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APPENDIX I 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND 
METHODOLOGY
The study team embarked upon this study in 2019. As an initial step, we undertook a process of identifying states 
to participate in the research, as well as determining case type inclusion criteria. Once we had selected states for 
inclusion in the study, we employed two data collection strategies: 1) civil filings data and 2) background research. 
The subsections below detail each of these components of our research process. 

STUDY STATE SELECTION
Given the infeasibility of conducting a comprehensive study on civil filing trends across all 50 states, the research 
team developed and implemented a strategy for selecting states to include in the study. Specifically, we sought to 
include a diverse set of states on the basis of two methodological criteria: U.S. Census region and population size. 
Also instructive in our state selection process was the civil filings data available through the National Center for 
State Courts’ Court Statistics Project.1 Finally, in addition to the methodological criteria for state selection, we 
considered a few additional factors: 1) quality of the available data; 2) court structure; and 3) the willingness of the 
states to participate.2

Ultimately, four states participated in the research.3 Information about our methodological selection criteria for 
each of the four study states is in Table I-1 below.

Table I-1: Methodological Criteria for Study States

STATE U.S. CENSUS REGION POPULATION SIZE

California West 39,512,223

Minnesota Midwest 5,639,632

Ohio Midwest 11,689,100

Texas South 28,995,881

FILINGS DATA
Collection of filings data on civil cases in each of the included study states is the mechanism by which we were able 
to discern trends in civil filings over recent decades. Given differences in relevant data available across study states, 
the datasets we obtained from each state varied considerably.

Filings Period. In order to gain the broadest possible understanding of civil filings trends, our goal was to collect 
civil filings data over the longest period possible in each state. Notably, though, for many courts, the past several 
decades have seen substantial shifts in the collection of docket data; this includes changes in what data points are 
collected, changes in the method of data collection (i.e., implementation of electronic court case management 
systems), and other changes that impact the consistency and quality of data available to researchers. Thus, for 
each state, we collected data from the longest possible time period for which the data available was consistent and 
reliable. Table I-2 below details the filing period for each of the study states.
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Table I-2: Timeframe of Filings Data Received by State

STATE START YEAR END YEAR TOTAL YEARS INCLUDED

California4 FY 1978–79 FY 2018–19 41

Minnesota 1994 2018 25

Ohio 1999 2019 21

Texas 2004 2019 16

Case Types. Each study state classifies cases in substantially different ways. This is not unique to the states included 
in this study; on the contrary, it is a well-known phenomenon in the court research arena—and creates challenges 
for researchers who wish to compare data across states. Given the differences in case type categorization across 
study states, we analyzed case types according to the structure of categorization in each state. Table I-3 presents 
case types or courts (depending on how the state structures its filings data) and subtypes analyzed for each state.

Table I-3: Civil Case Types and Subtypes by State

STATE CASE TYPE  
OR COURT5 CASE SUBTYPE

California Unlimited 
Civil

• Auto Tort
• Other Personal Injury/Property Damage/Wrongful Death
• Other Civil Unlimited Complaints and Petitions
• Small Claims Appeals

Limited Civil • No case subtypes obtained6  

Small Claims • No case subtypes obtained
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STATE CASE TYPE  
OR COURT5 CASE SUBTYPE

Minnesota

Major Civil

Conciliation Appeal No case subtypes obtained

Condemnation
• Condemnation
• Condemnation Appeal

Contract

• Consumer Credit Contract
• Contract
• Mechanics Lien
• Product Liability
• Receivership

Employment No case subtypes obtained

Harassment
• Harassment 
• Sexual Harassment

Malpractice No case subtypes obtained

Other Civil

• Assessment Appeal
• Civil Other/Miscellaneous
• Discrimination
• Eminent Domain
• Rent Escrow
• Forfeiture
• Habeas Corpus
• Minor Settlement

• Quiet Title
• Replevin
• Reduced Mortgage  
   Redemption
• Torrens
• Welfare Appeal
• Workers’ Compensation

Personal Injury
• Class Action
• Personal Injury

Property Damage No case subtypes obtained

Wrongful Death No case subtypes obtained

Minor Civil

Conciliation
• Appointment of Trustee
• Change of Name
• Conciliation

• Conciliation—Forfeiture
• Conciliation—Housing

Default Judgment
• Confession of Judgment
• Default Judgment

Implied Consent No case subtypes obtained

Transcript Judgment

• Foreign Judgment
• Restitution Judgment
• Transcript Judgment
• Transcript Judgment from Other Minnesota County

Unlawful Detainer
• Eviction (UD)
• Unlawful Detainer



4

STATE CASE TYPE  
OR COURT5 CASE SUBTYPE

Ohio

Municipal 
and County 

Courts

• Contracts
• Forcible Entry and Detainer 
• Other Civil
• Personal Injury and Property Damage 
• Small Claims

Court of 
Claims

• Administrative Determinations 
• Judicial Cases
• Public Record Requests

Court of 
Common 

Pleas7 

• Administrative Appeals 
• Complex Litigation8  
• Foreclosures
• Other Civil
• Other Torts

• Product Liability 
• Professional Tort
• Workers’ Compensation
• Wrongful Death (Probate)
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STATE CASE TYPE  
OR COURT5 CASE SUBTYPE

Texas

District 
Courts

• Accounts/Notes/Contract, Debt
• Condemnation 
• Real Property—Eminent Domain
• Injury or Damage—Motor Vehicle
• Injury or Damage—Medical Malpractice
• Other Civil Cases
• Other Contract
• Other Injury or Damage
• Injury or Damage—Other Product Liability
• Injury or Damage—Other Professional Malpractice
• Other Real Property
• Injury or Damage—Product Liability—Asbestos/Silica
• Tax Cases
• Total Non-Motor Vehicle Injury/Damage
• Workers’ Compensation

County 
Courts

• Contract—Consumer/Commercial/Debt
• Eminent Domain
• Injury or Damage—Motor Vehicle
• Contract—Landlord/Tenant
• Medical Malpractice
• Other Civil
• Other Contract
• Other Injury or Damage
• Other Product Liability
• Other Professional Malpractice
• Other Real Property
• Product Liability—Asbestos/Silica
• Real Property
• Tax
• Total Non-Motor Vehicle Injury/Damage

Justice 
Courts

• Forcible Entry and Detainer (Evictions)
• Other Civil Suits
• Small Claims Suits



6

Supplemental Economic Data. In order to supplement our analyses of the filings data, we collected unemployment 
data and data on real gross state product for the filings period for each study state. This supplemental economic 
data was obtained from the Federal Reserve Economic Data (FRED) website.9

Data Analysis. We employed two broad strategies in conducting analysis on the civil filings data: (1) analysis of 
filing rates per year in each study state, and (2) percent change in civil filing rates for each study state by year for 
each year of data obtained. Within each of these strategies, we analyzed the raw overall data, raw data by case type, 
population-adjusted overall data, and population-adjusted data by case type.10

BACKGROUND RESEARCH
The research team conducted extensive background research in order to inform the list of factors that could 
potentially impact civil filing rates. We compiled and analyzed numerous publicly available resources in executing 
this component of the study.

Resource Collection. As an initial step in the background research collection process, we developed a list of 
types of substantive information we were interested in collecting. Specifically, we were interested in collecting all 
available information about changes occurring in the following categories:

•	 Civil justice reform

•	 Tort reform

•	 Judicial selection system changes

•	 Significant substantive law changes

•	 Significant procedural law changes

•	 Technology changes

•	 Lawyer/regulatory changes

•	 Population changes

•	 Economic changes

•	 Judicial system changes

•	 Court structure changes

•	 Court operational changes

•	 Case type changes

In order to collect information pertaining to each of the categories listed above, we identified a set of publicly 
available resources from which the information could be obtained:

•	 State judiciary annual reports

•	 Supreme court orders and court/judicial council-appointed task force and committee reports

•	 Reports of futures commissions

•	 Decisions of supreme courts or appellate courts affecting the operation of trial courts

•	 Reports from non-government organizations or scholars covering substantial changes in the operations of 
the judiciary
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Supplemental Expert Discussions. To further facilitate the background research process, we identified one 
individual from each state to provide supplemental background information. Each discussant was a member of 
the American Board of Trial Advocates (ABOTA), with extensive litigation experience in the state courts. These 
were unstructured conversations aimed at directing the research team to additional background resources and 
information on factors that potentially impact filing rates. 

Data Analysis. Once an exhaustive search for potential factors was completed, the research team used the events 
collected in the background research database to develop state-specific event timelines. We then overlaid these 
event timelines with filing trend figures, thereby allowing us to visualize whether and how certain events aligned 
with changes in filing trends. While mere temporal alignment between events and trends is not equivalent to 
determining causation, understanding these alignments is a critical first step in understanding which factors may 
contribute to shifts in civil filings trends—and provides a basis for future research.

Endnotes
1	  https://www.courtstatistics.org/csp-stat-nav-cards-first-row/csp-stat-civil.
2	  We are grateful to the several states with whom we spoke who were ultimately unable to participate in the study. Despite their interest, 

for these states, either the demands of the COVID-19 pandemic created challenges that required those courts to decline participation or 
their available long-term data did not meet the requirements of this study.

