (continued)

Pl

Crimfinal

i
i Charglng document Defendant Trafflc Juvenlle
State totals Civil % - Flled Flled Filed :ll:f
| I Flled Flled T (dis=~ tdis- (dis~ ,
(dls- (dl s~ i o DIs~  posed) DIs~  posed) Dis~  posed) DlIs~ posed
Dis~ posed) Dis-  posed) H posed  per posed  per posed  per WS;" !":; 00
posed per posed  per g es § 100,000 as § 100,000 as § 100,000 a: ,
f - ~ t popu~ o popu-
a; 100,000 P4 100,000 H of popu of popur o
State :f’ popu~ B:' popu= : Flled Disposed tilod latlon F1led Disposed fltad lation Flled Disposed fited fatlon Fited Disposed flled tation
State and court name Jurisdiction population Flled Disposed  filed iation Filed Olsposed filed latlon i _ . . - - —- - — 746,515 135,606 %98 98,587 8,259 7,946 964 869
; — 14 8,259 7,946 96% 869
HAWAL | ¢ 950 836,010 817,950 985 86,00 35,377 31,198 868 3,724 ¢ ~ - - 2,801 1,961 708 295 '3: x 5:: Iy . " it .
Clrcult Court secvevansceecsanennoe G —_ — — —_ —_ 22,903 19,578 8sg 2,411 ; NH M NH N NH M NH NH i N N NH
Land Court sesescecerasesacsersanne [ - - - - - 46 125 2728 5 KH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH N NH "
Tax Appeal Court seececesersocancen G - - — - - 59 73 1248 6 . Individua! offense on the Information: 42,998 41,276 96% 4,526 . 746,439 *735, 520 98 78,573 g
PIHTIEY Bourt rrreere e - — ~ _ - T e .8 s ez - - - - - 30,03 28,527 958 3,219 221,279 219,774 9f 23,77 8,003 7,702 965 95?
~ — - —- 3,027 2,926 97% 324 16 14 88% 2 2 2 1008 <
1UAHO: 933 312,080 304,421 98% 33,449 52,762 48,418 92 5,655 ’ 4
District Court . G - " - - —_ 5,380 7350 aa: "g98 : ~ - - - 27,009 25,601 95% 2,895 221,263 219,760 98 23,715 8,001 7,700 9%6% 858
Maglistrate's Divislon ceeeveccceass G — - . - P 44,362 41,068 935 4,757 P
ILLINOIS: 581,976 547,534 948 5,095 - — ~ — 6,762,091 3,832,022 573 59,197 30,326 29,679 98% 265
Clrcult Court eveeserarercaceonnnes [ 11,423 8,046,981 5,067,905 635 70,445 672,588 658,670 983 5,888 : - _ _ ___ 20,851 18,026 o1s o1
INDIANA: 5,475 " s,0% 48,009 941 932 - — - -~ 96,896 95,547 %% 1,770 19,459 17,881 928 35:
\ ! > Sy : - - — - 5 3,257 N NH NH N
Sup.rlor Court and Clrcult Court .. G — - - -— — 221,334 211,850 963 4,043 ' | 47,223 40,837 86% 863 178,336 168,970 95% ot ' 3bo 14 525 25
County Court secescavccssaccncsssen L — - — —_— -_ 90,178 80,220 89§ 1,647 ) NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH o B o » " - "
Probate Court ececeecovcnnsossscennsa L - - - - _— 6,399 6,17 96% 117 : 45,571 34,517 763 832 - —~ — -— 100,7:: 90,2:‘: 93: » ot N - o i
Municlpnt Court of Marfon County .- L -_ — - — - 21,132 19,790 94% 386 5 Ny L] NH NH N KH NH NH " i " N
Small Cieims Court of Marion County L - -— pes -— - . . N at " et
CHY Court sevessonssuneancssrennas L - - - - - f
Town COUrt cesececesovencravsnsanss L - . — _— — "
TOWA: : " 198,019 198,460 1005 6,788 - - — — 147,028 148,988 1018 5,040 5,236 6,405 122% 180
DIstrict Court seseersssacrassnnens G 2,917 503,882 505,163 1008 17,274 153,599 151,310 991 5,266 30,110 1,203
KANSAS: 2,347 104,013 4,432 L 2s,163 26,924 10738 1,072 ~ - -~ — 2,614 261,168 96% 11,575 30,1:‘: " . l,zt::
Bistrict Court secceenscndansanases G —_ -~ — - —_ 104,013 4,432 ;
Munlcipal Court sesererersnecnnsens L - - - - - ] NH NH NH ' _ — — = sz 163,035 sax 5,720 251,740 220,226 878 6,908 35,8288 28,78l s0%J 983
TUCK : NH
. R - -— — - 10,512 9,537 9% 288 NH NH NH NH NH NH NH
Kzzlrcur;r Court [} et 665743 Pt BE 1820 I:g'ifl ‘::'f;? ;;: :’2:: i < - - - ~ 197,914 173,448 88% 5,431 251,740 220,226 87% 6,908 35,028  28,m8) sog) sa3]
- - — - - X , . <
DIstrict Court eeevssnssnsnssassnss L - - - - -~ 109,337 74,027 683 3,000 i _ __ — - — — — _ 10,991 990
i . — - — 264,805 6,398 NH NH NH NH NH NH NH RH
LOUISIANA: 4,139 1 ' ’ 867
M N 35,880
DIstrict Court eevererecrsorensaces G - - - - — 152,95 3,696 E : NH 4 Y iy N NH N M N
Family Court and Juvenlle Court ... L -— - - - - .
City Court, Parish Court, Munliclpal .
gurf and T:afflc Court g ! {122,328 99,065 [:1}4 2,9% ~ - - — 408,850 329,660 81 9,8::{ 5,1:'1‘ 4,1:3 Sf:q lzml
i § N NH NH
of Now Orlesns secervescconseccns L — -— —_ — — 69,223 42,414 618 1,672 ‘ NH NH L] NH NH NH NH N4 " N " N
Justlce of the Peace Court .. L - - - -— - ‘
Mayor's Court eesecsssesscssscescne L — - -— _— —_— NH NH NH NH ) — - — — — - - - pp— 157,328 o 14,208 3,867 3,602 948 34a
p NH
! - -~ - - 5,425 5,174 95¢ 482 2,892 2,428 84% 257 N NH NH
MAINE: 1,125 4 ’ ’
Superlor Court sererescaceaacracess G g - - - - 7,760 7,203 93% 690 ; {27,439 26,517 978 2,439 - - - ~— 157,353 154,896 98% 13,987 3,867 3,6:&2: 9:: SAN;
District Court L - - - - - : i L NH [ 1 NH NH NH NH L] N: N NmH :: - - -
_; ; NH y -
Probate Court «eseee L - - - - — ) NH NH NH NH NH NH NH RH
Aninistrative Court wrveeereeeee - - - ~ _ N 3 7 foes 2 : - —_ - -— - - — ~— 628,408 628,408 100§ 14,881 25,332 23,339 928 600
' 2 21,126 908 553
: ! 38,902 36,643 541 921 - - - - Iy NH NH W 23,35 A
MAz::ﬁ?f Court G “72 81,064 69,692 86% 1,920 ] ! g T ~ - 88,858 2,104 628,408 628,408 1008 14,881 1,990 2,213 1128 :&7‘
_ _ - - - ’ ’ ’ ’ NH e N v " M i
District Court «. L - -— - - — 423,704 10,033 i NH N ] N4 M NH NH L] ,
Orphan's Coury - - - ” ~ - - , ] 269,271 4,686) — — -— — 3,307,610! 57,5641 48,766 849
A
‘ N - -_- — - NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH
MASSACHUSETTS: 5,746 4,109,871 7,526 484,224 8,427 . 30,886 42,166 1378 ;,;gj - - ” T 5 2msotel 51,2000 34,57 oon
Superior Court Department ccossssee G _— — -— — — 31,793 37,312 1188 853 . 2|8,855J 3, - - - - 0 v " " " " " - NH .
District Court Department .. G - - _— - w— 297,034 191,247 648 5,169 . 5,652 22:3 . - - - 18,596 24 " i N "
