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Court Statistics Project: Goalsand Organization

The Court Statistics Project of the National Center for State Courts
compiles and reports comparable court casel oad data from the 50 states,
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Project publications and
technical assistance encourage greater uniformity in how individua state
courts and state court administrative offices collect and publish caseload
information. Progress toward these goal's should result in more meaning-
ful and useful caseload information for judges, court managers, and court
administrators.

The State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report seriesis a coopera-
tive effort of the Conference of State Court Administrators (COSCA) and
the National Center for State Courts (NCSC). Responsibility for project
management and staffing is assumed by the NCSC’s Court Statistics
Project. COSCA, through its Court Statistics Committee, provides policy
guidance and review. The Court Statistics Committee includes members
of COSCA and representatives of state court administrative office senior
staff, the National Conference of Appellate Court Clerks, the National
Association for Court Management, and the academic community. Prepa
ration of the 2002 casel oad report was funded by an ongoing grant from
the Bureau of Justice Statistics (2003-BJ-CX-K103) to the NCSC.

In addition to preparing publications, the Court Statistics Project responds
to thousands of requests for information and assistance each year. These
requests come from avariety of sources, including state court administra-
tive offices, local courts, individual judges, federal and state agencies,
legislators, the media, academic researchers, students, and NCSC staff.

Evolution of the Court Statistics Project

During the Court Statistics Project’s original data compilation efforts, the
Sate of the Art and State Court Caseload Satistics: 1975 Annual
Report, classification problems arose from the multitude of categories and
terms used by the states to report their caseloads. This suggested the need
for amodel annual report and a statistical dictionary of termsfor court

usage.

The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary provided the first set of
common terminol ogy, definitions, and usagefor reporting appel lateand trial
court caseloads. Termsfor reporting data on case disposition methods
were provided in the Dictionary and in other project publications. The
classification scheme and associated definitions served as a model frame-
work for developing comparable and useful data. A second edition of the
Sate Court Model Satistical Dictionary was published in 1989, consoli-
dating and revising the original 1980 version and the 1984 Supplement.
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Once a set of recommended terms was adopted, the project’s focus
shifted to assessing the comparahility of caseload data reported by the
courtsto those terms. It became particularly important to detail the subject
matter jurisdiction and methods of counting cases in each state court.
Problems related to categorizing and counting cases in the trial and appel-
late courts were resolved through the development of the 1984 State Trial
Court Jurisdiction Guide for Satistical Reporting and the 1984 State
Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Satistical Reporting. The
introduction to the 1981 report detailed the impact of the Trial Court
Jurisdiction Guide on the Court Statistics Project data collection and the
introduction to the 1984 report described the effect of the Appellate Court
Jurisdiction Guide.

The Sate Court Guide to Satistical Reporting, 2003 represents the
Court Statistics Project's new datareporting format. Building upon the
Sate Court Model Saistical Dictionary, the Guide includes expanded
case type classification matrices, definitions for case types that were not
included intheoriginal Dictionary, and more detailed manner of disposition
categories. The Guide serves as the model reporting framework for

devel oping comparable and useful data.

The State Court Organization series, updated for 1998, serves asavalu-
able complement to the Report series. Sate Court Organization 1998 is a
reference book that describesin great depth the structure, organization,
and management of the state trial and appellate courts.

Sour ces of Data

Information for the national caseload databases comes from published and
unpublished sources supplied by state court administrators and appellate
court clerks. Published data typically come from officia state court
annual reports, which vary widely in form and detail. Although constitut-
ing the most reliable and valid data available at the state level, they arrive
from statistical data filed monthly, quarterly, or annually by numerous
local jurisdictions and, in most states, several trial and appellate court
systems. Moreover, these casel oad statistics are primarily collected to
assist states in managing their own systems and are not prepared specifi-
cally for inclusion in the COSCA/NCSC casel oad statistics report series.

Some states either do not publish an annual report or publish only limited
caseload statistics for either trial or appellate courts. The Court Statistics
Project receives unpublished data from those states in a wide range of
forms, including internal management memos, computer-generated
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output, and the project’ sstatistical and jurisdictional profiles, which are
updated by state court administrative office staff.

Extensive telephone contact and follow-up correspondence are used to
collect missing data, confirm the accuracy of available data, and determine
thelegal jurisdiction of each court. Information isalso collected concern-
ing the number of judges per court or court system (from annual reports,
offices of state court administrators, and appellate court clerks); the state
population (based on Bureau of the Census revised estimates); and special
characteristics regarding subject matter jurisdiction and court structure.
Appendix 2 lists the source of each state’'s 2002 caseload statistics.