3	  The research team explored the possibility of participation with eight states before identifying the final four study states.
4	  Data obtained from California was provided by fiscal year, rather than calendar year.
5	  Details about the courts and case types within each of the study states can be found in Appendix II – State Court Filings in Focus.
6 	 In California, both civil limited and unlimited filings include unlawful detainer (eviction) cases.	
7	 Note that the Court of Common Pleas category here encompasses both the General Division and Probate Division of Ohio’s Court of 

Common Pleas.
8	 This was a case subcategory for civil cases involving novel or complicated issues of law and fact that were not likely to be resolved 

within the time guidelines established for other cases. These cases were designated complex after filing, so were initially counted as a 
new filing in one of the above categories. When designated complex by a judge, the cases were reclassified as complex and reported as 
“redesignated case” in statistical reports.

9	  https://fred.stlouisfed.org/.
10	  For the population-adjusted analyses, we calculated civil filings per 100,000 individuals in the population.

https://www.courtstatistics.org/csp-stat-nav-cards-first-row/csp-stat-civil
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/
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APPENDIX II 
STATE COURT FILINGS IN FOCUS
This appendix provides a state-by-state analysis, including both state background, findings as to total filings, and 
further analysis by court level. 

CALIFORNIA
Today California has one fully unified trial court level—the Superior Courts. There is one Superior Court in each 
of the state’s 58 counties. The unification of California’s trial courts evolved over time, throughout the period of 
this study.1 A constitutional amendment in 1950 reduced the prior six types of limited jurisdiction courts to two 
types—Justice of the Peace Courts (“Justice Courts”) and Municipal Courts.2 Efforts to unify the courts into a 
single trial court began in 1970. A constitutional amendment was passed in 1998 initiating the unification of these 
courts into a single superior court, and this unification was complete by 2001 for all California counties.3 Each 
Superior Court is a separate governmental and fiscal entity. This study includes an analysis of Unlimited (cases 
with more than $25,000 in dispute), Limited (cases with $25,000 or less in dispute), and Small Claims cases (cases 
of $10,000 or less in dispute). This study includes statewide filing data from the combined California trial courts 
for 41 years, from fiscal year 1978–79 through fiscal year 2018–19.

Total Filings

When looking at total civil filings in California, we see a gradual, if irregular, decline over the years. In the 
aggregate, California civil filings in FY 2019 were 20.2% lower than in FY 1979. This trend stands in sharp contrast 
to California’s population growth, which increased dramatically, nearly doubling during the time frame of the 
study.4 On a per capita basis, the filings were 53.0% lower.

Figure II-1: California Civil Filings, Absolute and Population AdjustedFFiigguurree  IIII--11::  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

Total Filings1,073,644 1,218,654 1,270,607 1,304,420 1,271,612 1,241,328 1,290,136 1,367,784 1,389,377 1,377,670 1,388,736 1,377,027
Filings per 100k Population4,616 5,149 5,232 5,256 5,014 4,803 4,879 5,047 5,002 4,840 4,753 4,627
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Civil filings in California can generally be divided into three categories. Small Claims cases involve amounts in 
controversy of $10,000 or less, the Limited Civil category includes cases from $1 to $25,000, and the Unlimited 
Civil category includes cases over $25,000, as well as other types of disputes that do not involve money (e.g., quiet 
title actions and equity).5 The largest total volume of cases for much of this study period and the greatest source of 
fluctuation over the course of the study period was in limited civil filings. 
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Figure II-2: California Civil Filings by Case Category, Population Adjusted
FFiigguurree  IIII--22::  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss  bbyy  CCaassee  CCaatteeggoorryy,,  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1989-90
Unlimited Civil835 740 771 799 835 871 945 1,012 986 905 866 810
Limited Civil 1,644 2,110 2,147 2,046 1,949 1,948 1,961 2,045 2,079 2,081 2,111 2,123
Small Claims2,137 2,299 2,314 2,410 2,231 1,984 1,973 1,989 1,937 1,854 1,776 1,694
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Figure II-3: Percent of California Civil Filings by Case Category
FFiigguurree  IIII--33::  PPeerrcceenntt  ooff  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss  bbyy  CCaassee  CCaatteeggoorryy

1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1989-90
Unlimited Civil18.1% 14.4% 14.7% 15.2% 16.6% 18.1% 19.4% 20.1% 19.7% 18.7% 18.2% 17.5%
Limited Civil35.6% 41.0% 41.0% 38.9% 38.9% 40.6% 40.2% 40.5% 41.6% 43.0% 44.4% 45.9%
Small Claims46.3% 44.6% 44.2% 45.9% 44.5% 41.3% 40.4% 39.4% 38.7% 38.3% 37.4% 36.6%
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Unlimited Civil Filings

The total number of Unlimited Civil filings was 13.4% higher at the end of the 41-year period than at the 
beginning, but the population-adjusted filings were 33.2% lower. 

Figure II-4: California Unlimited Civil Filings, Absolute and Population AdjustedFFiigguurree  IIII--44::  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  UUnnlliimmiitteedd  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

Total Filings 194,292 175,080 187,325 198,435 211,678 225,103 249,847 274,358 273,835 257,706 253,039 241,092
Filings per 100k Population835 740 771 799 835 871 945 1,012 986 905 866 810

194,292 220,389

835 558

0

200

400

600

800

1,000

1,200

0

50,000

100,000

150,000

200,000

250,000

300,000

197
8-7

9

198
0-8

1

198
2-8

3

198
4-8

5

198
6-8

7

198
8-8

9

199
0-9

1

199
2-9

3

199
4-9

5

199
6-9

7

199
8-9

9

200
0-0

1

200
2-0

3

200
4-0

5

200
6-0

7

200
8-0

9

201
0-1

1

201
2-1

3

201
4-1

5

201
6-1

7

201
8-1

9

Fi
lin

gs
 p

er
 1

00
k 

Po
pu

la
tio

n

To
ta

l F
ili

ng
s

Fiscal Year

Total Filings Filings per 100k Population



10

Within the Unlimited Civil subcategories (see Appendix I for a full breakdown of these subcategories), total filings 
dropped for Tort-Other and Auto Tort, but rose for Other Civil Unlimited Complaints and Petitions (contract, 
employment, and property-related cases, not tort cases). 

Figure II-5: California Unlimited Other Personal Injury/Property Damage/Wrongful Death Filings, Absolute 
and Population AdjustedFFiigguurree  IIII--55::  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  UUnnlliimmiitteedd  OOtthheerr  PPeerrssoonnaall  IInnjjuurryy//PPrrooppeerrttyy  DDaammaaggee//WWrroonnggffuull  DDeeaatthh  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

Total Filings 29,843 29,538 30,247 30,315 33,949 41,434 48,406 48,030 46,618 42,712 40,869 39,167
Filings per 100k Population128 125 125 122 134 160 183 177 168 150 140 132
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Figure II-6: California Unlimited Auto Tort Filings, Absolute and Population Adjusted
FFiigguurree  IIII--66::  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  UUnnlliimmiitteedd  AAuuttoo  TToorrtt  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

Total Filings 63,105 53,733 50,723 50,180 51,560 55,297 63,929 82,317 90,840 89,667 91,450 82,866
Filings per 100k Population271 227 209 202 203 214 242 304 327 315 313 278
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Figure II-7: California Other Civil Unlimited Complaints and Petitions Filings, Absolute and  
Population AdjustedFFiigguurree  IIII--77::  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  OOtthheerr  CCiivviill  UUnnlliimmiitteedd  CCoommppllaaiinnttss  aanndd  PPeettiittiioonnss  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

Total Filings 101,344 91,809 95,635 105,882 109,953 112,940 123,184 129,666 121,476 111,100 106,620 103,435
Filings per 100k Population436 388 394 427 434 437 466 478 437 390 365 348
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Limited Civil Filings

California’s Superior Courts also hear Limited Civil cases–general civil cases that involve an amount in controversy 
of $25,000 or less. The greatest fluctuations in the population-adjusted filing data across the years in California 
were for Limited Civil filings, particularly during the 2005-06 to 2014-15 period (see Figure II-2 above). Limited 
Civil filings also represent the largest volume of total civil filings for most of the years included in the study. 

Figure II-8: California Limited Civil Filings, Absolute and Population Adjusted
FFiigguurree  IIII--88::  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  LLiimmiitteedd  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

Total Filings 382,353 499,486 521,374 507,820 494,196 503,421 518,523 554,273 577,529 592,256 616,714 631,885
Filings per 100k Population1,644 2,110 2,147 2,046 1,949 1,948 1,961 2,045 2,079 2,081 2,111 2,123
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Small Claims Filings

California’s Small Claims cases involve an amount in controversy of $10,000 or less for individuals and $5,000 
or less for businesses. Small Claims filings showed the greatest declines in California, with a substantial decrease 
in filings over the 41-year period. Compared to FY 1979, the FY 2019 total filings were 69.6% lower and the 
population-adjusted filings were 82.1% lower. 

Figure II-9: California Small Claims Filings, Absolute and Population AdjustedFFiigguurree  IIII--99::  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  SSmmaallll  CCllaaiimmss  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

Total Filings 496,999 544,088 561,908 598,165 565,738 512,804 521,766 539,153 538,013 527,708 518,983 504,050
Filings per 100k Population2,137 2,299 2,314 2,410 2,231 1,984 1,973 1,989 1,937 1,854 1,776 1,694
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MINNESOTA
Minnesota has one level of trial court within its unified court system—the District Courts—with a District Court 
located in each of the state’s 87 counties. The trial courts are divided into 10 judicial districts.6 This study analyzes 
Minnesota’s Major and Minor civil filings, which are defined based on type of case and not the amount of damages 
sought, as well as Conciliation Court filings. This study includes statewide filing data from the Minnesota district 
courts for 25 years, from 1994 through 2018.  