Housing Court Department seessesees L - — - — — 8,785 {53 i lJ,B:: ‘ - n - - , " " " . 14,35 2%
Boston Municlpal Court Department . G - - - -— - 31,783 17,645 56% 553 : i -
M M NH ] NH NH NH
Juvenlle Court Department eeesssons [ - - - -~ - NH NH NH NH "k NH N Lyl M N M
Land Court Department ceccesssscses G -— — - — -— 9,005 7,857 878 57 ] " " " " " " -
Probate end Famlly Court i KN [ N N N L
DOPETTIONt srerrerareaneenenes ¢ ~ - ~ - - losm0 1,842 ; —_ - — -~ as,070 ses 6! 928 4,488!
HICHIGAN 9,249 709, 982! 679 062! o6t 7,676} : — — - ~— 28,8931 29,140} 101! 2l NH NH NH RH :: NN: m m‘
: ' ' ’ ' 363,644 297,207 828 3,932
-— — - — 1 1 ; Numbor of warrents lssued: 86,221 61,133 71 932 R N N
,f"‘“;: ?oucr: b of Detrolt s z - 139_4;31 '94'0;‘:,: 'OS:I z,o:: ' : - - - - 29961 286,927 sas! 3,171 1,985,058  1,920,047! o181 21,462 NH NH N NH
ecorder's Court of Detro — -— - - - . :
- - - — 1 i NH M m M NH NH NH NH
:Is:r:cfcomuﬁrf t - 334,732 320,754 965! 3,619 ; ol — - - 6,032 5,916 988 65 35,254 33,797 963 381 NH NH z: :::
sthodibg . - - = ! N N M NH NH ' W M
Municlpal Court ssecvsssannsas L - — - - — 3,479 3,681 1063 38 ) : NH NH NH NH L] NH
Common Pleas Court of Detrolt ssves L - - - - -~ 146,429 126,858 878 1,383 |
} NH NH NH NH
HINNESOTA: 4,038 " NH NH M NH M
NH NH NH NH NH NH NH
District Court® suivvecnissvnsccacss G - - - - - 19,361 15,211 798 479 1 NH N M o
Probate Court* .. L -— -— -— - - 5,379 4,551 85% 133 NH N N
Gounty Court sosesessenneans t - - - - = 2,00 18,4311 gy 520 NH NH o NH NH NH NH N NH NH NH NH NH NH N NH
County Municipal Court® ,..iiannens t — -— - -— - 18,840 18,198 978 467
Concliiation Court® ,iesevesceseres L - - -— - -
{continued on next page)
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TABLE 15: 3
. , i
Reported total trial court caseload, 1979. (continued) |
§
[
State totals Clvil
Filed Flled
(dls- di s~
Dis= posed) Dls= posed) ¢
posed por posed  per :
as % 100,000 as § 100,000 !
State of popu- ot popu~ ;
State and court name Jurisdiction population Filed Disposed  flled lation Flied DIsposed flled latlon z
1
MISSISSIPPI: 2,508 é
Clrcult COurt ecesccccercsssrensane G - - - - -— i
Chencery Court sevssereecnscncesns G — -— - - ~— i
COUNtY COUMT seseasoreersnarsossons L - - - - - :
Family Court ... L - - — — — e
Hunlcipal Court . L - - - - - o o <N N i
Justice Court seeveressncescensncen L - — — -— —_—
MISSOUR1 :
CIrcult COurt seeesseesioaeccnsonas G 4,889 - - - -- 198,293 173,666 88g 4,056
i
HONTANA: 789 '
District Court seseeceveosacoanaans 6 - - - - - 26,372 20,894 798 3,342
dustice Court L - - - - -
Clty Court eeuenee L - - - - -
Municipal Court .. Lt - — - -— -
NEBRASKA: 1,564 473,046 30,246 76,5124 4,892}
District Court sesreserreanse G ~ - - - - 22,3131 21,229 osgl 1,427
County Court seeeersrsenean . L - - - - - 33,3% 33,117 998 2,132 :
Separate Juvenlle Court ... . L - - - - - RH NH NH NH ‘
Munlcipal Court sevoresenssaconnsas L - - - - - 20,328 1,300 i
Workmen's Compenuzticn Court eoeeee L - - - - — 534 511 96% 34
NEVADA: 765
District Court ceeoscecensorensesne G - -— -— -
Justice Court eesecoccocsavsvanonce L — — - _— -—
Munlclpal Court sevacscsseuncassrse L -_ - -— - -— j
NEW HAMPSHIRE: 912 291,386 31,950 69,161 7,583 i
Superlor Court® G - - - - -— 18,464 17,954 9v8 2,025 i
Probate Court® , L -— - - - - 16,470 1,806 1
District Court® vvuuses L - _- - - - 33,537 3,677 L
Hunlclpal Court tivereesnsacnsenes L -~ - - - - 690 6
NEW JERSEY: 7,373 §
SUPErIor COUrt? 4ivevssarennesooves G - - - - - 77,422 74,464 96% 1,050
County District Court . . L - “= - - -— 331,672 324,656 seg 2,498
%wenlle and Domestic Relations
CoUrt wevesvasnornssrscosanansens L - - - - - 80,878 80,619 100§ 1,097
Surrogate's Court ... t - -— -— - -
Hunlcipal Court cuosvveceacsorsenses L -~ - — - - NH NH NH H] B
NEW MEXICO: 1,288 i
DISHrict COUMt seeserresneeosnsones G - - - -~ — 44,069 40,166 918 3,440 i
Maglstrate Court sessecesn. . L - - - - - 15,294 1,194 i
Municipal Court ceversvsorsee . T -— -— - - T NH NH NH N i
Probate Court seseecssesearssrcance L -— — — — — b
Small Clalms Court of Albuquerque . L —_ -— - — - i
NEW YORK: 17,634 !
Supreme Court and County Court sees G - - - - - 65,951 67,182 102% 34
Surrogates' Court seesssscconcs L —_ — - - - 76,110 (432)
Famlly Court seeesessessesossansnes L - — - - - z7t,818! 289,981 ! cost 541! ;
Clvll Court of the Clty of Nev York L - - - -~ — 142,592 142,447 1008 809 :
Crimlnal Court of the City of ;
New YOrk sevesessessersaccsssacee L - -_ - - — N NH NH NH 4
Oistrict Court and Clty Court . t - - - - - 125,227 (710} Y
Court of Clalms sssveesseasssnsrnce L — — — ~— — ‘
Yown and V1ljage Justice Court eses L -— -— - — -— . ¢
] ¢
NORTH CARCL INA: 5,802 1,582,624 1,549,578 968 27,217 352,301 337,298 968 6,072 g
SUpertor Court seserssanerrsarenses 6 - - - - - 12,71% 69,419 958 1,234 ; |
DIStrict COUrt seecoveeraisssnrssone L - - - - -~ 279,548 267,870 908 4,818 1 5;
NORTH DAKOTA; 652 111,250} (26,265)1 22, 186 3,409 i
DISTPICH COUMt sesverrtnensnannasnes 6 - - - - - 1,070 10,027 91 1,608 i
County Probate Court seesecesassses L -— - — — — 1,592 1,284 8138 , 244 ‘
County Court with |ncressed {
JUrTBdICHION secvecsssuranasnnsns L — -— — - — 9'755| (1,498)' '
County Justice Court . L -— - - - - 1,110 €170y i
Municipal COUrt sessoorsasssessnnes L NH M e NH H
OHIO: 10,799 638,567 626,879 (1 5,913 4
Court of Common P168s seyesssesrses G — - - - -~ 256,661 257,541 1008 2,377
MUnICIpa) Court sasrsssecenssionans L - - - - ~~ 356,578 344,748 978 3,302 i
CoUnty COUrt eeeesersrsnrarsassnses L - - - - - 23,317 22,670 918 216 ;
Mayorts Court seseesesssnrsercensrs L — e el -— -— {
Court of Clalms eoseersosnesnsrsoes L - - - - - ¢

