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This State Court Caseload Statis-
tics: Annual Report, 1976 is the
second in a series of documents con-
taining statistical caseload data
compiled from the annual reports of
each state court system and from
other available data. It is the re-
sult of the cooperative effort of
the National Center for State Courts
and the Conference of State Court
Administrators to develop within the
National Center a national database
of state court caseload statistics.

Questions of validity and accuracy
of source data, as well as caveats
regarding variation in reporting
periods, court organization, subject
matter jurisdiction, definitions
used by the states, and demographic
characteristics make it imperative
that the data contained in this re-
port be used with extreme caution.
Care must be exercised in attempting
to compare even the broadest cate-

The Conference of State Court Ad-
ministrators (COSCA) has continued
to give its support to the National
Court Statistics Project to estab-
lish in the Natiomal Center for
State Courts (NCSC) the capability
of gathering, analyzing, and dissem-~
inating statistical information on
each state court system in the na-
tion. The project has been made a
cooperative effort between COSCA and
the NCSC by giving policy control
and direction over the project to a
committee of state court administra-
tors selected from COSCA.

This second annual report presents
data for the appellate courts and
trial courts of general, limited, or
special jurisdiction of the several
states. The addition of limited and
special jurisdiction court data has
increased greatly the volume of data
displayed.

The scope of this report is limit-
ed and pertains only to the year

iii

gories of caseflow for 1976.

The National Center has been
heartened by the expressions of in~
terest and cooperation coming from
court personnel all over the coun-
try. With few exceptions, they dem-
onstrated willingness to help the
National Center develop an accurate
national data base of state court
caseload statistics. The assistance
and leadership of the COSCA and es-
pecially the National Court Statis-
tics Project (NCSP) Committee
chaired by James R. James, have been
invaluable in bringing order out of
the present confusion.

Edward B. McConnell
Director

National -Center for State Courts

1976. Since that year, as well as
from 1975 to 1976, there have been
changes in court structure and re-
porting procedures in several of the
individual states. This report,
along with the baseline data pro-
vided by the 1975 report, provides a
means for measuring the effects of
such changes.

Persons making use of this book
are requested to read and be guided
by the introductory section and, in
particular, the restrictions set
forth therein. Any attempt to com-—
pare the caseload data of the states
is risky and should not be attempted.

James R. James, Chairman
NCSP Committee

Conference of State Court
Administrators

R A e o 405 .15
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Executive summary

Substantial effort by the
National Court Statisties Project
(NCSP) staff and the Conference of
State Court Administrators NCSP
Committee was required to develop a
methodology for displaying nation-
wide state court caseload for the:
first annual report. During prelim-
inary attempts to aggregate avail-
able statistics into specific group-
ings, it became obvious that any
realistic compilation must have a
structure derived from, not super-
imposed upon, the data reported by
the states. This second annual re-
port reflects that orientation and
emphasis, with augmentations made to
better display the data and to accom-
modate the addition of limited Juris-
diction data. The summary statis-
tics as presented here therefore re-
flect the existing situation in
state court statistices.

For the reader of this document,
cautionary notes necessarily abound.
Because of many state-to-state vari-
ations in the kinds of data report-
ed, the summary tables in this annual
report do not permit extensive, val-
id, direct comparisons of caseflow
among states without careful exami-
nation of all the factors involved
in assuring that the data are com=~
parable. Variations in data availa-
bility, court organization, subject
matter jurisdiction, definitions of
cases and units of count, reporting
periods, and the degrees of complete-
ness and accuracy of data all com-
bine to make cross-Jjurisdictional
comparisons extremely complex. These
variations are discussed in general
termz in the introduction to the re-
port on pages 6 through 10. More
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specific cautionary notes are given
in the discussions of individual
tables. The limitations on analysis
section (pages 10 to 12) provides an
indication of the kinds of analysis
that can and cannot be made with the
data in this report.

Comparisons between the 1976 data
contained in this report and the 1975
data contained in the first report in
this series should be made only after
careful examination of the factors
mentioned above to ascertain that
these factors have not changed for
the particular court.

Production of the annual report
series is an evolutionary process
with the long-term goal of improve-
ment of the statistical series being
foremost for the National Court Sta-~
tistics Project. This process is
discussed on pages 12 through 13 with
the dynamies for improvement and in-
terrelationships of project docu-
ments being discussed on pages 13
through 15.

In terms of the structure of this
annual report, summary statistical
tables in Part I were constructed
from the individual court profiles
for all the states found in Part II.
Data were first compiled into nation-
wide volume statistics (beginning
pending, filed, disposed, and end
pending), and then the volume statis-
ties were broken down where possible
into broad category classifications,
which were chosen to reflect the
kinds of data being reported by the
states. This approach required ini-
tial preparation of an overview court
organization chart and an individual
statistical profile for each state's
appellate and trial courts. The re-

sulting documentation makes up Part
II of this report (pages 143 to 3814).

Data availability has improved
greatly from the first half of this
century, when the first national com-
pilation of caseload data was at-
tempted. This improvement in the
quantity of available data has con-
tinued with significantly more data
being reported for 1976 than for 1975
(see page 24 for appellate courts and
page 55 for trial courts). At least
some gross volume data are displayed
in this report for all appellate
courts, for all trial courts of gen-
eral jurisdietion, and for 118 of the
183 trial courts of limited or spe~
cial jurisdiction. For much of the
data reported, however, the validity
and reliability has not been ascer-
tained.

Several general observations can
be made about the 1976 state court
caseflow data. First, in addition
to the increase in data available,
the number of cases filed in the
courts has also increased from 1975
to 1976. The caseflow estimates in-
dicate that the number of cases filed
bper judge has increased. Most trial
courts also reported increases in the
number of filings from 1975 to 1976.
Second, the courts have managed to
handle this increase in filings fair-
ly well with most courts disposing
between 90.0 and 100.0 percent of the
number of cases filed and a few
courts disposing of more cases than
were filed. The disposition rates
of less than 100.0 percent, however,
mean that most courts are increasing

vii

their pending caseload. For courts
reporting pending caseload, most had
increases of less than 20.0 percent.
Finally, for courts reporting pending
and filed data, the number of cases
pending at the end of the year as a
percent of the number of cases filed
was less than 50.0 percent for most
courts of last resort, less than 70.0
percent for most intermediate appel-
late courts and for eivil caseflow
in most trial courts, less than 50.0
bercent for eriminal caseflow in most
trial courts, and less than 30.0 per-
cent for traffic and juvenile case-
flow in most trial courts.

The composition of the caseload
of the courts is also of interest.
In the appellate courts, the data
available indicate that approximate-
ly 55 percent of the appeals filed
in 1976 were civil appeals. For the
trial courts in 1976 the caseload es-
timates indicate that of the 71 to
108 million cases filed, over 13 per-
cent were eivil cases, almost 13 per-
cent were criminal cases, over T2
percent were traffic cases, and al-
most 1.5 percent were juvenile cases.

The detail charts and statisti-
cal profiles in Part II are helpful
references because they indicate not
only the organization and subject
matter jurisdiction of the courts in
each state, but also 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 purposes.
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Kentucky County Court, Quarberly Court Police
Court, and Justice Court—-court of limited
Jurisdiction. . + ¢« ¢ v 4 o s b 0 e s d e e e

Louisiana
Louisiana Court System, 1976 . . . . . « « + .
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Introduction

National Court Statistics Project

The annual series of state
court caseload statistics is the
product of the continuing coopera-
tive relationship between the Con-
ference of State Court Administra-
tors (COSCA) and the National Cen-
ter for State Courts (NCSC). Fi-
nancial management, project manage-
ment, and project staffing respon-
sibility are assumed by the Nation-
al Court Statistics Project (NCSP)
of the NCSC. COSCA, through its
NCSP Committee, provides general
policy review, guidance, and con-
trol over all project activities.

The primary purpose of the
National Court Statistics Project
is to develop and implement a pro-
gram to collect and report all
available court caseload statistics
from the 50 states, the District
of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.l
The NCSP and COSCA coordinate with-
in the National Center for State
Courts the gathering, analysis, and
dissemination of aggregated case-
load data derived from each state
court system.

A second purpose of the
National Court Statisties Project
is to compile for use in court man-
agement complete state court case-

lRepetition of "50 states,
the District of Columbia, and
Puerto Rico" hecomes very cumber-
some. Throughout the rest of this
report, 'states' and court systems
will be used as appropriate to in-
dicate that the reporting units
being discussed include the Dis-
trict of Columbia and Puerto Rico.

load data that are comparable
across jurisdictional boundaries.
These NCSC goals required the
careful choosing of an annual re-
port series methodology for assem-
bling the caseload data that were
available from each of the states.

Methodology employed
Data sources

The sources of data for the
tables presented in this series are
published annual reports provided
by the 'states' and unpublished
statistical material requested of
and supplied by state court admin-
istrators and appellate court
clerks. (Appendix A of this report
identifies the sources of data from
each 'state'.)

In addition to a review of all
published and unpublished data re-
ceived from the 'states', a study
was made of all available reporting
forms and instructions used by the
'states' to collect caseload sta-
tistics from their respective
courts. Additional relevant infor-
mation was secured from appropriate
personnel in each 'state'. As the
project progressed, telephone con-
tact and follow-up correspondence
were used to collect missing data,
confirm the accuracy.of available
data, and determine the legal ju-
risdiction of each court.

Each administrative office of
the courts completed a check-off
sheet to indicate the types of
cases handled by each court. Be-
yond this, information was collect-
ed concerning the number of judges
per court or court system (from
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annual reports, offices of state
court administrators, and appellate
clerks), the sige of state popula-
tion (based on Bureau of the Census
1976 revised estimates), other 1976
demographic data (taken from the
Statistical Abstract of the United
States: 1978¢), and special
characteristics regarding subject
matter jurisdiction and court
structure. When explanation of a
court's jurisdiction was not direct-
ly obtainable, available information
was used from the National Survey
of Court Organization.3

Scope of the report

The first annual report (1975)
presented available caseload data
for state appellate courts and
trial courts of general jurisdic-
tion, and for selected categories
(juvenile, domestic relations, pro-
bate, and mental health?) in
limited jurisdiction courts. This
second annual report (1976) again
presents available data for appel-
late courts and courts of general
Jjurisdiction, and also expands to
include all available caseload data
for all limited Jjurisdiction
courts. As data from each court
level become more complete, future
aggregation of trial court case-
loads should become more meaning-
ful.

The 1976 report has been expand-

2U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Statistical Abstract of the United
States: 1978 (Washington, D. C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office,
1978).

3U.S. Law Enforcement Assis-
tance Administration, National Supr-
vey of Court Organization (Washing-
ton D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1973). Supplements pub-
lished in 1975 and 1977.

YThe classification categor-
ies used by the NCSP are shown in
boldface throughout this report.

ed to include Puerto Rico. The
addition of Puerto Rico to the sepr-
ies was made possible through
translation assistance provided by
the Puerto Rico Office of Court
Administration. The scope of
future reports will be broadened,
if possible, to include American
Samoa, Guam, and the Virgin
Islands.

This report reflects court
organization and jurisdiction as
it existed in 1976, but the reader
should keep in mind that court sys-
tems are not static entities. For
example, in Kentucky a newly creat-
ed intermediate appellaute court
began operation during 1976, there-
by changing the jurisdiction of the
court of last resort from that
which existed in 1975. Kansas has
instituted a unified court system,
and both Kansas and Iowa have es-
tablished intermediate appellate
courts since 1976. Because court
organizational or jurisdictional
characteristics do change over
time, caution should be used in
attempting to compare the data in
this 1976 report with 1975 data or
with more current data.

Category classifications

When data for the 1975 report

were being assembled, a classifica-~

tion problem resulted because of
the multitude of terms being used
by the states to report their case-
loads. The case categories ulti-
mately used in the 1975 annual re-
port were dictated by the variety
and quantity of data reported by
the states. NCSP compilation
efforts required the establishment
of both valid and uniform case
categories.

Some changes have been made to
these categories for the 1976 an-
nual report, primarily in cériminal
case categories, where two new
categories have been added. Ordi-
nance violations accommodates the
addition of full coverage of lim-
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ited jurisdiction courts; and fel-
ony/misdemeanor accommodates those
courts that do not separate erimi-
nal cases into felony and misde-
meanor. In the 1975 annual report,
these cases were classified as
other criminal.

Traffic cases were removed from
the criminal category, to become
an independent category equal to
civil, criminal, and Jjuvenile.
Subcategories adopted for traffic
were DWI/DUI (driving while intoxi-
cated/driving under the influence),
parking, and other traffic viola-
tions.

Another change was the relabel-
ing of one juvenile case subcate-
gory. Children in need of super-
vision, a term used in the 1975
annual report, has been changed to
status offenses, a term used in-
creasingly throughout the country.
NCSP case categories used for this
1976 report appear as principal
headings in the summary tables in
Part I, and in each court's profile
in Part II. Terminology used with~
in each 'state' is displayed on
each court's profile as subheadings
under the boldface NCSP main head-
ings. The NCSP main headings are
categories used uniformly for all
the 'states'. Fopr example, a
state's "application for leave to
appeal” was classified under NCSP's
request to appeal category in all
tables. Explanations used in
source documents to clarify a
state's data are included, as are
explanations to clarify project
staff's arrangement of that data.
These appear, where appropriate,
as footnotes in each court's pro-
file.

Format used

Profiles. After case categor-
ies were established to classify
available 1976 case data, a profile
of the courts in each 'state' was
constructed. Each 'state' profile
for 1976 contains the following:

--a chart depicting the organ-
ization of the court system within
the 'state', the jurisdiction and
route of appeal for each court, the
number of judges, and information
on kinds of trials; and

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

Summary Tables. Data from each
state profile were transferred in-
to summary tables designed to dis-
play for the record the kinds of
available data that could be aggre-
gated. The summary tables are di-
vided into two major sections (ap-
pellate and trial) to reflect the
two major levels of court.

Appellate courts include both
courts of last 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 ap-
peals received from trial courts
of general jurisdiction or adminis-
trative 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 in
states with intermediate appellate
courts and those in 'states' with-
out intermediate appellate courts.
With few exceptions, this division
also conveniently separates courts
of last resort according to whether
or not they have almost complete
discretionary jurisdiction. Courts
of last resort in 'states' without
intermediate appellate courts gen-
erally have little or no discre-
tionary jurisdiction, although
there are exceptions, such as Vip-
ginia and West Virginia.

For purposes of this report, a
trial court was considered to be a
court of general jurisdiction if
it met one of the following criter-
ia:

--the individual 'state' con-




siders it a general jurisdiction
court; or

--felony cases are tried and
felony sentences given, for all
types of felony cases; or

--the judges of the court are
general jurisdiction court judges
sitting on temporary assignment.
All other trial courts were clas-
sified as limited or special juris-
diction courts.

Footnotes. Standard footnote
"headings have been adopted for use
in this report and will continue
to be used in the annual report
series. These standard headings
appear on the summary tables and
identify the broad subject matter
of the footnote; if further expla-
nation is needed, informational
statements are provided under the
same standard footnote headings on
the profiles in Part II.

Verification of data

With the cooperation of the
Conference of State Court Adminis-
trators, all data were submitted
for review and verification to the
appropriate state court administra-
tor's office. An additional check
was provided through the coopera-
tion of the National Conference of
Appellate Court Clerks (NCACC),
which invited NCSP staff to submit
appellate court data for review and
verification to the appropriate
clerk of the appellate court in
each state. This process also in-
cluded followup by NCSP staff
through telephone or letter contact
with the state personnel. Finally,
the format, content, and limita-
tions of data tables have been re-
viewed and approved by the COSCA
NCSP Committee, which guides the
National Court Statistics Project.

Limitations on use of data displayed

The four major uses of court
statistical data, as identified in
the NCSP publication, State Court

Caseload Statistics: The State of

the Art?, are: (1) operational

(aiding in the execution of routine
day-to-day activities at the local
level); (2) management (decision-
making at the state or local level
concerned with improvement of the
court process and system-wide
efficiency in the use of court re-
sources); (3) internal planning and
research (goal setting and policy
planning to establish longterm pro-
grams and identify evolving pro-
blems); and (4) indirect court uses
(decision-making by those outside
the courts concerned with policy
making or research about court
operations). The various uses of
court statistics require different
levels of detail and analysis, but
the availability of detailed sta-
tistics is dependent upon the sta-
tistical reporting system used at
the state or local level. This
annual report has restricted its
scope to the level of detail cur-
rently available from state-level
reporting systems.

Operational decisions are made
at the local level and require de-
tailed information on a case-by-
case basis. These decisions must
be made daily and cannot be based
upon year=-end summary statisties
such as those contained in this
1976 report.

Management decisions can be
made at either the state or local
level and require aggregation of
detailed information used for oper-
ational decisions. Caseflow man-
agement data such as that needed
to determine the status of the pre-
paration of the record for appeal
or to generate exception reports
are gathered by state reporting
systems, but this kind of informa=-

5U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, State Court Case-
load Statistics: The State of the
Art (Washington, D.C.: U.3. Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1978).
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tion is also case specifiec and too
detailed to be compiled and used
for nationwide comparisons. In
contrast, state-level summary sta-
tistics would be useful on a na-
tional basis for comparison and
research purposes in areas such as
comparisons of time lapses in case
processing to establish norms or
guides; analyses to determine as-
signments of judges needed to re-
lieve backlog; analyses to deter-
mine the need for additional
Jjudges, support personnel, or faci-
lities; and analyses to determine
if an intermediate appellate court
should be created.

In response to the recognized
need for certain management data
nationally, the 1976 annual report
has concentrated on uniformly clas-
sifying caseload data and on com-
piling available case processing
time data. Caseload and case pro-
cessing are major components of
court workload, which the NCSP has
defined to mean all court-related
matters that consume time and ef-
fort (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 judiecial activity.
The data presented in this report
reflect the quantity of management
data now available from each
state's reporting system in pub-
lished and unpublished reports.

Internal planning and
research, as well as planning and
research by those outside the court
system, require a much wider range
of data and analysis than operation
and management decisions. The in-
formation necessary for these pur-
poses often includes not only an
aggregation of data on caseload and
casefléw; 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 out-
side the court system are studies
on a wide range of subjects, such
as the effect and cost of litiga-
tion, bail availability and uni-
formity including recognizance/10%
bail programs, the validity of case
weighting techniques, sentence dis-
parity patterns, the effects of
plea negotiation on caseloads, and
the impact of legislation. The
level needed to answer these ques-
tions is, however, beyond the capa-
bilities of most state or even
local court information systems.
Basic information on caseflow is
adequate for many other planning
and research issues where the level
of needed detail is not as high.
These latter kinds of issues in-
clude, for example, case filing and
disposition trend analysis, case-
load composition analysis, analysis
of reversal rates, time lapse anal-
ysis to establish norms and
guides, and forecasting of caseload
volumes and facilities needs.
.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
available without requiring undue
effort. Enough states reported
trend data, caseload by category,

number of reversals, and time-to-

disposition data to warrant inclu-
sion of these topics in this re-
port. For those states reporting,
some preliminary analysis can be
made. For those states not sup-
plying basic data, gaps and "not/
available" entries in the profiles
and summary charts draw attention
to the missing data. As the gaps
in these kinds of data are filled,

. the annual report series can be ex-
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panded to include broader and more
sophisticated compilations and
analyses.

There are many current varia-
tions, as indicated by footnotes,
in court data that must be consid-
ered before the summary tables can
be used to make comparisons between
courts or 'states'. The effect of
state variations on aggregated
statistics make indiscriminate com-
parisons very dangerous. Varia-
tions that limit the comparability
of the 1976 data involve: court
organization, subject matter juris-
diction, case definition, complete-
ness, accuracy, and reporting per-
iods. These variations are dis-
cussed in broad terms below. More
specific statements can be found
in the analysis of the appellate
court data (pages 18-51), and in
the analysis of the trial court
data (pages 52-139).

Variations in court organization

In any compariscon of court
statistics among 'states', differ-
ences in court organization must
be considered. For example, it
should be kept in mind that during
1976:

—--two states (Oklahoma, Texas)
had two courts of last resort,
while the remaining 'states' had
only one court of last resort;

--twenty-five states had inter-
mediate appellate courts; four of
these (Alabama, New York, Pennsyl-
vania, Tennessee) had two interme-
diate appellate courts;

--the number of appellate
judges per 'state' (considering
only full-time Jjudges and not com-
missioners or temporary judges)
varied from 3 to 63;

--the number of general Jjuris-
diction court divisions per 'state'
ranged from 1 to 2613 and

--the number of different kinds
of trial courts in a 'state' ranged
from 1 (in states with a unified
court system) to 15. There were

four states (Idaho, Illinois, Iowa,
South Dakota) and the District of
Columbia with no limited Jjurisdic-
tion trial courts.

