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Ladies and Gentlemen of the 
lllth Legislature 

Ma rch 31, 1983 

It is my privilege and pleasure to transmit the Seventh Annual 
Report of the Judicial Department. 

This report documents the work of your Maine State court system 
during 1982. Overall, the courts are barely holding their own, as new 
case filings continue to exceed the capacity of the courts to dispose of 
them in a timely manner. Our facil ities are cramped and overcrowded in 
many locations. Some courts simply lack sufficient courtrooms and per
sonnel to meet the demands placed on them. We lack the computers that would 
make clerical tasks easier and people more productive. 

Nonetheless, there is a bright side. We have highly qual ified judges 
and other hard-working, dedicated employees who are the real assets of our 
judicial system. They make our court system work in spite of its physical 
1 imitations. The pages that follow detail the results of their labors in 
the past year. 

This report is itself the collaborative efforts of many people. The 
data are recorded and reported by clerks of court and their assistants across 
the state. They are comRiled and edited in the Administrative Office of the 
Courts by Debra Olken, R~search and Planning Director, who has worked tire
lessly on this report for many weeks. Fran Norton typed the report and en
dured through several drafts. Many others helped. To all of them, my 
thanks. 

Sincerely, 

Dana R. Bagge 
State Court Administrator 
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"THE STATE OF THE JUDICIARY" 

A Report to the Joint Convention 
of the 111th Maine Legislature 

By Chief Justice Vincent L. McKuslck 

March 3, 1983 

My co I I eagues and I are gratef u I for your I nv I tat I on 
to meet with you today. As head of the Judicial Branch, 
I come to report to you of the Legislative Branch. I 
want to talk with you about the responslbll tty that our 
two branches share for the fair and efficient administra
tion of justice. 

Civics textbooks tel I us that our three great branches 
are separate and Independent, and that the powers of govern
ment are const I tut i ona I I Y d I v I ded among them. Our Ma I ne 
Constitution expressly declares that one branch may not 
encroach upon the powers of the others. Yet, the three 
branches are crucially Interdependent and, If the public Is 
to be served, the separate and co-equal branches must sup
port and complement each other In numerous essential ways. 

Specifically, although we judges In our adjudicatory 
function must be Independent of the legislative branch, the 
results of your del I beratlons here In these halls are felt 
directly In the courtrooms around the state. You enact the 
substantive law that we Judges apply In deciding civil and 
criminal cases brought before us. You by statute decide 
questions of court structure, court jurisdiction and venue, 
court facl Iitles, court operating budgets, number of judges, 
and their salaries. To discharge those heavy legislative 
responslbl Iitles, you must be kept Informed about the courts 
and their operations. As head of the Judicial Department I 
acknow I edge and w I I II ng I y accept the res pons I b I I I ty of re
porting to you, the Legislative Branch, from time to time at 
your Invitation. In my view, the oath that both you legis
lators and we judges have taken to support the constitution 
requires each of us, not merely to avoid trespassing upon 
the constitutional domain of the other two branches of 
government, but also to cooperate with those other branches 
In all areas of overlapping concern. 

As perhaps you have already noted, Mr. President and 
Mr. Speaker, those preliminary thoughts are a repeat of the open
Ing remarks I made In first reporting to the Legislature five 
years ago. They continue to be as true today as then. 

Five years ago, as a newly appointed judge, reported 
to the I08th Legislature my observations on the status at that 
time of the judicial system of the State of Maine. Today, may we 
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take a look back over those five years, reviewing developments In 
the Maine courts. Then let us look forward to the next five years 
and to the cha I I enges that we Jo I nt I y must meet I f we are to 
bring further Improvements to the administration of Justice. If 
anythIng has been accompi Ished In the past five years, much credit 
I s due to the hard work of my fe I low judges and of the 270 other 
dedicated men and women who keep our courts operating at 50 
locations around the state. In reviewing the past five years, 
am also struck by the extent to which the improvements In our 
court operations have come about through the coordinated efforts 
of a I I three great branches. The grow I ng prob I ems of the courts 
In the years ahead demand that we redouble those coordinated 
efforts. 

I. The Past 

Let me quickly review some principal events In each of 
the courts since 1977. First, the Law Court--that Is, the Supreme 
Judicial Court as our court of last resort. The new filings each 
year I n the Law Court ! ncreased 60% between 1977 and 1981, from 
about 325 to over 500. That tremendous Increase In the Law 
Court's workload has been almost entirely In clvi I appeals, and 
among those civil cases a growing number Involve public law Is
sues of considerable complexlty--the Bath Iron Works case Is mere
ly a recent and much publicized example. 