1,9%1 1,914 o8t 18

|

t

|

E

K o i NH i
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{

e
. Crimineal
Charglng document Dafandant Trafflc Juvenlle
Flled Filed Flled Flled
(dis~ {dis~ (dls~ {dis~
Dis~ posed) Ols~ posed) Ols~ posed) Dis~ posed)
posed  per posed  per posed per posad per
as § 100,000 as £ 100,000 as § 100,000 es § 100,000
of popu- of popu~ of popu— of popu=
Fltled Disposad filed 1latfon Flied Disposed {lled  latlon Flied Disposed flled tatlon Filed Dlisposed filed letlon
-_— — - - R4 NH NH N NH L4 M NH
NH 4 NH NH KH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH
_— - - N NH N N
NH NH NH NH
N NH 4] 84
NH NH NH NH NH KH NH NH
fand - ~ bad 302,868 284,71 94% 6,195 17,293 16,102 935 354
~— -~ ~— - 1,219 876 72% 155
~ -— -~ ond 2,962 2,7% 938 3713 N N N NH 1,219 a76 728 155
NH RH NH NH
RY 5] NH NH L] L] N L]
NH NH NH NH
— - -_ — - — - - 4,979 8
4,865 4,10} o78d 3 - - - - M M ] ] » L NH M
46,250 50,668 tog 2,957 - - — — 207,546 204,893 998 13,270 3,35 3,165 958 213
)] L] L4 23] N N4 Ky L] M ] K 1,648 105
-~ - —_— - Lyl NH NH NH
NH L N N NH Nt NH NH L4 N NH M o NH N
- fand —_ _— NY NH NH NH
L NH L4 M
RH NH NH NH
~—~ — -~ ~— — ad ~ ad 171,982 18,858 6,988 1_56
fnconsistent statewide unit: 6,142 7,724 126% 673 L) NH NH NH ] N ] M
N KH NH NH NH NH NH L NH NH w NH NH NH NH NH
Inconststent statewide unit: 36,019 3,9% 164,854 18,076 6,807 746
{nconsistent statewlide unit: 1,054 120 7,128 782 181 20
390,685 348,989 89% 5,299 - 3,934,709 3,165,342 80% 53,366 108,665 108,514 1008 1,474
25,141 27,116 1088 341 - - - - L gl M NH NH ) N 2]
4,31 4,265 8% 39 - -_— 76,928 58,290 76% 1,043 NH NH HNH KH
RH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH N4 108,665 108,514 1008 1,474
NH N o 3] NH PH NH L N4 Nt N L M b 1 Y
361,173 371,57 [1:39 4,899 — — —_— -— 3,857,781 3,107,052 81% 52,323 NH W NH RH
-— bl — nd -— — - — 74,802 4,15 3,644 8sg 325
— — fond fand 3,209 5,029 955 413 M NH KH £,15%9 3,644 88§ 325
32,130 2,508 -— ~ -— 74,802 5,839 NH NH NH NH
N ] N NH N L] KH !
NH NH NH NH NH FH NH MH KH NH NH KH KH A NH NH
NH L L1 N4 N N ' RH M NH N4 L L] ] N N
- - - ~ 47,000 61,32l 1288 !
-~ Lo - -— 30,806 33,508 109% m ] KH NH Lyl [} ] NH N
NH NH NY KH NH L0 NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH'
NH N 7 ™ W i N M N 3 M 49300 61,3260 1288t 212
NH M L] NH NH NH K NH NH L] NH NH NH KH NE ]
—_ —_ 118,929 674 NH NH NH NH
- - fand - 140,706 t7198) 37,782 (1,916} Ll NH N M
NH NH KH NH KH NH NH KH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH
Nt RH NH L
-— - - - - e - fand 798,227 787,465 9% 13,723 21,207 23,054 1098 366
tnconsistont stotewlde unit: 56, 591 54,507 958 973 NH NH N NH NH NH NH NH
inconsistent statewida unit: 356,292 37,174 97% 6,141 796,227 187,465 9% 13,723 21,207 25,034 1098 366
- ~— — - 16,780 13,3%0 918 2,574 126,958 (19,472) 5,810 6,7% 1165 891
Casa number asslgnod: 1,02t 1,004 98% 197 300 300 100% 7 5,810 6,736 116% ol
NH NR NH NH HH NH NH NH NH NH NH N “H NH NH NH
Case number asslgnods 12,447 11,069 a89% 1,909 57,675 (8,846) NH NH NH NH
Ceso number pss!gnodt 3,12 3.2 995 508 22,089 {3,511 M NH NH N
NH NH KH NH NH NH NH L] NH 43,894 (7,039 NH NH NH N
-~ - - - 209,985 208,313 99¢ 1,945
~ ol -~ - 33,544 33,709 100% m L] ] NH W 209,985 208,313 99% 1,943
- - -~ - 308,830 297,35% 96% 2,860 1,224,291 1,223,954 1008 11,337 NH NH NH NH
-— - - ~— 26,906 26,702 9% 2% 147,49 146,638 9% 1,366 (] N NH NH
NH NH NH NH
NH W ] NH N ] N N NH ] [} ] NH N N N