Total Filings

A review of Minnesota’s absolute civil filings reflects fluctuations over the 25-year period between 1994 and 2018. 
Filings reached their peak over this period in 2008, followed by a decline from 2008 to 2016. The drop from the 
peak in 2008 to the lowest level in 2016 was 36.0%. Overall, absolute civil filings were 13.8% lower in 1994 than in 
2018. When filing rates are adjusted for population, they reflect a similar trend, though more pronounced (29.1% 
decrease). The similarity of the two patterns is due to the slow and steady growth in Minnesota’s population during 
this period. 

Figure II-10: Minnesota Civil Filings, Absolute and Population Adjusted
FFiigguurree  IIII--1100::  MMiinnnneessoottaa  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Total Filings 182,622 185,159 183,324 185,982 181,622 167,192 168,817 181,082 190,184 178,122 160,601 160,530
Filings per 100k Population3,961 3,973 3,890 3,904 3,773 3,431 3,431 3,634 3,789 3,525 3,157 3,136
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Total civil filings of all case types are generally separated into two categories in Minnesota—Major Civil and 
Minor Civil. These two categories are defined based on type of cases and not the amount of damages sought (see 
Appendix I for a full breakdown of case types included in these categories).7 In this study, we have separated out 
Conciliation Claims, known as Small Claims in other states, from Minor Civil for this analysis given the differences 
in these cases and the ability to compare across states. The largest total volume of cases and the category of cases 
with the most fluctuation during the study period was in the Minor Civil filings. 
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Figure II-11: Minnesota Civil Filings by Case Category, Absolute

 

FFiigguurree  IIII--1111::  MMiinnnneessoottaa  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss  bbyy  CCaassee  CCaatteeggoorryy,,  AAbbssoolluuttee

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Major Civil 33,868 33,402 32,892 33,950 33,585 33,180 33,616 35,980 37,506 36,226 34,643 34,463
Minor Civil 65,002 68,097 67,517 68,935 69,012 65,687 64,345 71,624 79,058 77,977 70,790 73,130
Conciliation 83,752 83,660 82,915 83,097 79,025 68,325 70,856 73,478 73,620 63,919 55,168 52,937
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Figure II-12: Minnesota Civil Filings by Case Category, Population Adjusted8

 

FFiigguurree  IIII--1122::  MMiinnnneessoottaa  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss  bbyy  CCaassee  CCaatteeggoorryy,,  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Major Civil 735 717 698 713 698 681 683 722 747 717 681 673
Minor Civil 1,410 1,461 1,433 1,447 1,434 1,348 1,308 1,437 1,575 1,543 1,391 1,428
Conciliation 1,817 1,795 1,759 1,744 1,642 1,402 1,440 1,475 1,467 1,265 1,084 1,034
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Looking at percentages of total caseload, Major Civil filings began at 18.5% of the total caseload, peaked at 25.5% 
in 2015, and ended at 19.5% in 2018. This category was the most consistent in terms of filings of the three. Minor 
Civil filings began as 35.6% of the caseload and ended at 46.0% as the greatest portion of filings. Minor Civil filings 
also had considerable variation in filing rates across the observed time period. Conciliation Claims filings started 
as the greatest share of the total civil caseload at 45.9% and ended at 34.5%. 

Figure II-13: Percent of Minnesota Civil Filings by Case CategoryFFiigguurree  IIII--1133::  PPeerrcceenntt  ooff  MMiinnnneessoottaa  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss  bbyy  CCaassee  CCaatteeggoorryy

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Major Civil 18.5% 18.0% 17.9% 18.3% 18.5% 19.8% 19.9% 19.9% 19.7% 20.3% 21.6% 21.5%
Minor Civil 35.6% 36.8% 36.8% 37.1% 38.0% 39.3% 38.1% 39.6% 41.6% 43.8% 44.1% 45.6%
Conciliation 45.9% 45.2% 45.2% 44.7% 43.5% 40.9% 42.0% 40.6% 38.7% 35.9% 34.4% 33.0%
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Major Civil Filings

We start with an analysis of Major Civil Cases over the course of this 25-year period. As noted above, this is the 
case category in Minnesota that saw the least variation over time. Nevertheless, there was a rise in filings from 
2005 to 2009, at the peak. Thereafter, filings decreased, dropping to a low in 2017. There were 33,868 total filings 
in 1994 (734.6 per 100k population). At the 2009 peak there were 44,666 filings (845.8 per 100k population). At 
the end of the study period in 2018 there were 30,763 Major Civil filings (548.7 per 100k population). Overall, 
total Major Civil filings were 9.2% lower in 2018 than in 1994 (25.3% lower per 100k population). However, the 
difference between the peak in 2009 to the lowest level in 2017 was 31.8% (35.3% lower per 100k population).  

Figure II-14: Minnesota Major Civil Filings, Absolute and Population AdjustedFFiigguurree  IIII--1144::  MMiinnnneessoottaa  MMaajjoorr  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2
Total Filings 33,868 33,402 32,892 33,950 33,585 33,180 33,616 35,980 37,506 36,226 34,643
Filings per 100k Population735 717 698 713 698 681 683 722 747 717 681
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Figure II-15: Top 5 Minnesota Major Civil Filings by Case Type, Population Adjusted FFiigguurree  IIII--1155::  TToopp  55  MMiinnnneessoottaa  MMaajjoorr  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss  bbyy  CCaassee  TTyyppee,,  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd  

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Other Civil 192 189 195 202 211 223 226 238 242 239 227 225
Harassment 214 202 177 175 179 183 196 213 223 198 197 196
Contract 127 122 122 129 118 106 108 112 123 128 121 124
Personal Injury 121 125 122 129 117 103 93 94 97 90 84 79
Conciliation Appeal39 39 40 37 34 32 28 29 30 27 21 19
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Minor Civil Filings

Minor Civil filings in Minnesota include five subcategories that are very different in nature. The largest volume of 
cases are Conciliation cases, referred to as Small Claims cases in other states; this category includes many different 
types of actions subject to a cap on damage recovery. Remaining categories in Minor Civil include Unlawful 
Detainer/Eviction cases, Minor Civil Judgments,9 and Implied Consent cases. The analysis in this section excludes 
Conciliation cases, as those are discussed in detail in the section that follows. 
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Total Minor Civil filings (not including Conciliation) were 65,002 in 1994 (1409.9 per 100k population). At the 
peak in 2008 there were 111,916 (2132.9 per 100k population). At the end of the study period in 2018 there were 
72,356 (1290.6 per 100k population). 

As noted above, Minor Civil filings fluctuated substantially over the study period in Minnesota. 

Figure II-16: Minnesota Minor Civil Filings (without Conciliation), Absolute and Population Adjusted

 

FFiigguurree  IIII--1166::  MMiinnnneessoottaa  MMiinnoorr  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss  ((wwiitthhoouutt  CCoonncciilliiaattiioonn)),,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Total Filings 65,002 68,097 67,517 68,935 69,012 65,687 64,345 71,624 79,058 77,977 70,790 73,130
Filings per 100k Population1,410 1,461 1,433 1,447 1,434 1,348 1,308 1,437 1,575 1,543 1,391 1,428
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Figure II-17: Minnesota Minor Civil Filings (without Conciliation) by Case Type, Population Adjusted
FFiigguurree  IIII--1177::  MMiinnnneessoottaa  MMiinnoorr  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss  ((wwiitthhoouutt  CCoonncciilliiaattiioonn))  bbyy  CCaassee  TTyyppee,,  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Default Judgment236 270 261 274 283 280 290 383 478 484 419
Implied Consent 46 53 55 63 76 84 85 85 86 85 88
Transcript Judgment628 634 632 631 620 551 503 521 548 499 422
Unlawful Detainer499 505 485 480 455 433 430 448 463 475 462
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Conciliation Court

A Conciliation Court division is established in the District Court in each county. The upper monetary limit on 
damages changed three times for these cases during the study period. On July 1, 1994, the limit was changed 
from $6,000 to $7,500, with a lower limit of $4,000 for consumer credit transactions.10 In 2012 the upper limit was 
increased to $10,000, and it was increased to $15,000 in 2014. There was not an increase in overall filings following 
this upper limit increase in 2012, but there was an increase in filings following the 2015 jurisdictional change. 
Parties must appear in person in Conciliation Court proceedings, but, unlike many other states, parties may be 
represented by a lawyer.
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Figure II-18: Minnesota Conciliation Filings, Absolute and Population Adjusted

 

FFiigguurree  IIII--1188::  MMiinnnneessoottaa  CCoonncciilliiaattiioonn  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Total Filings 83,752 83,660 82,915 83,097 79,025 68,325 70,856 73,478 73,620 63,919 55,168 52,937
Filings per 100k Population1,817 1,795 1,759 1,744 1,642 1,402 1,440 1,475 1,467 1,265 1,084 1,034
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OHIO
Ohio has three types of trial courts that handle civil cases. Ohio’s Court of Common Pleas is the only trial court 
created by the Ohio constitution, with original jurisdiction over all civil cases, including exclusive jurisdiction of 
matters where the amount in dispute exceeds $15,000, as well as review of decisions from some state administrative 
agencies.11 There is a Court of Common Pleas in each of Ohio’s 88 counties. Municipal and County Courts are 
created by the General Assembly and have limited jurisdiction over civil cases up to $15,000.12 If part of a county 
is not covered by a Municipal Court, a County Court with the same powers and jurisdiction will be created.13 As 
of 2019, there were 130 Municipal and 34 County Courts in Ohio.14 These courts have concurrent jurisdiction 
with the Court of Common Pleas over civil cases valued from $500 to $15,000, as well as jurisdiction to hear Small 
Claims cases with a value up to $6,000.15 This study analyzes Ohio’s civil filings from each of the three trial courts, 
including the Court of Common Pleas, Municipal Courts, and County Courts. This study includes statewide filing 
data from the combined civil cases in Ohio’s trial courts for 21 years, from 1999 through 2019.