The last Legislature took one step to help keep the Law 
Court's caseload within manageable proportions. It created an 
Appel late Division within the Workers Compensation Commission to 
hear In the first instance al I appeals from the decisions of sin
gle commissioners In workers compensation cases. By the new 
statute, subsequent appeals to the Law Court are then discretion
ary with the Court. This legislation beneficially enables the 
Workers Compensation Commission at the administrative level to 
mold uniform policy on workers compensation questions, and it 
relieves the Law Court from hearing appeals that do not Involve 
any Important question of law. This change has produced, however, 
only a temporary easing of the increase In the Law Court's case 
filings; appeals In all other categories continue to grow. This 
month, the Law Court Is back to hearing more than 60 appeals. 

During the past five years, the Law Court has refined 
Its Internal operating procedures to enable It to handle Its 
growing caseload with as much expedition as possible. By rule 
changes and by hard work, my colleagues have substantially re
duced the average time consumed on appeals both before and after 
oral argument. We have also established the tradition of holding 
the May and November terms of the Law Court In Bangor, a change 
welcomed by both litigants and lawyers in that part of the state. 
Starting last April 1st, the Supreme Judicial Court has permitted 
the media to use television and stll I cameras during oral argu
ment before the Law Court. 
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In addition to their work as the Law Court, the members 
of the Supreme Judicial Court continue to carry a substantial 
load of other adjudicative and opinion writing work: advisory 
opinions; Appellate Division review of criminal sentences of one 
year or more; and single justice matters. But the past five 
years have perhaps seen the greatest Increase in the work of 
the Court In Its statutory role as what I call the board of 
directors of the Judicial Department. The Supreme Judicial Court 
has responded fully to the legislative charge that It exercise 
"general administrative and supervisory authority over the Judi
cial Department." It is the pollcymaklng body for the Judicial 
Department. The Court has, with the help of advisory committees, 
carried out with dispatch its responsibility for promulgating and 
keeping up-to-date rules of procedure for all the courts, for the 
governance of the bar, and for the disciplining of judges. Four 
complete sets of rules have In these five years been newly pro
mulgated, three of them pursuant to specific legislative legisla
tive authorization: 

Administrative Court Rules (eff. July 1, 1978) 

Maine Bar Rules, including the Maine Code of 
Professional Responsibility (eff. Nov. " 1978) 

Maine Probate Rules (eff. Jan. " 1981) 

Small Claims Rules (eft. Nov. " 1982) 

The annual review of all rules has resulted In sUbstantial addi
tions and revisions; for example, the Criminal Rules have been 
amended to detail the procedure In post-conviction review and 
extradition proceedings (effective December 15, 1981, and Febru
ary 1, 1983, respectively) and to Implement the new Single Trial 
Law, of which I wi I I have more to say later (effective January 2, 
1982). Very recently, the Code of Professional Responslbl Iity 
has been amended to deal with conflicts of Interest arising out 
of successive government and private employment of lawyers. 
These new rules and amendments streamline court operations and 
promote our constant goal of assuring the fair and efficient ad
ministration of justice. 

The Court would be unable to carry out Its rulemaklng 
function If It were not for Its six advisory rules committees. 
Time does not permit me to list all the participants in these 
endeavors, but I must at least note the great help given the 
Court by Dean Wroth of the University of Maine School of Law and 
by members of his faculty. The Dean is a master rulemaker and 
never stints In giving of his time and effort In this service. 

To discharge its responslbl Iity for supervision of the 
legal profession, the Supreme Judicial Court has created the 
Board of Overseers of the Bar. 
all lawyers practicing in Maine, 

That board annually registers 
Investigates complaints against 

lawyers and, in appropriate cases, makes presentments to the 
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Court for public bar discipline proceedings against lawyers. A 
commission of the Board also I'll I I arbitrate a fee dispute at the 
request of any dissatisfied client. One-third of the members of 
the Board of Bar Overseers and of each of Its sub-bodies are lay 
persons; Its chair for the past two years was Madeleine Freeman, 
a distinguished civic leader of Orono. 