Variations in subject matter jurisdiction

The subject matter jurisdiction
of both appellate and trial courts
also varies widely among the
'states'. Some 'states' have a
dual appellate route--one for civil
cases and one for criminal cases.
One of the primary determinants of
the discretionary Jjurisdiction of
a court of last resort appears to
be the presence or absence of an
intermediate appellate court.
Courts of last resort in states
with intermediate appellate courts
generally have wide discretion in
determining the matters they will
hear. Appeals must generally be
heard as a matter of right by in-
termediate appellate courts and by
courts of last resort in 'states'
without intermediate appellate
courts (Virginia and West Virginia
are exceptions). Caseload compar-
isons both within and among
'states' that do not take varia-
tions in jurisdiction into account
will not be valid.

The same kind of wide variation
exists in the kinds of cases over
which trial courts have jurisdic-
tion. For example, general juris-
diction courts in 'states' with
unified trial courts will be han-
dling all cases from parking viola-
tions to felonies and from small
claims to the largest civil
actions. Another state may have
general jurisdiction courts with a
criminal division handling only
felony matters (after preliminary
hearing in a limited jurisdiction
court) and a civil division han-
dling no civil cases involving less
than $10,000. Similarly, some
limited and special Jjurisdiction
courts may handle only small claims
cases while others may try civil
cases for amounts up to $300,000.
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In criminal matters, some limited
Jurisdiction courts accept only
guilty pleas for traffic and ordi-
nance violation cases while others
may try serious misdemeanor cases
or felony cases carrying a maximum
sentence of 5 years. In summary,
when comparing trial court statis-
tics, the differences in Jjurisdic-
tion both within and among 'states'
must be examined.

Variations in definitions

Problems relating to defini-
tions of court statistical terms
abound in both appellate and trial
courts. Published source documents
generally provide few, if any,
definitions to assist in comparing
statistics among 'states'. Much
of the definition information used
in preparation of this report came
irom ancillary sources.

Case definitions are often
difficult to establish for appel-
late courts. For example, some
'states' do not distinguish an ap-
peal from motions or other proce-
dural matters that consume minimal
time. Some ‘states' report total
cases processed without any indica-
tion as to what types of proceed-
ings constitute the total. Other
'states' include in their caseload
only appeals that were decided on
the merits. In addition, classifi-
cation of the same kind of proceed-
ing varies from state to state.

For example, habeas corpus may be

listed as a separate category, or
may be classified under any of
three categories--appeals, original
proceedings, or motions. To mini-
mize such classification problems
in computing national caseload
statistics, this report has defined
an "appellate case" to include any
appeal, any original proceeding,

or any request to appeal, and has
placed each state's separable case
data within these classifications.
The use of this broad definition

of "case" does not completely solve
the problem of comparability. Com-
parison of judicial productivity
among appellate courts requires
that each court define cases in a
similar manner. Some appellate
courts include all original pro-
ceedings while others report no
original proceedings; therefore,
their total case figures are not
comparable.

Trial courts show similar pro-
blems with case definitions. Fig-
ures A and B display the existing
variation in civil case definitions
and criminal case units of count,
respectively.

Reference to Figures A and B
shows that the problem of case de-
finition in trial courts is more
acute on the criminal side. Forty-
four states and Puerto Rico 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
almost evenly divided. Paper doc-

Figure A: Civil case definition for state courts not using the filing of a

petition or complaint.

Placed Note New Claim No
State ' on of or Consistent
Calendar Issue Ancillary Proceeding Definition

District of Columbia
Minnesota

New Hampshire

New Jersey

Superior Court

Superior Court
(Law Division and
Chancery Division)
and County Court

New Yark

Oklahoma

West Virginia

All trial courts
All trial courts

All trial courts

State Industrial Court
Circuit Court
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Figure B: Criminal case unit of count used by trial courts, by state.
Defendants
Defendants on
Information, on information,
Information indictment, information indictment, No
or or or or Case consistent
State Court indictment complaint indictment complaint Charges  number definition
Alabama Circuit Court X
Alaska Superior Court X
All other trial courts X
Arizona Superior Court X
Justices of the Peace X
Arkansas Circuit Court X
All other trial courts X
California Superior Court X
All other trial courts X
Colorado District Court X
County Court X
Connecticut Superior Court X
Court of Common Plazas X
Delaware Superior Court X
All other trial courts X
District of Columbia Superior Court X
Florida All trial courts X
Georgia All trial courts X
Hawaii Circuit Court X
District Court X
Idaho District Court X
Magistrates Division X
Illinois Circuit Court X
Indiana All trial courts X
Towa Distyxict Court X
Kansas A1l trial courts X
Kentucky Circuit Court X
All other trial courts X
Louisiana District Court X
All other trial courts X
Maine All trial courts X
Maryland Circuit Court X
District Court X
Massachusetts , Superior Court X
All other trial courts X
Michigan All trial courts X
Minnesota All trial courts X
Mississippi Circuit Court X
Missouri Circuit Court and Court of
Common Pleas X
St. Louis Court of Criminal
Correction X
Montana District Court X
Nebraska District Court X
County Court X
Municipal Court X
Nevada District Court X
New Hampshire All trial courts X
New Jersey Superior Court (Law Division)
and County Court X
All other trial courts X
New Mexico District Court X
Magistrate Court X
New York Supreme Court and County Court X
A1t other trial courts X
North Carolina All trial courts X
North Dakota District Court X
All other trial courts X
Ohio All trial courts X
Oklahoma District Court X
Oregon All trial courts X
Pennsylvania Court of Common Pleas and
Philadelphia Municipal Court X
District Justice Court X
Puerto Rico All trial courts X
Rheode Island Superior Court X
All other trial courts X
South Carolina All ‘trial courts X
South Dakota Circuit Court X
Tennessee All trial courts X
Texas District Court and Criminal
District Court X
All other trial courts X
Utah All trial courts X
Vermont Superior Court X
District Court X
Virginia Circuit Court X
District Court X
Washington Superior Court X
All other trial courts X
West Virginia Circuit Court X
Wisconsin Circuit Court and iounty Court X
Municipal Justice Court X
Wyoming District Court X
8
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unents filed are the count unit for
all courts in 22 states, while the
number of defendants is the count
unit for all courts in 16 states
and the District of Columbia.

Trial court case category de-
finitions also vary from state to
state. Domestic relations may in-
clude all family matters in some .
'states' while other 'states' re-
port only divorce cases as domestic
relations. Also, there is varia-
tion in the types of criminal cases
classified by statute as felonies
or misdemeanors. Certain drug
offenses may be serious felonies
in one state, but only misdemeanors
in another state. Because such
problems exist for these and all
other case categories, the case
categories used in this report are
those that seem most appropriate,
given the data available.

Variatiois in completeness and accuracy
of data

Incomplete data and question-
able accuracy of reported data have
been a major concern to the staff
of this project. As the appellate
court summary tables show, the
amount and type of data available
(published and unpublished) had no
common denominator, and very little
consensus existed among 'states!
as to the appellate case categories
that should be reported. There
were very few states that consis-
tently reported the volume of ap-
pellate court data by case category
and by filings, dispositions, and
pending cases.

Overall, the trial courts were
more consistent in reporting 1976
data. During the verification pro-
cess, all 'states' were requested
to provide caseload breakdowns for
civil, criminal, traffic, and juve-
nlle cases in their trial courts.
One state provided only total fil-
ings and dispositions and one state
provided data only for the state's
two largest counties. The remain-

ing 48 states, the District of Co-
lumbia, and Puerto Rico provided at

least eivil and criminal breakdowns'

for total cases processed in gen-
eral jurisdiction courts for 1976.
There were seven states that re-
ported no limited jurisdiction
data. Of the remaining states and
Puerto Rico, data were reported for
118 of the 183 limited jurisdiction
courts.

In order to produce the statis-
ties contained in this report, a
great deal of effort was expended
by the National Court Statistics
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. Even after
this extensive data-gathering ef-
fort, large gaps remained in the
data collected.

Extensive effort was required
to validate NCSP classification of
data provided by the 'states' and
to avoid further distortion of any
data received. The National Court
Statistics Project staff made no
attempt 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 fre-
quently did not balance with re-
ported totals within each category:
Such discrepancies were seldom
footnoted or explained in published
state reports. These discrepancies
are, however, footnoted on the
court statistical profile in Part
II of this report.

Variations in reporting periods

As indicated on profile head-
ings and in Figure C, most 'states'
report data by calendar year; many
report by fiscal year, however, and
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Figure C: Reporting periods for state courts not using the calendar year,

1976.
Reporting Perlod
7/01/75- 8/01/75- 9/01/75- 10/01/75- 2/4/76~
state 6530;76 7/31/76 8/31/76 9/30/76 2/2/77

Alabama All appellate courts
California All courts
Colorado All courts
Connecticut Superior Court (criminal) Superior Court (civil) Supreme Court

Court of Common Pleas Court of Common Pleas

(criminal) (civil)

Probate Court
Delaware All trial courts
Georgila All but Court of Appeals
Hawail All courts
Kansas All courts
Maine District Court
Maryland All courts
Massachusetts All courts
Michigan All trial courts but Re-

corder's Court of Detroit

Missouri All courts
Montana All trial courts
Nebraska Workmen's Compensation Supreme Court

Court
New Hampshire Probate Court
New Jersey

North Carolina

All but Probate Court

All courts
Supreme Court

Puerto Rico All courts
Rhode Island Supreme Court
Utah All but Supreme Court and
Juvenile Court
Wisconsin Supreme Court

a few report appellate court data
by court term. Therefore, the time
spans covered in this report are
not always directly comparable.
Although dates 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. Figure C dis-
plays the actual reporting periods
for all courts not using the calen-
dar year for the reporting period.

Limitations on analysis

The many variations outlined
above make it imperative that in-
formation for all courts be care-
fully examined before comparisons
are made.

Some types of analysis are not
justified given the problems of
comparability. These include, but
are not limited to, the following:

~=Comparison of disposition
rates: Jurisdictions may have
varying rules or procedures for
purging cases that have been dor-
mant.

-=Comparison of volume data
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across all states (courts): Even
at the NCSP category level, differ-
ences exist in cases included,
e.g., courts may or may not include
administratively handled probate
matters with those that are judi-
cially handled.

~-Comparison of caseload per
judge across all states (courts):
The differences in definitions and
subject matter jurisdiction mean
that caseload per judge is not a
"clean" measure of productivity.

-~-Comparison of volume of juve-
nile cases across all states
(courts): The statutory age when
a juvenile becomes an adult varies;
this variation affects the volume
of both Jjuvenile filings and adult
eriminal filings.

--Comparison of caseloads in
which data are missing: All foot-
notes on the data are essential and
should be observed, especially
those pinpointing missing data or
case definitions. .

--Comparison of volume of pend-
ing cases or proportion of pending
cases to filed cases across all
states (courts): The point of
filing may differ greatly (notice
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of appeal or submission in appel-
late courts; petition filed or note
of issue for civil cases) and this
may affect the pending caseload.

-~Comparison of the volume of
small claims cases across all
states (courts): The limits on the
amounts involved in small claims
cases varies from state to state.

~-Inappropriate use of national
totals: Data have been aggregated
in order to make rough estimates
of overall national totals in this
report, but this has been done
without regard to definitions of
case categories and units of count.
National aggregations really have
little meaning at this time. The
national estimates contained in
this report should be viewed only
as gross, "ball-park" informational
estimates, and not as representing
the true volume of cases in state
courts.

Despite the list of analyses
that should not be performed, the
data in this report do have signi-
ficant analysis potential. In ad-
dition to the central purpose of
this report--that is, to be a rec-
ord of the data itself--some com-
parisons and analyses can be done.
A few examples are as follows:

-=Comparison of time to deci-
sion in appellate courts: These
comparisons can be made from Table
13 for courts at the same level
that use the same event for the
start of the time interval. (Com-
parison of the average time from
notice of appeal to decision an-
nounced for all cases in the courts
of last resort of the District of
Columbia, Iowa, Kansas, and Minne-
sota can be made. These 'states!
do not have an intermediate appel-
late court. The same comparison
could be made for both the courts
of last resort and intermediate
appellate courts in New Jersey,
Oregon, and Washington.)

--Comparison of the proportion
of trials for felony cases: These
comparisons can be made from Table
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39 for trial courts that have simi-
lar units of count and trial de-
finitions and report trial data for
felonies or felonies and appeals.
(Comparison of the proportion of
cases disposed by Jjury trial in the
California Superior Court, Ohio
Court of Common Pleas, Michigan
Circuit Court, and Florida Circuit
Court can be made.)

~~Comparison of the volume of
tort actions: These comparisons
can be made from Tables 21, 22, and
23 for states reporting tort data
for all courts handling tort ac-
tions in that state (that is, those

" that have no footnote "p") and that

use the same case definition.
(Comparison of the number of tort
cases filed per 100,000 population
can be made from Table 23 for
Florida, Wisconsin, Washington,
Puerto Rico, Oklahoma, Hawaii,
Idaho, and Alaska.)

--Comparison of the proportion
of total eivil to total eriminal
filings: These comparisons can be
made from Tables 20 and 31, but it
is necessary for the courts in com-
pared states to report complete
data (no footnote "i" or "p"), and
to use the same civil case defini-
tion and similar eriminal case unit
of count. (Comparisons of the pro-
portion of total eivil to total
eriminal filings can be made for
Illinois, Massachusetts, Vermont,
and Alaska, states where the crim-
inal case unit of count is the num~
ber of informations, indictments,
or complaints; and for California,
Virginia, Washington, Connecticut,
Hawaii, and Idaho, states where the
criminal case unit of count is the
number of defendants.)

~-Comparison within a state of
the number of filings in the court
of last resort with the number in
the intermediate appellate court:
These comparisons can be made from
Table 2 for states when both courts
report complete data (no footnote
"i" or "p"). (Comparisons can be
made within all states that have
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an intermediate appellate court
except New Jersey and New York.)

E --Comparison of total volume
of eivil cases in trial courts:
These comparisons can be made from
Table 20 for 'states' that use the
filing of the petition or complaint
as the point that the case begins
{those that have footnote "1" on
the court title) and that report
complete filings for all courts
handling civil cases (no footnote
nin op "p"), (Comparisons of the
total volume of civil cases filed
or the number of civil cases filed
per population unit can be made for
California, Pennsylvania, Illinois,
Ohio, Florida, Massachusetts, North
Carolina, Virginia, Wisconsin,
Washington, Connecticut, Iowa,
Colorado, Nebraska, Hawaii, Idaho,
Vermont, and Alaska.)

Other comparisons for manage-
ment purposes can be made with data
in this report. Comparisons of the
volume of cases per Jjudge, the num-
ber of trials per judge, the time
to process criminal cases, or the
relative increases in case filings
can be useful for specific courts.
As previously discussed, careful
examination must be made of the
variations in court organization,
jurisdiction, and definitions.

Such limited comparisons can, how-
ever, prove very useful for manage-
ment purposes.

Statistical series continuing
development

Evolutionary focus of the statistical
series

The annual report series is an
evolving product. It is antici-
pated that additions and refine-
ments will be made to successive
volumes in the series. Between
1975 and 1976, the amount of data
contained in the report was greatly
increased by the inclusion of data
from all special and limited juris-
diction courts.

It is important to the long-
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term improvement of the statistical
series that these early volumes in
the series be circulated widely
enough to encourage reader/user
ideas and commentary, and that they
be used as a vehicle for developing
solutions to problems encountered
during the statistical series pro-
duction process. As each succes-
sive volume is published, the NCSP
can consider the feedback subse-
quently received from users of the
documents, thereby further enhanc-
ing succeeding volumes. During
this process, an early benefit to
be derived will be availability to
future researchers of successive-
year data compilations, so that
complete time series information
is preserved. The current draw-
backs occasioned by limitations in
currently available data are great-
1y outweighed by the importance of
having data compilation for all
years in the continuing statistical
series.

The type and depth of analysis
eonsidered by the NCSP to be mean-
ingful, given the quality and com-
pleteness of the data, have been
outlined above. More analysis can
be performed on the 1976 data than
on the 1975 data. Still more
extensive changes will be made to
the 1977 and succeeding volumes of
the annual report series ‘to improve
analytical content. Graphic dis-
plays, particularly for communicat-
ing analytical information, will
be added to the 1977 volume. As
more is learned about the quality
of the data, more specific sugges-
tions will be given for their pro-
per use, along with warnings to
help avoid their abuse. Each year
the text of the report will be re-
vised, progressively improving the
"readability" of the report.

Another type of effort will be
necessary to eliminate those pro-
blems that stem from the currently
unknown validity and reliability
of the data. After data have been
collected and state court statis-
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tical profiles constructed by pro-
Jject staff, these charts are veri-
fied by the states for completeness
and accuracy of classification, but
resource limitations preclude any
auditing procedures, which would be
necessary for conclusively estab-
lishing data validity and reliabil-
ity.

In order to improve the quality
of data contained in future volumes
of the annual report series, the
NCSP staff and COSCA NCSP Committee
intend to consider the feasibility
of establishing a project capabil-
ity to conduct audits of selected
clusters of data from particular
courts, selected either because the
data they report are atypical or
to randomly represent all courts.
It is anticipated that the combi-
nation of these "miniaudits" and
technical assistance (the latter
by NCSP and State Judicial Infor-
mation Systems (SJIS) project staff
to states requesting an assessment
of and assistance in improving
their statistical report systems)
will systematically improve over
time the validity and reliability
of the data contained in the annual
report series.

Because validity and readibi-
lity of the data has not yet been
established, the NCSP staff has
performed only limited statistical
analysis for the Annual Report,
1976. In future volumes of this
series, as the quality and quantity
of data improve, the analysis sec-
tion of the document will be ex-
panded to include the investigation
of selected questions of interest
to researchers and court adminis-
trators. Analysis within this con-
text might, for example, include:
examination of problems relating
to time guidelines for case pro-
cessing; the differences, in terms
of outcome or delay, resulting from
adopting various strategies for
processing cases) identification
of methods to improve the alloca-
tion of resources within courts;
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and other topics focused toward
improving the quality of Jjustice
available in our legal systemn.

As states gradually increase
the quantity and quality of data
available to the NCSP, the problems
presently caused by the incomplete
nature of the data will decrease.
Progressive improvements should be
apparent to the reader of succes-
sive volumes in the series.

Future analysis will not only
describe court systems as they ex-
ist at the present time, but also
will predict where they are going.
The purpose will be to identify
existing or developing problems and
suggest solutions. Research pro-
posed by the NCSP is not antici-
pated to be exhaustive, but will
concentrate on those questions con-
sidered to be of greatest interest
and importance to the courts and
research community.

Dynamics of improvement

Ideas and suggestions for im-
provement of this state court case-
load statistical series have come
from many sources, and have pro-
vided the creative stimulus needed
to constructively assess current
NCSP efforts and map future direc-
tions.

In this regard, particular
recognition and appreciation are
extended to the members of COSCA,
who are the crucial element in the
successful production and improve-
ment of state court statistics.
Special recognition and apprecia-
tion are also extended in the meth-
odological review panel assembled
by LEAA to review NCSP products and
generate specific ideas and sugges-
tions for improvement. Panel mem-
bers have been most helpful to the
process of identifying and discus-
sing issues and alternatives for
future NCSP efforts, and in asses-
sing, prioritizing, and time-
phasing NCSP plans for improve-
ments.
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Continuation of evolutionary
improvement. in this statistical
series rests, ultimately, upon the
ability of the NCSP to maintain a
productive dialogue and flow of
ideas among the producer-compilers
of the annual report, its data
sources, and its end users. There
already has been much dialogue,
flow of ideas, and movement toward
improved state court statisties,
but much remains to be done.

Significant steps being taken
by the NCSP to promote and aid im-
provement of the state court case-
load statistical series include the
changes already effected between
the 1975 and 1976 annual reports,
and the changes being contemplated
for the 1977 and succeeding annual
reports. Closely related, the NCSP
is in the last stages of develop=
ment of a State Court Model Annual
Report and State Court Model Sta-

tistical Dictionary, and is nearly

ready to conduct a Survey of State
Court Organization. Improvement

within the states is being encour~
aged by the NCSP through proactive
technical assistance emphasizing
the case classification model sug-
gested by the NCSP and by close
coordination of these efforts with
state and national programs aimed
at improving state judicial infor-
mation and statistical reporting
systems.