{continued on next page)
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TABLE 15: i i
Reported total trial court caseload, 1979. (continuea) |
; |
Z Crimlinal
: - Jyuvenl le
State totals civit { Charglng & il Bofendent freftfle Filed Flled
Flled Flled } F':°d f;::d tdi s tdis-
_ tdis- - -
ols (dls:d) Ols (d's:) % Dls- posed) Ols- posed) Dis—- posed) m;d :::"d)
= d 0S8
posed :,. posed g" 1 posed  per posed  por posed 7:; 0 :‘: : 100,000
as g 100,000 as § 100,000 as £ 100,000 as § 100,000 a: ! ‘ of popu~
, ‘ f popu= o popu-
State of popu~ of popu~ of papu~ ° 4 filed latlon Flled Disposed 11 led fation
State and court name Jurisdictlon  population Filed Disposed  tilad _ latlon Flied Disposed flled lation Flied Disposed filed latlon Flled Osposod tlled lovion flled Dlapose
_ 8,156 9,488 1168 275

OKLAHOMA: 2,970 196,954 (6,631) | | _ - - - 227,007 219,558 978 7,643 3:155 9:488 1163 275
District COUFt susesessscnaesnnnnss G - - - - -~ 198,849 185,088 938 6,695 | 62,291 53,959 908 2,097 - - - ' ' - NH NH NH
Munlclpal Criminal Court of Record. L - -_ —_ -— - NH NH N NH d : NH NH NH NH
Munlclipal Court Not of Record «.ses L - - - - - " NH NH TR % - i N N ™ N NH
Workers' Compensation Court eessss L - - - - — 11,851 399y 5 NH N N 1 N N "}: ::: :: W N NH NH N1 NA NH
Court Of Tax Raview sseeecescescsne L -— -— _ -— -— 6 6 1008 < ! { NH M o NH N N NNH e N " NH NH NH NH N4
Court of Bank Review eessesccssenee L - - - - - 5 9 1808 p i NH HH N L NH Ly

OREGON 2,578 : : - iiad Zgi

: V5 i - - - N N KH 15,573

Clrcult Court svsesscvsccccsacanes [] — - -— - - 62,78 2,435 i Case number assligned: 16,643 13,303 9::{ 6::‘ :}: ™ NH N ! NH NH N NH
Tax Court eeeees 6 - - - - - 12 134 1204 4 i NH H e n t o 435,365 421,941 97 16,888 Nt NH NH RH
Olstrict Court . L - - - - — 81,408 80,681 998 3,18 | Case number assigned: 83,228 80,447 % 3,28 ’ ! ™ " ™ N
Justios Court «s L — - —_ - — ! Case number assigned: NH NH M4 4
County Court ... ves L . — - - - 155 137! P ¢ NH T M ] ] N NH ] N NH ot " " N
Munliclipal Court eeveseccssosscncese L — - —_ —_— — NH R NH Nt 1 Case number assigned: :

i — — 546,413 (4,602} 1,873,972 (15,782) 39,683 38,943 98¢ 334

PENNSYLVANIA: 11,874 2,901,873 (24,439) 455,001 442,545 978 3,852 : - - ' " NH NH N 39,685 38,943 981 334
Court of Common Pleds eeeseessecens G - - - - - 196,919 188,902 968 1,658 - — - - 73,765 66,872 9 621 ! o 9,583 ol N NH N
Olstrict Justico Court seseesescese L - - - - —  iBéq%0 180. 066 o8 1.551 : - — - - anp,10 412,721 875 4,007 1,137,900 "047'7Lu 28 e NH i . -

. :
Philadelphla Hunicipal Court eseese L - - -— - -— 7,813 7,:”9 1008 '605 ! - - - - 47,219 5,914 o ”Nﬁ 1,083 ;:: 480,766 448 9,208 NH NH [ NH
Philadalphla Trattic Court eeveeess L - - - - - A ot N N i i NH Nt N ar Nt i e 345,492 (2,910 NH NH NH NH
Pitrsburgh Clty Maglstrate Court .. L —_ - - - - 2,119 2,038 965 18 : - - - - 20,900 ! i
: ; 8,157 652
RHODE 1SLAND: 957 - - - - NH NH NH NH
SupOrior COUrt secacescssessnnnsres [ - - — - — 7,087 m - - - - 3,582 o o, o) o " 8,157 852
L 5817 . o ol - N ot ™ N o NH HH ,tm N N a2
haind - - - *
t - — - - - 31,566 24,294 175 3,301 - - - fen NH NH Ll NH NH NH N NH NH :: :: ::
- - — - - N
Munlclpal Court ceseveccivesvrranss L - - - - - KH ] NH NH

SOUTH CAROLINA: 3,087 - - - - N " " o " W N
Circuit Court <. G - - — - - 36,349 31,368 868 1,177 3,746} 32,757 1038 1,028} - ;;" " - N
Foal ly Court ssvesrsnse L -~ - — P — 41,308 43,738 1068 1,338 NH He L il Nt N N " W ™ NH
Probate COUrt sssiseseeasesssnseass L - - - - - " o NH NH : HH ] o o Ky i ~ 7% 14,504 o " N NH
Maglstrate COurt ceescscrecssscnses L — — - —_ 88,381 89,687 1008 2,863 [ 84,156 2,726 - ' ) N i ™ NH
Hunlclpal Court sesesrensseccsoascs L Lad - - - - ] NH NH N4
County Court and Civll and Crimnal NH NH NH RH

COUPt seeserrsessscrssessasansans L - ¢ t h ) Uy " M b i
SOUTH DAKOTA: . ol 776
. - - - 7,447 95 17,88 5,350
CIrcult GOUMt «rvesonscnsreavacess 6 689 170,392 24,730 30,363 4,407 - 123,14 e ! ’ !