Data Collection Procedures

The following outline summarizes the major tasks involved in compiling
the 2002 casel oad datareported in thisvolume:

A. The 2002 state reports were evaluated to note changes in the
categories and terminology used for data reporting, changes in the range of
available data, and changesin the state’ s court organization or jurisdiction.
This entailed adirect comparison of the 2002 material with the contents of
individual states’ 2001 annual reports. Project staff used a copy of each
state’s 2001 trial and appellate court statistical spreadsheets, trial and
appellate court jurisdiction guides, and the state court structure chart as
worksheets for gathering the 2002 data. Use of the previous year's
spreadsheets provides the data collector with a reference point to identify
and replicate the logic used in the data collection and ensures consistency
over time in the report series. The casel oad data were entered onto the
2002 spreadshesets. Caseload terminology is defined by the State Court
Guide to Satistical Reporting, 2003.

B. Caseload numbers were screened for significant changes from the
previous year. A record that documents and, where possible, explains
such changesis maintained. This process serves as another reliability
check by identifying statutory, organizational, or procedural changes that
potentially had an effect on the size of the reported court caseload.

C. The datawere then transferred from the handwritten copy to
computer databases that are created as Excel spreadsheets. Mathematical
formulas are embedded in each spreadsheet to compute the casel oad
totals. Linked spreadsheets contain the information on the number of
judges, court jurisdiction, and state population needed to generate
casel oad tables for the 2002 report.

D. After the data were entered and checked for entry errors and
internal consistency, individual spreadsheets were generated for the
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appellate and trial courts using Excel software. The spreadsheet relates
the total for each model reporting category to the category or categories
the state used to report its caseload numbers.

E. Tria and appellate court spreadsheets for all 50 states, the
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico are sent directly to the states
administrative offices of the courts and/or the appellate court clerks
officesfor verification. Thisstep in the data collection process (which
began with the 1989 report) provides further assurance of data accu-
racy and often yields the bonus of additional caseload data or im-
proved information on the content and accuracy of the data

F. Thefinal databases are stored in SPSS and Excel at the NCSC.
The annual CSP databases are also archived with the Inter-University
Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR) at the University of
Michigan.

Ongoing Data Collection

Four basic types of data elements are collected by the Court Statistics
Project: (1) trial court caseload statistics, (2) trial court jurisdictional/
organizational information, (3) appellate court caseload, and (4) appellate
court jurisdictional/organizational information.

For trial courts, emphasisis placed on reporting the total number of civil,
domesticrelations, criminal, juvenile, and traffic/other violation cases
according to the model reporting format. Each of these major case types
can be reduced to more specific caseload categories. For example, civil
cases consist of tort, contract, real property rights, small claims, mental
health, and estate cases, aswell astrial court civil appeals and appeal's of
administrative agency cases. In some instances, these case types can be
further refined; for example, tort cases can be divided into automobiletort,
intentional tort, medical andlegal mal practice, premisesliability, product
liability,and slander/libel/defamation cases..

Currently, only filing and disposition numbers are entered into the data-
base for each case type. Data on pending cases were routinely collected
by the project staff until serious comparability problems were identified
when compiling the 1984 report. Some courts provide data that include
active cases only; others include active and inactive cases. The COSCA
Court Statistics Committee recommended that the collection of pending
caseload be deferred until a study determines whether and how data can be
made comparable across states.

Thetria court jurisdictional profile collects an assortment of information
relevant to the organization and jurisdiction of each trial court system.
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Before the use of Excel spreadsheets for reporting statistical data, the
main purpose of the profile wasto translate the terminology used by the
states when reporting statistical information into generic terms recom-
mended by the Sate Court Model Satistical Dictionary, 1989. Each
court’ s spreadsheet captures the state’ s terminology, and the jurisdiction
guideformat hasbeen streamlined. Thejurisdictional profilecurrently
collectsinformation on number of courts, number of judges, methods of
counting cases, availability of jury trials, and dollar amount jurisdiction of
the court.

There are also statistical spreadsheets and jurisdiction guides for each state
appellate court. Two major case types are used on the statistical spread-
sheet: mandatory cases that the court must hear on the merits as appeals
of right and discretionary petition cases that the court decides whether to
accept and then reach a decision on the merits. The statistical spreadsheet
also contains the number of petitions granted if it can be determined.
Mandatory and discretionary petitions are further differentiated by
whether the caseis areview of afinal trial court judgment or some other
matter, such as arequest for interlocutory or postconviction relief. When
possible, the statistics are classified according to subject matter, chiefly
civil, criminal, juvenile, disciplinary, or administrative agency.