Because of their importance and
potential impact for improving the
national statistical series on
caseloads (i.e., the annual re-
port), the Model Annual Report and
Model S-atistical Dictionary need

to be briefly described.

During compilation of the NCSP
state of the art and the 1975
annual report, a staggering classi-
fication problem resulted from the
multitude of terms being used by
the states to report their case-
loads. The need for both a model
annual report and a model statis-
tical dictionary of terms for court
usage became obvious. In response,
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an effort was launched during the
1976 annual report production cycle
to develop these "ground-level"
documents. They are to be used as
tools to assist the states in im-
proving their statistics. Such
improvement should eventually be
reflected in future annual reports.

The State Court Model Annual
Report is a flexible working out-
line of critically needed, basic
management data that should, as a
minimum, be included in state court
annual reports. The model identi-
fies the kinds of data and the
types of display needed for case-
load and other management. The
State Court Model Statistical Dic-
tionary is a companion document
which provides commonality of term-
inology, definition, and usage for
reporting civil, criminal, traffic,
juvenile, and appellate caseload
inventory as presented in the model
annual report. The classification
structure and definitions serve as
models of preferred terminology and
meanings for statewide and national
comparison purposes. The structure
in the first edition of the dic-
tionary covers those data elements
essential for classifying court
caseload inventory and manner of
disposition.

Both of these documents must
be viewed as a logical first step
in promoting comparable court sta-
tistiecs. They were not available
to states in time to affect their
reporting systems or the national-
level 1976 annual report, and will
not affect state production of data
for the 1977 through 1979 annual
reports (because states have al-
ready completed the collection of
data for these years). Even so,
some effects will be noticeable in
each national-level annual report,
starting with this one. As state
data allow, more of the recommended
classification structure will be
integrated into the annual report
series (this 1976 edition has begun
the process by revising several of
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the case categories used in the
1975 report).

Future versions of the model
annual repcrt and model statistical
dictionary will consider develop-
ment of finer levels of detail,
expansion of the classification
structure, and addition of other
significant information. Topiecs
for such future exploration in-
clude, for example, further sub-
division of criminal case categor-
ies, as well as the development of
descriptive statisties and a scheme
for reporting important case: events
in case processing. All such ex-
plorations must, of course, reflect
the practicality of implementation
and the trade-off considerations
between perceived needs for data
and the cost of acquiring such
data.

The interrelationships among
the annual report, model annual re-
port, model statistical dictionary,
survey of court organization, and
project technical assistance are
of sufficient importance that their
ties and interdependence must be
stressed. The relationship between
the information requirements iden-
tified in the State Court Model
Annual Report and the statistical
terms defined in the State Court
Model Statistical Dictionary is so
direct that adoption of the model
annual report necessitates adoption
of the model statistical dietion=-
ary. The information requirements
and analyses desired for future
volumes of the national statistical
series, in turn, mirror the infor-
mation requirements of the model
annual report.

This circular interdependence
thus becomes a mechanism for ex-
panding the information ultimately
available for the annual report
statistical series.

The State Court Organization
Survey statistical series is also
related to the annual report in
that it contains the types of or-
ganizational information most often
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sought by court administrators and
researchers. As a result, the in-
formation requirements of the
annual report need to consider the
information requirements of the
survey.

The NCSP technical assistance
effort also is interwoven with the
annual report national statistical
series. This is accomplished by
helping states adopt the sugges-
tions 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 exist-
ing methodological problems of
classification structure, terminol-
ogy, definition, local data re-
porting procedures, and data hand-
ling/ transformation procedures.

To the extent that such technical
assistance suggestions are adopted,
individual states directly benefit
and the annual report national
statistical series indirectly
benefits. Without such extensive
interrelationship as have been de-
scribed, and without complete coor-
dination and cooperation with COSCA,
the resulting NCSP products will be
severely limited in usefulness.

The process of building toward
meaningful statistics takes time.
Concurrent with expanding and re-
fining the annual report national
statistical series, the NCSP effort
must encourage movement toward
quality and precisien in state
court statistices. The necessarily
longterm nature of this evolution-
ary 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 as-
surance, and appropriate detail is
a necessary inpcremental processe.

It is in this light that the NCSP
presents the data and analysis con-
tained in the Annual Report, 1976.
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Part |
1976 State court caseload
summary statistics

Introduction

The summary tables in Part I
display the 1976 caseflow of ap~
pellate courts and trial courts for
the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. This
introduction will explain the
general measures of analysis used in
these tables. The summary tables
for appellate courts, with commen-
tary, will follow, and the summary
tables will then be shown for trial
courts.

Measures of analysis used on summary
tables

Several devices are used in the
summary tables for analyzing the
caseflow data. The measures select-
ed for use in the tables vary ac-
cording to the data being analyzed.
A brief explanation of each measure
and its use in describing the
court's caseflow will be given.

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 disposed by the num-
ber of cases filed and then multi-
plying by 100. A percent over 100
would indicate that the court dis-
posed more cases than were filed,
thus reducing pending caseload. A
percent significantly less than 100
would indicate that the court is not

" Preceing page Hank
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keeping up with the volume of cases
being filed. This measure was not
computed if the number of cases
filed was less than 10 or if the
quantity of missing data made it
inappropriate.

End pending as a percent of
filed. This figure gives the per-
cent 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 multiplying
by 100. A value of 100 percent
would indicate 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 100 percent would in-
dicate a pending caseload larger
than cases filed, while a value
lower than 100 percent would in-
dicate a pending caseload smaller
than the number of cases filed. The
smaller the percent, the better a
court has handled its caseload.

This percent was not computed if the
number of cases filed was less than
10 or if the quantity of missing
data made it inappropriate.

Number change in pending case-
load. This number gives the net in-
crease or decrease in pending case-
load for the court year by sub-
tracting the number of cases pending
at the beginning of the year from
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the number of cases pending at the
end of the year. A positive number
indicates the addition of cases to
the pending caseload while a nega-
tive number indicates a reduction in
the pending caseload. Thus, a large
negative change in pending indicates
that the court is keeping the case-
flow current, and even making headway
in reducing the pending caseload. A
large positive change in pending
would indicate that the court has
not kept pace with its filings.

Percent change in pending case-
load. This percentage indicates the
change in pending cases relative to
the number of cases pending at the
beginning of the year, and is ob-
tained by dividing the number change
in pending caseload by the number of
cases pending at the beginning of
the year and then multiplying by
100. A high negative percent in-
dicates that the court reduced its
pending caseload significantly,
while a high positive percent in-
dicates that the pending caseload
increased significantly. This meas-
ure was not computed if the number
of beginning pending cases was less
than 10.

Filed per unit of population.
The unit of state population used on
all court caseflow 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 all
other factors (court jurisdiction,
case definition, etc.) are similar,
the filed per unit of population
statistic will permit direct com-
parisons among states of the number
of filed cases. For ¢ivil cases in
trial courts, this measure will in-
dicate, among other things, the pro-
pensity to litigate among the
citizens in a given state.

Disposed and end pending per
unit of population. These measures
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are displayed in appellate court
tables, with 100,000 as the unit of
population. If all other factors
(court jurisdiction, discretionary
jurisdiction, case definition, etc.)
are similar, the disposed and end
pending per 100,000 population sta-
tistics peirmit direct comparisons
among 'states' of the number of dis-
posed and end pending cases.

Filed and disposed per judge.
These measures are displayed in ap-
pellate court tables. If all other
factors (court jurisdiction, dis-
cretionary jurisdiction, case defi-
nition, panels in the court, etc.)
are similar, these measures will
permit comparison of caseload per
judge.

The necessity for caution when
making any comparisons among states
must be repeated. This warning
holds true especially for compari-
sons made with the use of any of the
above measures.

Appellate court summary statistics

In this section, tables are pre-
sented to show the caseflow of ap-
pellate courts in 1976. Appellate
courts are subdivided into courts of
last resort (the final court of ap-
peal within a particular state) and
intermediate appellate courts
(courts whose primary work is the
disposition of initial appeals re-
ceived from trial courts of general
jurisdiction or administrative agen-
cies, and whose decisions are usu-
ally 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 inter-
mediate appellate courts. All ap-
pellate courts reported at least
some caseflow data.
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Data presented in the following
tables were compiled from all data
that were available, both in annual
reports and in unpublished data pro-
vided by individual appellate court
clerks and state court administra-
tors. Therefore, these data cannot
be found in published annual reports
alone. The sources of data from
each court are shown in the indi-
vidual court profiles in Part II and
in Appendix A.

Three factors prevent compara-
bility from 'state' to 'state' of
this appellate court caseflow data.
These are variations in court juris-
diction, variations in case classi-
fication, 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 resort and
to intermediate appellate courts.
'States' having both levels of ap-
pellate 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'. Similarly, trial
courts of general jurisdiction in
some 'states' have incidental appel-
late jurisdiction. These courts may
receive a large portion of the ini-
tial appeals, while other 'states'
that do not assign appellate juris-
diction to general jurisdiction
courts will have all of their
appeals heard in the appellate
courts. In these 'states' the ap-
pellate courts will have a much
higher filing rate, but not neces-
sarily more workload than in those
'states' where appeals are heard in
general jurisdiction courts.

These differences in appellate
jurisdiction mean that the types of
appellate cases will vary from
'state' to 'state' and that the
types of issues presented will also
vary in complexity. For example,
criminal appeals may require less

judge time than civil appeals, but
the proportion of criminal appeals
heard in any level of court is not
the same in all 'states'. Another
example is found in the number of
original jurisdiction cases. The
number of and time consumed by these
cases is affected by several vari-
ables, including whether or not
state statutes require that col-
lateral attacks on criminal convic-
tions be filed originally in the
trial court or in the appellate
court.

Another variation in appellate
court jurisdiction is in the amount
of discretion in jurisdiction grant-
ed to the court. The amount of time
needed to decide whether or not to
hear a discretionary appeal is usu-
ally much less than the time re-
quired to hear a mandatory appeal
case. The ordinary appeal of right,
however, is- generally less complex
to decide than an appeal allowed
after the exercise of discretionary
jurisdiction. These variations in
jurisdiction make caseload compari-
sons among appellate courts extreme-
ly difficult.

The second major variagtion in
appellate court data arises in the
classification of cases. The types
of actions included as filings may
involve time spans that vary from a
few minutes to several months of
judge time.. Original jurisdiction
cases and requests for leave to
appeal generally require less judge ;
time than appeals, while appeals of S
right are less complex and less time :
consuming than appeals allowed
through discretionary jurisdiction.
Many of the problems in comparabili-
ty result from the various ways in
which courts classify these differ-
ent types of cases. Some courts re-
port only total filings with no in-
dication as to the types of cases
included. Other courts report only
what they have designated as ap-
peals. Still other courts classify
all types of cases by case cate-
gory. Often definitions are not
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given for the case categories. The
types of cases classified as appeals
are a difficult problem. Requests
for bail pending appeal, requests
for delayed appeal, and petitions to
stay the lower court ruling pending
appeal generally would not be con-
sidered appeals, but are counted as
such in some courts. The appeals
caseload will be inflated in these
'states'. Comparison of appellate
caseflow is difficult because of
these kinds of variations in the
classification of the cases being
counted.

The final variation in appellate
court case data results from differ-
ences in when 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. The lat-
ter method will exclude those cases
that are withdrawn before the
counting point. Courts may inflate
or deflate their caseflow by the way
they count appeals of criminal con-
victions 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 some-
times report the total number of
cases filed without distinguishing
between mandatory and discretionary
Jurisdiction cases; or they separate
mandatory and discretionary cases
filed but do not indicate the number
of reguests for discretionary review
granted; or they provide separate
data for mandatory cases, discre-~
tionary jurisdiction granted, and
discretionary jurisdiction denied;
or they combine mandatory jurisdic-
tion cases and cases accepted for
review, but report separately the
total number of petitions for review
filed. This latter results in
double counting of granted petitions
for review.

In trying to deal with these
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many variations in case data, the
National Court Statistics Project
has presented as much information as
possible about the caseflow. The
Jurisdiction of each court is out=-
lined briefly in the court system
chart for each 'state' located in
Part II of this report. Also pre-
sented in each court statistical
profile in Part II is any available
information about case category
classifications or how and when
cases are counted. Because the
deciding of appeals is the primary
function o¢f the appellate courts,
data on appeals should be separated
from data on procedural matters.
Unfortunately, data on appeals were
not reported by states in sufficient
detail to separate all appellate
caseloads into categories. In the
detailed caseflow tables (Tables 3
and 4) appeals have been dis-
tinguished from original proceedings
and requests to appeal for courts of
last resort and for intermediate ap-
pellate courts whenever such data
were available. Even so, the sig-
nificant differences in the defini-
tion and classification of cases in
appellate courts have led the
National Court Statistics Project
staff to define appellate caseload
to include as 'cases' any &ppeal,
any original proceeding, or any re-
quest to appeal. '
The appellate tables that follow
(Numbers 1 through 15) are sequenced
from the presentation of general
data to more specific analytical
tables. The tables present general
caseflow, various analyses of case-
flow, civil and criminal breakdowns,
and time-to-disposition of appeals.
The last two tables (Numbers 14 and
15) 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.
Only national totals, which
appear as 'Estimated national
totals' in Table 1, have been esti-
mated. All other data in the fol-
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lowing appellate tables are as re-
ported and verified by state court
personnel.

General appellate court caseflow
(Tables 1-4)

Tables 1 through 4 contain 1976
caseflow data available for appel-
late courts. Table 1 also includes
estimated nationwide caseflow.

Reported-and estimated national
caseflow for appellate courts (Table
1). This summary table displays
both reported and estimated 1976
filings, dispositions, and pending
cases for courts of last resort,
intermediate appellate courts, and
the two levels combined (all appel-
late courts). These caseflow
figures are derived from the re-
ported totals in Table 2.

Estimated national totals in
Table 1 are based on eight predic-
tive equations: one each for the
number of beginning pending, filed,
disposed, and end pending cases in
the courts of last resort and in the
intermediate appellate courts.

Several variables were examined
for use in the predictive equa-
tions. Among these were the number
of Jjudges, the number of courts of
last resort, the number of inter-
mediate anpellate courts, and cer-
tain population and economic varia-
bles. The population variables were
used because population has long
been considered a good predictor of
caseload. Correlations between pop-
ulation variables and appellate
caseload proved to be quite good.

The national caseflow estimates
are displayed as 95 percent confi-
dence intervals for the courts of
last resort and intermediate appel-
late courts. The confidence inter-
vals for all appellate courts are the
sums of the intervals for the courts
of last resort and intermediate
appellate courts. A 95 percent con-
fidence interval means that for 95
out of 100 samples of data; the con=-
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fidence interval would be expected
to contain the true value. A more
complete technical discussion of the
procedure used for estimation can be
found in Appendix B.

In addition to estimating na-
tional caseflow, Table 1 introduces
two comparability measures that are
used in this report. First, the
average number of beginning pending,
filed, disposed, and end pending
cases per judge are presented for
courts of last resort and inter-
mediate appellate courts separately
and for all appellate courts to-
gether. Averages in Table 1 were
derived by dividing the midpoint of
the confidence intervals for cases
filed, disposed, or pending by the
number of full-time judges assigned
to courts of last resort, to inter-
mediate appellate courts, and to all
appellate courts. Caseload per
Jjudge provides a measure against
which states and individual courts
can compare their own caseloads with
states and individual courts that
have a different number of judges.

Second, average filed, disposed,
and pending cases per 100,000 unit
of ‘state population are presented
for all appellate courts, for courts
of last resort, and for intermediate
appellate courts. Averages in Table
1 were constructed by dividing the
interval midpoints for all appellate
courts and for all courts of last re-
sort by the total revised estimated
1976 U.S. pspulation plus Puerto
Rico (217,882,000) divided by .
100,000. Aveérages per unit of pop-
ulation for intermedinte appellate
courts were constructizd by dividing
the interval midpoint for filed, dis-
posed, and pending cases for inter-
mediate appellate courts by the total
estimated 1976 population for the 25
states that had intermediate appel-
late courts in 1976 (171,027,000)
divided by 100,000. Average per-
unit-of population figures provide a
measure for the comparison among
*states! of appellate court caseload
and caseflow while equalizing varia-




tions resulting from differences in
state populations.

A comparison of the estimated
totals for 1975 and 1976 (with the
data for Puerto Rico removed from
the 1976 estimates) indicates that
there was almost an 8 percent in-
crease in the number of estimated
total appellate court filings. The
estimated number of cases per judge
and per 100,000 population have also
increased from 1975 to 1976: The
number of estimated filings per
judge increased from 151.8 to 159.6
in all appellate courts together,
from 134.3 to 147.6 in courts of
last resort, and from 165.3 to 168.6
in intermediate appellate courts.
The number of estimated filings per
100,000 population increased from
55.6 to 59.3 in all appellate courts
together, 21.4 to 23.4 in courts of
last resort, and 43.9 to 45.6 in in-
termediate appellate courts. Simi-
lar increases were evident in the
pending and disposition figures.

Reported appellate court case-
flow (Table 2). This table presents
the actual reported caseflow data
from each 'state' for courts of last
resort, intermediate appellate
courts, and all appellate courts.

In addition to giving an overview of
caseflow activity in each appellate
court, Table 2 shows the number of
courts of last resort and the number
of intermediate appellate courts in
each 'state' as well as the number
of judges assigned to these courts
during 1976. The estimated 1976
population in each 'state' is shown
in the last column.

"Reported totals" at the bottom
of Table 2 are the totals of pub-
lished and unpublished data received

from the 'states'. "Number of states

reporting'" indicates how many
'states' provided information in
each caseflow phase--beginning
pending, filed, disposed, and end
pending. 'States' were included in

the nationwide totals only if data
were reported for all courts in the
state, '"Percent of population rep-
resented" is the percent of the
total U.S. population (plus Puerto
Rico) represented by the number of
'states' that reported data in the
caseflow phase for courts of last
resort, and the percent of the total
population of the 25 states with
intermediate appellate courts rep-
resented by the number of states re-
porting data for intermediate appel-
late courts.

The total appellate court case-
flow figures are the sum of avail=-
able data for courts of last resort
and intermediate appellate courts.
If data were missing for one of the
two levels of court, the total is
footnoted. This table is not in-
tended to provide a basis for direct
comparison between any two states or
courts, Any review of court-of-
last-resort data should include an
awareness of whether or not a state
has an intermediate appellate
court, Courts of last resort in
'states' that do not have inter-
mediate appellate courts handle the
entire appellate caseload, whereas
the highest court handles only the
most serious cases in states that
have an intermediate appellate
court. Subsequent tables in this
report (Tables 5 through 8) will
separate data for appellate courts
of last resort in states having an
intermediate appellate court from
those that do not.

Another measure of comparability
used on many tables in this report,
the number and percent increase or
decrease in end pending, is intro-
duced in this table. An increase or
decrease in the number of end pend-
ing cases serves as a measure of how
well a court handled its caseload
during a given year. The number
change in pending cases gives an in-
dication of whether or not a court
has accumulated more cases than it
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has processed, creating a pending
caseload problem. The percent
change in the number of cases pend-
ing at the end of the year provides
a comparison of the change in pend-
ing relative to the number of cases
pending at the beginning of the year
and permits both internal and ex-
ternal comparisons. That is, the
court can compare its progress
against its own record, or it can
compare its yearly output with the
output of other courts of similar
jurisdiction and judicial resources.

Of the 37 court systems (35
states, the District of Columbia,
and Puerto Rico) for which the per-
cent change in pending was calcu-
lated for courts of last resort, 6
states reduced the number of pending
cases. There were 16 states and the
District of Columbia with a calcu-
lated percent change in pending be-
tween 0 and 20 percent, while West
Virginia had over a 200 percent in-
crease in pending—-from 34 to 110
cases. In the 39 court systems (37
states, the District of Columbia, and
Puerto Rico) that reported pending
cases, national total pending in-
creased by 15.6 percent.

The percent change in pending
cases was computed for 18 states
with intermediate appellate courts.
Three states showed a decrease in
pending cases while half of the
states (nine) had an increase in
pending cases between 0 and 20
percent., Two states had large per-
cent increases (84.4 and 77.2 per-
cent) in pending cases. For the 18
states reporiing pending data, total
pending increased by 15.0 percent.

A final caution to be kept in
mind is that Table 2 presents data
for courts of last resort in raw
form, without regard to the presence
or absence of intermediate appellate
courts, and without regard to com-
position and jurisdiction of the ap-
pellate courts in each 'state'.
Comparisons between 'states' should

23

be made only after carefully com-
paring the jurisdictions of the
courts in the court system charts
found in Part II.