Total Filings

When looking at total civil filings, across all three types of courts in Ohio, we see a gradual increase through 
2008, when filings reached their peak, followed by a decline. The drop from the peak in 2008 to the lowest level in 
2015 was 45.6% (population adjusted: 46.1%). Though there was substantial fluctuation during the study period, 
absolute filings in 2019 were about the same as in 1999. The population-adjusted filings trend is a near identical 
reflection of the total filings—which is expected, given that the Ohio population has remained largely stable during 
that 20-year span, with only 3.1% growth during that time. 
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Figure II-19: Ohio Civil Filings, Absolute and Population AdjustedFFiigguurree  IIII--1199::  OOhhiioo  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Total Filings 453,777 469,705 565,917 631,627 688,625 703,057 710,497 718,745 758,252 803,716 726,297 676,031
Filings per 100k Population4,003 4,137 4,970 5,537 6,022 6,139 6,198 6,260 6,593 6,979 6,300 5,860
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Looking at the percentage of filings over the study period by the court, the distribution of the civil caseload among 
the trial courts over the study period was relatively consistent, with the Municipal and County Court filings 
becoming an increasing share of total civil filings toward the end of the study period. The largest total volume of 
cases and the category of cases with the most fluctuation during the study period was in the Municipal and County 
Court filings. The Court of Common Pleas represents roughly one quarter of overall annual civil filings, showing 
an overall decreasing share over the last two decades. Small Claims have been separated out into its own category 
throughout this analysis to reflect differences in trends and to allow for comparison with other states. The Small 
Claims share of total filings has decreased consistently over this period. In 1999, Small Claims made up 19.0% of 
all state civil case filings; in 2019, these cases made up just 8.7%. Court of Claims filings never exceeded 0.3% of the 
total annual civil filings in any year of the study period.

Figure II-20: Ohio Civil Filings by Court, Population AdjustedFFiigguurree  IIII--2200::  OOhhiioo  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss  bbyy  CCoouurrtt,,  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Small Claims 759 801 829 809 773 764 735 750 759 711 653 588
Municipal and County Courts (without Small Claims)2,333 2,397 3,081 3,502 4,018 4,119 4,119 4,061 4,257 4,626 4,008 3,731
Court of Claims 13 11 10 9 10 9 10 6 8 10 8 11
Court of Common Pleas898 928 1,050 1,217 1,221 1,246 1,334 1,442 1,570 1,632 1,631 1,530
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Figure II-21: Percent of Ohio Civil Filings by CourtFFiigguurree  IIII--2211::  PPeerrcceenntt  ooff  OOhhiioo  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss  bbyy  CCoouurrtt

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Small Claims 19.0% 19.4% 16.7% 14.6% 12.8% 12.5% 11.9% 12.0% 11.5% 10.2% 10.4% 10.0%
Municipal and County Courts (without Small Claims)58.3% 57.9% 62.0% 63.3% 66.7% 67.1% 66.5% 64.9% 64.6% 66.3% 63.6% 63.7%
Court of Claims 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2%
Court of Common Pleas22.4% 22.4% 21.1% 22.0% 20.3% 20.3% 21.5% 23.0% 23.8% 23.4% 25.9% 26.1%
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Looking at Court of Common Pleas civil filings alone, the 21-year curve is similar to that for all civil filings for all 
courts, without the upturn at the end of the study period. 

Figure II-22: Ohio Court of Common Pleas Filings, Absolute and Population Adjusted 16  

FFiigguurree  IIII--2222::  OOhhiioo  CCoouurrtt  ooff  CCoommmmoonn  PPlleeaass  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd  

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Total Filings 101,780 105,325 119,523 138,780 139,570 142,740 152,961 165,613 180,506 187,985 188,092 176,522
Filings per 100k Population898 928 1,050 1,217 1,221 1,246 1,334 1,442 1,570 1,632 1,631 1,530
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The three most prevalent case types—Torts, Foreclosures, and Other Civil—began in 1999 at roughly the same 
level. Foreclosures and Other Civil grew dramatically from 1999 to 2008, driving the overall increase in civil filings 
that peaked around 2008. Both case types then declined, with Foreclosure filings ending the study period 2.0% 
below their starting point (5.0% lower per 100k population) and Other Civil growing by 41.0% above their 1999 
starting point (36.7% increase per 100k population). On the other hand, Torts declined steadily through the whole 
period. Tort cases fell by 41.4% over the study period (43.2% decrease per 100k population), with Product Liability 
down 61.5% (62.7% decrease per 100k population), Professional Tort down 58.7% (59.9% decrease per 100k 
population), and Other Torts down 42.4% (44.1% decrease per 100k population). 



19

Figure II-23: Ohio Court of Common Pleas Filings by Case Type, Population Adjusted
FFiigguurree  IIII--2233::  OOhhiioo  CCoouurrtt  ooff  CCoommmmoonn  PPlleeaass  FFiilliinnggss  bbyy  CCaassee  TTyyppee,,  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Torts 260 245 254 262 252 235 237 206 190 182 182 170
Foreclosures 275 312 381 485 499 516 558 689 724 745 773 741
Other Civil 299 323 349 388 386 409 452 467 572 626 599 545
Complex Litigation1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Administrative/Workers' Compensation63 46 64 81 83 86 86 80 83 79 78 74
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Figure II-24: Ohio Tort Filings, Absolute and Population Adjusted

FFiigguurree  IIII--2244::  OOhhiioo  TToorrttss  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Total Filings 42,770 41,639 44,160 45,285 46,711 42,274 39,233 31,904 29,267 27,455 27,573 25,929
Filings per 100k Population377 367 388 397 408 369 342 278 254 238 239 225
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Municipal and County Courts 
The Municipal and County Courts report six types of civil cases—Torts (personal injury and property damage), 
Contracts, Eviction (referred to as Forcible Entry and Detainer by the courts), Other Civil, and Small Claims. 
Small Claims cases have been removed from the analyses in this section, as they are discussed separately in the 
section that follows. The total civil filings in Municipal and County Courts showed the same trends as the overall 
civil filings for Ohio. 

Figure II-25: Ohio Municipal and County Court Filings (without Small Claims), Absolute and  
Population AdjustedFFiigguurree  IIII--2255::  OOhhiioo  MMuunniicciippaall  aanndd  CCoouunnttyy  CCoouurrtt  FFiilliinnggss  ((wwiitthhoouutt  SSmmaallll  CCllaaiimmss)),,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Total Filings 264,507 272,163 350,793 399,544 459,491 471,755 472,193 466,234 489,599 532,757 462,050 430,454
Filings per 100k Population2,333 2,397 3,081 3,502 4,018 4,119 4,119 4,061 4,257 4,626 4,008 3,731
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Figure II-26 below shows the filing levels for Torts, Contracts, Eviction, and Other Civil case types within the 
Municipal and County Courts. There is the greatest variability in Contracts and Other Civil over this time period. 
Contract cases constituted the largest segment of civil case filings in the Municipal and County Courts during 
the study period, rising from 49.2% in 1999 to 65.8% of all civil filings in 2019. Total contract filings in 2019 were 
82.9% higher than they had been in 1999 (77.3% higher per 100k population), although they were 12.5% lower 
than in 2008 (13.8% lower per 100k population). Similar to other states in this study, Tort filings declined over the 
course of this study, declining 74.3% (75.0% decline per 100k population).

Figure II-26: Ohio Municipal and County Court Filings by Case Type, Population Adjusted
FFiigguurree  IIII--2266::  OOhhiioo  MMuunniicciippaall  aanndd  CCoouunnttyy  CCoouurrtt  FFiilliinnggss  bbyy  CCaassee  TTyyppee,,  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Personal Injury and Property Damage117 122 133 135 157 134 105 72 65 57 57 55
Contracts 1,147 1,177 1,272 1,490 1,705 1,678 1,746 1,841 2,072 2,360 1,945 1,824
Forcible Entry and Detainer876 907 964 926 913 966 1,011 999 1,011 1,008 940 928
Other Civil 193 191 711 951 1,244 1,342 1,258 1,149 1,110 1,202 1,066 924
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Small Claims
Small Claims cases, on the other hand, have been steadily declining over the course of this 21-year period. In 
2016 the Small Claims limit was doubled from $3,000 to $6,000. The data does not appear to show any impact 
in increased Small Claims filings or in decreased other Municipal and County Court filings following the 2016 
jurisdictional amount change. Small claims filings in 2019 were 48.5% lower than in 1999 (50.0% lower per 100k 
population), despite a doubling of the amount in controversy limit.