The appellate court jurisdiction guide contains information about each
court, including number of court locations, number of justices/judges,
number of legal support personnel, point at which appeals are counted as
cases, procedures used to review discretionary petitions, and use of panels.

Supplementary DataCollection

The Court Statistics Project supplements its ongoing, general data collec-
tion efforts by collecting manner of disposition data from the states’
general jurisdiction courts. All of the states, the District of Columbia, and
Puerto Rico were contacted and asked to supply manner of disposition
data to the project. Disposition statistics from these courts present a
picture of the way cases are disposed in state trial courts nationaly.
They are useful in comparing court backlogs, case management
systems, and the impact of specialized programs such as arbitration
and mediation.

Several obstacles hinder the achievement of comprehensive national
statistics on manner of disposition for court cases. First, some states do
not collect any disposition data. Second, other states define disposi-
tion categories differently, so information may not be comparable.
For example, many states have a different definition of what a bench
trial is and what is considered a hearing before a judge. States with a
very high bench trial rate are using a more liberal definition of what
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constitutesabench trial. Third, the mix of casesincluded in disposition
totals may vary. For example, some states report contested and uncon-
tested divorce cases together, while others do not. Also, differencesin
subject matter jurisdiction, court structure, and unitsfor counting caseswill
affect the use of manner of disposition statistics.

Completeness

States vary in their ability to report comprehensive and complete manner of
disposition data. For example, in criminal cases, Arizonaand Maryland
reported only trial dispositionswhile Louisianaprovided the number of
criminal casesdisposed by jury trialsonly.

Compar ability

Comparability is possible when states count trials similarly, use similar
methods for counting cases, and report information for a similar range of
case types. The point at which a state counts ajury trial varies widely.
The table below shows the relative use of alternative trial definitions.

The definitional differencesfor trials explain some of the variation in trial
rates. Generally, most states providing data define atrial in away that
inflates the number of cases disposed at trial.

Definitions Number of states which use Number of states which use
definition for criminal definition for civil
A) Ajury trial is counted when a jury is selected, empaneled, 36 35

or sworn. A nonjury trial is counted when
evidence isfirstintroduced or firstwitness is sworn.

B) Ajurytrialis counted at introduction or swearing of 2 2
first witness. A nonjury trial is counted when evidence
isfirstintroduced or swearing of first witness.

C) Ajurytrialis counted at verdict or decision. 14 15

On the criminal side, courts vary in the point at which they count a case as
initially filed. Most states count acriminal case asfiled at the information
or indictment, although some use the arraignment. Courtsalso differin
case unit of count. Asshown on the opposite page, states differ on
whether they count charges, defendants, or indictments.
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Definitions for unit of count—Criminal Number of states

Single Defendant/Single Charge

8 w

Single Defendant/Single Incident

Single Defendant/Single Incident (maximum number of charges)
Single Defendant/One or More Incidents

Single Defendant/Varies with Prosecutor

One or More Defendants/Single Incident

One or More Defendants/One or More Incidents

o o M~ W o O

One or More Defendants/Varies with Prosecutor

Varies with Prosecutor/Varies with Prosecutor 1

Definition of point of count—Criminal Number of states

Atthe filing of the Information or Indictment 34
Atthe filing of the Information or Complaint
Atthe filing of Complaint (Warrant/Accusation)

Atthe Arraignment (First Appearance)

N ol ol o

Varies (atfiling of the complaint, information, indictment)

Footnotes

Footnotes indicate the degree to which a court’ s statistics conform to the
Court Statistics Project’ s reporting categories defined in the Sate Court
Guide to Satistical Reporting, 2003. Footnoted caseload statistics are
either overinclusive in that they contain case types other than those defined
for the term in the Guide or underinclusive in that some case types defined
for the term in the Guide are not included. It is possible for a caseload
statistic to contain inapplicable case types while also omitting those which are
applicable, making thetotal or subtotal simultaneously overinclusiveand
underinclusive.

The 2002 report uses asimplified system of footnotes. An“A” footnote
indicates that the caseload statistic for a statewide court system does not
include some of the recommended case types; a“B” footnote indicates that
the statistic includes some extraneous case types; a“C” footnote indicates
that the data are both incomplete and overinclusive. Thetext of the footnote
explains for each court system how the caseload data differ from the report-
ing category recommended in the Sate Court Guide to Statistical Report-
ing, 2003. Caseload statistics that are not qualified by afootnote conform to
the Guide' s definition.