Detailed category caseflow
(Tables 3 and 4). Detailed caseload

(appeals, original proceedings, re-
quests to appeal, total cases) for
courts of last resort and for inter-
mediate appellate courts in those
'states' reporting data is presented
in Tables 3 and 4. Case data in
these tables indicate the broad

sub ject-matter composition of appel-
late court cases reported to be
pending, filed, and disposed.

These two tables should be
viewed as summary tables, because no
attempt has been made to separate
courts on any criterion of compara-
bility (e.g., separating courts of
last resort in states that have
intermediate appellate courts from
those that do not). As increasing
numbers of appellate courts report
uniformly defined data, future
reports will provide more informa-
tion on the actual compositions of
the caseload handled by appellate
courts. The number of 'states'
presenting data in Tables 3 and 4 is
shown in Figures D and E.

For courts of last resort, the
total number of court systems re-
porting was 52 because of the in-
clusion of the District of Columbia
and Puerto Rico. Two courts of last
resort reported that they do not
handle original proceedings, and one
stated that it does not handle re-
quests to appeal. Therefore, 50
court systems reported handling
original proceedings in the courts
of last resort, and 51 court systems
reported handling requests to appeal.

The states reporting appeals and

total case data for the intermediate

appellate courts were from the 25
states having intermediate appellate
courts. In four states intermediate
appellate courts do not handle




Figure D: Number of 'states' reportimng data for courts of last resort.

Beginning En?
pending Filed Disposed pending

1975 1976 1975 1976 1975 1976 1975 1976

27 30
Appeals 26 30 44 46 41 44

Original proceedings 15 23 33 37 30 34 16 .23
Requests to appeal 12 14 26 30 23 26 12 14
Total cases 35 39 47 50 46 50 35 39

Note: There were 52 'states' providing court of last resort déta
(50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico) in
1976. Puerto Rico was not included in the 1975 data. Two
states do not handle original proceedings and one state
does not handle requests to appeal in courts of last resort.

Number of states reporting data for intermediate appellate courts,
1975 and 1976.

Figure E:

Beginning En§
pending Filed Disposed pending

1975 1976 1975 1976 1975

1976 1975 1976

Appeals 17 17 23 24 22 23 17 16
Original proceedings 6 7 10 10 10 10 6 2
Requests to appeal 4 4 5 5 5 5 4

Totai ~ases 18 19 23 25 22 24 18 19

Note: There are 25 states with intermediate appellate courts.
Four states do not handle original proceedings and five
states do not handle requests to appeal in intermediate
appellate courts.

1976, the data in this report are
far from complete. The situation
has improved over 1975, however,
when no data were available for two
appellate courts. The most notice-
able increase in data availability
is in the pending caseload in the
courts of last resort.

original proceedings, and in five
states these courts do not handle
requests to appeal. Therefore, the
numbers of states handling these
cases are 21 and 20, respectively,
for original proceedings and re-
quests to appeal.

Although all appellate courts
reported some caseflow statistics in
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Table 1:  Reported and estimated national caseflow for courts of last resort, intermediate appellate
courts, and all appellate courts, 1976.

Estimated cases per judge and per 100,000 population.

Beginning End Percent change
Reported and estimated caseflow pending Filed Dlsposed pending in pending
All appellate caurts
Reported CaseSesesesssssscsssscsesssnces 40,248 115,611 111,965 44,934 11.6
Number of 'states! reportingeecesss 37 49 48 37 -
Percent of population representedisssses 53,63 89,37 91.7% 53.6% -
Estimated national totals, 1976:
Upper limit of 95§ confldence Interval 85,544 126,922 124,502 92,612 -
Lower limit of 95 confidence Interval 53,120 131,334 120,670 63,300 -
Estimated national totals, 1975.eesecescs 56, 619 118, 566 108,043 64,695 14.3
Cairts of last resort
Reported CoaSeSsessesssssssescssssscrsncs 14,554 47,030 44,778 16,838 15,7
Number of 'states! reportingecsss 39 49 48 39 -
Percent of population representedeescesee 58.4% 89,3% 91.7% 58,4% -
Estimated national totals, 1976:

Upper |imit of 95% confidence Interval 28,051 53,276 49,038 30,358 -
Lower limit of 95 conflidence interval 16, 289 48,864 47,322 19,612 -
Estimated national totals, 1975.cessesss 15,780 45, 523 41, 356 16, 670 56

| ntermediate appel late caurts
Reported CaseS.i:eessersesrsnsssenssseses 34,065 78,058 68,605 39,162 15.0
Number of 'states! reportingeeses 19 25 24 19 -
Percent of population represented.cesess 70. 6% 100, 0% 93.1% 70.6% --
Estimated national totals, 1976:

Upper limit of 95% confidence Interval 57,513 - 75,464 62,254 -
Lower limit of 95 confidence Interval 36,831 —-- 73,348 43,688 -
Estimated national totals, 1975esecessss 40,839 73,043 66, 687 48,025 17. 6

Estimated cases per judge
All appellate courtsSeseesesrcrasasesssceseass 85.7 159.6 151.5 96.4 -
Courts of last resorteesecessss 64.0 147.6 139.2 72.2 -
Intermediate appellate CoUrtSsevssseesccscecss 101.9 168, 6 160, 7 114.4 -
Estimated cases per 100,000 population
All appeliate CoUrtSeessessacsrsnsssassnosane 31.8 59.3 5643 35.8 -
Courts of last resortececcens 10.2 23,4 22,1 1.5 -
Intermediate appellate courtSeiessssssssssesss 27.6 45,6 43.5 31.0 --

Note: For inclusion on this table, a case is any appeal, any original proceeding, or any request to appeal. To ascertain the 'states' that
reported data in any category, refer to Table 2.

Reported cases:

The reported cases totals for all appellate courts, courts of last resort, or intermediate appellate courts include only data fram
'states' with data on al!l appellate courts, all courts of last resort, or all Intermediate appellate courts, respectively.
Number of 'states! reporting:
Reported cases for all appellate courts and courts of last resort are from the 50 states, the District of Columbla, and Puerto Rico.
Reported cases for Intermediate appellate courts are from the 25 states with Intermediate appellate courts in 1976,
Percent of population represented:

'State' populations used for all appellate courts and courts of last resort are from the revised 1976 Bureau of Census estimates and
total 217,882,000 for the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rlco. Bureau of Census estimetes for the population in
the 25 states with Intermediate appellate courts In 1976 totaled 171,027,000, The percent of population represented for each
caseflow category Is based on the appropriate total population figure.

Estimated national totals:

Estimated naticnal totals for 1975 are the cumulative totals of all reported data plus the estimated data for each !state! not
reporting date; the 1975 data do not inciude Puerto Rico.

Estimated national totals 95¢ confidence intervals for 1976 are the cumulative totals for all reported data plus the 95¢ confidence

Interval for each state not reporting data. A 95 conflidence interval would be expected to contaln the frue value for 95 out of 100
samples.

Estimated cases per judge:

For the year 1976: there wera 83 appellate courts, with a total of 809 Jjudges assigned to them In the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico; there were 54 courts of last resort, with a total of 346 judges assigned to them; and 29 |ntermediate
appel late courts with 463 judges assigned to them. Estimated cases per Judge were developed by dividing the midpoints of the
estimated national totals confidence intervals for each type of court by the number of judges assigned to them In 1976, The number
of Judges assigned does not consider that: some Judges may have been unavallable because of {!lness or mid-year retirement; some

courts use full-time commissioners to screen cases; and some use part-time Judges over and above thelr assigned complement of
Judges. -

Estimated cases per 100,000 population:

Estimated cases per 100,000 population were developed by dividing the midpolnts of the estimeted national totals confidence intervals
by 2178.82 for all appellate courts and courts of Jast resort, and by 1710.27 for intermediate appellate courts.

-~ = Not appllicable,
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Table 2: Reported appellate court caseflow for courts of last resort, intermediate appellate courts, and all appellate courts, 1976.
Number and percent change in pending. Number of courts of last resort and intermediate appellate courts, Number of judges in each
appellate court. 1976 state population in thousands. Reported national totals with number of states reporting and percent ot population
represented.
1976
Court of last resort {ntermediate appellate courts All appellate courts Number of Number of  state
courts Jjudges popu-~
Change In Change in lation
E X pending pending Inter- inter- In
State Beginning Dis- End Num-  Per- Beglnning Dis- End Num-  Per- Beginning Dis- End Last medl- Last medi- thou-

pending Filed posed pending ber cent  pending Filed posed pending ber cent  pending Flled posed pending resort ate resort ate  sands

Alabama~~STATE TOTALessesseossse

0 510 0 0 0.0 523 1,270 1,119} 671 148 28.3 523 1,780 1,629 671 1 2 9 8 3,653
. Court of CIvil AppealSeeseeess - - - - —_ e 0 1860 186 0 0o - - - - - - - - 3 -
4 _Court of Criminal Appeals - - - - - - 523F 1,084 933! 6719 148 28.3 - - - - - - - 5 -
i 258 468 335 391 133 51,6 - - - - — - 258 468 335 391 1 0 5 0 408
305 1,025 1,004 324 19 6.2 1,254 2,017 1,876 1,395 141 11,2 1,559 3,040 2,880 1,719 1 1 5 32 2,249
{ AFKANSES: s essssussrrsenainanssas N/A N/A 613 N/A N/A  N/A - - - - [ — N/A N/A 613 N/A 1 0 7 0 2,117
Californiacsssesessesonsnsosnnne N/A - 3,801% 3,6948 N/A N/A N/A 4,650 10,312 11,357 4,540 1311 2.8 4,675'P 14,113 15,051 4,5441P 1 1 7 56 21,522
! 366 651 674 343 23 -6.3 592 915 833 674 82  13.9 958 1,566 1,507 1,017 1 1 7 10 2,575
; N/A N/A 241 N/A N/A - N/A . - - - “— N/A N/A 241 N/A 1 0 6 0 3,102
: D6 |aWares sevesssssssss 233 335 282 286 53 22,7 - - -— o - - 233 335 282 286 1 o 3 0 582
i District of Columbla.. e 1,03 3ee 1,224 1,280 145 13,1 - - - - - = 3,103 1,369 1,224 1,248 1 0 9 0 700
h Floridasecssssesens o 1,159 2,214 2,390 983 -176 -15.2  5,118"  9,i29 8,180 6,067 949 18.5 6,277 11,343 10,570 7,050 1 ) 720 8,353
GEOrgGIaseesssseseenssresonnnnans 405 1,433 1,404 4118 6 1.5 N/A1,7549 1,754 N/A N/A  N/A 405P 3,187 3,158 411p 1 1 7 9 4,984
HaWalleseosnsessesessanassssssne 221 265 166 320 9 44.8 - - - - - - 221 265 166 320 1 0 5 0 884
i Idaho... . 315 332 249 398 83 26.3 - - - - — - 315 332 249 398 1 0 5 0 833
W N 111inols.. . 340 998°  987° 351 [k 3.2 4,013F 3,073 3,935 4,111 38 0.9 4,413 4,971 4,922 4,462 1 1 7 34 11,193
& Indlana. . goh 430 430 80 0 0.0 499 771 653 623 124 24.8 579 1,207 1,083 703 1 1 5 9 5,313
IoWas.ss . 999 1,176 1,079  1,0789 79 7.9 - - - - - e 999 1,176 1,079 1,078 ! 0 9 0 2,874
: Kansas. . . 239f 438 340 337 98  41.0 - - - - - - 239 438 340 337 1 0 7 0 2,299
i KONTUCKYsssesssssnsoss . N/A 833 1,217 N/A N/A _ N/A ok 615 7k 544K 544k - oP 1,448 1,288 544P 1 1 714 3,436
{ LOUISIaNAsvssssrseanns . N/A 1,762 1,586 N/A N/A N/A 760th 2,189 2,031 918 158 20.8 760 3,051 3,617 918P 1 1 7 29 3,875
Maineessases . 279 334 299 314 35 125 - - - - U — 279 334 299 314 1 0 6 0 1,071
: Marylandeseeees 25 657 668 14 =11 -44,0 187 1,541 1,491 237 50 26.7 212 2,198 2,159 451 1 1 712 4,125
Massachusetts.. . N/A 663 609 N/A N/A N/A N/A 605 519 N/A N/A N/A N/A 1,268 1,128 N/A 1 1 7 6 5,791
i Michiganssessse . 396 1,045 921 520 124 313 4,127 4,544 4,584 4,087 -40 _ -1.0 _4,523 5,589 5,505 4,607 1 1 718 9,113
i Minnesota.. . N/A 911 833 N/A N/A - N/A - - - - - = N/A 911 833 N/A | 0 9 0 3,954
i MISSISSIPPlesessseensrrorssnnnes 610 936 819 721 "wr 19,2 - - - - - - 610 936 819 727 1 0 9 0 2,365
b MISSOUFlsasessnssssrssssennannes 165 579 649 95 -70  -42.,4 1,83 2,181 1,984 2,033 197 10.7 2,001 2,760 2,633 2,128 1 1 7 2 4,787
! N/A 409 N/A N/A N/A - N/A - - - - - - N/A 409 N/A N/A 1 0 5 0 755
| 388! 716} 634f 470! 82l 21.1! - - - - — e 388! 716! 634l a70! 1 0 7 0 1,552
. 256 806 803 259 3 1.2 - - - - - - 256 806 803 259 1 [ 5 0 613
i 249 213 320 202 -47  -18.9 - - - - O 249 273 320 202 1 0 5 0 827
g 443l 1,1641 - 985! 622! 1790 40.41 4,2661  4,8191 4,349 4,736! 470t 1.0l 4,709!  5,9830 5,3341  5,3581 1 1 7 21€ 7,339
i NeW MoXiCOsosenssassssnsanasanns 168 558 603 123 ~45  -26.8 249 446 550 145 -104 _ -41.8 417 1,004 1,153 268 1 1 5 5 1,172
i New Yor k=~STATE TOTALssssssssces N/A s95eT 2,9028 N/A N/A N/A N/A 9,4771 9,067 N/A N/A  N/A N/A 10,0727 11,969 N/A 1 2 7 33 18,053
! Appel late Divisions of the
; Suprems Courtesssssssssnnass - - - - - - na o 7,3620 7,560 N/A N/A  N/A - - - - - - - 2 -
: Appellate Terms of the
: Supreme Court.. - - - - - - N/A 2,115 1,507 N/A N/A . N/A - - - - - - — 9 -
! North Carolinas.. 41! 546 492 48l 7 oarab oA 1,027 999 N/A N/A  N/A e 1,573 1,491 48P 1 i 7 9 5,462
i North Dakota... 2f 150 144 8 6 NC - - - - — == 2 150 144 8 1 0 5 0 645
OhlIOiessessanssrscnsns N/A - 1,404° 11,3749 N/A N/A N/A 2,490 7,204 6,515  4,5919 2,101  84.4 2,490P 8,608 7,689 4,591 1 1 7 38 10,690
Oklahoma==STATE TOTALssessassnss 1,426 1,998 1,795 1,646 220 15,4 92h 418 347 1630 M 72 1,518 2,416 2,142 1,809 2 1 12 6 2,770
Supreme Court@isiesesesserssses 1,182 1,019 908 1,3109 128 10.8 - - - — - -— - — - - - - 9 - -
Court of Criminal Appeals®,... 244 979 887 336 92 37.7 - - - - -— - - - - - - - 3 - -
OregoNssssssasonsasssaassnsansss 335 973% __ 911® 397 62 18.5 669 1,847 1,786 730 61 9.1 1,004 2,820 2,697 1,127 1 1 © 6 2,326
flnipvicaes e - . - - e e i S S I
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Pennsylvania=-STATE TOTALeeecoos N/A 1,736 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 6,067 2,069P N/A N/A  N/A N/A 7,803 2,069P N/A 1 2 7 14 11,802
Superior Courfeesssscescsesces - - - - ~— -~ N/A 3,631 N/A N/A N/A  N/A - - - - - - - 7 -
Comnonwealth Courtdsseesessses — - - - - -— N/A 2,436 2,069 N/A N/A  N/A - - - - - - -~ 7 -

Puerto RiCOssesasrsscccnsscnsans 369 1,204 1,123 450 81 22,0 - - - - - - 369 1,204 1,123 450 1 4] 7 0 3,214

Rhode |slandeessesasssssosassssn 355 411 319 447 _ 92 25.9 ~— - - - ~ = 355 411 319 447 1 0 5 0 936

South Carolinasecsessesasssssses 122 416 345 193 7 5842 - - -~ - -~ - 122 416 345 193 1 0 5 0 2,844

South Dakotasesssessessassasaes 234tt 294 2500 270! 360 15,41 - - - - - - 234! 294 259 270! 1 0 5 - 686

Tennessee--STATE TOTALisessocess N/A 897° 30gel N/A N/A  N/ZA N/A 1,330 1,418 N/A N/A N/A N/A 2,227 1, 726! N/A 1 2 5 18 4,234
Court of Appeals®ieeeesesacnes - -— - ~— - -~ N/A 694 688 N/A N/A  N/A -~ -~ -— - -~ - - 9 -~
Court of Criminal Appeals@ess. — - - - —— - N/A 636 730 N/ZA N/A  N/A - - - - - - - 9 —-—

Texas—~STATE TOTALcesassesscnsee 877 4,774 4,280 1,371 494 56.3 847 1,824 1,717 9789 131 15.5 1,724 6,598 5,997 2,349 2 1 14 42 12,599
Supreme CourtBesesssenseocsses 154 1,072 1,021 205 51 33.1 - -~ -— - - - - - -= -- - - 9 - -
Court of Criminal Appeals@.,.. 723 3,702 3,259 1,166 443 61.3 - - - - -- - - - - - -~ - ] - -

Utaheessvosssssscsssesncscscanas N/A 556 274} N/A N/A  N/ZA - - - - - - N/A 556 2741 N/A 1 0 5 0 1,232

Yermontssececesescessecosssencas 287 366 360 293 6 2.1 - - — —— - - 287 366 360 293 1 Q 5 0 477

Virginlasesssessssessssecsassses 501t 1,672 1,574® 5918 90 18.0 - - - - - -~ 501 1,672 1,574 591 1 0 7 0 5,052

Washingtonesssessesssscserossese 241 589 495 335 94 39.0 1,808f 1,777 1,670 1,915 107 5.9 2,049 2,366 2,165 2,250 1 1 9 12 3,611

West Virdginiaeeessssseessesccnss 34 878 802 110 76  223.5 —— - - - - - 34 878 802 110 1 0 5 0 1,832

WISCONSINuassusennnsasnnsessssss s98fl 939 901 63991 a1l e9l - - - - — - seal 939 901 639! 1 0 7 0 4,610

WyomIngeseesssenseessoaseransoss 130 138 134 134 4 31 - - - - - - 130 138 134 134 1 0 5 ] 391

Reported national totais*eeessss 14,554 47,030 44,778 16,828 2,274 15.6 34,065 78,058 68,605 39,162 5,097 15.0 40,248 115,611 111,965 44,934 54 29 346 63 217,882

Number states reporting¥sessesee 39 49 48 39 39 39 19 25 24 19 19 19 37 49 48 37

Percent of populatfion represented* 58. 4 89.3 91.7 58.4 58,4 58.4 70,6 100. 0 93. 1 70.6 70.6 70.6 53. 6 89,3 91.7 53.6

Note: For Inclusion on this table, a case Is deflned as any appeal, any original proceeding, or any request to appeal.

Footnotes that apply to the data on this table are glven below. Explanatiory Information pertaining to the footnotes can be found In Part i| of this report, where statistical profiles for all courts in

each state are displayed.

N/A = This case type is handled by the court, but the data are unavaliable.
NC = The number was not computed because of Incomplete or Incomparable data. Computation of the number was deemed Inappropriate If the divisor was less than 10.
-~ = Not applicable.

8Court jurisdiction.
€Judge Information.
€Cases not Included In the total to avold double counting:

Requasts to appeal granted are not counted as disposed requests or as filed appeals. When the resulting appeal Is disposed, It is counted as a disposed case.
fBeglnnlng pending flgure for the 1976 court year does not equal the end pending figure for the 1975 court year.
9Change In pending does not equal the difference between fillngs and dispositions.

"Figure was computed.

Ipata are not comptete.

JEpranaﬂon of data Included in the category.
Kadditional Information avatlable.

PData were not available for all courts in the state.