Figure II-27: Ohio Municipal and County Court Small Claims Filings, Absolute and Population Adjusted
FFiigguurree  IIII--2277::  OOhhiioo  MMuunniicciippaall  aanndd  CCoouunnttyy  CCoouurrtt  SSmmaallll  CCllaaiimmss  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Total Filings 86,070 90,992 94,442 92,252 88,430 87,538 84,205 86,164 87,269 81,880 75,253 67,824
Filings per 100k Population759 801 829 809 773 764 735 750 759 711 653 588
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TEXAS
Texas has the most complex trial court system of the states in this study, with multiple levels of trial courts, 
including state trial courts of general and specific jurisdiction, county trial courts of limited jurisdiction, and local 
trial courts of limited jurisdiction.17 

The state trial court of general and specific jurisdiction is known as the District Courts, with original jurisdiction 
over civil actions over $200, divorce, title to land, and contested elections. The District Courts generally have 
exclusive jurisdiction in matters where the amount in controversy is over $200,000 and certain other types of civil 
suits (e.g., suits for title to land). 

At the county level, there are Constitutional County Courts and Statutory County Courts, as well as Justice 
Courts at the local trial court level. Jurisdiction of the various levels of trial courts is established by constitutional 
provision and the statutes establishing the individual courts. As to civil cases, generally the Constitutional 
County Courts have concurrent jurisdiction with Justice Courts in civil cases from $200 to $10,000 and 
concurrent jurisdiction with the District Courts in civil cases from $200 to $5,000. The Statutory County Courts 
have concurrent jurisdiction with the Constitutional County Courts, along with concurrent jurisdiction with 
the District Courts in civil cases from $500 to $200,000 and appeals from the Texas Workers’ Compensation 
Commission. This simple explanation comes with the caveat that “the actual jurisdiction of each statutory county 
court varies considerably according to the statute under which it was created.”18 As to jurisdiction over civil 
matters, the Justice Courts have exclusive jurisdiction over civil matters that do not exceed $200 in amount in 
controversy, concurrent jurisdiction with the County Courts in cases from $200 to $10,000, and jurisdiction over 
eviction cases.19 

Total Filings

In addition to being unique because of its size and court structure, Texas is also unique in terms of its overall 
filings, as there was an increase in filings over the 16 years included in the study data. Texas civil filings in 2019 
were 60.8% higher than in 2004. The population-adjusted filing rate was 24.2% higher during that time frame. The 
substantial difference between absolute and population-adjusted percentages is due to Texas’s population growth, 
which increased by 29.5% between 2004 and 2019.

Figure II-28: Texas Civil Filings, Absolute and Population AdjustedFFiigguurree  IIII--2288::  TTeexxaass  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Total Filings 614,193 658,447 687,342 817,792 779,984 747,459 796,673 688,662 672,640 647,210 645,762 649,139
Filings per 100k Population2,743 2,891 2,942 3,431 3,209 3,014 3,168 2,685 2,579 2,444 2,395 2,363
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Texas civil filings are represented here by court. The largest total volume of cases and the type of court with the 
most fluctuation during the study period was in the Justice Courts. Unlike the other states in this study whose 
small claims cases have decreased, filings in the Justice Courts in Texas have increased over the study period, 
particularly from 2013 to 2019 when filings increased 56.8% (population adjusted: 43.2% increase). 

Figure II-29: Texas Civil Filings by Court, Population Adjusted20
FFiigguurree  IIII--2299::  TTeexxaass  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss  bbyy  CCoouurrtt,,  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd  

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
District Courts 861 895 828 878 812 851 854 700 641 635 636 618
County Courts 531 607 665 680 551 516 492 398 348 305 281 291
Justice Courts (without Small Claims)1,078 1,140 1,217 1,654 1,633 1,438 1,643 1,414 1,428 1,332 1,235 1,214
Small Claims 273 248 232 219 213 208 179 172 162 172 242 240
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Figure II-30: Percent of Texas Civil Filings by CourtFFiigguurree  IIII--3300::  PPeerrcceenntt  ooff  TTeexxaass  CCiivviill  FFiilliinnggss  bbyy  CCoouurrtt

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
District Courts31.4% 31.0% 28.1% 25.6% 25.3% 28.3% 27.0% 26.1% 24.8% 26.0% 26.6% 26.1%
County Courts19.4% 21.0% 22.6% 19.8% 17.2% 17.1% 15.5% 14.8% 13.5% 12.5% 11.7% 12.3%
Justice Courts (without Small Claims)39.3% 39.4% 41.4% 48.2% 50.9% 47.7% 51.9% 52.7% 55.4% 54.5% 51.6% 51.4%
Small Claims 9.9% 8.6% 7.9% 6.4% 6.6% 6.9% 5.7% 6.4% 6.3% 7.0% 10.1% 10.2%
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District Court

The lower limit of the District Court jurisdiction is either $200 or $500, depending on county, and the District 
Courts generally have exclusive jurisdiction in matters where the amount in controversy is over $200,000 and over 
certain civil suits such as suits for title to land or enforcement of liens on land, contested elections, and suits for 
slander or defamation.21 The geographic area served by each District Court is established by statute, with one judge 
per District Court. Within the District Courts, the total number of filings was 11.4% higher at the end of the 16-
year period than at the beginning, but the population-adjusted filings were 13.9% lower.
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Figure II-31: Texas District Court Filings, Absolute and Population Adjusted
FFiigguurree  IIII--3311::  TTeexxaass  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoouurrtt  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Total Filings 192,732 203,942 193,343 209,180 197,326 211,177 214,829 179,593 167,141 168,157 171,605 169,642
Filings per 100k Population861 895 828 878 812 851 854 700 641 635 636 618
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Figure II-32: Texas District Court Filings by Case Type, Population Adjusted 

 

FFiigguurree  IIII--3322::  TTeexxaass  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoouurrtt  FFiilliinnggss  bbyy  CCaassee  TTyyppee,,  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd  

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Accounts/Notes/ Contract; Debt151 168 180 189 182 210 245 205 174 176 163 160
Condemnation; Eminent Domain1 1 1 2 1 1 1 4 2 2 1 1
Injury/ Damage - Motor Vehicle66 63 64 61 59 64 71 76 75 80 83 93
Other Civil Cases282 294 284 314 270 276 228 122 112 112 123 131
Tax 296 296 241 264 253 251 261 255 240 230 230 198
Total Non-Motor Vehicle Injury/ Damage66 73 57 48 47 49 47 39 39 36 36 35
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County Courts
In addition to the District Courts, the Texas Constitution provides for a County Court in each county. The 
legislature has established Statutory County Courts to aid the Constitutional Courts with their judicial functions. 
As to civil cases, generally the Constitutional County Courts have concurrent jurisdiction with Justice Courts 
in civil cases from $200 to $10,000 and concurrent jurisdiction with the District Courts in civil cases from $200 
to $5,000. The Statutory County Courts have concurrent jurisdiction with the Constitutional County Courts, 
along with concurrent jurisdiction with the District Courts in civil cases from $500 to $200,000 and appeals 
from the Texas Workers’ Compensation Commission. This simple explanation comes with the caveat that “the 
actual jurisdiction of each statutory county court varies considerably according to the statute under which it was 
created.”22 Given this variation and complexity, the following analysis combines the Constitutional and Statutory 
County Courts for analysis. Though we see substantial variability in these filings over time, total filings decreased 
by 6.3% from 2004 to 2019.
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Figure II-33: Texas County Court Filings, Absolute and Population AdjustedFFiigguurree  IIII--3333::  TTeexxaass  CCoouunnttyy  CCoouurrtt  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Total Filings 118,940 138,271 155,452 162,142 133,884 127,986 123,627 102,147 90,739 80,895 75,851 79,989
Filings per 100k Population531 607 665 680 551 516 492 398 348 305 281 291
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The breakdown by case type provides insight into which case types are most variable and are driving trends in 
Texas court filings. While their filing rates fluctuated substantially, debt cases represent the largest proportion of 
cases over the study period. Debt cases reached their lowest in 2014 but by 2019 had risen 101.1% (population 
adjusted: 83.6%). 