Finally, under specific legislative authorization, the 
Court In 1978 created the Committee on Judicial Responslbl I ity 
and Disability, a watchdog of judicial conduct. It was previ
ously chaired by President Colin Hampton of Union Mutual Life 
Insurance Company and Is now chaired by President Hedley Reynolds 
of Bates Co I I ege. Of I ts seven members. three are I ay persons 
and two are lawyers, a majority of five, nominated by the Gover
nor and appointed by the Supreme Judicial Court. The Committee's 
mission Is very similar to that of a grand jury in Investigating 
complaints to determine whether any are of sufficient seriousness 
to justify presentment to the Supreme Judicial Court for a public 
disciplinary proceeding. Of course, the proceeding becomes com
pletely public once the Committee presents the matter to the 
Court. The Supreme Judicial Court Is examining the confiden
tiality rule that applies in earlier stages, with a view particu
larly of assuring that the Governor and the Judiciary Committee 
have available al I relevant Information when they are considering 
any sitting judge for reappointment. 

Let us now move to our trial courts. 

The Superior Court Is our court of general trial juris
diction; almost any criminal or civi I case may be brought there. 
It alone can give our citizens their constitutional right to a 
jury trial. With the authorization of the 110th Legislature, we 
have within the past six months substantially Improved our method 
of selecting jurors. Instead of using vot~r registration lists 
as the source of Jurors, we now use the computerized list of 
names of persons holding drivers licenses, supplemented by the 
names of holders of Identification cards Issued by the Secretary 
of State and of other persons who specifically request their 
names be put on the master source list. The state computer takes 
the place of the costly and burdensome manual handling of the 
voters lists In the clerks' offices; and, what Is most important, 
our Jurors are drawn from a more up-to-date list and one that 
Includes a larger proportion of the population over 18. We have 
also Instituted a telephone system by which Jurors can cal I In to 
find out If they are needed; this service works to the convenience 
of our citizens and helps to reduce Jury expenses. 

The Superior Court, with Its fourteen Justices, has 
currently about 17,000 new cases filed each year. well over half 
being criminal cases. The past five years have seen criminal 
filings grow by nearly a quarter. Although civil filings have 
stayed about constant In total number. they have become Increas
Ingly complex and demanding upon judge time. There has been a 
marked Increase In complex administrative appeals from state and 
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local governmental agencies. In November and December In Cumber
land County, a Superior Court Justice conducted the longest jury 
trial In Maine hlstory--It was a products Ilabl I ity case with a 
large ad damnum that went through 25 trial days until It was 
settled, stili short of completion. 

Now, the District Court. Although the District Court 
technically Is classified as a court of limited Jurisdiction, 
the Legislature since Its creation in 1962 has steadily Increased 
the scope and complexity of Its work. For example, It can now 
hear clvl I cases seeking as much as $20,000 in damages and can 
foreclose real estate mortgages. As of last November 1st, the 
limit for "small claims" that qualify for simplified and expedited 
handling by the District Court went up to $1000. It hears 16 out 
of every 17 divorces. In al I, the District Court, which now has 
21 judges, handles wei lover 200,000 cases a year--a staggering 
workload. In the past five years, the usefulness of having medi
ation available In court as an alternative to adjudication, par
ticularly In family and small claims cases, has been proved In 
the District Court. We are now taking steps to make In-court 
mediation available generally across the state In family law cases. 

The District Court, with the help of The Superior Court, 
has successfully Implemented the Single Trial Law enacted by the 
Legislature effective January 1st a year ago. That law at last 
eliminated the anomaly that had existed In Maine since 1820, by 
which a criminal defendant tried and found guilty of a misdemeanor 
In the District Court had a right to appeal to the Superior Court 
and h a v e a com pie ten e w t r I a I, a t r I a I ~ nov 0 • The r i.g h t to a 
~~ trial was given In order to protect each criminal defen
dant's right to a jury trial, available only In the Superior 
Court. Operating under rules promulgated by the Supreme Judicial 
Court, the District Court has accorded full respect to the right 
of criminal defendants to elect a jury trial, whl Ie at the same 
time we have avoided the transfer of an unmanageable flood of 
cases to the Superior Court. 

The past five years have seen the Administrative Court 
become a full member of the Judicial Department. That Adminis
trative Court is charged with hearing and deciding petitions for 
the revocation of most state licenses. By assignment, Its two 
judges also carry a SUbstantial caseload In the District Court. 