TENNESSEE: 4,833 : 3,398 ki ] ] R NH
Clrcult Court and Crinlnal Court - 6 - - - - - 81,138 46,616 ng LI 27,325 6e3 - "W i H NH N i " NH
Chancory COUrt essesvesreaas G - - - - - 34,536 33,295 968 762 N n Ll o o - m Y] NH NH M N NH N NH L
Lav and Equity Court secccesaccanes G - - - - i 4,200 3,613 86 93 = N i 1Ll ey N4 N N N NH
County COUMt sereseevesrannseoiases L - - - - - 7 N N N4 NH e w
Ganeral Sesslons Court secessrecens L - - - — - ' NH
Probato Court secessssseesen . L — - - - - NH - " wi ] o tH m "m“ ::' :: i o W
Juvenlle Court sesescecececs . L - — — -— — NH N N NH NH NH aH RH
Justice of tho Peace Court . L — - -— -— - ™ N NH NH
Municlpal Court seeecevsnncesscrons L -— -— — - — NH KH N NH

12,838 12,719 998 92
TEXAS: 13,887 - - - -
Oistrict Court and Criminat 11,385 11,283 99% 82
District Court esvsrsvrsconsenres G - - - - - 311,984 269,066 9 2,247 — - - - 92,476 91,238 998 666 ’ .
County Court at Law, Constitutlonal i 85,509 99% 620 1,453 1,436 998 10
-~ - - : — - - — 224,513 210,101 948 1,617 86,158 y ’
mmt:zlcoc;uﬂr; T t - - M'O:: N N "0:,; j — — - 394,207 312,608 79% 2,639 5,149,816 3,735,43) 738 37,084 :: m :: :2
- - - - - . —
Justioco of the Poace Court » L —_— - — -— — . — — -— -
, : ' — — - _ 23,316) " hﬂzf
UTAH: 1416 ¥ N N L]
- — - - ] N ]
Olstrict Court sonsrsoscssscncsesss G - - - - - 27,811 23,181 84% 1,943 . . 2,396 2,495 1043 169 _ _ — 460,801} 39%, 498! 7180 32,542 NH NH NH NH
Clrcult Court rssnsessersersssscsse L - - - - 38,2551 0,611t sog!  2,702! t ; 31,186} 23,197 2,202 - - - - ’ H M NH NH
JUstice COUrt euruorvssrsnnsrssnnnn L - - - - - { ; o - = - - 13,306 946} 23,516) 1,802
JuvOn (8 Court srrvesnverrarorsnrce L - - - - - MA NH NH (TR | 24 ! - ‘
; 03s 21
— — - —~ 80,621 81,032 1008 15,973 1,099 1,134 !

VERMONT: 506 123,8070 122,387 t24,18m 23,007 22,041 o5d 4,547 - - - - " " NH N N NH l NH
Superfor Court seressrversrsscscans [} —_ — - - . 7,132 6,794 9] 1,400 _ _ 80,821 81,032 1008 13,973 1,099 1,154 1055 217
District Court sasaesssserersenvene [ — - - - - 1,117 11,082 1008 2,197 10,018/ 18,038 3,719 ;‘H N-;i " WH " " N NH NH NH NH NH
Probats COUMt seesesessssversoreens L - - - - — 4,78 4,202 aus 540 HH i Nt e

4 0 363 123,925 4% 2,467

VIRGINIAL 5,523 2,016,994 1,925,194 938 37,878 612,655 569,445 935 11,505 - - - - 34,999 ’;:';: :;’: ';“‘g;’: 9'8'03,1, e 9;7:‘ T e " N1 "
CIrcult Court seevnsssrsrorasnernes 6 - - - - - 713,34 68,264 NE 1,413 Nurkor of chargos: 33,120 ’ 5 5 806, 348 978 17,240 131,863 123,025 948 2,461
DISHPICE COUrt 1eseeaersancronassns L - - -- - - 37314 sot.101 935 10,090 Humbar of chargoss 299,819 291,640 97 5,630 18,09 v '

{continued on next page)

Lt

63



64

iy

TABLE 15: :
Reported total trial court caseload, 1979. (continued) ‘

Criminal

State totals Civtl ‘ Charging document Defendant Trafflec Juvenlle
Flied Filed ‘ Filed Filed Filed Flted
(dls~ (dis- ) § tdis~ (dis~ {di s~ {dis~
Dis~ posed) Dis= posed) I Dis- posed) DIs~  posed) Dis~ posed) Ols~ posed)
pused per posed  per i posed  per posed  per posed per posed per
as £ 100,000 as § 100,000 ! as § 100,000 as § 100,000 as § 100,000 as § 100,000
State of popu~ of popu~ ; } of popu~ of popu~ of popu= of popu=~
State ond court name Jurisdiction  population Flled Olsposed filed  latfon Fltod D!sposad filed _lotion ' \% Flled Disposed flled lation Fllsd Disposed tiled tation Flied Disposed filed latlon _ Flled _ Disposed flted  letion
WASHINGTON: 4,013 206,774 5,153 : i — — - - 143,09 3,616 20,836 16,646 808 519
Superfor Court eeevescrensesensonss G - - -~ - ~ 112,320 74,5001 2,799 : —_ - _ - 15,224 12,9561 319 M N N M 20,836 16,646 80§ 519
District Court and Justices of H .
the PEBCE cessvrsriinsnresiacens L - Ll - - - 92,445 2,304 ; — - -— - 80,629 2,009 291,235 14,733 NH N N4 Ly
Municlpal and Polica Court veeeeses L - - - - - 2,009 50 : — — - - 49,238 1,221 221,897} 5,529/ NH NH N NH
WEST YIRGINIA: 1,939 89,967 82,367 928 4,640 f — — —_ — — o~ —_ — 6,995 6,291 908 361
Clrcult Court ceseveneenscnrsnnnens G - - - - 41,525 40,159 978 2,142 ; 7,659 6,241 81s 595 — ~ - - 6,595 6,291 90% 361
L - - ~ - -~ 48,442 42,208 ars 2,498 i Nurber of warrants !ssued: 129,535 117,740 918 6,681 122,291 115,249 958 6,307 KH NH RH N
Municlipal Court seevcssssncvssssnce L -— — — -_ — M NH N N ! 3] NH N ]
WISCONS IN: 4,666 ) 198,640 174,264 [i1:}4 4,257 —- - - - — - -
Circult Court sevesesssrersssrsonss G - - ~ ~ ~ 198,640 174,264 88 4,257 54,437 56,514 1038 1,168 -— — - - 82,233 68,747 84% 1,762
Municipal Justice Court ceveeseenns L -— —_ — -— - NH N NH N — — -~ — 1] NH N L
WIOMING: 432 - — — - . 1,022 237
DIStrict Court cevneseosnrnneonnces G - — - - - 12,259 2,838 1,603 1,573 988 373 - - -— - 1,022 237
Justice of the Peace Court
and County Court sesercnssree L o — - — NH NH NH N NH NH NH NH
Munlclpal Court eeeesecnsescancsses L — -— — -— -— NH N NH NH N K4 NH N
GUAM:
Superior Court sccoceoiiersnencanse G 104 6,464 35,877 1778 44,677 5,649 2,95 528 5,432 ! ns 286 695 399 -~ - - —- 39,924 32,386 815 38,388 476 254 538 458
. |
PUERTO RICO: ’ 3,165 145,818 146,928 1015 4,607 : ! — _ - - 53,402 33,740 1018 1,687 5,858 5,509 948 183
Suparfor Court eeeevreonscsnccnenes G - - - -~ - 94,556 97,25 103% 2,986 | Number of cherges: 19,183 19,661 1028 606 M W NH N 5,858 5,509 941 185
Oistrict Court ....... . L - - - - - 51,262 49,577 978 1,620 ‘ 53,402 53,740 1018 1,687 L] NH NH NH
’ . Number of charges: M
Municlipal Court sevee . L ~ ~— -— -— - NH N4 NH NH \ 1] 1] NH NH NH RH N
Justices of the Peace sverevsecnnes i -— — — -_ — N It NH N § ry) NH NH NH N NH NH NH
;
{
; !
Note: All data that sre at least 90% compiete are entered In the table. Blank spaces Indicate that sither the data wero unsvaliable or less than 90% complete, ¢ j