Figure II-34: Texas County Court Filings by Case Type, Population Adjusted

 

FFiigguurree  IIII--3344::  TTeexxaass  CCoouunnttyy  CCoouurrtt  FFiilliinnggss  bbyy  CCaassee  TTyyppee,,  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Injury/ Damage - Motor Vehicle73 70 57 51 46 49 56 54 54 57 49 50
Other Civil 221 232 252 258 232 218 188 114 113 115 109 110
Suits on Debt 217 286 338 356 253 229 227 207 156 114 107 112
Tax 3 4 3 3 3 4 6 8 9 8 7 9
Total Non-Motor Vehicle Injury/ Damage17 15 15 13 17 16 15 15 16 12 10 10
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Justice Courts

The Texas Constitution provides that each county is to be divided based on population into at least one, and 
not more than eight, justice precincts.23 As to jurisdiction over civil matters, the Justice Courts have exclusive 
jurisdiction over civil matters that do not exceed $200 in amount in controversy, concurrent jurisdiction with the 
County Courts in cases from $200 to $10,000, and jurisdiction over forcible entry and detainer (eviction) cases.24 
Prior to 2013, Justices of the Peace presided over both small claims and justice court, both involving cases with an 
amount in controversy less than $10,000. The legislature abolished “small claims courts” and provided that small 
claims cases be heard in Justice Court with a new set of rules.25 
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Figure II-35: Texas Justice Court Filings (without Small Claims), Absolute and Population AdjustedFFiigguurree  IIII--3355::  TTeexxaass  JJuussttiiccee  CCoouurrtt  FFiilliinnggss  ((wwiitthhoouutt  SSmmaallll  CCllaaiimmss)),,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Total Filings 241,485 259,731 284,388 394,220 396,945 356,651 413,140 362,712 372,563 352,649 332,976 333,580
Filings per 100k Population1,078 1,140 1,217 1,654 1,633 1,438 1,643 1,414 1,428 1,332 1,235 1,214
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Figure II-36: Texas Justice Court Small Claims Filings, Absolute and Population AdjustedFFiigguurree  IIII--3366::  TTeexxaass  JJuussttiiccee  CCoouurrtt  SSmmaallll  CCllaaiimmss  FFiilliinnggss,,  AAbbssoolluuttee  aanndd  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Total Filings 61,036 56,503 54,159 52,250 51,829 51,645 45,077 44,210 42,197 45,509 65,330 65,928
Filings per 100k Population273 248 232 219 213 208 179 172 162 172 242 240
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Figure II-37: Texas Justice Court Filings by Case Type, Population AdjustedFFiigguurree  IIII--3377::  TTeexxaass  JJuussttiiccee  CCoouurrtt  FFiilliinnggss  bbyy  CCaassee  TTyyppee,,  PPooppuullaattiioonn  AAddjjuusstteedd

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Forcible Entry and Detainer & Landlord-Tenant806 829 855 875 881 868 886 879 887 878 842
Debt 99 393
Other Civil 272 311 363 779 752 570 757 535 541 354
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APPENDIX III 
TIMELINES

California

1976	 Legislature enacted a voluntary judicial arbitration program for Superior Courts
R.J. Heher, Compulsory Judicial Arbitration in California: Reducing the Delay and Expense of Resolving 
Uncomplicated Civil Disputes, 29 Hastings L.J. 475 (1978).

1979	 Royal Globe Ins. Co. v. Superior Court, Supreme Court of California—increased the availability of third-	
	 party bad faith claims against insurance companies in tort cases

Royal Globe Ins. Co. v. Superior Court, 592 P.2d 329 (Cal. 1979).

1979 	 Jurisdictional floor raised from $5,000 to $15,000 for unlimited civil filings
1978 Cal. Stat., ch. 146, § 1, amending Cal. Code. Civ. Proc. § 86.

1982	 Economical Litigation Program’s simplified civil procedure laws made applicable to all limited civil cases
1982 Cal. Stat., ch. 1581, § 1, codified at Ca. Code. Civ. Proc. §§ 90 et seq.  

1986	 Trial Court Delay Reduction Act (TCDRA) adopted to address delay in resolving civil litigation 
Trial Court Delay Reduction Act of 1986, 1986 Cal. Stat., ch. 1335, codified at Cal. Gov. Code §§ 68600 et 
seq.

1986	 Jurisdictional floor raised from $15,000 to $25,000 for unlimited civil filings
1985 Cal. Stat., ch. 1383, § 2, amending Cal. Code. Civ. Proc. § 86.

1988	 Moradi-Shalal v. Fireman’s Fund Ins. Companies reverses Royal Globe
Moradi–Shalal, v. Fireman’s Fund Insurance Companies, 758 P.2d 58 (Cal. 1988).

1997	 Proposition 213, the Personal Responsibility Act of 1996, limited recovery by uninsured motorists
Jerome Harleston, OLR Research Report, California Proposition 213 (Nov. 12, 1999), https://www.cga.
ct.gov/PS99/rpt%5Colr%5Chtm/99-R-1188.htm. 

1998	 Constitutional amendment passed permitting courts to be unified into a single superior court
Admin. Office of the Courts, Trial Court Unification Fact Sheet (Feb. 2005), https://www.courts.ca.gov/
documents/tcunif.pdf.

1999	 Legislation established court-annexed Early Mediation Pilot Programs in five Superior Courts applicable 	
	 to both Unlimited Civil and Limited Civil cases

Admin. Office of the Courts, Evaluation of the Early Mediation Pilot Programs, 2004, https://
www.courts.ca.gov/documents/empprept.pdf.

2000	 Complex Civil Litigation Pilot Program in six Superior Courts established
Paula L. Hannaford-Agor, Nicole L. Mott & Timothy F. Fautsko, Nat’l Ctr. for St. Cts., Eval-
uation of the Centers for Complex Civil Litigation Pilot Program (2003), https://www.courts.
ca.gov/documents/compcivlitpub.pdf. 

https://www.cga.ct.gov/PS99/rpt%5Colr%5Chtm/99-R-1188.htm
https://www.cga.ct.gov/PS99/rpt%5Colr%5Chtm/99-R-1188.htm
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/empprept.pdf
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/empprept.pdf
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/compcivlitpub.pdf
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/compcivlitpub.pdf
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2001	 Last court voted to merge into single superior court
California Trial Courts, Effective Dates of Unification (as of January 29, 2001),  https://www.courts.ca.gov/
documents/unidate.pdf.

2001	 Statewide Self-Help Center page created on statewide website
Judicial Council of California Task Force on Self-Represented Litigants, Statewide Action 
Plan for Serving Self-Represented Litigants (2004), https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/self-
replitsrept.pdf. 

2003	 California statute of limitations expanded for personal injury 
Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 335.1.

2004 	 Judicial Council adopted action plan to expand court access for self-represented litigants
Judicial Council of California Task Force on Self-Represented Litigants, Statewide Action 
Plan for Serving Self-Represented Litigants (2004), https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/self-
replitsrept.pdf. 

2006	 New judicial positions, increased judicial compensation, and transfer of court facilities from county to  
	 state ownership

Judicial Council of California, Annual Report, Building the Branch: Reviewing the Accom-
plishments of 2006 (2007), https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/2007ar.pdf. 

2008	 California Budget Crisis
Sandra M. Emerson, California Polytechnic University Pomona, California Budget 2008-09: 
The Continuing Crisis, https://gardner.utah.edu/_documents/westernstatesbudgets/wpsa-07/califor-
nia-2007.pdf. 

2010 	 Expedited Jury Trial Act adopted establishing simplified jury trial process
Judicial Council of California, Report to the Judicial Council, Trial Courts: Report on Ex-
pedited Jury Trials (2015), http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jc-20150219-info4.pdf.

2012	 Counties closed courthouses during this period as a result of the recession
See, e.g., Superior Court of California County of Orange, Public Notice of Court Closure Pursuant to Gov-
ernment Code Section 68106 and California Rules Of Court 10.620, Notice Of Closure Of Harbor Justice 
Center—Laguna Hills And Reassignment Of Cases To Other Locations (Apr. 29, 2013), https://www.
courts.ca.gov/documents/68106-orange-20130430-Laguna-Hills.pdf.

2013 	 Fair Debt Buying Practices Act enacted to respond to reports of unfairness to debtors due to the 			 
	 inadequacy of documentation in debt collection cases

2013 Cal. Stat., ch. 64, § 2, adding Cal. Civ. Code §§ 1788.50 et seq. 

2015	 Language Access Plan approved
Judicial Council of California Court Language Access Support Program, Strategic Plan for 
Language Access in California Courts (2015), http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/CLASP_re-
port_060514.pdf. 

2017 	 Futures Commission releases report moving forward reforms on SRLs, civil justice, and technology
Judicial Branch of California, Report to the Chief Justice: Commission on the Future of Califor-
nia’s Court System (2017), https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/futures-commission-final-report.pdf. 

https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/unidate.pdf
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/unidate.pdf
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/selfreplitsrept.pdf
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/selfreplitsrept.pdf
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/selfreplitsrept.pdf
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/selfreplitsrept.pdf
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/2007ar.pdf
https://gardner.utah.edu/_documents/westernstatesbudgets/wpsa-07/california-2007.pdf
https://gardner.utah.edu/_documents/westernstatesbudgets/wpsa-07/california-2007.pdf
http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jc-20150219-info4.pdf
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/68106-orange-20130430-Laguna-Hills.pdf
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/68106-orange-20130430-Laguna-Hills.pdf
http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/CLASP_report_060514.pdf
http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/CLASP_report_060514.pdf
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/futures-commission-final-report.pdf
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Minnesota
1999	 New court rules implemented to curb frivolous litigation 

Minnesota Judicial Branch, Annual Report 1999-2000, https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/
media/assets/documents/reports/Annual_Report_99_00.pdf. 

2000	 Additional judgeships added to address caseload
Minnesota Judicial Branch, Annual Report 1999-2000, https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/
media/assets/documents/reports/Annual_Report_99_00.pdf. 

2002	 Two-year pilot launched aimed at reducing cost and delay
Minnesota State Courts, 2001-2002 Annual Report, https://www.mncourts.gov/documents/CIO/an-
nualreports/2002/2001_2002_MN_Court_AR.pdf. 

2002	 Court forms made available through a public website, with instructions
Minnesota State Courts, 2001-2002 Annual Report, https://www.mncourts.gov/documents/CIO/an-
nualreports/2002/2001_2002_MN_Court_AR.pdf. 

