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We are pleased to introduce
the State Court Guide to
Statistical Reporting, 2003,
to the state court commu-
nity.  Replacing the State
Court Model Statistical
Dictionary, 1989, the Guide

is the result of a collabora-
tion between the Conference
of State Court Administra-
tors (COSCA), trial court
administrators, state and
trial court statisticians, and
other experts from through-
out the court and academic
communities.

The Guide is a tool for im-
proving court administra-
tion.  Primarily, it is de-
signed to provide trial, ap-
pellate, and state court ad-
ministrators with a more
accurate picture of court
caseloads and workloads.
Data reporting formats
have been expanded to in-
clude more complete, yet
concise, case filing and dis-
position categories.  In so
doing, the Guide recom-
mends a model approach for
defining and counting his-
torically difficult elements
of court caseloads such as
reopened, reactivated, and
inactive pending cases.

The New Guide is

Divided into Six Sections

The Guide contains equi-
valent sections for each
of the six major case cat-
egories: Civil, Domestic
Relations, Criminal, Juve-
nile, Traffic, and Appellate.

The sections include:

• Introduction -
outlining the various
changes implemented
since the 1989
Dictionary.

• Unit of Count -
explaining how cases
should be counted,
followed by multiple
examples.

The Guide also supports the
ongoing development of
court automated systems.
As states consider the in-
vestment of millions of dol-
lars in new information tech-
nology, clarity on the defini-
tion, scope, and interrela-
tionship of critical data
elements is essential to
compiling a complete pic-
ture of court workload.  Ven-
dors and courts can use the
Guide (in conjunction with
the COSCA/National Asso-
ciation for Court Manage-
ment Joint Technology
Committee’s Functional
Standards) to help design a
system responsive to all
aspects of caseflow and
workload management as
well as the production of
useful and accurate statisti-
cal reports.  Final and draft
versions of the Functional
Standards are available on
the Web at: http://www.
ncsc.dni.us/NCSC/TIS/
TIS99/standards.htm.

• Caseload Summary
Matrix - the format
for reporting total
number of filings and
dispositions.

• Manner of Disposition
Matrix -
the format for reporting
types of dispositions by
type of case.

The Caseload Summary and
the Manner of Disposition
matrices serve as the focal
point of the Guide.  The
following pages illustrate
the use of the Guide by
featuring the Civil case for-
mats.  Full-size forms for all
six case categories are avail-
able in Excel format and
may be found on the NCSC
Web site shown below.

The State Court Guide
to Statistical Reporting,
2003, is available in pdf
format on the National Center
for State Courts’ Web site at
http://www.ncsconline.org
and click on State Court
Guide to Statistical
Reporting, 2003.
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Counting Cases and Dispositions

Case Type       Begin Pending

               Active                      Inactive             New Filing              Reopened            
Case Type       Begin Pending

       New Filing          Reopened    
               Active                      Inactive             New Filing              Reopened

The image below shows an example of the new Caseload Sum-
mary matrix for general civil cases.  Here, civil case types are
noted and defined, and total filings, dispositions, and pending
case-loads are counted.  For trial courts, ten filing and disposi-

tion categories are defined.  They begin with a count of Active
and Inactive Begin Pending cases, followed by the three catego-
ries of cases to be added to the caseload inventory: New Filing,
Reopened, and Reactivated cases.  Dispositions are delineated
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   Dispositions     Placed on End Pending

             Reactivated Entry of Jdgmt     Reopened            Inactive Status        Active      Inactive
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        Reactivated
Entry of Jdgmt.            Reopened     Reopened            InactActive      Inactive

Inactive Status

into Entry of Judgment (for cases having not previously reached
disposition), Reopened Dispositions (for those that have), cases
Placed on Inactive Status, and finally, Active and Inactive End
Pending cases.  The columns allow numerous options for count-

ing caseloads.  Those courts currently unable to report this level
of detail may still use the four traditional categories of Begin
Pending, New Filing, Dispositions, and End Pending.

Placed on inactive status enables

users to “stop the clock” on

Inactive Pending cases.