Casefilings and dispositions are al so affected by the unit and method of count
used by the states, differing subject matter and dollar amount jurisdiction, and
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different court system structures. Most of these differences are described
in the figures found in this volume and are summarized in the court struc-
ture chart for each state. The most important differences are reported in
summary form in the main caseload tables.

Variationsin Reporting Periods

Asindicated in Figure A, most states report data by calendar year, others
by fiscal year, and afew appellate courts by court term. Therefore, the
12-month period covered in this report is not the same for all courts.

Thisreport reflects court organi zation and jurisdictionin 2002. Since 1975,
new courts have been created at both the appellate and trial level, addi-
tional courts report data to the Court Statistics Project, and courts may
have merged and/or changed counting or reporting methods. The dollar
amount limitsof civil jurisdictionin many trial courtsalsovary. Careis
therefore required when comparing 2002 data to previous years. The
trend analysis used in this report offersamodel for undertaking such
comparisons.

Final Note

Comments, corrections, suggestions, and requests for information can
be sent to:

Director, Court Statistics Project
National Center for State Courts
300 Newport Avenue
Williamsburg, VA 23185-4147

Phone:  (800) 616-6109
Fax:  (757) 564-2098

www.ncsconline.org/D_Research/csp/ CSPFORM.HTM
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Sources of 2002 State Court Caseload Statistics

General Jurisdiction

Limited Jurisdiction

State Courts of Last Resort Intermediate Appellate
Alabama Data provided by the Clerk Data provided by the clerks | Data provided by the Data_ provi(_ied by_the
of the Court. of these courts. Administrative Office of the Administrative Office of the
Courts. Courts.
Alaska Alaska Court System 2002 Alaska Court System 2002 | Alaska Court System 2002 Alaska Court System 2002
Annual Report. Annual Report. Annual Report. Annual Report.
2002 Data Book, Volume 1- 2002 Data Book, Volume 1- | 2002 Data Book, Volume 1- 2_00_2 Data _BO(_Jk,_ Volume 2-
Arizona Appellate/General Jurisdic- Appellate/General Appellate/General Jurisdic- Limited Jurisdiction.
tion. Jurisdiction. tion.
www.supreme.state.az.us www.supreme.state.az.us | www.supreme.state.az.us www.supreme.state.az.us
Arkansas Data provided by the Data provided by the Data provided by the Data_ provi(_ied by_the
Administrative Office of the Administrative Office of the Administrative Office of the Administrative Office of the
Courts. Courts. Courts. Courts.
California Data provided by the Data provided by the Data provided by the Data_ provi(_ied by_the
Administrative Office of the Administrative Office of the Administrative Office of the Administrative Office of the
Courts. Courts. Court. Court.
Colorado Colorado Judicial Branch Colorado Judicial Branch Colorado Judicial Branch FY | Colorado Judicial Branch FY

FY2002 Annual Statistical
Report
www.courts.state.co.us

FY2002 Annual Statistical
Report
www.courts.state.co.us

2002 Annual Statistical
Report
www.courts.state.co.us

2002 Annual Statistical Report

www.courts.state.co.us

Connecticut

Data provided by the
Appellate Court Clerk.

Data provided by the
Appellate Court Clerk.

Data provided by the Office
of the Chief Court Administra-
tor.

Data provided by the Office of
the Chief Court Administrator.

Delaware

2002 Statistical Report of the
Delaware Judiciary
www.courts.state.de.us

2002 Statistical Report of the
Delaware Judiciary
www.courts.state.de.us

2002 Statistical Report of the
Delaware Judiciary
www.courts.state.de.us

District of Columbia

Data provided by the Office
of the Clerk.

District of Columbia Courts
Annual Report, 2002.

Florida's Trial Courts FY2001-

Florida Data provided by the Office Data provided by the Office Florida's Trial Courts e

of the State Court Administra- | of the State Court Adminis- FY2001-2002 Statistical 2002 Statistical Reference

tor. trator. Reference Guide Guide
Georgia Data provided by the Clerk Data provided by the Clerk | Data provided by the State Data provid_eq by the State

of the Supreme Court. of the Court of Appeals. Court Administrator. Court Administrator.

The Judiciary State of The Judiciary State of The Judiciary State of The Judiciary State of Hawai
Hawaii Hawaii: 2002 Statistical Hawaii: 2002 Statistical Hawaii: 2002 Statistical 2002 Statistical Supplement

Supplement Supplement Supplement

www.courts.state.hi.us www.courts.state.hi.us www.courts.state.hi.us www.courts.state.hi.us

Data provided by the Office Data provided by the Office | Data provided by the Office | Data provided by the Office of
ldaho of the Court Administrator. of the Court Administrator. of Trial Court Services and Trial Co_urt Services and

Information Systems. Information Systems.