2004	 Forms and Procedures Task Force edited court forms to be legalese-free and in plain English
Minnesota Judicial Branch, Annual Report 2004, https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/
assets/documents/reports/MJB_annual-report_2004_web.pdf. 

2005	 Minnesota Judicial Branch became a single unified independent judicial branch under a single umbrella of 	
	 funding and governance

Minnesota Judicial Branch, 2005 Annual Report: A Year of Change, https://www.mncourts.gov/
mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/2005_Annual_Report-screen.pdf. 

2006	 New statewide web page introduced that included a new Self-Help Center with information and links to 		
	 legal resources

Minnesota Judicial Branch, Report to the Community (2007), https://www.mncourts.gov/mn-
courtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/MJB_Annual_2006.pdf. 

2006	 Court began providing email support to court users
Minnesota Judicial Branch, 2007 Report to the Community, https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourts-
gov/media/assets/documents/reports/MJB_Annual_2006.pdf.

2007	 Minnesota launched the Statewide Self-Help Center (Call Center)
Minnesota Judicial Branch, 2007 Report to the Community, https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourts-
gov/media/assets/documents/reports/2007ARFinal.pdf. 

2007	 Self-Help Workstations made available in 89 courthouses and library locations
Minnesota Judicial Branch, 2007 Report to the Community, https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourts-
gov/media/assets/documents/reports/2007ARFinal.pdf. 

2008	 Completed statewide transition to Minnesota Court Information System  
Minnesota Judicial Branch, A Report to the Community: The 2008 Annual Report of the Min-
nesota Judicial Branch, https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/
AR_Working_08.pdf. 

https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/Annual_Report_99_00.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/Annual_Report_99_00.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/Annual_Report_99_00.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/Annual_Report_99_00.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/documents/CIO/annualreports/2002/2001_2002_MN_Court_AR.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/documents/CIO/annualreports/2002/2001_2002_MN_Court_AR.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/documents/CIO/annualreports/2002/2001_2002_MN_Court_AR.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/documents/CIO/annualreports/2002/2001_2002_MN_Court_AR.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/MJB_annual-report_2004_web.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/MJB_annual-report_2004_web.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/2005_Annual_Report-screen.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/2005_Annual_Report-screen.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/MJB_Annual_2006.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/MJB_Annual_2006.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/MJB_Annual_2006.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/MJB_Annual_2006.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/2007ARFinal.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/2007ARFinal.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/2007ARFinal.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/2007ARFinal.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/AR_Working_08.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/AR_Working_08.pdf
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2010	 Civil Justice Reform Task Force established to examine civil case processing statutes, court rules, and 		
	 practices

Order Establishing Civil Justice Reform Task Force, ADM10-8051(Minn. Nov. 24, 2010), https://www.
mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/AdministrativeFileArchive/Civil%20Justice%20Reform%20Task%20
Force%20ADM10-8051/2010-11-24-Order-Establishing-Civ-Justice-Reform-Task-Force.pdf. 

2012	 Conciliation Courts Jurisdiction limits increased to $10,000
Minnesota Chapter 283—S.F.No. 506 (amending Minn. Stat. § 491A.01, subd. 3) (2012), https://www.
revisor.mn.gov/laws/2012/0/Session+Law/Chapter/283/#laws.0.1.0. 

2013	 Civil rule reforms implemented, including initial disclosures, proportionality, and civil cover sheet
Order Adopting Amendments to the Rules of Civil Procedure and General Rules of Practice Relating to 
the Civil Justice Reform Task Force, ADM10-8051, ADM09-8009, ADM04-8001 (Minn. Feb. 4, 2013), 
https://mn.gov/law-library-stat/archive/supct/1302/ORADM108051-020413.pdf. 

2013	 Hip-pocket filing limited to require complaint be filed within a year of service if case unresolved
Order Adopting Amendments to the Rules of Civil Procedure and General Rules of Practice Relating to 
the Civil Justice Reform Task Force, ADM10-8051, ADM09-8009, ADM04-8001 (Minn. Feb. 4, 2013), 
https://mn.gov/law-library-stat/archive/supct/1302/ORADM108051-020413.pdf. 

2013	 Expedited Litigation Track (ELT) pilot program established
Order Relating to the Civil Justice Reform Task Force, Authorizing Expedited Civil Litigation Track Pilot 
Project, and Adopting Amendments to the Rules of Civil Procedure and the General Rules of Practice, 
ADM10-8051, ADM09-8009, ADM04-8001 (Minn May 8, 2013), https://www.mncourts.gov/Docu-
ments/0/Public/News/Public_Notices/Administrative_-_Order_-_Rules.pdf. 

2013	 Complex Case Program (CCP) established
Order Relating to the Civil Justice Reform Task Force, Authorizing Expedited Civil Litigation Track Pilot 
Project, and Adopting Amendments to the Rules of Civil Procedure and the General Rules of Practice, 
ADM10-8051, ADM09-8009, ADM04-8001 (Minn. May 8, 2013), https://www.mncourts.gov/Docu-
ments/0/Public/News/Public_Notices/Administrative_-_Order_-_Rules.pdf. 

2015	 Conciliation Court jurisdiction limits increased to $15,000
Minnesota Chapter 27—H.F.No. 1770, (amending Minn. Stat. § 491A.01, subd. 3a.) (2015), https://www.
revisor.mn.gov/laws/2015/0/Session+Law/Chapter/27/. 

2016	 E-filing became mandatory in all counties
Minnesota Judicial Branch, eFiling to Rollout Statewide in Minnesota District Courts 
(2015), https://www.mncourts.gov/About-The-Courts/NewsAndAnnouncements/ItemDetail.aspx-
?id=1183. 

2016	 Conversion to electronic case records completed in all counties
Minnesota Judicial Branch, Report to the Community: The 2016 Annual Report to the Min-
nesota Judicial Branch, https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/CIOMediaLibrary/Docu-
ments/2016_AR_FINAL.pdf. 

2017	 Completion of court forms through Guide and File interview process developed
Minnesota Judicial Branch, Report to the Community: The 2017 Annual Report to the Min-
nesota Judicial Branch, https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/CIOMediaLibrary/Docu-
ments/2017-MJB-Annual-Report-to-the-Community.pdf. 

https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/AdministrativeFileArchive/Civil%20Justice%20Reform%20Task%20Force%20ADM10-8051/2010-11-24-Order-Establishing-Civ-Justice-Reform-Task-Force.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/AdministrativeFileArchive/Civil%20Justice%20Reform%20Task%20Force%20ADM10-8051/2010-11-24-Order-Establishing-Civ-Justice-Reform-Task-Force.pdf
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2018	 Minnesota completed the Justice for All Strategic Plan that was a comprehensive review of legal 			 
	 representation and self-help services

Minnesota Judicial Branch, Minnesota State Bar Association & Minnesota Legal Services 
Coalition, Minnesota Justice For All Project Strategic Action Plan (2017), https://www.ncsc.
org/__data/assets/pdf_file/0019/25543/mn-jfa-plan.pdf. 

Ohio
2004	 The Supreme Court of Ohio, with superintendence authority over Ohio courts, moves into a permanent 		
	 dedicated judicial center

The Supreme Court of Ohio, The Thomas J. Moyer Ohio Judicial Center (updated Jan. 2023), https://www.
supremecourt.ohio.gov/docs/Publications/MJC.pdf. 

2005	 Additional tort reforms cap recovery of non-economic losses
Rita A. Maimbourg, New Ohio Tort Reform Law Takes Effect Soon (Feb. 2005), https://www.tuckerellis.
com/publications/new-ohio-tort-reform-law-takes-effect-soon/.   

2006	 Ohio Supreme Court undergoes comprehensive website redesign 
The Supreme Court of Ohio, Annual Report (2006), https://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/docs/Publi-
cations/annual_reports/annualreport2006.pdf. 

2007	 Increased case management focus on training and improved data analysis/reporting
The Supreme Court of Ohio, Annual Report (2007), https://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/docs/Publi-
cations/annual_reports/annualreport2007.pdf. 

2008	 Save the Dream foreclosure assistance program launched that consolidated state resources and initiatives 		
	 into one program

Chief Justice Thomas J. Moyer, Ohio Offers Comprehensive Response to Foreclosure Problem, 
Future Trends in State Courts (2008), https://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/JCS/disputeResolution/
foreclosure/news/Trends2008.pdf. 

2008	 Updates to the Code of Judicial Conduct adopted
Ohio Code of Judicial Conduct (eff. Mar. 1, 2009), https://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/RuleAmendments/
documents/Ohio%20Code%20of%20Judicial%20Conduct%20(FINAL)(R.%20Dove)(Replacing%20for-
mer%20Ohio%20Code%20of%20Jucidical%20Conduct).doc. 

2008	 Ohio Courts Network launched, establishing a centralized data warehouse of case-level data, available to 		
	 all courts statewide

The Supreme Court of Ohio, Annual Report (2008), https://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/docs/Publi-
cations/annual_reports/annualreport2008.pdf. 

2008	 Temporary commercial docket rules adopted and pilot programs became operational
The Supreme Court of Ohio, Report and Recommendations of the Supreme Court of Ohio Task 
Force on Commercial Dockets (2011), https://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/docs/Boards/commDock-
ets/Report.pdf. 