Note:  This table contains only General Civil Case types.  All remaining civil case types (e.g. small claims, probate)
are found in the full civil caseload summary.



The image below shows the recommended Manner of Disposi-
tion matrix for civil cases.  Most of the categories outlined in
earlier versions of the Dictionary are still present and remain
tailored to the case type to which they apply.  However, users
will notice a greater emphasis on dispositions that require judi-

 Describing Manner of Disposition

cial intervention versus those that do not.  For example, whereas
the 1989 Dictionary offered “Settled” and “Withdrawn” as two
discrete disposition categories, the Guide distinguishes cases
settled With Judicial Action from those Without Judicial Action
or By Alternative Dispute Resolution from cases dismissed for
want of prosecution.  This modification will provide useful

Civil - Manner of Disposition Matrix
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number of cases

in which litigants

failed to pursue

their claims
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through the
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Provides for a more meaningful assessment

of court workload by counting the different

ways cases are settled.

Clarifies the share
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by any form of

alternative dispute

resolution.



information regarding judicial workload in addition to a more
concise count of cases disposed.

As mentioned earlier, another new disposition category
is for cases Placed on Inactive Status.  Including cases that
are inactive, but still under court control, in the calculation of
the age of pending cases paints an unrealistic picture of the

amount of time actually taken to dispose cases.  Proper use of
this category essentially “stops the clock” on cases until they
are once again being actively managed by the court.  This per-
mits a more accurate, not to mention a more fair, assessment
of time to disposition.

       Transfer to          Total Non-Trial
      Another Court         Dispositions

    Other  Civil
   Dispositions           Verdict                 Disposed              Judgment                Disposed

        Reached               After Start               Reached                After Start

                      Jury Trial        Bench Trial
Total Trial

Dispositions

      Grand Total
     Dispositions

Trial Dispositions

Distinguishes cases that

settled during the trial from

those that reached verdict.

More general categories are available for court

systems unable to report with more specificity.



Case Type       Begin Pending

               Active                      Inactive             New Filing              Reopened           
Case Type       Begin Pending

       New Filing          Reopened    
               Active                      Inactive             New Filing              Reopened

Example 1:
At the beginning of the reporting period, 5 Automobile tort
cases had previously been classified as Begin Inactive Pending.
During the reporting period, 50 Automobile tort cases were
filed with the court, and the 5 Begin Inactive Pending cases
were Reactivated.  Thirty-five (35) cases were then disposed of
during the reporting period.  The remaining 20 cases were still
awaiting disposition at the end of the reporting period and were
recorded as End Active Pending.

 The Caseload Summary - Examples

Example 2:
Eighty (80) Fraud cases were in Begin Active Pending status at the
beginning of the reporting period.  All 80 cases were disposed of
during the reporting period.  Forty (40) defendants filed motions
and were granted permission to submit new evidence.  Because
new evidence was submitted, the cases were reported as Reopened
cases, the hearings ended in new dispositions, and the cases were
then counted as Reopened Dispositions.

Civil

Automobile Tort

Fraud

Seller Plaintiff

Guardianship

      Total

Example 1

Example 2

Example 3

Example 4

5

80 25

50

80

100

40

40

60

210

Example 3:
During the reporting period, 100 new Seller Plaintiff cases were
recorded in the New Filing column.  Seventy-five (75) defen-
dants appeared in court, and their cases were disposed by Entry of
Judgement.  The 25 remaining defendants filed for bankruptcy.
While awaiting the results of the bankruptcy proceedings, these
25 cases were Placed on Inactive Status.  The reporting period
ended while all 25 cases are still in End Inactive Pending.

The image above shows four examples of how a court might use the caseload summary matrix to report civil caseloads.

Example 4:
At the beginning of the reporting period, 20 pending Guardian-
ship cases were carried over, having been previously classified
as Inactive.  Sixty (60) new guardianship cases were filed with
the court.  In 30 of the New Filing cases, declaratory judgment
proceedings began, and those 30 cases were then Placed on In-
active Status.  All 20 of the original Inactive cases were Reacti-
vated and subsequently disposed of, along with the remaining
30 newly filed cases (for a total of 50 Entries of Judgment).  At the
end of the reporting period, the 30 cases Placed on Inactive Status
remain inactive and are counted as End Pending Inactive.