Data provided by the Clerk Annual Report of the Illinois | Annual Report of the Illinois

Illinois of the Supreme Court Courts: Statistical Summary | Courts: Statistical Summary
2002 2002

Indiana Supreme Court Indiana Court of Appeals Data provided the the Data provided the the Supreme

Indiana Annual Activity Report July 2002 Annual Report. Data Supreme Court Division of Court Division of State Court

1, 2001-June 30, 2002
www.in.gov/judiciary

also provided by the Tax
Court Administrator.
www.in.gov/judiciary

State Court Administration

Administration
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Sources of 2002 State Court Caseload Statistics

State Courts of Last Resort Intermediate Appellate General Jurisdiction Limited Jurisdiction
lowa Data provided by the Clerk of |Data provided by the Clerk of Data provided by the State
the Appellate Court. the Appellate Court. Court Administrator.
Kansas Annual Report of the Courts of |Annual Report of the Courts of | Annual Report of the Courts of Annual Report of the Kansas
Kansas: FY 2002. Kansas: FY 2002. Kansas: FY 2002. Municipal Courts: FY 2002.
Kentucky Data provided by the Clerk of |Data provided by the Clerk of Data provided by the Data provided by the
the Supreme Court. the Court of Appeals. Administrative Office of the Administrative Office of the
Courts. Courts.
Annual Report 2002 of the Data provided by the Judicial Data provided by the Judicial | Data provided by the Judicial
Louisiana Judicial Council of the Supreme |Administrator. Administrator. Administrator.
Court.
Data provided by the Data provided by the Data provided by the
Maine Administrative Office of the Administrative Office of the Administrative Office of the
Courts. Courts. Courts.
Maryland Data provided by Office of the |Data provided by Office of the Data provided by Office of the | Data provided by Office of the
Court Administrator. Court Administrator. Court Administrator. Court Administrator.
Data provided by the Clerk of |Data provided by the Clerk of
Massachusetts the Supreme Court. the Appeals Court. www.state.ma.us/courts www.state.ma.us/courts
Data provided by the Clerk of |Data provided by the Clerk of o
Michigan the Supreme Court. the Court of Appeals. www.courts.michigan.gov www.courts.michigan.gov
Data provided by the State Data provided by the State Data provided by the State
Minnesota Court Administrator. Court Administrator. Court Administrator.
Data provided by the Appellate |Data provided by the Appellate |Data provided by the Data provided by the
Mississippi Court Clerk. Court Clerk. Administrative Office of the Administrative Office of the
Courts. Courts.
Missouri Judicial Report Missouri Judicial Report Missouri Judicial Report Missouri Judicial Report
Missouri Supplement, FY 2002. Supplement, FY 2002. Supplement, FY 2002. Supplement, FY 2002.
Data provided by the State 2002 Annual Report 2002 Annual Report
Montana Court Administrator. www.lawlibrary.state.mt.us www.lawlibrary.state.mt.us
www.dli.state.mt.us
Nebraska The Courts of Nebraska 2002 |The Courts of Nebraska 2002 The Courts of Nebraska 2002 | The Courts of Nebraska 2002
Annual Caseload Report. Annual Caseload Report. Annual Caseload Report. Annual Caseload Report.
Data provided by the Clerk of Data provided by the Data provided by the
Nevada the Supreme Court. Administrative Office of the Administrative Office of the

Courts.

Courts.

New Hampshire

Data provided by the Clerk of
the Supreme Court.

Data provided by the Director,
Administrative Office of the
Courts.

Data provided by the Director,
Admininistrative Office of the
Courts.

Data provided by the Clerk of

Data provided by the Clerk of

Data provided by the

Data provided by the

New Jersey the Supreme Court. the Appellate Court. AdministrativeOffice of the Administrative Office of the
Courts. Courts.
New Mexico Data provided by the Clerk of |Data provided by the Clerk of Data provided by the Judicial Data provided by the Judicial

the Supreme Court.

the Court of Appeals.

Information Division.

Information Division.
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State Courts of Last Resort Intermediate Appellate General Jurisdiction Limited Jurisdiction
2001 Annual Report of the Clerk | Data provided by the Office of |Data were provided by the Chief | Data were provided by the
New York of Court, Court of Appeals of the | Court Administration. Administrator of Courts. Chief Administrator of Courts.