o that the calculations were Insppropriate.

NH = This cast type Is not handled by thls court.

~ = Not eppllicable. g E
'Oata ere {nocomp late: Utah~Clrcult Court—Except for oriminal dispos!itions, no data wers , {
Arlzone—Superliar Court—CIvil flgures do not Includs adoptiom data reported for the court located In Amerlcan Fork. i i
for Marfcopa County, or ey statewide ssetal heslth dats. Yormont~DIstrict Court—Criminal ti1ings do not Include semtence [ u;
Calltornie~Superior Court—0One court reported data for only the reviow only coses. i
first six months of the reporting period. Washlngton~—Superlor Court~Clvll end criminal disposition date wore i
Delawsre—Clivll and state totals Inctude 53 clvii filings ond 175 unavsilable from ona court locatlon, L;
civil disposttions from +he Aldormen's Court. Thoso flgures Funlclpal and Pollce Court— Traftlc tigures do not {nclude 2 r
wore not reported, however, because thay were less than 90f parklng cltations.
compiete. :
Georgla~—State Court and County Court-~Flled ond disposad flgures do JExplannﬂon of data Included In the category:
not Include the State Coyrt In DeXalb County. Kentucky~—0Olstrict Court— Juvenlle casos Include dallnquency,
Massachusetts~—0Olstrict Court Department—Trattic fIlings do not status, dependency, neglect, neady, and sbuse casos, os wsl! as
Include DMI/DUL cases~—these ere Included In criminal fl1ings. paternity actions and sdult violations of KRS 530.060-.070
Mlchlgan—Clrcult Court—Caseload data wore unavstisble for Arensc, (endangoring the wolfare of or unlawful transaction with o {
Jackson and Mason Countles. mlnor). {
Ofstrict Court—Casaload data were unavallable for courts In Massachusetts—Olstrict Court Department—— Crimlnsl f1iings Include
Borry, Ecolse, Kentwood, Livonia end Newago. OMI/DUT cosos.
Clvil totals includo 35,512 civil fllings and 33,20 clvl} Nobraske~—01strict Court— Crimlinal t111ngs and disposltions include
dispositions from the Probate Court. These tigures were not clvll sppeals. i
reported, howsver, boczuse they were less than 905 complete. South Carol Ine—Clrcult Court— Criminal figures Include casas that : H
Nebreske~—0istrict Court— Clvil filings ond dispos!tions do not wore handled in the County Court and the Clvll end Criminal . |
inciude clvil sppeals. Courts i
New York~Femlly Court—Flgures do not Include case activity In South Dokote~—Clrcult Court— Treffic figures Include some Class }i
Ouoens County during December. 2 misdemaanors and petty offenses, which Includes such things as F
North Dakots—County Court with Incressed Jurlsdictlon~Clyl} prostitution, gambling and disordorly conduct.
dispositions do not Include mental heaYth deta from LoMoure, Utah~~Juven!le Court=-F1llngs are the aumbor of reforrals.
Ramsey ond Ransom Countles. Yermont—Superior Court~= Clvil dota Include criminal wppeals, and
Oregor~County Court— CIvIl dispositions do not Include adoption or some postoonviction remedy ceses.

mantal health casos.
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TABLE 16: Civil filed and disposed for general jurisdiction, limited jurisdiction, and all trial

courts, 1979.

Yariations in court organization, subject matter
Jurisdiction, and case classification:

This table breaks the gross totals of Table 15
into the civil case classification. Because of
the variations in court organization, subject
matter jurisdiction, and case classification,
comparisons of general jurisdiction and limited
Jurisdiction courts from state to state are seldom
appropriate,

Lack of complete data (less than 90% complete
from an individual court) is responsible for the
large number of blanks in the "All trial courts"
columns on this table, as well as for states
missing from the table. In crder for a state to
be included in this table, it had to have complete
filing or disposition data from all its trial
courts.

Courts that do not break their caseload down
into specific case types, do generally separate
caseload into civil, criminal, and juvenile
cases. (Traffic may be reported separately or it
may be lumped into criminal caseload.)

Sources of data are found on the individual court

profiles in Part II and in Appendix B.

Yariations in counting cases do. ’have an impact on
total caseloads. 1T states are not counting cases

at the same beginning and ending point, total
caseload is not comparable,

Appropriate analyses:

Disposed as a percent of filed. This measure
represents the percent of the number of filed
cases that the court was able to dispose, The
percent is computed by dividing the number of
cases filed by the number disposed and then
multiplying by one hundred. A percent over one
hundred indicates that the court disposed more
cases than were filed, thus reducing pending
caseload, A percent significantly less than one
hundred indicates that the court is not keeping up
with the volume of cases being filed.

Limitations on use:

Compairsons can be made between courts that
count cases in the same way. The method of
counting civil cases has the greatest influence
over data reported.

Although data have been broken down into
general and limited jurisdiction courts, this has
been done to provide a flavor for the different
workloads of the different levels of trial
courts. Interstate comparisons should be
restricted to all trial courts' figures.
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TABLE 16:

Civil filed and disposed for general jurisdiction, limited jurisdiction, and all trial courts, 1979.

State population. Disposed as a percent of filed.