The big news for the probate courts In the last five 
years was the adoption of the Maine Probate Code and the Maine 
Rules of Probate Procedure, both effective January 1, 1981. Our 
16 county probate judges are Maine's only elected judges and only 
part-time judges. Under the new system, a probate court's deci
sion Is no longer appealable to the Superior Court for a ~~ 
trial; any appeal is directly to the Law Court on questions of 
law only. Thus, the probate judges have heightened trial respon
sibilities. The same Probate Law Revision Commission that drafted 
the Maine Probate Code was also charged by the Legislature with 
studying the structure of the probate courts. See P. & S.L. 1973, 

- 5 -



ch. 126, § 1. The ongoing memory of the Legislature should not 
over~00k the final recommendation made In 1980 by that Commission. 
to the effect that the probate court functions be transferred to 
the Superior Court. See Maine Probate Law Revision Commission, 
Report to the Legislature and Recommendations concerning Probate 
Court Structure (February 21, 1980). In the prior decade or so, 
the probate court structure had been thoroughly studied on two 
other occasions, with simi lar recommendations for shift to a 
full-time. appointed judiciary. 

Starting In 1975, al I courts of the state, except the 
county probate courts, have come together In a unified state 
administration and state financing. The Administrative Office 
of the Courts under our State Court Administrator, Dana Baggett, 
performs fiscal, personnel, procurement. statistical, and other 
business functions. Our trial court administrators directly help 
the judges who are responsible for the management of the Superior 
and District Courts at the 50 trial court locations around the 
state. The courts are operating In good coordination with one 
another. Chief Judge Devine and his deputy, Judge Pease, are 
responsible for the District Court. Three Regional Presiding 
Justices, Justices Macinnes, Scolnlk, and McKinley, share re
sponslbl Iity for the operations of the Superior Court. You have 
before you a bill, L.D. 437, that would create for the Superior 
Court the position of a chief Justice, who would take over the 
fUnctions of the three Regional Presiding Justices. The Chief 
Justice of the Superior Court would, under my supervision, be 
responsible for the operations of the Superior Court In the same 
way the Chief Judge of the District Court Is responsible for that 
court. The new set-up, proposed by the Superior Court justices 
and fully supported by the Supreme Judicial Court, would stream
line the judicial management of the Superior Court and would 
give It a single voice. 

I I. The Future 

Having looked back at the Maine courts during the last 
five years, let's now look at the future--at least the next five 
years. I want to Identify for you the most pressing of the needs 
faced by the courts. Our needs are principally financial, and 
I wei I realize that Insistent demands for funds come at you from 
every quarter and that your budgeting problems seem particularly 
acute at this session. But I would make two Initial points. 
First, the total appropriations for the courts have never been 
more than about 1% of the state budget; and even of that amount-
last year It was about $12 ml I Ilon--the courts themselves turned 
In to the General Fund In fines and fees more than 80%. Second, 
even I f we do not meet a I I these needs at th Is sess I on. we can 
get on track toward meeting them within the near-term future. 

First, shortage of courtrooms and of other physical 
fact Iities remains the foremost problem of the Maine courts. 
Already those needs have been fully studied, restudied, and again 
reviewed. Action Is the next step. The Judges committee headed 
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by Justice Archibald and the later gubernatorial commission 
headed by banker John Grant were not J nterested In bu II ding 
public monuments. They determined essential building needs, 
and those needs have become even more apparent with the passage 
of time: At many locations our courts simply lack the courtrooms 
and other working space needed to handle their growing caseloads; 
and at many locations our courts lack the facl I itles to assure 
that Jurors, litigants, witnesses, attorneys, and other citizens 
with business at the courthouse can conduct It without unreason
able delay, discomfort, or embarrassment. For example, a short
age of Jury courtrooms In the Cumberland County courthouse has 
already contributed to a disturbing increase In the clvl I backlog 
In that county. As a further example, In Brunswick the District 
Court lacks even minimal working space for essential clerical 
help, and the citizens using that court are sorely inconvenienced. 

Solution of our court facl I Itles problem, as quickly as 
our resources permit, demands the best of coordination among the 
three great branches. We are now receiving good cooperation from 
the Executive Branch In getting court facilities Into the state 
budgeting process, for both current funding and bonding. I 
applaud the start that Governor Brennan proposed last week In 
his State of the State address, by Including In his capital 
program funds for new court bui Idings for Brunswick-Bath and 
Skowhegan and for planning In Portland. In the months and years 
ahead we have a lot of work to do on our court facilities. 