State of New York. Additional
data were provided by the Clerk

North Carolina

2001-02 North Carolina Courts
Statistical and Operational
Summary.
www.nccourts.org

2001-02 North Carolina Courts
Statistical and Operational
Summary.
www.nccourts.org

Data provided by the Administra-

tive Office of the Courts.

Data provided by the
Administrative Office of the
Courts.

North Dakota

Data provided by the Clerk.

Data provided by the Administra-

tive Office of the Courts.

North Dakota Courts Annual
Report, 2002.
www.court.nd.us

Ohio The Ohio Courts Summary, The Ohio Courts Summary, The Ohio Courts Summary, The Ohio Courts Summary,
2002 2002 2002 2002
Court of Criminal Appeals data . )
Oklahoma provided by the Communicationg Data not available. Data not available. Data not available.
Administrator. Supreme Court
data not available.
Data provided by the Clerk of the Data provided by the Clerk of |Data provided by the State Court | Data provided by the State
Oregon Supreme Court. Court of Appeals. Administrator. Court Administrator.

Pennsylvania

Data provided by the Clerk of the
Supreme Court.

Data provided by the clerks of
these courts.

Data provided by the State Court
Administrator.

Data provided by the State
Court Administrator.

Data provided by the Office of

Data provided by the Office of

Data provided by the Administra-

Puerto Rico Courts Administration. Courts Administration. tive Director of Courts.
Data provided by the Clerk of the Data provided by the Administra- | Data provided by the
Rhode Island Supreme Court. tive Office of the Courts. Administrative Office of the

Courts.

South Carolina

Data provided by the Clerk of the
Supreme Court.

Data provided by the Clerk of
the Court of Appeals.

Data provided by the Office of
South Carolina Court Administra-
tion.

Data provided by the Office of
South Carolina Court
Administration. Magistrate
Court and Municipal Court data
not available.

South Dakota

South Dakota Courts, The State
of theJudiciary and FY 2002
Annual Report.

FY 2002 Annual Report of South
Dakota Unified Judicial System.
Additional data provided by the
Administrative Office of the
Court.

Tennessee

Annual Report of the Tennessee
Judiciary, 2002.

Annual Report of the
Tennessee Judiciary, 2002.

Annual Report of the Tennessee
Judiciary, 2002. Data also
provided by the Clerks of
Probate Court.

Annual Juvenile Court
Statistical Report, 2002
Additional data provided by the
Administrative Office of the
Courts.
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Sources of 2002 State Court Caseload Statistics

State Courts of Last Resort Intermediate Appellate General Jurisdiction Limited Jurisdiction
Texas Annual Report of the Texas Annual Report of the Texas Annual Report of the Texas Annual Report of the Texas
Judicial System, FY 2002. Judicial System, FY 2002. Judicial System, FY 2002. Judicial System, FY 2002.
Utah 2003 Annual Report to the 2003 Annual Report to the
Community. Community. www.utcourts.gov www.utcourts.gov
www.utcourts.gov www.utcourts.gov
Vermont www.vermontjudiciary.org www.vermontjudiciary.org www.vermontjudiciary.org
Virginia Virginia 2002 State of the Virginia 2002 State of the Virginia 2002 State of the Virginia 2002 State of the
Judiciary Report. Judiciary Report. Judiciary Report. Judiciary Report.
Www.courts.state.va.us www.courts.state.va.us Www.courts.state.va.us www.courts.state.va.us
Washington www.courts.wa.gov www.courts.wa.gov Data provided by the Office of | Data provided by the Office of
the Administrator for the Courts.| the Administrator for the Courts.
West Virginia Data provided by the Clerk of Data provided by the Data provided by the
the Supreme Court. Administrative Office of the Administrative Office of the
Courts. Courts.
Wisconsin Data provided by the Clerk of | Data provided by the Clerk of WWwWw.courts.state.wi.us www.courts.state.wi.us
Court. Court.
Wyoming Data not available for 2002. Data not available for 2002. Data not available for 2002.
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State Populations

Resident Population, 2002

Population (in thousands)

2002 2002 2002

State or territory Juvenile Adult Total
Alabama ........coc.coevveeerienriennns 1,135 3,351 4,487
196 448 644

