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Foreword

USA Today has come out with a new
survey—apparently, three out of every four
people make up 75% of the population.

— David Letterman

This report offers a full and clear portrait of the work of the nation’s state courts.
Reading the litigation landscape requires an understanding of the current business
of state trial and appellate courts, as well as how it is changing over time. Although
our primary audience is the state court community, the information presented in
this report is also valuable to legislative and executive branch policymakers.

Publications produced and disseminated by the Court Statistics Project (CSP) are
the prime source of information on the work and organization of the state courts.

Examining the Work of State Courts, 2002, provides a comprehensive analysis of
the business of state trial and appellate courts in a non-technical fashion. Accu-
rate, objective, and comparable data across states provide a relative yardstick
against which states can consider their performance, identify emerging trends,
and measure the possible impact of legislation. Without baseline data from each
state, many of the most important questions facing the state courts will go unan-
swered. This volume facilitates a better understanding of the state courts by mak-
ing use of closely integrated text and graphics to describe plainly and succinctly
the work of state trial and appellate courts.

A second volume, State Court Caseload Statistics, 2002, is a basic reference that
contains detailed information and descriptions of state court systems. Individuals
requiring more complete information, such as state-specific information on the
organization of the courts, total filings and dispositions, the number of judges,
factors affecting comparability between states, and a host of other jurisdictional
and structural issues, will find this volume useful.

A third series, Caseload Highlights, recognizes that informed judges and court
managers want comparative information on a range of policy-relevant topics,
but they want it in a timely fashion and in a condensed, readable format.
Whereas other project publications take a comprehensive look at caseload statis-
tics, Caseload Highlights targets specific and significant issues and disseminates
the findings in short reports. Because they fill the gaps in distribution cycles
between the two annual reports, Caseload Highlights are also timely in terms

of the data and subject matter covered.

Taken together, these publications constitute the most complete research and
reference source available on the work of the nation’s state courts. The publica-
tions are a joint project of the Conference of State Court Administrators (COSCA)
and the National Center for State Courts. COSCA, through the work of the
Court Statistics Committee, hopes this information will better inform local,
state, and national discussions about the operation of state courts.