Second, we need to Improve judicial salaries. We hold 
the dubious distinction of standing 50th among the States of the 
Union In what we pay our judges; the 49th state, Vermont, pays 
a supreme court associate justice nearly $5000 more than does 
Maine. The Immediate salary increase suggested last week by the 
Governor Is we I I deserved by my fe II ow judges. A Iso, as a 
longer-range solution, I heartily endorse L.D. 662 that proposes 
to bring judicial salaries within the jurisdiction of the State 
Compensation Commission created by statute two years ago to make 
recommendations to you on legislators' salaries. It makes sense 
to subject judicial salaries automatically to that same kind of 
objective review at regular Intervals. 

Third, very soon we wi I I need additional judges. Maine 
has a remarkably smal I judiciary, only 44 active judges--outslde 
the 16 part-time county probate judges. In the last ten years, 
the Superior Court has had no Increase In Its 14 justices, and 
the District Court has had only one added judge-at-Iarge. Our 
trial courts have been able to keep up as well as they have with 
their burgeoning caseloads, by extra hard work and through the 
help of our active retired judges, and through the help of court 
administrators rei levlng them of many n~n-judlclal burdens. The 
time has now arrived, however, when our active retired judges by 
reasons of health cannot be expected to carry the same heavy 
loads they have carried so wei I In the past. Furthermore, trial 
caseloads have outrun what can be absorbed through Increased 
judicial productivity; for example, our Superior Court justices 
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already handle an average of over 1100 cases a year, as compared 
with the norm set by the American Bar Association of 1000 cases 
for a court of general trial judlsdlctlon. The consequence of 
having too few judges Is similar to the consequence of the 
shortage of courtrooms and support facilities: cases awaiting 
trial pile up, particularly on the cIvil side. In addition, one 
must be concerned about the quality of judging when judges are 
overpressed; judges are not automatons that can be cranked up 
to ever Increasing speeds, without adversely affecting the del Ib
eratlve process. We are studying our judgepower needs carefully, 
and I assure you that we wi I I, before the convening of your sec
ond regular session, quantify those needs as precisely as the 
nature of the question permits. 

Finally, we need to give our courts the modern tools, 
such as computers and word processors, that are commonplace In 
comparable operations In the private sector. For example, the 
repet I t I ve tasks of docket I ng. I nformat I on retr I eva I, schedu I I ng, 
and bookkeeping Involved In the clerks' offices are a natural 
application for computers. These modern tools are the only way 
to keep some degree of control over the rising costs of handling 
our growing caseloads. 

These, then, are four specific areas of court needs. 
They must be met If we are to carry out the commitment that you 
of the Legislature I know share with us to maintain In every 
court of the state the fair and efficient administration of 
Justice. We In the JudIcial Branch desperately need your help 
In promptly addressIng these financial problems. 

Conclusion 

The safety of our persons and property depends upon 
the prompt enforcement of the criminal laws. Those laws wi I I 
have a deterrent effect upon crime only to the extent that just 
punishment under them Is swift and sure. For that reason the 
courts must give priority to criminal cases. Yet the rising 
crescendo of our criminal caseloads should not deafen us to the 
rousing declaration of our Maine Constitution guaranteeing every 
citizen ready access to the clvl I side of the courts. Section 19 
of the Maine Declaration of RIghts announces the fol lowing: 

Every person, for an Injury done him In his person, 
reputation, property or Immunities, shal I have remedy 
by due course of law; and right and Justice shall be 
administered freely and without sale, completely and 
without denial, promptly and without delay. 

That, Ladles and Gentlemen of the Legislature, Is the shining goal 
to which our Maine Courts wi I I Ingly dedicate themselves--not 
merely for the next five years, but for as long as our Constitu
tion shal I stand. 
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ORGANIZATION OF THE JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT 

HISTORY 

Until separation In 1820, Maine was a part of Massachusetts and therefore Included In the 
Massachusetts court system. However, In 1820, Article VI, Section I, of the new Maine Con
stitution established the Judicial branch of government stating: "The Judicial power of the 
State shal I be vested In a Supreme Judicial Court, and such other courts as the Legislature 
shall from time to time establish". From the start of statehood, the Supreme Judicial Court 
was both a trial court and an appel late court or "Law Court". The new State of Maine also 
adopted the same lower court structure as existed In Massachusetts, and the court system re
maIned unchanged until 1852. The Probate Courts were created In 1820 as county-based courts 
and have remained so to date. 

