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Foreword

The Court Statistics Project (CSP) provides the most comprehensive, up-to-date information
regarding the nation’s state courts through its annual publications, Examining the Work of State
Courts and State Court Caseload Statistics. These reference works are supplemented by the Case-
load Highlights series. All these publications are available at the Court Statistics Project’s Web site,

www.courtstatistics.org.

The purpose of Examining the Work of State Courts is to provide a concise, graphically oriented
volume that makes state court statistics highly accessible. Examining the Work of State Courts has
been designed to be interactive, giving the reader on-line access in its interactive PDF version to
information that cannot reasonably be included in the text of the document. The links provided
in this format encourage the use of the Web and provide the reader with additional resources that

help to facilitate the understanding of the work of state courts.

State Court Caseload Statistics is a discrete reference volume, containing structure charts, statewide
aggregate caseload data and reporting practices, population trends, and a detailed explanation of
the Court Statistics Project methodology. State Court Caseload Statistics is exclusively available in
electronic format on the Web at wiww.courtstatistics.org. The nature of that data also allows taking
full advantage of Web publishing to make it more accessible to those who want to obtain and

utilize the data, rather than view tables on a printed page.

The Caseload Highlights series continues to provide short, periodic reports on specific and sig-
nificant issues. The Court Statistics Project recognizes that informed judges and court managers
want information on a range of policy-relevant topics, and want it in a timely fashion and in a

condensed, readable format.

These publications are developed through a cooperative agree-
ment and generous support from the Bureau of Justice
Statistics (BJS), Office of Justice Planning at the U.S. Depart-

ment of Justice.

Detailed descriptive information on court structure is provided
by another National Center for State Courts (NCSC) and

NCSC Court Statistics Project Home Page
www.courtstatistics.org.
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Foreword, continued

BJS joint project, State Court Organization. Topics covered include: the number of courts and
judges; judicial selection; jury qualifications and verdict rules; and processing and sentencing
procedures of criminal cases. Court structure diagrams summarize the key features of each
state’s court organization. The 2004 edition is available through BJS and at www.ojpusdojgov/
bjs/abstract/sco04.htm.

Finally, the CSP continues to promote the implementation and use of the State Court Guide

to Statistical Reporting (hereafter referred to as the Guide). Developed with support from the
State Justice Institute and with close guidance from the Conference of State Court Administra-
tors’ Court Statistics Committee, the Guide is a tool for improving court administration by
providing a national model for data reporting with concise descriptions and definitions of case
types and disposition types, as well as a standardized framework in which to report these cate-
gories. The Guide is available in PDF on the NCSC Web site at www.courstatistics.org.
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Glossary of Terms

The terms below are used throughout Examining the Work of State Courts, 2007 and are defined here to aid in
the understanding of the following analyses. For additional definitions of items such as case type and unit of
count, please refer to the State Court Guide to Statistical Reporting.

Begin Pending - Active: A count of cases that, at the start of the reporting period, are awaiting disposition.

Begin Pending - Inactive: A count of cases that, at the start of the reporting period, have been
administratively classified as inactive. Business rules for this classification may be defined by court
administrative rule or order.

Incoming Cases: The sum of all Newly Filed, Reopened, and Reactivated cases counted during the

reporting period.

« New Filing: A count of cases that have been filed with the court for the first time during the
reporting period.

+ Reopened: A count of cases in which a judgment has previously been entered but which have been
restored to the court’s pending caseload during the reporting period. These cases come back to the court
due to the filing of a request to modify or enforce that existing judgment and a hearing before a judicial
officer is convened to review the status of the case.

+ Reactivated: A count of cases that had previously been placed in an inactive pending status, but for which
further court proceedings and activities have been resumed during the reporting period so that the case
can proceed to disposition.

Outgoing Cases: The sum of all Entries of Judgment, Reopened Dispositions, and Placed on Inactive

Status cases counted during the reporting period.

« Entry of Judgment: A count of cases for which an original entry of judgment has been filed during the
reporting period. For cases involving multiple parties/issues, the manner of disposition should not be
reported until all parties/issues have been resolved.

+ Reopened Disposition: A count of cases that were disposed of by a modification to, and/or enforcement
of, the original judgment of the court during the reporting period. For cases involving multiple parties/
issues, the manner of disposition should not be reported until all parties/issues have been resolved.

« Placed on Inactive Status: A count of cases whose status has been administratively changed to inactive
during the reporting period. In these cases the court will take no further action until an event restores the
case to the court’s active pending caseload.

End Pending - Active: A count of cases that, at the end of the reporting period, are awaiting disposition.

End Pending - Inactive: A count of cases that, at the end of the reporting period, have been
administratively classified as inactive. Business rules for this classification may be defined by court
administrative rule or order.

Set for Review: A count of cases that, following an initial Entry of Judgment during the reporting period,
are awaiting regularly scheduled reviews involving a hearing before a judicial officer.
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