General jﬁr1sdicf1on courts

Limited jurisdiction courts

A1 trial courts

~Disposed Disposed Disposed
as a as a as a
State percent percent percent
Filed Disposed of filed Filed Disposed of filed Filed Disposed of filed
Alaska..... 11,066 9,867 89% 14,852 12,315 83% 25,918 22,182 86%
Colorado.... 98,116 92,034 94% 69,518 66,208 95% 167,634 158,242 94%
Connecticut 147,904 47,065 194,969
District of Columbia...... 151,252 150,647 100% -- -- - 151,252 150,647 100%
Florida.esvecess tesreacass 259,345 231,832 89% 209,888 197,656 94% 469,233 429,488 92%
Guamesaoos cececerassssanes 5,649 2,951 52% -- - -- 5,649 2,951 52%
HaWaidsesoseevsncesnnnnans 23,008 19,776 86% 12,369 11,382 92% 35,377 31,158 88%
Idaho.eesseuviocsssnncennn 52,762 48,418 92% - - - 52,762 48,418 92%
I11in01Scennseass Cesveneas 672,588 658,670 98% - - .- 672,588 658,670 98%
JOWa.eseenenvesananosanans 153,599 151,310 99% -- -- -- 153,599 151,310 99%
KanSaS.sessncessroneesanss 104,013 NH NH -- 104,013
Kentucky.veeoounos caseans . 60,414 56,191 93% 109,337 74,027 68% 169,751 130,218 7%
MassachusettS..... vesesene 475,435 8,789 484,224
Missouri. 198,293 173,666 88% -- -- - 198,293 173,666 88%
New Hampshire...... 18,464 17,954 974 50,697 69,161
North Carolina..ceeueseese 72,759 69,419 95% 279,548 267,879 96% 352,307 337,298 96%
OhiD.eieeseieneesansancnns 256,661 257,547 100% 381, 906 369,332 97% 638,567 626,879 98%
Oklahoma.,eesse secissanene 185,088 11,866 196,954
Pennsylvania..oeeecsssacss 196,919 188,902 96% 258,082 253,643 98% 455,001 442,545 97%
Puerto RicOseesevscnscsace 94,556 97,251 1032 51,262 49,677 97% 145,818 146,928 101%
South Dakotdeeessrseesvans 30,363 - - - 30,363
Vermont ..osesesss creeenes 18,249] 17,839] 98] 4,758 4,202 88% 23,0073 22,0413 96%J
VIrginia.eesessasecasssaae 75,341 68,264 91% 537,314 501,181 93% 612,655 569,445 93%
Washington....c.veennee oo 112,320 94,454 206,774
West Virginta.aeesreneoees 41,525 40,159 97% 48,442 42,208 87% 89,967 82,367 92%
WisSCoNSiNeeesasvoracans ves 198,640 174,264 88% NH NH - 198,640 174,264 88%

Note: State totals were included in this table only when all courts with civil jurisdiction within that state reported either complete filings
Blank spaces indicate that the data were unavailable or incomplete, or the calculations were {nappropriate.

and/or dispositions.

NH = This case type is not handled in this court.

-~ = Not applicable.

JExplanation of data included in the category:

Vermont--General jurisdiction courts-- Civil appeal data include criminal appeals as well as some habeas corpus and postconviction remedy

cases.

Th
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TABLE 17: Composition of civil case filings in general jurisdiction courts, 1979.
TABLE 18: Composition of civil case dispositions in general jurisdiction courts, 1979.

Yariations in court organization and subject
matter jurisdiction: a

. These two tables deal only with general
Jurisdiction courts.  In states with a single-tier
tfia] court (Idaho, I11inois, Iowa, South Dakota,
District of Columbia, and Guam), all case types
are heard in the general jurisdiction court.

These courts are indicated by a "*" before their
state name. In all other states some of the trial
court case types are heard in limited jurisdiction
courts,

The individual court profiles for each state
(found in Part 1I) must be consulted to determine
whether the figures for an individual case type in
these tables represent the cimplete caseload for
that case type in the particular state.

Sources of data: N

A

These are found in the iidividual court
profiles in Part II and in Appendix B.

Variations in case class{fications and definitions:

Courts that do not break their caseload down
into specific case types do generally separate
caseload into civil, criminal, and juvenile
cases. (Traffic may be reported separately or it
may be reported as a part of the criminal
caseload.) Consequently, these two tables are

easier to aggregate than later tables that show
specific case types.

Those states that reported less than 90% of

complete "total" data were excluded from these
tables.

Appropriate analyses:

Data from these tables may be used to jdentify
courts with similar jurisdiction and courts that
handle similar volumes of cases. These data can
also be used to compute the distribution of types
of civil cases filed in each court. To compute

~ the proportion of the total filings (dispositions)

fo? each case type, divide the number of filings
{(dispositions) for each case type by the total

filings (dispositions) for each court i
by 108 rt and multiply

Limitations on use:

Comparisons should not be made between courts
1q states with a single-tier trial court (marked
with an "**} and courts in states with both
general and Timited jurisdiction courts.

Comparisons can be made only between coupts
that use the same unit of count for counting civil
cases. Since the data contained in these tables
are taken from only the genmeral jurisdiction
Courts, the organization charts for each state
should be checked to determine whether or not
other courts in the state also handle the specific
case types before comparisons of volumes of
specific case types are made.
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TABLE 17:

Composition of civil case filings in general jurisdiction courts, 1979.
State and court. Civil case categories.