The Court Reorganization Act of 1852 Increased the jurisdiction of the Supreme JUdicial Court 
to encompass virtually every type of case, Increased the number of justices and authorized 
the justices to travel In circuits. 

The next major change In the system came In 1929, when the Legislature created the statewide 
Superior Court to relIeve the overburdened Supreme Judicial Court. Meanwhile, the lower courts con
tinued to operate much as they always had until 1961 when the municipal courts and the trial 
justices system was abolished and the new District Court created. The most recent change to the 
Maine Judicial System occurred In 1978 with the addition of the Administrative Court. 

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT AND LAW COURT 

The Supreme Judicial Court Is the governing body of the Judicial Department, and as the Law 
Court Is the court of final appeal. The Law Court hears appeals of civil and criminal cases from 
the Superior Court, appeals from al I final judgments, orders and decrees of the Probate Court, 
appeals of decisions of the Public Utilities Commission and the Workers Compensation CommIs
sion's Appel late Division, Interlocutory criminal appeals and appeals of decIsions of a single 
justice of the Supreme Judicial Court. A Justice of the Supreme Judicial Court has jurIsdiction 
to hear non-jury civil actions, except divorce or annulment of marriage, and can be assigned 
by the chief justice to hear Superior Court cases In general, Including post-conviction matters. 
In addition, single justices handle both admission to the bar and bar disciplinary proceedings. 
The justices of the Supreme JudIcial Court make decisIons regarding legislative apportionment 
and render advisory opinions concerning Important questions of law on solemn occasions when 
requested by the governor, Senate or House of Representatives. Three members of the Supreme 
JUdicial Court serve as the Appel late Division for the review of criminal sentences of one year 
or more. 

By statute, the chief Justice Is head of the Judicial Department, and the Supreme JUdicial 
Court has general administrative and supervisory authorIty over the JUdicial Department. 

The Supreme JudIcial Court has seven members: the chief Justice and six associate justices. 
The justices are appointed by the governor for seven year terms, with the consent of the legis
lature. The Court determines the number, time and place of Its terms depending on the volume 
of cases. The Court sits In Portland four times a year and In Bangor twice a year. These 
terms run from two to three weeks, covering 50 to 60 casas. 

In addition, the Supreme Judicial Court has three active retired Justices; upon retirement, 
a Supreme Judicial Court Justice may be appointed an active retired Justice by the governor 
for a seven year term, with the consent of the legislature. On assignment by the chief justice. 
an actIve retired JustIce has the same authority as an active Justice. 
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SUPERIOR COURT 

The Superior Court was created by the legIslature In 1929 as MaIne's trIal court of general 
JurIsdIctIon. The court has orIgInal JurIsdIctIon over al I matters (eIther exclusIvely or 
concurrently wIth other courts) whIch are not wIthIn the jurIsdIctIon of the Supreme JudIcIal 
Court sIttIng as the Law Court or wIthIn the exclusIve JurIsdIctIon of the DIstrIct Court. ThIs 
Is the only court In whIch cIvIl and crImInal jury trIals are held. In addItIon, JustIces of thIs 
court hear appeals on questIons of law only from the DIstrIct Court and from the AdmInIstrat-
Ive Court. 

There are 14 JustIces of the SuperIor Court who hold sessIons of the Court In each of the 16 
countIes. The JustIces are appoInted by the governor for seven year terms,wlth the consent 
of the legIslature. For admInIstratIve purposes, the State Is dIvIded Into three regIons, 
and the chIef justIce appoInts a regIonal presIdIng JustIce for each regIon. 

In addItIon, untIl September 2, 1982, the SuperIor Court had one actIve retIred justIce; 
upon retIrement, a SuperIor Court justIce may be appoInted an actIve retIred justIce by the 
governor for a seven year term, wIth the consent of the legIslature. On assIgnment by the 
chIef justIce, an actIve retIred justIce has the same authorIty as an actIve justIce. 