*Reported national totals:

The reported national totals Include only data for 'states! reporting data In the caseflow category for all courts in the state. Not included in these natlonal totals are Incomplete data for the New York
court of last resort fllings, the Pennsylvania Intermsdiate appe!llate courts dispositions, the Tennessee court of last resort dispositions, the Utah court of tast resort dispositions, and the California,

Georgla, Kentucky, Loulsiana, North Carolina, and Ohlo %all appeiiate courts" beginning pendings and end pendings.
Number of 'states! reporting: s

Reported cases for courts of last resort and “all appellate courts! are from the 50 states, the District of Columbla, and Puerto Rico. Reported cases for intermediate appellate courts are from the 25

states with Intermediate appelfate courts.
Percent of population represented:

tState' populations used for courts of last resort and "all appeliate courts" are the revised 1976 Bureau of Census estimates and total 217,882,000 for the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto
Rico. Population for the 25 states with intermedlate appellate courts totals 171,027,000, The percent of population represented for each casefiow category Is based on this total population figure.
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Table 3:  Detailed category caseflow for courts of last resort, 1976.
Appeals, original proceedings, requests to appeal, and total cases. Reported national totals with number
of states reporting and percent of population represented.
Beginning pending Filed Disposed End pending
0 [ 0N - ~ A
2 - g - 2 - =
o ®yn + 3 o B3 8 " 53 £8 ° B3 £
State and : § S8 85 58 3 5§ iF sg § =3 8§ sz 3 mi 4% sy
ate and court title g =28 8.“’ pe 2 28 g 23 a 25 g 28 a2 25 g £ 3
e &5 28 °F% 2 55 g8 QB89 2 &K &8 £°8§ < s5h & 2 3
Alabama==Supreme CoUrtesssssssescescsseee 0 0 0 0 2435 28] 239J 5104 243 28 239 510 0 0 0
Alaska=~Supreme Courtleesecsessssesanness 224 1 16 258 334 16 86 468 208 12 82 335 350 5 20 391
Arizona~-Supreme Courtesssessesseassasses 216 89 305 211 812 1,023 185 819 1,004 242 82 324
Arkansas=-=Supreme Courtesesscesescscscses N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 551 62 613 N/A N/A N/A
California-—Supreme Courteeesssscvorsssas N/A  N/A N/A N/A 21®  886° 2,894 3,801° 118 911 2,665° 3,694° N/A  N/A N/A N/A
Colorado--Supreme Courtesescssssescsscosses X X X 366 152 225 274 651 X X X 674 X X X 343
Connecticut--Supreme Courtesesesssssecess  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 192 49 241 N/A N/A N/A
Delaware--Supreme Courteeesessssssssssass 233 X X 233 335 X X 335 282 X X 282 286 X X 286
District of Columbia~-Court of Appeals... 1,103fh ¢ (jr) 1,103fh 1,342 27 () 1,369 1,197 27 () 1,224 1,2480 0 (j) 1,248"
O Florida=-Supreme Courteseesssecsssssssses X X X 1,159 285 627 1,302 2,214 278 626 1,486 2,390 X X X 983
oo Goorgia=-Supreme CoUrteeesssssseecsseseas 319  NH 86 405 833 NH 600 1,433 862 NH 542 1,404 2709 NH 1419 4118
Hawaii-~Supreme Courtessssssessssencssses 218 3 0 221 253 i2 0 265 155 1 0 166 316 4 0 320
1 daho==5Upreme Courtsseseosesecssasssnsase 312 3 315 295 37 332 228 21 249 379 19 398
[111n0iS-—SUpPreme CoUrtseeserascasessoosss 181 12 147 340 69  87° 842 998 262 818 644  987° 187 18 146 351
Indiana---Supreme Courtesssesesessessessse X X X goh X X X 430 151 58 221 430 X X X 80
loWa==SUpreme Courtessasessssesssnsassnae 999 X X 999 955) 3% 190 1,176 1,079 X X 1,079 1,0789) X X 11,0789
Kansas—-Supreme Courteessesecssesceseeses 2317  8f 239t 406 32 438 304 36 340 333 4 337
Kentucky=-Supreme Courtessssssssaesseseee  N/A  N/A  N/A N/A X X 21 833 X X X 1,217 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Louisiana==Supreme Courtessesesesssssssee  N/A  N/A  N/A N/A 461 1,301 X 1,762 344 1,242 X 1,586 N/A N/ZA N/A N/A
Maine-~Supreme Judicial Court9eeecesscesas 246 0 0 279 269 2 6 334 236 2 6 299 279 4] 0 314
Mary land=~Court of AppealSessessssssesees 25 0 0 25 175 18 464 657 186 18 464 668 14 0 0 14
Massachusetts~-Supreme Judicial Courtesse N/A N/A N/A 555 108 663J 501 108 609J N/A N/A N/A
Michigan--Supreme Courteeesessscasssssans 143 (k) 253 396 70 (k) 975 1,045 87 (k) 834 921 126 (k) 394 520
Minnesota~=Supreme Courteeeceessssssossse N/A  N/A N/A N/A X X X 911 461 372 X 833 N/A  N/A N/A N/A
Mississippi-=Supreme Courftessseosssscocns 607 3 610 780 1560 936 662 157 819 7250 2 727
MISSOUri==SUPreme CoUrtesesessesssvassese 116 49 165 170 409 579 215 434 649 M 24 95
Montana=~Supreme CoUrtessessssesssssesses  N/A  N/A N/A 291 118 409 N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A
Nebraska=~Supreme CoUrteeeseesssesesconss 388 X N/A 3881 716 X N/A 716! 634 X N/A 6341 470 X N/A 470!
Nevada—-Supreme Courtessesescssssessesase X X X 256 627 172 7 806 X X X 803 X X X 259
New Hampshire--Supreme Courfeecessscssses X X 249 238 35 273 X X 320 X X 202
New Jersey--Supreme Courtesssssssesssssss 150 40  253) 4431 232 95 8379 11,1641 187 93 705] 985! 195 42  385] 6221
New Mexico==Supreme Courteeseseosesssnsss X X X 168 213 16l 184 558 288 160 155 603 X X X 123
New York--Court of AppealSeecssecasssesse N/A N/A N/A 595€ N/A 59581 640 2,262° 2,902° N/A N/A  N/A
North Carol ina=-Supreme Courtessesssscees 41 N/A 411 165 381 546 158 334 492 48 N/A 48!
North Dakota=--Supreme Courteseessessvssss 2f o 0 2f 132 15 3 150 126 15 3 144 8 0 0 8




o ety
Ohlo-=Supreme Courtesssecscessescsscesses N/A  N/A N/A N/A 143 143 1,118 1,404% 263 130 9818 11,3740 N/A  N/A N/A N/A
Ok [ahoma==STATE TOTALesesscsssciosasssses X X X 1,426 1,381 446 171 1,998 1,106 489 200 1,795 X X X 1,646
Supreme Court@eeeesssssoscscnssascssss X X X 1,182 714 134 171 1,019 578 130 200 908 X X X 11,3108
Court of Criminal Appeals®iceecccscscsss X X 244 667 312 979 528 359 887 X X 336
Oregon==Supreme Courteesessssscasccccssss X X X 335 440¢ 66 467 9738 X X 413% 9118 X X X 397
Pennsylvania=-Supreme Courtessscssecseses N/A N/A N/A 830 906 1,736 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Puerto Rico--Supreme Courtesecesssesesces 42 16 31 369 299 48 857 1,204 149 43 931 1,123 192 21 237 450
Rhode Island=-=Supreme Courtessesscssseses X X X 355 258 48 105 411 X X X 319 X X X 447
South Carolina=-Supreme Courtessseocesssce 122 0 122 403 13 416 334 1 345 19N 2 193
0 South Dakota~~Supreme Colrtesesecsscssses 234fh N/A— N/A 234f1 255¢ 15 24 294¢ 223 18 188 2598 270 _N/A_ N/A 270}
: Tennessee--Supreme Courteesecessesssseses N/A NH N/A N/A 2468 NH 651 897® 308 NH N/A 30881 N/A NH N/A N/A
Texas==STATE TOTALsesssessascssoscsccsses 722 59 96 877 2,657 1,424 693 4,774 2,274 1,339 667 4,280 1,105 144 122 1,371
Supreme Court@iessssscsccascssssscenses 26 32 96 154 11 268 693 1,072 107 247 667 1,021 30 53 122 205
-Court of Criminal Appeals@icesesesceces 696 27 723 2,546 1,156 3,702 2,167 1,092 3,259 1,075 91h 1,166
;. ) Utah--Supreme Courteeessssscecscsssananes N/A N/A 556 556 2741 2741 N/A N/A
Vermont~—=Supreme Courtescesscscssssscssss 286 1 287 351 15 366 346 14 360 291 2 293
Virginia=-Supreme Courteesecesessssscsesse 103f 24 364 5017 (e) X 1,672 1,672° 220 174 1,180° 1{,574° 1129 61 4189 5919
Washington--Supreme Courtsssessssceessses 149 10 g2f 241 200 37 352 589 151 38 306 495 198 9 128 335
West Virginia--Supreme Court of Appeals.. 24 10 34 " 359 519 878 300 502 802 83 27 110
Wisconsin--Supreme Courteessesssssasrasss 5947 4T N/A 598t 682 177 80 939 649 172 80 901 6309 9 N/A 63991
Wyoming==Supreme Couiteecsssecsssessscsse 116 14 NH 130 128 10 NH 138 125 9 NH 134 119 15 NH 134
Reported national totals*sesessseseeseses 8,146 356 1,608 14,554 20,611 8,371 16,401 47,030 17,742 8,232 15,551 44,778 9,816 490 1,991 16,828
Number of 'states! reporting®cecssesssces 30 23 14 39 46 37 30 49 44 34 26 48 30 23 14 39
“ N Percent of population represented®csecese 47.0 37.0 31.2 58, 4 89+5  66a1 69.9 89.3 89.3 68.7 69+ 9 91.7 47.0 37.0 3142 58.4
: © Note: For inclusion on this table, a case is defined as any appeal, any original proceeding, or any request to appeale
Footnotes that apply to the data on this table are given belows Explanatory information pertaining to the footnotes can be found in Part Il of this report,
:; where statistical profiles for all courts in each state are displayed.
' Blank space = Not enough information is known. The case category may or may not be handied by the court.
: N/A = This case type Is handled by the court, but the data are unavailable.
i 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 categorye.
; 3Court jurisdictions JExplanation of data included in the category.
L7 SCases not included in the fotal to avoid double counting: kadditional information availabla.
, Requests fo appeal granted are not counted as disposed requests or as filed appeals. 9Explanation of sentence review cases:
{ When the resulting appeal is disposed, it is counted as a disposed case, The Alaska Supreme Court reported 17 beginning pendings, 32 filed, 33
fBeaginnlng pesding figure for the 1976 court year does not equal the end pending disposed, and 16 end pending sentence review cases as a part of the
\ figure for the 1975 court year. total case figures.
. SChange in pending does not equal the difference between filings and dispositions. The Maine Supreme Judicial Court reported 33 beginning pending, 57
iData are not comp lete. fited, 55 disposed, and 35 end pending sentence review cases as a
§ part of the total case figures.
i *Reported national totals:
: The reported national totals inciuded only data for 'states! reporting data in the caseflow category for all courts in the state. Incomplete data for total
cases filed in New York and total cases disposed in Tennessee and Utah were not included In these national totals.
f ) Number of 'states! reporting:
: Reported cases for appeals and total cases are from the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Reported cases from original proceedings and
requests to appeal are from the 50 states and 51 'states! handling original proceedings and requests to appeal, respectively.
Percent of population represented:
’ State populations used are the ravised Bureau of Census estimates and total 217,882,000 from the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. The
. total population Is 208,664,000 for the 50 'states! handling original proceedings and 217,491,000 for the 51 'states! handling requests to appeal.
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Table 4:  Detailed category caseflow for intermediate appellate courts, 1976.
Appeals, original proceedings, requests to appeal, and total cases. Reported national totals with
number of states reporting and percent of population represented.
Beglnnln: End
g n 9 Filed Dlsposed ponding
—‘_—'—E—w L9 %) =" il | ™
- _E' 0w B - g w'g - _"? w " - -g) w'®
+ 23 §1 ; I3 it » Iy §& s I t 2
- -0 - a — = § % - 9 - g a. - un
State and court titio g EE T od § ® 28 T8 g zv% z? =i § o8 % ¢
2 kb o 5% 2 55 Ee 5% 2 tg &p 58 2 x& fe @38
Alabama~~STATE TOTAL.sesesesorussee 523 X 523 1,270 X 1,270 1,190 x 1,119 en X 671
Court of Clvil AppealSeeeescseses 0 0 186 186 186 186 ] 0
Court of Criminal Appealseessesss 523 X s23f 1,084 X 1,084 933! X 9331 6719 X 6719
Arlzona~-Court of AppealSseeesesses 1,220 34 1,25 1,851 166 2,017 1,697 179 1,876 1,374 21 1,395
Callfornla--Courts of Appealeessees 4,675 N/A Nt 4,675! 6,462 3,850 N4 10,312 7,558 3,799 N 11,357 4,5443 N/A N4 4,544!
Colorado~-Court of AppealSseecssess 592 592 915 915 833 833 674 674
Florida--Distrlet Court
of APPBalessessssessrosanssorase X X x 5,118% 7,931 666 532 9,129 7,392 505 285 8,180 X X X 6,067
Georgla--Colrt of AppealiSeesscseses  N/A 0 N/A 1,530° 224 1,754° 1,591 1632 1,754 N/A 0 N/A
{11 inols=~Appel late Cotrtesssssssss 4,073F  NH M 4,073F 3,973 NH NH 3,973 3,935 NH NH 3,935 4,111 M NE 4,010
Indlana~-Court of AppealSssesessess 499  NH 499 7774 NH 771 653 - M 653 625 M 623
Kentucky~-Court of AppealsKessssess 0 [ ok X X 615 X X 7nk X X 544K
Louisiana=-Courts of Appeal® .issss X X 760fh 1,947 242 2,189 1,802 229" 2,031 X X 918
Mary land--Court of Special Appeals. 187 0 187 1,384 157 1,541 1,334 157 . 1,491 237 0 237
Massachusetts~~Appeals Cotirtesseees N/A N/A 605 605 519 519 N/A N/A
Michigan--Court of AppealSsecesssss 3,535 30 562 4,127 5,007 212 1,325 4,544 3,209 189 1,186 4,54 3,333 53 701 4,087
Missourl=~Court of AppealSseseesess 1,815 21 1,83% 1,805 376 2,181 1,617 367 1,984 2,003 30 2,033
New Jersey~-~Appel late
Division of Superior Courtesese 4,266 () 4,266) 4,819 * gatd  4,8190 4,349 () 4,3490 4,736 gy 4,736
New Moxlco--Court of AppealSeessses __ 249 249 446 446 550 550 145 145
New York--STATE TOTALsseesses N/A N/A N/A 9,477 N/A 9,4770 8,965 102 9,067 N/A N/A N/A
Appel late Divisions of the
Supreme Courtesssessssasesssese  N/A  N/A N/A - 7,3620  N/A 7,3621  7,458) 102 7,560 N/A N/A N/A
Appellate Terms of the
Suprome Cortessesssesesssscess  N/A N/A 2,115 2,115 1,507 1,507 N/A N/A
North Carcllna~-Court of AppealSee. N/A N/A 1,027 1,027 999 999 N/A N/A
Ohlo-GCourt Of APPEalSeesssesssiese 2,4131 71 N 2,49 6,550 614d N 7,208 5,57 741 Nt 6,315 4,328 2639) N4 4,5919
Ok lahoma=-Court of Appealse. 92h NH g2 418 NH NH 418 347 M NH 347 1630 NH NH 1630
Oregon=-Court of AppealSs«s w 669 0 M 669 1,847 0 N 1,847 1,786 0 N 1,786 730 0 NH 730
Ponnsy vanla==STATE TOTAL.vesessess  N/A N/A N/A 5,762 305 6,067 X X 2,069P  N/A  R/A N/A
Superfor Courteessssssesesnssesss  N/A N/A 3,631 3,631 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Commonwea!th Courtdaeseescanesses N/A __ N/A N/A 2,131 305 2,436 X X 2,069  __N/A N/A N/A
Tennessea--STATE TOTAL.sseesssesses  N/A  NH N/A 1,330 NH 1,330 1,418 N 1,418 N/A M N/A
Court of Appeals®ieressseveeesses  N/A N N/A 694 NH 694 688 N 688 N/ANH N/A
Court of Criminal Appeals@ieecses N/A NH N/A 636 NH 636 730 Nrl 730 N/A N4 N/A
Texas--Courts of Civil Appealseees 847 847 1,824 1,824 1,717 1,717 9789 9789
Washington=-Court of Appealsesessss 1,713f 20f 66 1,808f 1,512 130 135 1,777 _1,384 138 148 1,670 1,841 21 53 1,915
Reported national totals* 77,568 1,911 628 34,065 68,509 6,561 2,573 78,058 60,348 6,247 '1,939 68,605 30,491 388 754 39,162
Number of states reporting* 17 7 4 19 24 10 5 25 23 10 5 24 16 6 4 19
100.0 yl.1 57.3  24.6 93,1 _ 614 22,2 17.8 70,6

Percent of population represented* 63,4 T4.5 17.8 70.6 98,0 53.1  24.6

Note: For inclusion on thls fable, a case Is defined as any appeal, any original proceeding, or any request to appeals

Footnotes that apply to the data on this table are given belows Explanatory informatlion pertaining to the footnotes can be found in Part |l of this

report, where statistical protlles for all courts in each state are displayed.

Blank space = Not enough Information Is known. The case category may or may not be handled by the court.
N/A = This case type Is handled by the court, but the data are unavallable.
NH = Thls case type Is not handled In This courte

= The data for this case type are known to be Included in the total but were not avallable by category.

3Court jurisdictlone
®Cases not included In the total to avold double counting:

Roquests to appeal granted are not counted as disposed requests or as filed appeals. When the resulting appeal Is djsposed, It Is counted as a disposed

case,
fDeglnnlng pending figure for the 1976 court year does not equal the end pending figure for the 1975 court year.
9Change in pending does not equal the difference between fillings and dispositions.
hFlgure was computeds
Ipata are not complete.
Jexplanation of data included In the categorys
kadditional Information avallable.
Ppata were not avallable for all courts In the states

*Reported national fotals:

The reported natlonal totals Include only data for states reporting data In the caseflow category for all courts In the states

cases dlsposed in Pennsylvania were not fncluded In these national totalse
Number of states reporting:

tncomplete data for total

Reported cases for appeals and total cases are from the 25 states with Intermediate appellate courts. Reported cases for originat proceedings and

requests to appeal are from the 21 states and 20 states, respectively, handling each case types
Percent of populatlon represented:

State populations used are the revised Bureau of Census estimates and total 171,027,000 for the 25 states with Intermediate appellate courts. The total
population s 147,517,000 for the 21 states handling origlnal proceedings and 122,526,000 for tho 20 states handlling requests to appoal. The percent

of population represented for each casef low category is based on these total populatich figures.

30

s S

—— e ————— T T

P

P

[ . - . " .

Comparative caseflow (Tables 5-10) .

Tables 5 through 10 have been
organized to allow comparison of
available caseflow data on a state-
to-state or court-to-court basis.
All data in these tables are statis-
tics received from the 'states'; no
estimated data are included.

Within this group, there are
two tables provided for each of
three arrangements of appellate
courts: courts of last resort in
states that have intermediate appel-
late courts are displayed in Tables
5 and 6; courts of last resort in
'states' that do not have intermedi-
ate appellate courts are displayed
in Tables 7 and 8; and intermediate
appellate courts are found separate-
ly in Tables 9 and 10.

Two tables, which are identical
in format, content, and analytical
intent, are presented for each of
these three court arrangements:
Tables 5, 7, and 9. order the states
by population and Tables 6, 8, and
10 by the number of judges.

Courts of last resort in states
with intermediate appellate courts
(Tables 5 and 6). Simple caseflow
data for courts of last resort in
the 25 states with intermediate ap-
pellate courts are provided in
Tables 5 and 6. Table 5 presents
the data with the states ranked by
population while Table 6 orders the
courts by population within number-
of-judges groupings. In addition to
caseflow data, several measures are
displayed for analysis of the data.

The number of cases disposed as
a percent of the number of cases
filed is displayed in Table 5. All
of the 22 states for which this
measure was computed disposed of at
least 84 percent of the number of
cases filed, while 8 states dis=-
posed of more than were filed and 5
states disposed of between 95 and
100 percent of the number of cases
filed. No general pattern in the

31

percentage points appeared when the
states were ordered by population.