Arizona 1,451 4,005 5,456
Arkansas 688 2,022 2,710
California 9,587 25,529 35,116
Colorado 1,154 3,353 4,507
Connecticut 855 2,606 3,461
Delaware 200 607 807
District of Columbia . . 115 456 571
Florida .....coooevveecvreereeereenrena. 3,811 12,903 16,713
GEOMGIA ovvvvevrvvveerverssrrersneninns 2,268 6,292 8,560
Hawaii .............. 304 941 1,245
Idaho ... 382 959 1,341
Illinois 3,289 9,312 12,601
Indiana 1,595 4,564 6,159
737 2,200 2,937

Kansas 720 1,996 2,716
Kentucky 1,006 3,086 4,093
Louisiana 1,224 3,259 4,483
Maine .... 305 989 1,294
Maryland .........ccooovvoierrriennninns 1,397 4,061 5,458
Massachusetts 1,517 4,912 6,428
Michigan 2,623 7,427 10,050
Minnesota 1,315 3,705 5,020
Mississippi ... 784 2,088 2,872
Missouri 1,447 4,226 5,673
Montana 232 678 909
Nebraska 455 1,274 1,729
Nevada ......... 556 1,617 2,173
New Hampshire 319 956 1,275
NEW JEISEY .....ovvorrvvveerrmnenriinns 2,130 6,460 8,590
New Mexico 519 1,336 1,855
New York ..... 4,732 14,426 19,158
North Carolina .. 2,030 6,290 8,320
North Dakota 159 476 634
Ohio 2,901 8,520 11,421
Oklahoma 905 2,589 3,494
Oregon 870 2,652 3,522
Pennsylvania 2,936 9,399 12,335
Puerto Rico 1,076 2,784 3,859
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State Populations

Resident Population, 2002 (continued)

Population (in thousands)

2002 2002 2002

State or territory Juvenile Adult Total
Rhode Island ............cc........ 252 817 1,070
South Carolina .................... 1,035 3,072 4,107
South Dakota 204 557 761
Tennessee ... . 1,426 4,371 5,797
TEXAS vvvorvverreriennssereeesesennneeens 6,142 15,638 21,780
LU R 746 1,570 2,316
Vermont .... 149 467 617
Virginia 1,794 5,499 7,294
Washington 1,560 4,509 6,069
West Virginia 402 1,400 1,802
Wisconsin 1,388 4,054 5,441
Wyoming 130 369 499

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2003.
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Total State Population for Trend Tables, 1993-2002

State or territory

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

District of Columbia
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
lllinois
Indiana

lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming

TOTAL

1993

4,187
599
3,936
2,424
31,211

3,566
3,277
700
578
13,679

6,917
1,172
1,099
11,697
5,713

2,814
2,531
3,789
4,295
1,239

4,965
6,012

3,622

1,000
3,643
715
5,099
18,031

1,860

576
6,491
5,255
1,820

5,038
470

257,904

1994

4,219
606
4,075
2,453
31,431

3,656
3,275
707
570
13,953

7,055

3,686

997
3,664
721
5,175
18,378

1,908

581
6,552
5,343
1,822

5,081
476

264,026

1995

4,253
603
4,218
2,484
31,590

3,746
3,275
717
555
14,165

7,201
1,187
1,163
11,830
5,803

2,842
2,566
3,861
4,342
1,241

3,719

990
3,673
729
5,256
18,724

1,952

585
6,619
5,431
1,828

5,123
480

266,477

1996

4,273
607
4,428
2,510
31,878

3,823
3,274
725
543
14,400

7,353
1,184
1,189
11,847
5,841

2,852
2,572
3,884
4,351
1,243

5,072
6,092

3,733

990
3,699
732
5,320
19,128

2,000

589
6,675
5,533
1,826

5,160
481

269,018

Population (in thousands)