Clvil cases flled

£ g 2 : 3
- v 0 s _
i : af ro5% g i 3 2
= = -5 = 22 © £ @ o % ©
z I 3 E 3t & g¢® $ g2 g £ 5
State and court title 5 2 8 & e - W ] 2 2 & hd
Alsbama=-Clrcult Courtericasessanss 4} 43 NH 46,809 NH () . 26,3020 73,111
Alaska~-Superior Courticscecsesanee NH 860 1,487 NH 274 5,970 908 315 196 1,056 11,066
Arizona--Superior Courtss.. 33,033 Wy ) 43,673 8,146 )y 84,852
Arkansas=~STATE TOTAL.cvsecorscance 27,68 6,890 28,534 7,368 1,086 W 71,561
Clrcult Courtessecsevensensoneess 27,683 N NH NH NH () 27,683
Chancery and Probate Courtecese.. NH NH NH 6,890 28,534 7,368 1,086 NH NH 43,878
Callfornia~~Superior Courtsessecsss N 92,948! N 2,074! 175,746} 62,826!  3,5981 12,064 230,538! 579,754!
Colorado~~STATE TOTALsvssssresseees 16,689 3,873 7,287 47,840 7,501 3,043 648 11,135 98,116
District Court, Denver Superlor
Court, Denver Juvenlte Court,
and Denver Probate Court seeses 16,689 3,873 NH 5,153 47,840 7,601 3,043 648 11,135 95,982
Water COUrtesecseerscionssarsanss NH NH ] NH 2,134 NH NH NH NH NH 2,134
Cennecticut--Superior Courtvesssecs 41,637 86,356 2,434 17,275 202 147,904
1,875 4} NH 658’ 5} 304 2,240 674 216 st 6,778
NH NH 1) NH ) ) 2,240 ad 2,657
SUperior COurtsseessssesesssennes 1,875 ] 658 NH 304 NH 674 216 394 4,121
*Dlstrict of Columbia--Superlor
COUrteessansennacssnsacansrarse 5,978 28,882 102,938 7,877 2,563 877 447 1,690 151,252
Flortda~-Circult Court... NH 20,366 30,539 NH 15,949 NH 79,497 42,843 13,570 734 55,847 259,345
Georgla~~Superior Courtesssscecanes 61,016 54,422 115,438
*Guam--Super{or Courtesseeesessssans 1,459 2,129 29 955 174 903 5,649
Hawa! | ~~STATE TOTAL.seresosonosanns N 1,324 1,5% NH 250 M 14,467 1,817 1} 59 3,495 23,008
Clrcult Courteeceressansecsnasnes NH 1,328 1,596 NH 204 NH . 14,4670 1,817 1 3,495 22,903
LONG COUrterreetrorrasasonnnonane NH NH NH NH 46 NH NH NH N NH NH 46
Tox Appes) Courteesescesesconnees M N NH NH NH NH NH NH NH 59 M 59
#1daho=~STATE TOTALssesvoonasssecons NH . 1,691 NH 15,584 N 14,224 3,982 2150 17,006 52,762
District Courtesecsonsncesaseessns N4 1,083 NH 3 M 2,059 4 2158 4,95 8,380
Magistrates DIvISiONeesesssassens NH 608 NH 15,581 NH 12,165 3,978 M 12,050 44,382
*1 1} nols=~Clrcult Courteesesseseees 219,229 180,486 648 25,358 104,375 32,530 9,243 93,591 7,128 672,588
Indlana--Superlor Court and
Clrctlt Courtesecesssassorsanns NH 38,360 NH 77,103 21,074 84,797 221,334
*lowa=-DIstrict Courtessversasosaess M 78,141 NH 948 23,479 51,031 153,599
Kansas=~Dlstr Jct Courteesesessoanes 5,027 32,159 11,875 9,779 NH 26,882 11,625 2,519 188 3,959 104,013
Kontucky==Clrcult Courteseessseesss 17,461 NH 33,183 N 2,181 1,135 6,454 60,414
Loulslana~=District Courtessevcnces NH NH 152,965
Malne—=Superior Courtesesssssosenss 1,980 2,118 1,427 NH 1,800 NH NH 252 183 7,760
Mery!and=—CIrcuit Courteseosssnasss 4,287 7,801 5,969 NH 3,586 11,575 44,369 595 2,735 347 81,064
Massochusetts—~STATE TOTAL.eevesens 169,937 124,697 52,628 5 30,7771 55,3250 2,651 3ol 20,6871 475,435
Superfor Court Departmentseeecese 31,793
District Court Department.esssses 141,523 122,163 23,103 4,374 2,616 3,255 297,034
Boston Municlpal Court Depariment - 28,414 2,534 520 241 35 39 31,783
Land Court Departmentescecssscass 9,005 9,005
Probate and Famlly Court
Dapartmentecssseseeesssrsssross 33,063 55,325 17,432 105,820
Michlgan==STATE TOTALesessessosaans 15,256/ NH 128, 166! 1,480! ~ 44,928! 189,830!
CIrcult Courteeserseevenssverecnn NH 15,256] NH N4 128,166 1,0987  44,928' 189, 448!
Court of ClalMSeesececasesarensas N4 NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH 382 NH 382
Njnhesota--District Courtissessesse 19,119 NH 242 NH 19,361
*Missour I=—Clreult Courteesseeseasss 13,362 12,436 172,495 198,293
Montana==DIstrict Courtesssssiasese NH 1,725 5,573 NH 664 NH 9,487 3,337 4n 398 4,771 26,372
Nobraska=-District Courtesssesecase NH 13,792 NH NH 8,521 22,33}
New Hampshire—=Superlor Courteecssss 6,473 NH II.IQIJ (%} NH NH 18,464
Noew Jersey—-Superior Courtessecssss 44,688 4,318 27,468 853 77,427
New Mexlco-~District Courteveescess 18,236 25,833 44,069
New York-~Supreme Court and
County COUPrtessessearnasrsannss NH 35,677 NH 167 NH 10,259 NH 5,999 13,849 65,951
North Corol Ina--Superlor Courtesses 12,034 W NH 32,926 M 27,7990 72,759
North Dakota--District Courtessssss NH 720 3,851 NH 702 NH 4,870 38 NH 159 730 11,070
Ohlo~-Court of Common PloaSssessses NH 21,412 NH NH 97,776 76,631 8,609 2,763 49,470 256,661

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 17:

Composition of civil case filings in general jurisdiction courts, 1979. (continued)

Clvil cases flled

>
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Okl ahoma--District Courte.. . M 8,000 25,617 85,298 8,529 NH 40,074 14,154 2,515 1,247 9,636 198,849
Oregon==STATE TOTAL:«sseecerescnsns X NH X 28,97 6,669 3,736 112 62,894
Clrcult Court... X NH X 28,967 6,669 3,736 62,782
TaX COUMteenecrnccascosnenassanns X MH X NH ] N4 112 112
Pennsylvania--Court of Common
Ple8Seesecsuasneencsosveancnannas 118,424 19,787 7,914 50,814 196,919
Puertc Rico-~Superior Courteessssss 1,949 3,560 438 N 7,794 NH- 30,707 MY NH 138) 49,970 94,556
Rhode Island-~Superior Courtessesss NH NH NH NH X X 7,087
South Carolina=-Circuit Courteces.. NH 36,349
*South Dakota--Clrcult Courteseen... 13,014 3,752 4,602 616 8,379 30,363
Tennessee~~STATE TOTAL.oesceoeennas NH 10,645 7,246 NH 2,846 50,259. 1,688 940 11,995 4,275 89,894
Circuit Courteseesesecoacannennns NH 9,803 2,486 NH n 27,833 104 376 8,377 1,468 51,158
Law and Equity Courteseessesensas NH 31 33 NH 110 2,677 178 - 46 336 229 4,200
Chancery Courteeesossnncsssenanes NH 531 4,447 NH 2,025 19,749 1,406 518 3,282 2,578 34,536
Texas~~District Cour;t and Criminal
DIstrict Courteeecsennans . NH 16,926 NH NH 160,585 28,708 105,765 311,984
Utah--DIstrict Courte... e B64 NH 81 NH 10,746 3,464 908 229 11,219 27,511
*Yermont--STATE TOTAL.. . 6,484 6,822 4,005 579 338 21 18,249)
Superjor Coturta..... 3,485 3,288 58!