Table 5 also displays the number
of end pending cases as a percent of
the number of cases filed. Of the
16 states for which the measure was
computed, none had more cases
pending than the number of cases
filed, while half the states (8) had
a pending caseload of less than 32
percent of the number of cases
filed. As with the other measures,
no pattern in the percentage points
was visible when the states are
ordered by population.

The number and percent change in
pending are displayed in both Tables
5 and 6. Of the 16 states reporting
pending data, 5 reduced their
pending caseload and 7 had an
increase in pending cases of under
20 percent. The remaining four
states showed increases of between
31 and 57 percent. No patterns for
the percent change in pending were
visible when the states were ranked
by population or number of judges.
The results of the above three
measures are displayed in Figures F,
G, and H.

Tables 5 and 6 display the num-
ber of filed, disposed, and end
pending cases per 100,000 popula-
tion. The number of cases filed per
100,000 population ranged from 8.1
to 72.1; the number of cases dis-
posed per 100,000 population ranged
from 8.1 to 64.8; and the number of
end pending cases per 100,000 pop-
ulation ranged from 0.0 to 59.4.
Table 5 indicates that filed, dis-
posed, and end pending cases per
100,000 population decreased as the
state population figure increased.
The filed and disposed cases per
100,000 population values in Table 6
increased as the number of judges
decreased. The average of the 24
states reporting complete filed data
was 24.4 cases filed per 100,000
population, with the mid-point being
17.0. The 23 states reporting com-
plete disposed data had an average




Figure F: Number of 'states' with specified ranges of disposed cases as

a percent of filed cases for appellate courts,

Range in percent

70.0 80.0 90.0 100.0% Total
Under to to to and 'states’
70.0%2 79.9%7 89.9% 99.9% _over reporting

Courts of last resort:
In states with intermediate appellate courts {(Table 5)
Number of StALES & o o o o o o o o o o o ¢ o s o o s o o 0 0 5 9 8 22
In 'states' without intermediate appellate courts (Table 7)

Number of 'states' . ¢ ¢ « ¢ ¢ & & ¢ ¢ ¢ o s o 000 1 _4 7 10 1 23
In all 'states'
Number of 'states' .« « o+ « o o o o o o« ¢ ¢ o o s s ¢ o o 1 4 12 19 9 45
Intermediate appellate courts (Table 9)
Number of StBLE8 « o« o « » s + » ¢ o ¢ o o s ¢ o s [ 1 0 5 11 5 22
All appellate courts
Numgzr Of "St8LEB' « ¢« 4 4+ 0 e s 6 » o4 s e e 8 e s 1 5 12 24 3 45

Figure G: Number of 'states' with specified ranges of end pending cases

as a percent of filed cases for appellate courts.

Range in percent

0.0 30.0 50.0 70.0 100.0% Total
to to to to and 'states’
29.9%2 49.9%2 69.9%Z 99.9% over reporting

Courts of last resort:
In states with intermediate appellate courts (Table 5)
Number of States « « « « « « o o« o o o o« o o o o o o o o 7 5 3 1 0 16
In 'states' without intermediate appellate courts (Table 7)
Number of "states’ o« + v v ¢ o 4 o ¢ o o & 0 s o e s s

2 4 1 10 3 20
In all 'states'
Number of "states' « « « o o 4 ¢ o « s o ¢ s ¢ 4 o & 4 s 9 9 4 11 3 36
Intermediate appellate courts (Table 9)
Number of States . « « &+ & o o « ¢ 4 o o« o o o o s o o o & 1 4 5 6 2 18
All appellate courts
Number of 'states' . « o o o+ 4 o « ¢ o ¢ o 4 o ¢ o 0 0 o . 4 7 5 16 3 35

Number of 'states' with specified ranges of percent change in
pending cases for appellate courts.

Figure H:

Range in percent

-50.0 -20.0 0.0 20.0 50.0% Total
to to to to and 'states’
-20.1% =~0.1% 19.9% 49.9% _over reporting

Courts of last resort:
In states with intermediate appellate courts (Table 5)
Number of S8tateS o« ¢ « « « o ¢ o o o ¢ o o o s o o o = 3 2 7 3 1 16
In 'states' without intermediate appellate courts (Table 7)

Number of 'states' « + ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢« v 4 ¢ 4 e v s e s s e e O 1 10 7 3 21
In all 'states' (Table 2)
Number of 'states’' .« + « « ¢ ¢ o ¢ 4 o s s e s 0w e 3 3 17 10 4 37
Intermediate appellate courts (Table 9)
Number of Stat@8 o+ o « v ¢ o o o o o « « ¢ o o o o o o a o 1 2 9 4 2 18
All appellate courts
Number of "'states' « o « ¢« o & ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o s 6 o s & s . 1 2 23 11 4 41
32
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of 24.2 cases disposed per 100,000
population and a mid-point of 16.2.
For the 17 states reporting complete
end pending data, the average was
10.4 end pending tcases per 100,000,
with a mid-point of 8.5.

The number of cases filed and
disposed per judge is displayed in
Table 6. The number of cases filed
per judge ranged from 56.7 to 740.4,
and the number of cases disposed per
judge ranged from 55.0 to 651.8.

The average of the 26 courts re-
porting filed cases for all case
categories was 189.4 per judge, and
the mid-point was 140.8. For the 25
courts reporting disposed cases for
all case categories, the average was
189.9 per judge, and the mid-point
was 131.6. Both the number of cases
#iled per judge and disposed per
judge showed increases as the number
of judges in the court became
smaller. Also it appears that, with-
in the number-of-judges groupings,
the filed and disposed cases per
judge decreased as the state popula-
tion figure decreased. A summary of
the cases per 100,000 population and
cases per judge measures is given in
Figures I and J.

The wide ranges that exist for
filed, disposed, and end pending
cases per 100,000 population and for

Figure 1I:

Filed per 100,000 population:

Courts of last resort in states with intermediate appellate courts (Table 5) . ., . 24 8.1 72.1 24.4 17.0

Intermediate appellate courts (Table 9) '+ 4 « 4 v 4 v ¢ s ¢ s o o 5 o s o o o o _25 10.4 109.3 44,1 38.1
Total for all appellate courts in states with intermediate appellate courts . . . . 24 21.9 135.8 68.2 62.6

Courts of last resort in 'states' without intermediate appellate courts (Table 7). 25 14.6 195.6 51.1 39.9
Total for all appellate courts in all "states' . ¢ v & v o o & o s o s o « s & o o & 49 14.6 195.6 59.5 48.7
Disposed per 100,000 population: .

Courts of last resort in states with intermediate appellate courts (Table 5) . . . 23 8.1 64.8 24,2 16.2

Intermediate appellate courts (Table 9) '« 4 & + « 4 v o s o o o o s o a o o o 4 » _24 2.1 97.9 41.1 38.8
Total for all appellate courts in states with intermediate appellate courts . . , . 23 19.5 128.1 65.7 60.4

Courts of last resort in 'states' without intermediate appellate courts (Table 7). 25 7.8 174.9 43.3 34.3 i
Total for all appellate courts in all "SLates' . v « o o o o o o o ¢ o o o o » ¢ o o 48 7.8 174.9 54.0 43.9
End pending per 100,000 population:

Courts of last resort in states with intermediate appellate courts (Table 5) . . . 17 0.0 59.4 10.4 8.5

Intermediate appellate courts (Table 9) .+ 4 ¢ ¢ ¢ v v v v o v ¢ o o a0 o o o o o » _19 5.7 72.6 31,5 26.2
Total for all appellate courts in states with intermediate appellate courts . . . . 15 .1 84,4 5.2 345

Courts: of last resort in 'states' without intermediate appellate courts (Table 7). 22 1.2 178.3 38.8 32.5
Total for all appellate courts in all 'States' .+ . + &+ & 4 ¢ & & o « o o o o o » & o 37 1.2 178.3 41.0 37.5

=

filed and disposed cases per judge
are expected because of the many pro-
blems in comparability of caseflow
from state to state. These measures
are intended to remove the effects of
population size or number of judges
from the caseflow figures, but it is
obvious that other differences exist.

The other differences that re-
duce the degree of comparability are
not so easy to measure as the pop-—
ulation or the number of judges.
These differences are in court juris-
diction, case classification, the
point at which a case is counted,
and similar problems. These prob-
lems have been discussed in greater
detail in the introduction to this
report.

The variation in court jurisdic-
tion, for example, creates many
problems of comparability. The
Oklahoma Supreme Court and the Texas
Supreme Court are the courts of last
resort in civil appeals only, but
the Oklahoma Court of Criminal
Appeals and the Texas Court of
Criminal Appeals are the appellate
courts of the first and last in-
stance for criminal appeals (Texas
and Oklahoma have an intermediate
appellate court for civil appeals).
In the remaining states, the court
of last resort handles both civil

Number of cases filed, disposed, and end pending in appellste.
courts per 100,000 population.

'States’'
reporting Minimum Maximusi Average Mid-point




Figure J: Number of cases filed and disposed per judge in appellate courts.

Courts . .
report— Mini- Maxi- Aver- Mid-

ing mum mum age point

' . .4 189.4 140.8

Flészrtirofuiait resort in states with intermediate appellate courts (Table 6) . . ig 23.2 ;gg g 133.7 e
Court; of last resort in 'states' without intermediate appellate courts (Table 8). . .

Tatermediate appellate courts (Table 10) o o o b0 0 o0 s s

Disposed per judge

.......... 29 43.4 518,7 173.3 128.4

. 31.
Courts of last resort in states with inter?ediate gppellate courts (TabI?TGglé é). ig ;Z.g g;i:g lzg'g 172.8
Courts of last resort in 'states' without intermediate appellat? ?o?r?s. -a. e 8 : > 6.8 2.0 T3 170.0

Intermediate appellate courts (Table 10} . . o ¢ « ¢ + ¢

and criminal appeals, but the limits
(dollar amount for civil, sentence
or amount of fine for criminal) vary
greatly from state to statg. An-
other important variation in court
jurisdiction is the amount of dis-
cretionary jurisdiction. Although
all of the courts in Tables 5 and 6
are courts cf last resort in states
with an intermediate appellate
court, the amount of discret%onary
jurisdiction that they exercise
varies greatly. Therefore, the ju-
risdiction of the courts must be
checked before making comparisons.

Courts of last resort in
'states' without intermediate appel-
late courts (Tables 7 and 8). Data
regarding caseflow in the courts of
last resort in the 25 states without
intermediate apellate courts, the
District of Columbia, and Puerto
Rico are displayed in Tables 7 and
8. The formats uf these tables are
exactly the sase as the formats of
Tables 5 and 6. Table 7 displays
the data in population ordex, and
Table 8 ranks the courts by popula-
tion within the number-of-judges
groupings.

Of the 23 courts for which dis-
posed cases were computed as a per-
cent of the number of cases filed,
only 1 court disposed more cases
than were filed, while 15 courts
disposed between 87 and 100 perc?nt
of the number of cases filed. Five
courts disposed between 75 and 85
percent of the number of cases filed,

i

while two courts disposed less than
75 percent of the number of cases
filed.

Of the 20 courts for which end
pending cases were computed as a
percent of the number of cases
filed, only 6 had fewer than half
the number of cases filed remaining
pending at the end of the year.
Three courts had more cases pending
than were filed, and seven had be-
tween 80 and 100 percent of the num=—
ber of cases filed remaining pending
at the end of the year.

The number and percent of change
in pending cases are displayed in
Tables 7 and 8. Of the 21 courts
for which the percent change in
pending cases was computed, only 1
had a decrease in pending cases,
while 10 had an increase in pending
cases of 0 to 20 percent. Two
courts had an increase of between 50
and 60 percent while 1 court had
over a 200 percent increase (from 34
to 110 cases) in pending cases.

All three cf the above measures
are displayed above in Figures F, G,
and H. When compared to the same
measures in Tables 5 and 6, these
Figures indicate that the courts of
last resort in 'states' without an
intermediate appellate court have a
more difficult time handling their
caseload than do courts of last re-
sort in states with intermediate ap-
pellate courts. In general, the
courts of last resort in 'states'
without intermediate appellate )
courts had larger increases in their
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pending caseload, disposed of a
smaller percentage of the number of
cases filed, and had a higher per-
cent of the number of cases filed re-
maining pending at the end of the
year.,

The number of cases filed, dis-
posed, and end pending per 100,000
population are displayed in Tables 7
and 8. The number filed per 100,000
population ranged from 14.6 to
195.6; disposed per 100,000 popula-
tion ranged from 7.8 to 174.9; and
end pending per 100,000 population
ranged from 1.2 to 178.3. The aver-
ages of the per 100,000 population
statistic for all ‘the courts report-
ing were 51.1 cases filed, 43.3
cases disposed, and 38.8 end pending
cases, with the mid-points being
39.9, 34.3, and 32.5 for filed, dis~-
posed, and end pending, respectively.
As with the courts of last resort in
states with intermediate appellate
courts, the number of cases filed,
disposed, and end pending per
100,000 increased as the state pop—
ulation figure decreased, and the
number of cases filed and disposed
per 100,000 population increased
(with the exception of the District
of Columbia) as the number of judges
became smaller.

The number of cases filed and
disposed per judge is displayed in
Table 8. The filed-per-judge mea-
sure ranged from 27.6 to 238.9, and
the disposed—-per-judge measure
ranged from 26.8 to 224.9. More
cases were filed and disposed per
judge for courts with 7 and 9 judges
than for courts with 5 judges.

In Figure I it is interesting to
note that the number of cases filed,
disposed, and end pending per
100,000 population was higher for
courts of last resort in 'states'
without intermediate appellate
courts than for courts of last re-
sort in states with intermediate ap-
pellate courts. This higher ratio
is appropriate, since the interme-
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diate. appellate courts should handle
the final resolution of some of the
appeals. Also, in Figure J it
should be noted that the number of
cases filed and disposed per judge
was lower for the courts of last
resort in 'states' without inter-
mediate appellate courts than for
courts of last resort in states with
intermediate appellate courts.

As was indicated with regard to
courts of last resort in states with
intermediate appellate courts, the
wide ranges that existed for filed,
disposed, and end pending cases per
100,000 population, and for cases
filed and disposed per judge are in-
dicative of the many problems in com-
parability of caseflow from state to
state. The measures displayed are
intended to remove the effects of
population size or the number of
judges from the caseflow figures,
but it is obvious that other differ-
ences exist.

These other differences are in
court jurisdiction, case classifica-
tion, the point at which a case is
counted, and so forth. The varia-
tion in court jurisdiction creates
many problems of comparability. Al-
though all courts of last resort in
'states' without intermediate appel-~
late courts hear both civil and crim-
inal appeals, the limits (dollar
amount for civil, sentence or amount
of fine for criminal) vary greatly
from state to state. Also, the
amount of discretionary jurisdiction
these courts exercise varies greatly.
The courts of last resort in
Virginia and West Virginia, for exam-
ple, have almost total discretion in
jurisdiction. These variations re-
quire that the jurisdiction of the
courts be compared carefully before

making caseflow comparisons.

Intermediate appellate courts
(Tables 9 and 10). The caseflow for

the 29 intermediate appellate courts
located in 25 states is presented in

e



Tables 9 and 10. Table 9 orders the
states by population in the same
format as in Tables 5 and 7. In
Table 10 the states are ordered by
the number of judges in the inter-
mediate appellate courts, and the
measures displayed are the same as
in Tables 6 and 8.

The number of cases disposed as
a percent of the number of cases
filed was computed and displayed in
Table 9 for 22 states. With the ex-
ception of the Kentucky Court of
Appeals, which began operation in
July 1976, all states disposed of at
least 83 percent of the number of
cases filed., Five states disposed
more cases than were filed.

For 18 states the number of end
pending cases was computed as a per-
cent of the number filed. Two
states had more cases pending than
were filed., Only five states had
less than 50 percent of the number
of cases filed remaining pending at
the end of the year.

The number and percent change in
pending are displayed in Tables 9
and 10. Of the 18 states that re-
ported pending data, only 3 reduced
the number of pending cases. Two
states had large increases in pend-
ing (77.2 and 84.4 percent) and the
remaining 13 states showed an in-
crease between 0 and 29 percent.

The number of filed, disposed,
and end pending cases per 100,000
population is displayed in Tables 9
and 16. The cases filed per 100,000
population range from 10.4 to 109.3;
the cases disposed per 100,000 popu-
lation range from 9.0 (ignoring the
value for the Kentucky Court of
Appeals) to 67.9; and the end pend-
ing cases per 100,000 range from 5.7
to 72.6. The averages per 100,000

population were 44.1 filed, 41.1 dis-

posed, and 31.5 end pending cases.
The mid-points were 38.1, 38.8, and
26.2 for filed, disposed, and end
pending, respectively. There seems
to be no pattern in these per
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100,000 population figures, whether
the states are ordered by population
or by number of judges.

The number of cases filed per
judge ranged from 43.4 to 518.7.

The number of cases disposed per
judge ranged from 40.9 (ignoring the
Kentucky Court of Appeals) to 409.0.
The average number of cases filed
per judge was 173.3, with the mid-
point at 128.4, and the average num-
ber of cases disposed per judge was
177 .8, with a mid-point of 120.0.

No patterns appear in the number of
cases filed or disposed per judge
when the states are ordered by the
number of judges. Because of the
jurisdiction of the different levels
of appellate courts, the values for
the number of cases filed and dis-
posed per judge for the intermediate
appellate courts fell between the
values for courts of last resort in
states with an intermediate appel-
late court and those in 'states'
without an intermediate appellate
court (displayed in Figure J).

Although the cases-per-100,000
population and cases-per-judge mea-—
sures attempt to remove the effect
of population size and the number of
judges from the caseflow figures,
the large ranges indicate that there
are other problems of comparability.
Before any comparisons are attempt—
ed between states, the jurisdiction
of the courts, the classification of
cases, and the way cases are counted
should be examined to ensure similar-
ity.

There are many differences in
court jurisdiction. The Texas Court
of Civil Appeals and the Oklahoma
Court of Appeals handle only civil
appeal cases, many of which are as-
signed to these couris by the Su-
preme Court in the respective states.
There is no intermediate appellate
court for criminal cases in Loui-
siana, Oklahoma, and Texas. Varia-
tions exist in the types of cases
heard by the court, the point at

T,

which the court counts a case, and
the types of cases counted. These
variations are discussed in the
introduction to this report and the
introduction to the appellate ta-
bles. If two courts are found to be
similar after checking the juris-
dictions and the other items men-~
tioned above, then comparisons of
their caseflow can be made.