2009	 Supreme Court makes significant reductions in spending
The Supreme Court of Ohio, Annual Report (2009), https://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/docs/Publi-
cations/annual_reports/annualreport2009.pdf. 
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2009	 Ohio Disciplinary System Task Force issued final report recommendations for restructuring the 			 
	 disciplinary system 

The Supreme Court of Ohio, Report and Recommendations of the Supreme Court of Ohio Task 
Force to Review the Ohio Disciplinary System (2009), https://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/docs/
Publications/DiscipSystemReviewTF/TFReport.pdf. 

2011	 Advisory Committee on Case Management formed to make recommendations concerning data collection 		
	 and enhancing caseflow management practices

The Supreme Court of Ohio and the Ohio Judicial System, Advisory Committee on Case Management, 
https://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/courts/advisory/advisory-committees/case-management/#:~:tex-
t=The%20purpose%20of%20the%20advisory,to%20Ohio%20courts%2C%20including%20training (last 
visited Apr. 27, 2023).

2012	 Court News Ohio launched to increase transparency
The Supreme Court of Ohio, Annual Report (2012), https://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/docs/Publi-
cations/annual_reports/annualreport2012.pdf.  

2012	 Ohio Court approved numerous rule changes in 2012, including changes to civil rules of procedure
Amendments to the Ohio Rules of Appellate Procedure, the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure, the Ohio Rules 
of Criminal Procedure, the Ohio Rules of Juvenile Procedure, and the Ohio Rules of Evidence (Ohio 2012), 
https://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/RuleAmendments/documents/2012%20Amendments%20to%20
the%20Rules%20of%20Practice%20and%20Procedure%20(with%20staff%20notes)%20(FINAL)(J.%20
Cline).docx. 

2012 	 The Advisory Committee on Dispute Resolution, formed in 1989, is converted to the Commission on 		
	 Dispute Resolution

Ohio R. Superi. Ct. 16 (2012). 

2013 	 Ohio Commercial Courts rules adopted
Staff Report, Supreme Court Adopts Permanent Commercial Dockets Rules, Court News Ohio 
(Apr. 2, 2013), https://www.courtnewsohio.gov/happening/2013/commercialDockets_040113.asp#.
ZEpPpn3MLIU. 

2015	 Task Force on Access to Justice issues final report 
The Supreme Court of Ohio, Report and Recommendations of the Supreme Court of Ohio Task 
Force on Access to Justice (2015), https://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/docs/Publications/accessJus-
tice/finalReport.pdf. 

2015	 Ohio Courts Technology Initiative begins annual program for providing local courts grants for technology 	
	 projects

The Supreme Court of Ohio, Annual Report (2015), https://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/docs/Publi-
cations/annual_reports/annualreport2015.pdf. 

2015	 Ohio Supreme Court launches e-Filing Portal
The Supreme Court of Ohio Annual Report (2015), https://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/docs/Publi-
cations/annual_reports/annualreport2015.pdf. 

2017	 Ohio Supreme Court creates Civil Justice Program Fund
Bret Crow, Ohio Supreme Court Civil Justice Fund to Help Ohioans in Need, Court News Ohio (July 12, 
2017), https://www.courtnewsohio.gov/happening/2017/civilJusticeFund_071217.asp#.ZEpRR33MLIU. 
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2018	 Advisory Committee on Case Management implemented a pilot program to optimize case processing 		
	 following Civil Justice Initiative Midwest Summit

Memorandum re: Advisory Committee on Case Management 2018 Annual Report (Jan. 7, 2019), https://
www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/docs/Boards/ACCM/reports/ACCM2018.pdf. 

2018	 Ohio Supreme Court Awards over $3.2 million in grants for access to justice
The Supreme Court of Ohio, Annual Report (2018), https://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/docs/Publi-
cations/annual_reports/annualreport2018.pdf. 

2019	 Ohio Supreme Court unveils public-facing interactive online caseload data dashboards to foster increased 		
	 transparency and accountability

Anne Yeager, Court Unveils Interactive Tracking Tool to Monitor Caseloads, Court News Ohio (Feb. 7, 
2019), https://www.courtnewsohio.gov/happening/2019/dashboards_020719.asp#.ZEpQVH3MLIU. 

Texas
2003	 Legislature passed The Medical Malpractice and Tort Reform Act implementing numerous tort reforms

The Medical Malpractice and Tort Reform Act of 2003 (H.B. 4, 78th Leg., R.S.) https://lrl.texas.gov/legis/
billsearch/BillDetails.cfm?legSession=78-0&billtypeDetail=HB&billNumberDetail=4&billSuffixDetail=.

2004 	 Judicial Council issued report and recommendations on Public Access to Court Case Records in Texas
Office of Court Administration, Annual Report of the Texas Judicial System 8 (Fiscal Year 
2004), https://www.txcourts.gov/media/454897/Annual-Report-2004-Final.pdf.

2004	 Concluded pilot to test electronic court filing and launched statewide implementation
Office of Court Administration, Annual Report of the Texas Judicial System 12 (Fiscal Year 
2004), https://www.txcourts.gov/media/454897/Annual-Report-2004-Final.pdf.

2007 	 Legislature creates Judicial Compensation Commission
Annual Report of the Judicial Support Agencies, Boards and Commissions 80 (for the Fiscal Year 
Ended August 31, 2009), https://www.txcourts.gov/media/418449/AgencyAR09.pdf.

2007 	 Supreme Court gained ability to broadcast video of oral arguments over the Internet
Office of Court Administration, Annual Statistical Report for the Texas Judiciary 1 (Fiscal 
Year 2006), https://www.txcourts.gov/media/454891/Published-Annual-Report-2006.pdf.

2008	 Completion of the district and county-level phase of the Judicial Data Project
Office of Court Administration, Annual Statistical Report for the Texas Judiciary ii (Fiscal 
Year 2008), https://www.txcourts.gov/media/454885/AR-2008.pdf.

2010	 Supreme Court order adopting uniform civil case information sheet
Order Adopting Texas Rule of Civil Procedure, Misc. Docket No. 10-9062, 78a (Tex. May 3, 2010), https://
www.texasbar.com/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Home&Template=/CM/ContentDisplay.cfm&Conten-
tID=9580.

2010	 Texas Judicial Council Committee on Judicial Selection issues report and recommendations
Report of The Texas Judicial Council Committee On Judicial Selection (Aug. 2010), http://www.
txcourts.gov/media/1441212/tjc-report-2010-gie.pdf.
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2011	 Legislature directs Supreme Court to abolish “small claims court” and move cases to justice courts

Robert B. Johnson, Breaking Down Small Claims in the New Justice Court, 17 J. of Consumer & Commer-
cial Law 1 (2013), http://www.jtexconsumerlaw.com/V17N1/V17N1_SmallClaims.pdf; Annual Report 
of the Judicial Support Agencies, Boards and Commissions (Fiscal Year 2011), https://www.tx-
courts.gov/media/423692/AgencyAR11.pdf.

2013 	 Texas Expedited Actions Rules adopted to provide expedited procedure for cases less than $100,000
Adoption of Rules for Dismissals and Expedited Actions, Docket No. 12-9191 (Tex. Nov. 13, 2012), 
http://www.txcourts.gov/All_Archived_Documents/SupremeCourt/AdministrativeOrders/miscdock-
et/12/12919100.pdf.

2014 	 Texas Courts Online website redesign launched
Annual Report of the Judicial Support Agencies, Boards and Commissions 12 (for the Fiscal Year 
Ended August 31, 2014), https://www.txcourts.gov/media/727506/2014-OCA-Annual-Report.pdf.  

2016 	 Court Security Committee releases report and recommendations to improve security
Annual Report of the Judicial Support Agencies, Boards and Commissions 2-3 (for the Fiscal 
Year Ended August 31, 2016), https://www.txcourts.gov/media/1436413/2016-ar-of-the-judicial-support-
agencies-boards-and-commissions.pdf.

2016	 Mental Health Committee reviews intersection of mental health and the justice system
Annual Report of the Judicial Support Agencies, Boards and Commissions 3-4 (for the Fiscal 
Year Ended August 31, 2016), https://www.txcourts.gov/media/1436413/2016-ar-of-the-judicial-support-
agencies-boards-and-commissions.pdf.  

2016	 Texas implements e-filing statewide
Office of Court Administration, Annual Statistical Report for the Texas Judiciary 1 (Fiscal 
Year 2016), https://www.txcourts.gov/media/1436989/annual-statistical-report-for-the-texas-judicia-
ry-fy-2016.pdf.

2017 	 Justice courts explore online dispute resolution
Office of Court Administration, Annual Statistical Report for the Texas Judiciary 3 (Fiscal 
Year 2017), https://www.txcourts.gov/media/1441397/ar-fy-17-final.pdf. 

2018	 Texas Judicial Council Civil Justice Committee releases report and recommendations
Texas Judicial Council Civil Justice Committee Report and Recommendations (2018), http://
www.txcourts.gov/media/1442196/civil-justice-committee-report.pdf.

2019	 Texas Supreme Court issued 11 emergency orders following Hurricane Harvey
Annual Report of the Judicial Support Agencies, Boards and Commissions 6 (for the Fiscal Year 
Ended August 31, 2019), https://www.txcourts.gov/media/1445215/fy-19-annual-report-of-support.pdf.
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