20



   Dispositions     Placed on End Pending

              Reactivated Entry of Jdgmt     Reopened            Inactive Status        Active      Inactive
                                   Dispositions    Placed on End Pending

        Reactivated
Entry of Jdgmt.            Reopened     Reopened            InactActive      Inactive

Inactive Status

5

20

35

75

40

4025

80

50

240

25

30

55

20

20

25

55

=  20   End Active Pending

When using all 10 avail-

able categories in the

caseload summary, the
user can calculate separ-

ate active and inactive

caseloads quite simply.
Using the totals from the

above examples of these

calculations, the End

Pending Active caseload

is calculated by adding

the Begin Pending Active,

New Filing, Reopened,

and Reactivated cases,

and subtracting from
that total the Entry of

Judgment, Reopened Dis-

positions, and Placed on

Inactive Status cases.

The inactive caseload is also straightforward.  Add the Begin Inactive Pending and
Placed on Inactive Status cases, and subtract the number of Reactivated cases.

Calculating Pending Caseloads

   Begin Active Pending   80
+ New Filing 210
+ Reopened 40
+ Reactivated 25

    Entry of Judgment  240
+ Reopened Dispositions 40
+ Placed on Inactive Status 55

355
  –– minus

335

=  55   End Inactive Pending

   Begin Inactive Pending   25
+ Placed on Inactive Status 55

   Reactivated  25

80
  –– minus

25

30



In existence since 1975, the CSP is administered by the
National Center for State Courts, with generous support by
the Bureau of Justice Statistics.  The CSP receives general
policy direction from the Conference of State Court Ad-
ministrators through its Court Statistics Project Advisory

Committee.  Those wishing a more comprehensive review
and analysis of the business of state trial and appellate courts
are invited to read the CSP’s latest publication, Examining
the Work of State Courts, 2002.  For more information go to
http://www.ncsc.dni.us and click on Court Statistics Project.

The Court Statistics Project (CSP)

Improving Court Data and Furthering National Policy Research

Trial and appellate courts

vary in size, structure, and

procedures as well as social

and legal contexts. Taking

these complex realities into

account, the State Court

Guide to Statistical Report-

ing, 2003 provides a general

framework that we believe is

adaptable by every court.

Courts are encouraged to use

the Guide as a sounding

board for improving their

current record-keeping sys-

tems.  An indispensable

ingredient of effective prac-

tice is accurate and compa-

rable information on the

nature, scope, and volume of

work before the court.  This

information is relevant to the

request for public resources,

the distribution of available

judges, staff, and technol-

ogy, and the assessment of

how well courts are fulfill-

ing their functions.  Use of

the Guide should increase

the court’s understanding

of its caseload, provide an-

swers to questions about

a court’s workload more

quickly and easily, and per-

mit more fruitful communi-

cation with other courts.

Non Profit Org.
U. S. Postage

PAID
Richmond, VA
Permit No. 750

Points of view expressed herein are those
of the authors and do not necessarily repre-
sent the official position or policies of the
Bureau of Justice Statistics.

CASELOAD HIGHLIGHTS

National Center for State Courts
300 Newport Avenue
Williamsburg, VA  23185-4147

Research Division
800 /616-6109

NCSC President NCSC Vice President
Roger K. Warren Research Division

Victor E. Flango

Court Statistics Project Staff

Brian J. Ostrom, Director
Fred L. Cheesman, II, Senior Court Research Associate
Neal B. Kauder, Consultant, VisualResearch, Inc.
Robert C. LaFountain, Court Management Consultant
Nicole L. Mott, Court Research Associate
Richard Schauffler, Director, Research Services
Shauna M. Strickland, Court Research Analyst
Brenda K. Uekert, Senior Court Research Associate
Brenda G. Otto, Program Specialist

BJS