General Comparisons. Figures F
through J (found above in the text)
summarize the results of the com-
parative measures applied to courts
of last resort in states with
intermediate appellate courts, to
courts of last resort in 'states'
without intermediate appellate
courts, and to intermediate appel-
late courts. The mnumbers of
'states' falling in certain ranges
of disposed as a percent of filed,
end pending as a percent of filed,
and percent change in pending are
shown in Figures F, G, and H, re-
spectively. These figures indicate
that the courts of last resort in
states with intermediate appellate
courts seem to handle their caseflow
better than those in 'states' with-
out intermediate appellate courts.
One possible explanation is that
these courts generally have more
discretionary jurisdiction than
other appellate courts.
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Comparison of the total appel-
late caseflow in states with inter-
mediate appellate courts to caseflow
in 'states' without intermediate ap-
pellate courts indicates that states
with two levels of appellate courts
had a higher number of cases filed,
disposed, and end pending per
100,000 population. The average was
68.2 total appellate filings per
100,000 population for the states
with intermediate appellate courts.
The 'states' without intermediate
appellate courts had an average of
51.1 cases filed per 100,000 popula-
tion. The cases disposed per 100,000
population showed the same relation-
ship (65.7 to 43.3) as for cases
filed per 100,700 population. The
ending pending figures were also
similar, with the average being 44.2
cases per 100,000 for total appel-
late caseflow in states with inter-
mediate appellate courts (15 report-
ing), and 38.8 cases per 100,000 for
courts of last resort in 'states'
without an intermediate appellate
court (22 reporting). The compari-
sons are displayed in Figure I,
Similarly, in Figure J it can be
seen that the number of appellate
cases filed and disposed per judge
was higher for states with an inter-
mediate appellate court than for
'states' without an intermediate ap-
pellate court.
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Table 5:  Caseflow for courts of last resort in states with intermediate appellate courts, 1976
States ranked by population. Disposed and end pending ospzercem of fil'ed Number and Table 6:  Caseflow for courts of last resort in states with intermediate appellate courts, 1976.
percent change in pending. Filed, disposed, and end pending per 100,000 population. ' COU”.S rcnl'(ed by fhe. number of .|u-dges qnd sfa.te population. N“"‘bef and percent change n
pending. Filed and disposed per judge. Filed, disposed, and end pending per 100,000 population.
.
State Asofpiﬁzg* C“a:ﬁ:m;" Per 100,000 population Number  State Begin- Ghange in pending _ Per judge  Per 100,000 population
population  Begln- End £ £ i State and court titie of population ning Dis- end Dis- End
State and court ti+le in ning Dis- End Dls-  pend- Por= Djs= End . judges in thousands pending Filed  posed pending Number Percent Filed Disposed Flied posed pending
thousand ding _Filed d di d ding ,
ousands  pending =) pose oending pose ng Number cent Flled posed  pendin Toxas—-5Upreme Courteaesessss 9 12,599 154 1,072 1,021 205 51 3301 191 113.4 8.5 8.1 1.6 !
Callfornia=-Supreme Courtessesessesnss 21,522 N/A 3,801° 3,694  N/A 9.2 N/A NA NA 177 17.2 N/A Alabama--Supreme Courtss. 9 3,653 0 stod 510 0 o - 6.7 56,7 14,0 14,0 0.0
New York--Court of Appeais... 18,053 N/A sosel  2,9028 N/A e N/A A N/A C A Washington=~Supreme Court. 9 3,611 241 589 495 335 94 39.0 65.4  55.0 16,3  13.7 9.3
Toxas—STATE TOTAL 12 599 877 4,774 4280 1,371 9.7 28.7 49 6.3 37.9 360 10,9 Oklahoma~-Supreme Court2ssess 9 2,770 1,182 1,019 908" 1,3109 128 1068 113,2 100,99 36.8 32,8  47.3
. , , ,2 , . N . . . .
Supreme Court@iaeseeseess - 154 1,072 1,021 205 95,2 19,1 51 33.1 85 8,1 1.6
Court of Criminal Appeals®essceessee - 723 3,702 3,259 1,166 88,0 31,5 443 61.3  29.4 25,9 9,3 H
California--Supreme Courtesss 7 21,522 N/A 3,801 3,694  N/A N/A N/A 543,0 527.7 17.7  17.2  N/A ‘
New York--Court of Appealsees 7 18,053 N/A 59501 2,902  N/A N/A N/A NG 414.6 NC 161  N/A ;
Pannsylvania--Supreme Court, 11,802 NA 1,736 N/A NA N N/A NA  NA 147 N/A N/A Pennsylvania--Suprene Courte. 7 1,802 NA 1736 NA - NA AN 8.0 NA 14T A WA ]
—— -] e
é:}::f;ip;:g?:ﬁ;"”rm :;'gz s’;: | 3326 ] gng :’,j:\ 33': Ni:'z N}:‘ N/z‘z 1?19 lg'z N/i" 1111nol s=-Supreme Cotrteasees 7 11,193 340 9982 987 351 n 3.2 1426 141.0 8.5 88 31
Michigan-~Suprens Cour* 9'”3 396 1'045 '921 520 88" .8 17 si3 ”'5 10'] 5.7 Ohlo-~Supreme Courtesssseesss 7 10,690 N/A 1,404 1,374 N/A N/A N/A 200.6 196.3 13.1 12,9 N/A
e ’ ’ . . d . . . . - Cotrtessans 24 . 49, 1316 11,5 10,1 5,7
Florida=-Supreme Cortesseeesssssssers 8,353 1,159 2,214 2,390 983 107.9 44,4 ~176 ~15.2 26,5  28.6  11.8 Michigan~-Supreme Cour 7 9,113 3% 1,083 szt %0 12 a3 193 1BLE
Florida==Supreme Courtesesess 7 8,353 1,159 2,214 2,390 983 -176 -15,2  316.3 341.4 26,5 28.6  11.8
N New Jersey--Supreme Courtsess 7 7,339 4431 1, 1641 985! 6221 1790 - 40,4t 166.31 140.70 15.90 1341 a5
husetts—~§
New Jersey--Supreme Courteseesesessses 7,339 4431 1,16a1  gesl 622! sa.61 53,41 1790 a0.41 1590 13,4l 8.5 ! Massjﬁd‘;z‘?a|500u:‘;re'“° ; 5,791 /A 663 sool A A 0.7 8.0 14 105 NA
Massachusetts-~Supreme Judicial Court. 5,791 N/A 663 609 N/A 91.9  N/A N/A  N/A 1.4 10,5 N/A ’ . : : -
North Carol lna--Szpreme Court o 462 4/', o6 402 ! ol e 210 too o0 0.0l North Carollna=-Supreme Court™ 7 5,462 4l 546 492 48t 7t 1717 78,0 703 10.0 9.0 N
{ndiana—Suprems Court 5'3]3 8o 30 430 80 100.0 6.6 0 0'0 8'1 8'1 1‘5 Georgia~=-Supreme Courtssesase 7 4,984 405 1,433 1,404 4118 6 1.5 204,7 200.6 28.8 28,2 8.2
Georgla~~Supreme Courtssesssessseessss 4,984 405 1,433 1,404 419 98,0 28,7 6 1.5 28.8 28.2 8.2 Missouri—-Supreme Courtessess 7 4,757 165 579 649 95 70 424 82.7 527 1241 13.6 2.0
Maryland--Court of Appeals... 7 4,125 25 657 668 14 -1 -44.0 93.9 95.4 15.9 1642 0.3
Louisiana~~Supreme Courteeses 7 3,875 N/A 1,762 1,586 N/A N/A N/A 251.7 226.6 45.5 40,9 N/A
?;iig:;;:fgﬂ;i:::g::; :';gz r];: g;?e gg:e, N?: ‘:é" N}f\"‘ ;}2 ;‘}i"‘ ;?z! ,‘«3:'6 N/;Z\.O Kentucky=-Supreme Cotrtesesse 7 3,436 N/A 8335 1,217 N/A NA  N/A 11,0 173.9 24,2 35.4 N/A
Maryland—Court of Appea'l's' 4']25 25 657 58 1 oL.7 21 N —a4.0 15.9 l6.2 0.3 Colorado==Supreme Courtessess 7 2,575 366 651 674 343 -23 -6.3 93,0  96s3 253  26.2 13.3
- . ’ . g N . g g . -- . c e e . . .1 1.8 392 171
Loulsiana=-Suprems Courte. 3,875 NA 1,762 1,586 N/A 90,0 N/A N/A N/A 45.5 40,9 N/A Oragon--Supreme Court 4 2,326 335 973 ors 397 e 185 139.0 130,14
Alabama=-Suprems Courteesssesesseassese 3,653 0 510d 510 0 100, 0 0.0 0 - 14,0 14.0 0.0
Texas~--Court of Criminal . ! :
APPEalsdesssesscsonssanes 5 12,599 723 3,702 3,259 1,166 443 61.3  740.4 651,8 29.4  25.9 9.3
Washington-~Supreme Courteeecess . 3,611 241 589 495 335 84.0 56.9 94 39.0 16.3 13.7 9.3 h :
- Courtseasees . . . 8.1 8.1 1.5
Kentucky--Supreme Court,. 3,436 N/A 833 1,217J N/A 14641 N/A N/A  N/A 24,2 35.4 N/A .:.2::1:2:%_5:2::'::“0:::” i i’z;i Nig ;;(;e ;ggel Ni(:: N/g N/g 0 ]33 S :g 0 21.2 NC N/A
Ok;lajh::am ZZCIEBTOTAL" 2,73(3 : ,4;; :.zsig l,;z: :,g‘:gg g:-? lgg-z f;: :g-; ;Z-; ;;-g 23-; Arizona--Supreme Courtessssss 5 2,249 305 1,023 1,004 324 19 6.2  204,6 200.8 45.5 44.6  14.4 ;
COEI_T of Cr“nl;;‘l';\;;;;'l's; _ '244 ’979 887 '336 90'6 34'3 Py 37'7 35'3 32'0 12‘1 New Mex!co-~Suprems Courtes.. 5 1,172 168 558 603 123 -45 -26.8 11146 120.6 47.6 51.5 10.5
) Oklahoma=-Court of Crimi
Colorado-~Supreme Courfasssesssssssaes 2,575 366 651 674 343 103.5 527  ~23 =63 253 26,2 13.3 a;;"_j:a,s‘;“f of Crininal 5 2.770 " 670 a7 3% o 517 3263 2957 355 320 121 i
Oregon--Supreme Courtessssesasss 2,326 335 973 911 397 93.6  40.8 62  18.5 41.8 39.2 17,1 ’ - : * : : P
Arizona--Supreme Courtessesseesssessss 2,249 305 1,023 1,004 324 98,1 31,7 19 6.2 45.5 44,6 14,4 ¥
New Mexlco=-Supreme Courteeesssesesoss - 1,172 168 558 603 123 108,1 22,0 ~45 -26,8 47.6 51,5 10,5 4
Note: For Inclusion on this table, a case is defined as any appeal, any original proceeding, or any request to appeal. k
Footnotes that apply to the data on this table are given below. Explanatory information pertaining to the footnotes can be found in o
i + t+ . t
. Note: For inclusion on this table, a case is defined as any appeal, any original proceeding, or any request to appeal. Part 1t of this reporf, where statistical profiles for all courts In each state are displayed ;
Footnotes that apply to the data on this table are given below. Explanatory information pertalning to the footnotes can be found in N/A = This case typs is handled by the court, but the data are unavailable ii
= , . i
Part Il of This report, where statistical profiles for all courts in each state are displayed. NC = The number was not computed because of incomplete or incomparable data, Computation of the number was deemed inappropriate if the divisor :;E
: 1 han 10. 1
N/A = This case type is handled by the court, but the data are unavallable. . No:a: ;T;;:n ' i
NC = The number was not computed because of Incomplete or Incomparable data. Computation of the number was deemed Inappropriate 1f the divisor : Pt * 1§
=N :a: ITT:;T:" 10 8Court Jurisdictions 2
ot applic N 5 €Judge Information, j.f?
acourt Jurisdlction ) , ®Cases not Included In the total to avold double counting: i
epases io: ?nclud:d. In the fotal fo avold double counting y Requests to appeal granted are not counted as disposed requests or as filed appeals. When the resulting appeal is disposed, it Js counted ;§
ng: - s
. as a disposed case. . i
Reqne:f:lf; apze:alsgran'red are not counted as disposed requests or es flled appeals., When the resulting appeal s disposed, it is counted ; * SChange In pending does not equal the difference between filings and dlspositions.
as 5posa .

‘ 3 hFlgure was computed.
\ 2 Ipats are not complete.
P 2 JExptanation of data Included in the category.

SChange in pending does not equal the difference between fillngs and dispositions.
hFlgure was computed.

Ipata are not comp [ete.

lexplanation of data Included In the categorys

38 39

FRTIRTRTIS

e S e s o




e, — - S R | .
- —— S [
;
i
Table 8:  Caseflow for courts of last resort in states without intermediate appellate courts, 1976.

Table 7:  Caseflow for courts of last resort in states without intermediate appellate courts, 1976. : Courts ranked by the number of judges and state population. Number and percent change in
States ranked by population. Disposed and end pending as a percent of filed. Number and pending. Filed and disposed per judge. Filed, disposed, and end pending per 100,000 population, ;
percent change in pending. Filed, disposed, and end pending per 100,000 population. v ‘

Number State Begin- Change In pending Per judge Per 100,000 poputation :

As percent Change in State and court title of popuiation ning Dis- &nd Dis=- End H

State of filed pending Per 100,000 population udges In thousands pending Filed posed 'pending Number Percent  Filed Disposed _Filed posed pending '
population Begln- End :

State and court title in ning Dis- End Dis- pend- Per- Dis- End Minnesota--Supreme Colurtesesee 9 3,954 N/ZA 911 833 N/A N/A N/A 101.2 92.6 23.0 211 N/A '

thousands _pending _Fited posed pending posed Ing  Number cent _ Filied  posed  pending lowa-=Supreme Courtessscssases 9 2,874 999 1,176 1,079 1,0789 79 7.9 130.7  119.9 40,9  37.5 37.5 J
Mississippl-=Supreme Courtasse 9 2,365 610 936 819 727 17 19.2 104.0 91.0 39.6 34.6 30.7 '

Virginia~--Supreme Courtesescsssssssces 5,052 501:' 1,672 1,574° 5919I 94,1 35.3 90I 1-8'01 33.; l’l’;.i 1;-;[ Dlsf;lcf tl)f Columbia=-Court of . 00 103t 1ses 1220 1.agh s 1 .y . , E

Wisconsin--Supreme Court.. 4,610 598 939 901 6399 96.0 NC 41 6.9 20. . . PPEaISesssssunssesanceses » » » ’ . 152, 136.0 195, 174.9 178. H

Minnesota~~Supremé Courtiesesscesceses 3,954 N/A 911 833 N/A 91.4 N/A N/A  N/A 23.0 21.1 N/A "

Puerto Rico-~Supreme Courtessesceesses 3,214 369 1,204 1,123 450 93.3 37.4 81 22,0 37.5 34.9 14.0 :

Connecticut--Supreme Courtessssecesess 3,102 N/A N/A 241 N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A 7.8 N/A ;

. Virginla==Supreme Courtesecces 7 5,052 s01f 1,672° 1,574® 5919 90 18.0 238,9  224.9 33.1 31.2 11.7 ‘
. Wisconsin--Supreme Courtesesss 7 4,610 segfl 939 901 6399 41l 6.91 13401 128.7 2044 19.5 13,90 1
Puerto Rico=-Supreme Courteses 7 3,214 369 1,204 1,123 450 81 22.0 172.0  160.4 37.5 34.9 14.0 ,

towa=-Supreme Courteceescsvoscsissncen 2,874 999 1,176 1,079 1,0789 91.8 91.7 79 7.9 40.9 37.5 37.5 d

South Carol ina~-Supreme Court.. . 2,844 122 416 345 193 82,9 46.4 n 58.2 14.6 12.1 6.8 Kansas=-Suprems Courtessssases 7 2,299 239f 438 340 337 93 41.0 6246 48.6 19.1 14.8 14.7 0

Mississippi~=Supreme Courtes. . 2,365 610 936 819 727 87.5 17.7 17 19.2 39.6 34.6 30.7 . Arkansas-=Supreme Court. oo 7 2,117 N/A N/A 613 N/A N/A N/A N/A 87.6 N/A 29.0. N/A A

Kansas--Supreme Courte.. . 2,299 239t 438 340 337 7.6  76.9 98 41.0 19.1 14.8 14.7 Nebras ka--Supreme Colrtesesess 7 1,552 388! 76l 6341 470! g2l 21010 102,31 g0.6! 46,11 40,90 30,3

fir-kansas—-Supreme Courteeceascessssasee 2,117 N/A N/A 613 N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A 29.0 N/A !

‘<.
Connecticut—Supreme Courtesse 6 3,102 N/A N/A 241 N/A N/A N/A N/A 40,2 N/A 7.8 N/A E

West Virglnla--Supreme Court of Malne--Supreme Judiclal Court.  6° 1,071 279 334 299 314 35 12,5 557 498  31.2 27,9 29.3 f

Al 4seessasssvessatrssernetnes 1,832 34 878 802 110 91.3 12.5 76 223.5 47.9 43.8 6.0

Nebraztiizupren\e Courtess 1:552 388! 716l 634! 4701 88.5! 656! 82! 21,1 a1l s0.90 30,31 :

Utah--Supreme Courtesessasese 1,232 N/A 556 2741 N/A NC N/A N/A  N/ZA 45.1 NC N/A . ;

Maina--Supreme Judicial Courtesssesees 1,071 279 334 299 314 89.5 94.0 35 125 3.2 27.9 29.3 South Carol Ina~-Supreme Court. 5 2,844 122 416 345 193 7 58,2 83,2 69.0 146 121 6.8 H

West Virginia~-Supreme Court f
of AppealSececssssrancecas 5 1,832 34 878 802 110 76 223.5 175.6 160.4 47.9 43.8 6.0 :

Rhode |sland=~Suprema Courtessesssssas 936 355 41 319 447 77.6  108.8 %2 259 43,9 3401 47,8 Utah=-SUprome Courtesssescease 5 1,232 N/A ss6 2741 N/A NA L NA L2 N 50 N NA

Hawal i-~Supreme Courtesesss 884 221 265 166 320 62.6 120.8 99 44.8 30.0 18.8 36.2 Rhode Island-~Supreme Courteses & 936 355 4 319 447 92 25.9 82,2  63.8 43,9  34.1 47,8 s

Idaho--Suprene Court.. 853 315 332 248 398 75,0 1199 & 26,3 399 29.9  47.8 Howali=-Supreme Courtessssssss 5 884 221 %65 166 320 9 44.8 53,0 33,2 30,0 188 36.2 i

New Hampshire--Supreme Court. 827 249 273 320 202 1172 74,0 -47 ~18.9 33.0 38.7 24.4 i

Montana--Supreme Courtesesesssssscscee 755 N/A 409 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A 54.2 N/A N/A | daho==SUpProms Courtsssessense 5 833 315 332 249 308 - 26.3 66.4 49.8 5.9 20,9 47.8 ’\

New Hampshire-~Supreme Courte.. 5 827 249 273 320 202 -47 ~18.9 54,6 64.0 33,0 38.7 24.4 *‘

Montana--Supreme Courtessssaes 5 755 N/A 409 N/A N/A N/A N/A 81.8 N/A 54,2 N/A N/A

District of Columbla~-Court of o . : South Dakota--Supreme Courtses 5 686 23afl 2048 2590 2700 360 15.4] 58,6 51,8 42,9  37.8  39.4/
APPEalSesssresesansonne 700 1,103 1,369 1,224 1,240 2.4 Skz 13 13.1' 19506 17449 ';2'% North Dakota=-Supreme Court.e. 5 645 o 150 124 5 6 N 3.0 288 755 223 1.2 ?2

South Dakota--Supreme Courtesass 686 234 2948 259 270 881 NC 360 15.40 42,9 3.8 . Nevada--Supreme Courtessssssss 5 613 256 806 803 259 3 1.2 61,2 160.6 1315 1310 42,3 i

North Dakota--Supreme Courts.. 645 2f 150 144 8 96.0 5.3 6 NC 23.3 22.3 1.2 ) |

Nevada--Supreme Courtseesssseeeanasere 613 256 806 803 259 99.6 321 3 1.2 - 1315 1310 . 42,3 Vermont-~Supreme Cotrteeeessss 5 477 287 366 360 293 6 2.1 732 720 76,7 75.5. 61.4 3

Alaska=-Supreme CoUrtesaseness 5 408 258 468 335 391 133 51.6 93.6 67.0 114.7 82, 1 35.8 i
Wyoming=--Supreme Courtessesees 5 391 130 138 134 134 4 3el 27.6 26.8 35,3 34.3  34.3

Delaware=--Supreme CoUrtesisesssassases 582 233 335 282 286 84,2 85.4 53 22,7 57.6 48,5 49.1

Vermont==Supreme Courtessscsisssassces 477 287 366 360 293 98.4 80. 1 6 2.1 7647 75.5 61.4

Alaska-=Supreme Courtesesesesssssessas 408 258 468 335 391 71.6 83,5 133 51.6 114.7 82.1 95.8 Dol aWare=-Supreme Courte s sses 3 582 233 335 282 286 53 22.7 1.7 94.0 57,6 485 491

Wyoming--Supreme CourtTesesssesssscsase 391 130 138 134 134 97,1 9741 4 3a} 3543 34.3 34.3

-
Note: For Inciusion on this table, a case Is defined as any appeal any ariginal proceeding, or any request to appeal.
: a oceed | or uest to appeals ’ » »
Note: For Inclusion on this table, a case Is defined as any appeal, any original pr 9. any reques PP Footnotes that apply to the data on this table are glven below. Explanatory information pertaining to the footnotes can be found in
Footnotes that apply fo the data on this table are given below. Explanatory Information pertaining to the footnotes can be found in Part 11 of this report, where statistical profiles for all courts In each state are displayed
Part {] of this report, where statistical profiles for all courts in each state are displayed. ’ . P a played,
N/A = Thi t Is handled b & .
N/A = This case type Is handled by the court, buf the dafa are unavaliabie. Né = The fm;::: wayzeno‘l' con u:ed Ze:z:s:w:f'l 'cm T:: dmldre unav::lazl: Computation of the numb doened | late If the divi
NC = The number was not computed because of Incomplete or Incomparable data. Computation of the number was deemed inappropriate if the divisor was l1oss than 10 mp! of Incomplete or Incomparabte data. Computation of @ number was deemed inappropriate e divisor
was less than 10, * {
[+ 1
SCases not Included In the total to avold double counting: Bé::g: l::ml‘m:n:"; in the total + 14 doubl H f
Requests to appeai granted are not counted as dlsposed requests or as filed appeals. When the resulting appesl Is disposed, It Is counted o5 n o e ToTal To avo ouble counting: i
as a disposed case Requests to appeal granted are not counted as disposed requests or as filed appeals. When the resulting appeal is disposed, it is counted as 4
. ! disposed case i
fBeglnnlng pending figure for the 1976 court year does not equal the end pending figure for the 1975 court year. a P . |
§,
9Change In pending does not equal the difference between fliings and dispositions. : Beglnning pending figure for the 1976 court year does not equal the end pending figure for the 1975 court yoars ;
he % 9Change In pending does not equal the dlfference between fl11ngs and dispositions. i
gure was computed. v 5 i !
i gure was computed. H
Data are not complete. N . i 5
s Data are not complete. i
1 . il
Pt
§ &
g
[
4l »
40 e :
i
i \
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Table 9:  Caseflow for intermediate appellate courts, 1976.
States ranked by population. Disposed and end pending as a percent of filed. Number and
percent change in pending. Filed, disposed, and end pending per 100,000 population.