1997

4,319
609
4,555
2,523
32,268

3,893
3,270
732
529
14,654

7,486
1,187
1,210
11,896
5,864

2,852
2,595
3,908
4,352
1,242

3,806

987
3,760
738
5,368
19,439

2,059

589
6,734
5,610
1,816

5,170
480

271,442

1998

4,352
614
4,668
2,539
32,666

3,971
3,274
744
523
14,916

7,642
1,193
1,229
12,045
5,899

2,862
2,629
3,936
4,369
1,245

5,135
6,147

3,857

989
3,836
738
5,430
19,759

2,099

591
6,792
5,689
1,811

5,223
481

274,156

1999

4,370
620
4,778
2,551
33,145

4,056
3,282
753
519
15,111

7,788
1,185
1,252
12,128
5,943

2,870
2,654
3,961
4,372
1,253

5171
6,175

3,890

991
3,886
733
5,484
20,044

2,130

593
6,873
5,756
1,807

5,250
480

276,578

2000

4,447
627
5,131
2,673
33,872

4,301
3,406
784
572
15,982

8,186
1,212
1,294
12,419
6,080

2,926
2,688
4,042
4,469
1,275

3,809

1,048
4,012
755
5,689
20,852

2,233

609
7,079
5,894
1,808

5,364
494

285,231

16,397

8,384

3,857

1,059
4,063
757
5,740
21,325

2,270

613
7,188
5,988
1,802

5,402
494

288,654

2002

4,487
644
5,456
2,710
35,116

4,507
3,461
807
571
16,713

8,560

3,859

1,070
4,107
761
5,797
21,780

2,316

617
7,294
6,069
1,802

5,441
499

292,228

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2003.
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State Court Organization 1998

The Bureau of Justice Statistics and the Nationa Center for State Courts announce State Court Organization,
1998. Copiesareavailablefrom theNationa Criminal Justice Reference Service and also onthe Internet at http:/
www.0j p.usdoj.gov/bjgabstract/sco98.htm. The newest edition covers most of the topicsincluded in the 1993
edition and severa new topicsaswell. Notable additions are tables on court automation, specialized courts, the
administrative authority of presiding trial court judges, and the processing of domestic violence cases. A table of

contents appears below:

Courts and Judges

1 Appellate Courts in the United States

2 Number of Appellate Court Justices

3 Tria Courts and Trial Court Judges of the United
States

Judicial Selection and Service

4 Selection of Appellate Court Judges

5  Terms of Appellate Court Judges

6  Qualificationsto Serve as an Appellate Court Judge

7  Selection and Terms of Trial Court Judges

8 Qualificationsto Serve asa Trial Court Judge

9  Judicia Nominating Commissions

10 Provisions for Mandatory Judicial Education

11 Judicia Performance Evaluation

12 Judicial Discipline: Investigating and
AdjudicatingBodies

The Judicial Branch: Governance, Funding, and

Administration

13 Governance of the Judicial Branch

14 The Rule Making Authority of Courts of Last Resort
by Specific Areas

15 Judicia Councilsand Conferences: Composition and
Function

16 Judicial Compensation Commissions

17 Preparation and Submission of the Judicial Branch
Budget

18 Sourcesof Tria Court Funding and Staffing by
Selected Expenditure Items

19 Appellate Court Responsibilities and Staffing by
Function

20 Adminigtrative Office of the Courts: Tria Court
Responsibilities and Staffing by Function

21 Court Automation

Appellate Courts: Jurisdiction, Staffing, and

Procedures

22 Mandatory and Discretionary Jurisdiction of
Appellate Courts

23 Structure of Panels Reviewing Discretionary
Petitions

24 Clerks of Appellate Courts: Numbers and Method of
Selection

25 Provisions of Law Clerks to Appellate Court Judges

26 Expediting Procedures in Appellate Courts

27 Specia Calendarsin Appellate Courts

28 Limitations on Oral Argument in Appellate Courts

29 Type of Court Hearing Administrative Agency
Appeals

Trial Courts: Administration, Procedures, Special-
ized Jurisdiction

30 Authority of Administrative Judges

31 Tria Court Clerks

32 Triad Court Administrators

33 Specialized Court Jurisdiction: Drug Courts

34 Specialized Court Jurisdiction: Family Courts

35 Provisions for Processing Domestic Violence Cases
36 Tribal Courts

37 Media Coverage of Trial and Appellate Courts

38 The Defense of Insanity: Standards and Procedures

The Jury

39 Tria Juries. Qualifications and Source Lists for Juror
Service

40 Tria Juries: Exemptions, Excusals, and Fees

41 Tria Juries: Who Conducts Voir Dire and the
Allocation of Peremptory Challenges

42 Tria Juries: Sizeand Verdict Rules

43 Grand Juries: Composition and Functions

The Sentencing Context

44  Sentencing Statutes: Key Definitions and Provisions
for Sentence Enhancement

45  Jurisdiction for Adjudication and Sentencing of
Felony Cases

46 Sentencing Procedures in Capital and Non-Capital
Felony Cases

47 The Availability of Intermediate Sanctions

48  Active Sentencing Commissions/Sentencing Guideline
Systems

49 Collateral Conseguences of a Felony Conviction

50 Good Time Accumulation and Parole

Court Structure Charts

Sate Court Organization, 1998, the fourth in aseriesinitiated in 1980, isajoint effort by the Bureau of Justice Statistics, the
Conference of State Court Administrators, and the National Center for State Courts.
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DENVER, CO
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