As percent Change In
State of filed ___pending Per 100,000 population
population Begin- End
State and court title in ning Dis- End Dis- pend- Per- Dis= End
thousands pending Filed posed _pendlng _posed ing Number cent Filed posed pending
California~-Courts of Appealsssesssess 21,522 4,6150 10,312 11,357 4,5440 10,1  NC 1311 2.8 47,9 528 21,11
New Yor k==STATE TOTALececossssasssasssne 18,053 N/A 9,477l 9,067 N/A NG N/A N/A N/A 52,51 50.2 N/A
Appellate Divisions of the Supreme .
CoUrtecenesvosscasorosssccsnsssnne -— N/A 7,_’:62l 7,560 N/A NC N/A N/A N/A 40.8i 41.9 N/A
Appellate Terms of the Supreme
CoUrtecsossseosssssasraossssnsansse - N/A 2,45 1,507 N/A 71.3  N/A N/A N/A 11e7 8.3 N/A
Texas—-Courts of Civil Appeals@esecsas 12,599 847 1,824 1,17 9789 94.1 53.6 131 15.5 14.5 13.6 7.8
Pennsylvania=~STATE TOTALesscresssnees 11,802 N/A 6,067 2,069P N/A NC N/A N/A N/A 51.4 NC N/A
Superior Courtesessssssssessossassans - N/A 3,631 N/A N/7A N/A N/A N/A N/A 30.8 N/A N/A
Commonwealth Court®,eeessessorsansas - N/A 2,436 2,069 N/A 84.9 N/A N/A N/A 20.6 17.5 N/A
411nols—~Appsl iate Court, 11,193 4,073F 3,973 3,935 4,111 99,0  103.5 38 0.9  35.5 35,2 36,7
Ohlo-=Court of AppealSeiessesssescscens 10,690 2,490 7,204 6,315 4,5919 87.7 63.7 2,101 84.4 67.4 59.1 42.9
Michigan--Court of AppealSssesesse 9,113 4,127 4,544 4,584 4,087 100.9 89.9 -40 ~1.0 49.9 50,3 44.8
Florida~-District Court of Appealssses 8,353 5,118h 9,129 8,180 6,067 89.6 6645 949 1845 109.3 97.9 72.6
New Jersey--Appellate Division of
Superior Courfuissseerasssssssanses 7,339 4,266  a,8190 4,349 4,736'  90.20 9s.31 470l 1.0 es.7l s9.30 645!
Massachusetts--Appeals Court. 5,79 N/A 605 519 N/A 85,8 N/A N/A N/A 10.4 9.0 N/A
North Carol ina==Court of AppealSesecees 5,462 N/A 1,027 999 N/A 97.3 N/A N/A N/A 18.8 18.3 N/A
Indiana-~Court of Appeals.eesss 5,313 499 7774 653 623 84,0  80.2 124 24,8 14.6 12,3 1.7
Georgia--Court of AppealSecesessssessss 4,984 N/A 1,754° 1,754% N/A 100,0 N/A N/A N/A 35.2 35.2 N/A
Missourl=-Court of AppealSisessessescse 4,787 1,836 2,181 1,984 2,033 91.0 93.2 197 10.7 45.6 41.4 42.5
Tennessea=~STATE TOTAL.eescoscessences 4,234 N/A 1,330 1,418 N/A 106.6 N/A N/A N/A 3.4 33.5 N/A
Court of Appeals®ececscsons _— N/A 694 688 N/A 99.1 N/A N/A N/A 16.4 16.2 N/A
Court of Criminal Appealseseses — N/A 636 730 N/A 114.8 N/A N/A N/A 15.0 17.2 N/A
Maryland-~Court of Speclal AppealSeess 4,125 187 1,541 1,491 237 96.8 15.4 50 2647 37.4 3641 5.7
Loulsiana--Courts of Appeal@icevacases 3,875 760fh 2,189 2,031 918 92.8 41.9 158 20.8 5645 52.4 23.7
Alabama=~STATE TOTALesecessscsessscssse 3,653 523 1,270 1,119' 671 NC 52.8 148 28,3 34.8 30,6/ 18.4
Court of Civil Appeals... - 0 1864 186 0 100.0 0.0 o] - 5.1 Sel 0.0
Court of Criminal AppsalSssecscssces - s23f 1,084 933! 6718 NC 61.9 148 28.3 29.7 25, 5! 18.4
Washington-~Court of AppealSeesscesses 3,611 1,808f 1,777 1,670 1,915 94.0 107.8 107 5.9 49.2 4642 53.0
Kentucky--Court of Appealsisessssssss 3,436 ok 615 71k saak 1y,s5k gg,s5k saqk 17.9 2.1k 15,8k
Oklahoma~--Court of Appeals?, . veseesss 2,770 92h 418 347 1630 83.0 3%9.0 n 77.2 15.1 12.5 5.9
Colorado-~Court of Appeals. . 2,575 592 915 833 674 91.0 3.7 82 13.9 35.5 32.3 26,2
Oragon-~Court of AppealSeas . 2,326 669 1,847 1,786 730 96.7 39.5 61 9.1 79.4 76.8 31.4
Arlzona=-Court of Appeals.. . 2,249 1,254 2,017 1,876 1,395 93,0 69,2 141 1.2 89,7 83.4 62,0
New Mexico=-Court of AppealSsesesssess 1,172 249 446 550 145 123.3 32.5 -104 ~41.8 381 46.9 12.4

Note: For inclusion on this fable, a case is defined as any appeal, any original proceeding, or any request to appeal.
Footnotes that apply to the data on this table are given below. Explanatory information pertaining to the footnotes can be found in
Part Il of this report, where statistical profiles for all courts in each state are displayed.

N/A = This case type is handled by the court, but the data are unavallable.

NC = The number was not computed because of Incomplete or Incomparable data. Computation of the number was deemed inappropriate If the divisor
was Jess than 10.

=~ = Not applicable.

ACourt jurisdlction.
®Cases not included In the tota! to avold double counting:
Requests to appeal granted are not counted as disposed requests or as flled appeals, When the resulting appeal is disposed, it Is counted as
a disposed case.
fBeglnnlng pending flgure for the 1976 court year does not equal the end pending figure for the 1975 court year.
Schange In pending does not equal the difference between filings and dispositions.
hFigure was computed.
Ipata are not complete.
JEpranaHon of data Included In the category.
Kadditional Information avallable.
PData were not avallabi. for all courts In the state.
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Table 10: Caseflow for intermediate appelldte courts, 1976.
States ranked by the number of judges and state population. Nurber and percent change in
pending. Filed and disposed per judge. Filed, disposed, and end pending per 100,000 population.

Number State Begin- Change in pending Per judge

Per 100,000 population

State and court title of poputation ning Dis- End Dis- End
Judges In thousands pending Filed posed pending _Number Percent Filed Disposed Filed posed pending

Callfornla~-Courts of Appeales. 56 21,522 4,6751 10,312 11,357 4,5441 131 -2.81  184.1 202.8 479 s52.8 2111
Texas--Courts of CIvi| Appeals® 42 12,599 847 1,824 3,717 9789 131 i5.5 43.4 40,9  14.5  13.6 7.8
Ohlo=-Court of AppealSeesesssss 38 18,690 2,43 7,204 6,315 4,5919 2,101 84.4  189.6 166.2  67.4  59.1  42.9
111inols==Appel late Cotrteesess 34 11,193 4,073F 3,973 3,935 4,111 38 0.9 1169 1157  35.5 352  36.7
New Yor k==STATE TOTAL.ssssoeses 33 18,053 N/A - 9,47171 9,067 N/A N/A N/A 287.2! 274.8  s52.5! 50,2 N/A
Appellate Divisions of the
Supreme Cotirtessessessasses 24 - NA - 7,3620 7,560 N/A N/ N/A 306,80 315.0 40,80 41,9 N/A
Appellate Terms of the
Supreme Cotrtessssssssssees 9 - N/A 2,115 1,507 N/A N/A N/A 235.0  167.4 1.7 8.3 N/A
Loulslana--Courts of Appeal®... 29 3,875 760fh 2,189 2,031 918 158 20,8 75.5 70,0 56,5  52.4  23.7
Missouri=-Court of AppealS.esss 22 4,787 1,83 2,181 1,984 2,033 197 10,7 99,1 90,2  45.6  4l.4 42,5
New Jersey--Appellate Division
of Superior Courtesisessses  21€ 7,339 4,266 4,819 4,390 4,736/ 470! .0t 229,50 207,17 65,70 59,31 645t
Florida~-District Court of
APPEaleessesscasonsennnssss 20 8,353 5,118" 9,129 8,180 6,067 949 18,5  456.4 409.0 1093  97.9  72.6
Michigan--Court of Appealseesss 18 9,113 4,127 4,544 4,584 4,087 -40 “1.0 2524 254.7 499  50.3 , 44,8
Tennessee~-STATE TOTALseseessss 18 4,234 N/A 1,330 1,418 N/A N/A N/A 73.9 78,8  3l.4 33,5 N/A
Court of ApPeais@eeeseesssees 9 - N/A 694 688 N/A N/A N/A 77,1 76,4 16.4  16.2  N/A
Court of Criminal Appeals®es. 9 - N/A 636 730 N/A N/A N/A 70.7  8l.1 15,0  17.2  N/A
Pennsylvania=-STATE TOTAL.isess 14 11,802 N/A 6,067 2,069P  N/A N/A N/A 4334  NC 51.4 NG N/A
Superior Courtiescssssessesss 7 - N/A - 3,631 N/A N/A N/A N/A 518.7 N/A 30.8 N/A N/A
Commonwealth Court. . 7 - N/A 2,436 2,069 N/A N/A N/A 348.0 295.6 20,6  17.5 N/A
Kentucky--Court of Appealski... 14 3,436 ok 615 71k 544k 544k - 43.9 5.1k 17.9 2.1k 15,8k
Maryland--Court of Speclal
APPEalSasssssreecscncscnnas 12 4,125 187 1,541 1,491 237 50 26,7  128.4 124.2 37,4 3641 5.7
Washington--Court of AppealS.s. 12 3,641 1,808t 1,777 1,670 1,915 107 5.9 148,01 1392  49.2 46,2  53.0
Arlzona--Court of AppealS.eesss 12 2,249 1,254 2,017 1,876 1,395 141 11,2 16801 156.3 89,7  83.4  62.0
Colorado--Court of AppeaiS.eses 10 2,575 592 915 833 674 82 13.9 91.5 83,3  35.5 32.3 26,2
North Carolina~-Court of
APPE3ISseseassnsasssarsesits 9 5,462 N/A 1,027 999 N/A N/A N/A 11401 11,0 18.8  18.3 N/A
Indlana=-Court of AppealS.essse 9 5,313 499 7710 653 623 124 24,8 86,3 726 146 12,3 11,7
Georgla=-Court of AppealSeeesss 9 4,984 N/A 1,754 1,754 N/A N/A N/A 194.9  194,9  35.2  35.2 N/A
Alabama=-STATE TOTAL.s.os 8 3,653 525 1,270 1,119 6N 148 28.3  158.8 139,91 34,8 30,61 18.4
Court of Civil Appeals weesas 3 - 0 186) 186 0 0 - 62.0  62.0 5,1 Sl 0.0
Court of Criminal Appealsesss 5 - s23f 1,084 933l 6719 148 28.3  216.8 186,61 29,7  25.51 18.4
Massachusetts--Appeals Cotrte.. 6 5,791 N/A 605 519 N/A N/A N/A 100.8  86.5  10.4 9.0 N/A
Oktahoma--Court of Appeals@e... 6 2,770 92h 418 347 1630 7 77,2 69,7  57.8 151 12,5 5.9
Oregon--Court of Appeals.isssss 6 2,326 669 1,847 1,786 730 61 9.1  307.8 297.7 794 76,8  31.4
New Mexico-~Court of Appeals.s. 5 1,172 249 446 550 145 ~104 ~41.8 89.2 110.0  38.1 46,9  12.4

S

Note: For inclusion on this table, a case is defined as any appeal, any original proceeding, or any request to appeal.
Footnotes that apply to the data on this table are given betow, Explanatory information pertaining to the footnotes can be found in
Part || of this report, where statistical profiles for all courts in each state are dlsplayed.

N/A = This case type Is handled by the court, but the data are unavaitable.

NG = The number was not computed because of Incomptete or Incomparable data. Computation of the number was deemed Inappropriate if the divisor
was less than 10.

-~ = Not applicable.

8Court Jurisdiction.
CJudge information.
€Cases not included in the total to avold double counting:
Requests to appeal granted are not counted as dlsposed requests or as filed appeals. When the resulting appeal is disposed, It is counted as
a disposed case.
fBeglnnlng pending flgure for the 1976 court year doss not equal the end pending figure for the 1975 court year.
SChange in pending does not aequal the difference betwaen filings and dispositions.
hFlgura was computed.
iData are not complete.
JExplanaTlon of data, included in the category.
KddItional information avallable.
Ppata were not available for all courts in the state.
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Special appellate court caseflow
(Tables 11-15)

The tables in this section pre-
sent more specific appellate case-
flow. Breakdowns for civil and
criminal appeals and requests to
appeal for courts of last resort and
intermediate appellate courts are
given in Tables 11 and 12, respec-
tively. Table 13 provides time in-
terval data for appellate courts.
The final two tables display ten-
year trend data for filings in ap-
pellate courts and the number and
percent change from year to year.

Civil and criminal caseflow in
appellate courts (Tables 11 and
12). The available civil and crim-
inal caseflow data for civil and
criminal cases in courts of last
resort and intermediate appellate
courts are presented in Tables 11
and 12, respectively. Previous
tables have defined a case as any
appeal, original proceeding, or re-
quest to appeal. Original proceed-
ing cases have not been listed in
Tables 11 and 12 because original
proceedings are rarely classified as
civil or criminal cases. Caseflow
figures for appeals and requests to
appeal, which have been divided when
possible into civil and criminal case
categories, have been included in
these tables. The total number of
cases (including original proceed-
ings) is also displayed.

Table 11 includes 34 'states!
reporting civil and criminal appeals

Figure K:

filed in the courts of last resort.
Of the appeals reported for courts
of last resort, 51.4 percent were
criminal. The number of 'states'
providing civil and criminal cate-
gory breakdowns for requests to ap-
peal filed was quite low--10 for
civil, 7 for criminal.

Nineteen states reported break-
downs for c¢ivil and criminal ap-
peals in intermediate appellate
courts. The majority of the ap-
peals were civil; 43.4 percent were
criminal. The criminal percentage
increased to 48.2 if the Louisiana,
Oklahoma, and Texas courts were
eliminated from the calculation.
These courts handle only civil mat-
ters. Only one state reported civ-
il and criminal breakdowns for re-
quests to appeal in its intermedi-
ate appellate court.

The reported totals for civil
and criminal appeals are displayed
in Figure K. The relative percent
of criminal appeals in courts of
last resort in states with interme-
diate appellate courts is high be-
cause in Louisiana, Oklahoma, and
Texas the court of last resort has
exclusive jurisdiction over crimi-
nal appeals in the appellate courts.
It is, however, clear from the other
data that a majority of the appeals
were civil. For the 34 'states!
that reported a civil and criminal
breakdown for appeals in all their
appellate courts, 55.1 percent of
the appeals were civil.

As future annual reports are
produced, it is hoped that addi-

Breakdown of civil and criminal appeals filed in appellate courts.

Relative percents
of civil and
Appeals filed criminal appeals

'States'
reporting Civil Criminal Civil Criminal

Courts of last resort in states with intermediate appellate courts (Table 11) . ., . 12 2,533 4,424 36.4 63.6

Intermediate appellate courts (Table 12) « v & v v v ¢ o s o » &

..........

19 24,089 18,480 56.6 43.4

Total for all appellate courts in states with intermediate appellate courts . . + . « 12 16,381 13,764 54.3 45.7
Courts of last resort in 'states' without intermediate appellate courts (Table 11) . 22 5,423 4,003 57.5 42.5

Total for all appellate courts in all 'states' « « ¢« . « ¢« « + o .

Note: The Louisiana, Okluhoma, and Texas courts of last resort have exclusive jurisdiction
courts. This is the reason for the high proportion of criminal appeals in the court
intermediate appellate courts. The Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas intermediate app*

.......... 34 21,804 17,767 55.1 44,9

¢ criminal appeals in the appellate
{ last resort in states with
.te courts hear only civil matters.

The totals for all appellate courts include only 'states' with data from all appelisa.s courts in the state.
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tional courts will provide more
complete civil and criminal break-
downs. When such information is
available, these tables should pro-
vide a broader basis for assessing
the kinds of cases handled by ap-
pellate courts. 1In addition, the
tables may permit tracking of case
types from trial courts tarough ap-
pellate courts. This tracking would
assist in assessing the impact on
appellate court caseloads of legis-
lative or procedural changes that
affect the handling of civil or
criminal matters in trial courts.

Time interval data for appel-
late courts (Table 13). This table
presents available information on
the time necessary to process an
appellate case. Because there was
variation in the beginning event
reported, the 'states' in the table
are grouped according to beginning
event. The times displayed are from
the beginning event to briefs filed,
beginning event to argument or
submission, argument or submission
to decision announced, and beginning
event to decision announced. The
most common statistic used was the
mean, If a state reported a mean
and median value, both are displayed.

The case processing times re-
ported by the 'states! were quite
varied. In the six courts of last
resort reporting, the average time
for total cases from notice of ap-
peal to decision announced ranged
from 276 days to 552 days, with the
three 'states' without intermediate
appellate courts having higher aver-
ages than the three states with in-
termediate appellate courts. In the
intermediate appellate courts, the
average time for total cases from
notice of appeal to decision an-
nounced ranged from 169 days to 531
days.

Filings in appellate courts,
1967-76 (Tables 14 and 15). Table
14 displays trend data for total
cases filed from 1967 through 1976
in those court systems reporting at
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least 5 years of data. For the 31
courts of last resort displayed,
there was a 34.3 percent increase in
cases filed from 1972 to 1976. 1In
the 19 courts of last resort that
displayed data for 1967 through
1976, the total increase in caseload
was 52.5 percent. The 19 interme-~
diate appellate courts reporting
data had a 48.8 percent increase in
cases filed from 1972 through 1976.
In the 12 intermediate appellate
courts reporting data for 1967
through 1976, total filings increased
134.6 percent.

Table 15 displays the year-to-
year increase in filings in appel-
late courts. Most of the courts
displayed have reported increases in
case filings each year.

General conclusions

The factors discussed in the in-
troduction warn the reader against
drawing conclusions or making gener-
alizations based on data from these
appellate tables. Variations in
reference periods, court organiza-
tion, subject matter jurisdiction,
definitions of cases, and the com-
pleteness and accuracy of data make
cross-jurisdiction comparisons ex-
tremely difficult.

One general conclusion can be
drawn from the appellate court
tables: In both courts of last re-
sort and in intermediate appellate
courts, the total number of cases
pending at the end of 1976 increased
significantly over the number pend«~
ing at the end of 1975. Using the
reported national totals (Table 1),
end pending cases for courts of last
resort appear to have increased by
15.7 percent; for intermediate ap-
pellate courts by 15.0 perc