DISTRICT COURT 

The DIstrIct Court was created by the legIslature In 1961 as MaIne's court of lImIted jurIs
dIctIon. The Court has orIgInal JurIsdIctIon In non-felony crImInal cases, traffIc InfractIons 
and cIvIl vIolatIons, can accept guIlty pleas In felony cases and conducts probable cause 
hearIngs In felony cases. The Court has concurrent JurIsdIctIon wIth the SuperIor Court In 
dIvorce cases and non-equItable cIvIl cases InvolvIng not more than $20,000. The DIstrIct 
Court Is the sma I I claIms court (for cases InvolvIng not more than $1000) and the JuvenIle 
court. In addItIon, the Court hears mental health, forceable entry and detaIner, quIet tItle 
and foreclosure cases. It Is the only court avaIlable for the enforcement of money judgments. 

There are 21 judges of the DIstrIct Court; the chIef judge, who Is desIgnated by the chIef 
justIce of the Supreme JudIcIal Court, sIx jUdges-at-large who serve throughout the state, and 14 
judges who sIt wIthIn the 13 dIstrIcts of the court. The judges are appoInted by the governor 
for seven year terms, wIth the consent of the legIslature. 

In addItIon, the DIstrIct Court has seven actIve retIred judges; upon retIrement, a DIstrIct 
Court judge may be appoInted an actIve retIred judge by the governor for a seven year term, 
wIth the consent of the legIslature. On assIgnment by the chIef judge, an actIve retIred judge 
has the same authorIty as an actIve judge. 

ADMINISTRATIVE COURT 

The AdmInIstratIve Court was created by the legIslature In 1973 and became a part of the 
JudIcIal Department on July 1, 1978. PrIor thereto the AdmInIstratIve Court had JurIsdIctIon 
over suspensIon and revocatIon of lIcenses by a specIfIc lIst of executIve agencIes. EffectIve 
July I, 1978, the legIslature substantIally expanded the JurIsdIctIon of the AdmInIstratIve 
Court. Now, other than In emergency sItuatIons, the AdmInIstratIve Court has ...... excluslve 
JurIsdIctIon upon complaInt of an agency pr, If the lIcensIng agency falls or refuses to act 
wIthIn a reasonable tIme, upon complaInt of the Attorney General, to revoke or suspend lIcenses 
Issued by the agency, and shal I have orIgInal JurIsdIctIon upon complaInt of a lIcensIng agency 
to determIne whether renewal or relssuance of a lIcense of that agency may be refused ...... . 
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There are two judges of the Administrative Court; the Administrative Court judge and the Assoc
Iate Administrative Court judge. The judges must be lawyers and are appointed by the governor tor 
seven year terms, with the consent of the legislature. On assignment by the chief Justice, Admin
Istrative Court judges also sit In the District Court. 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

The Administrative Office of the Courts was created In 1975. The office Is directed by the 
state court administrator who Is appointed by and serves at the pleasure of the chief Justice. The 
staff for the Administrative Office Is appointed by the state court administrator, with the approval 
of the chief Justice and In~ludes the following positions: 

Accountant 
Accounting Clerks (2) 
Assistant Accountant 
Fiscal Director 
Personnel Officer 
Research and Planning Director 
Secretaries (2) 
State Court Library Supervisor 

Pursuant to 4 M.R.S.A. § 17, the State Court Administrator's responsibilities are as follows: 

1. Continuous survey and study. Carryon a continuous survey and study of the organization, 
operation, condition of business, practice and procedure of the Judicial Department and 
make recommendations to the Chief Justice concerning the number of judges and other jud
Icial personnel required for the efficient administration of Justice. Assist In long 
and short range planning; 

2. ExaBlne 1be status of dockets. Examine the status of dockets of all courts so as to de
termine cases and other Judicial business that have been unduly delayed. From such re
ports, the administrator shall Indicate which courts are In need of additional judicial 
personnel and make recommendations to the Chief Justice and to the Chief Judge of the 
District Court concerning the assignment or reassignment of personnel to courts that 
are In need of such personnel. The administrator shall also carry out the directives 
of the Chief Justice as to the assignment of personnel In these Instances; 

3. Investigate Coaplalnfs. Investigate complaints with respect to the operation of the 
courts; 

4. ExaBlne stBtls~lcal systa.s. Examine the statistical systems of the courts and make 
recommendations for a uniform system of Judicial statistics. The administrator shall 
also collect and analyze statistical and other data relating to the business of the 
courts; 

5. Prescribe ... If ..... adIIlnlsfnrthre and business ...-tbods. etc. Prescribe tJnlform adminis
trative and business methods, systems, forms, docketing and records to be used In the 
Supreme Judicial Court, In the Superior Court and, with the written approval of the Chief 
Judge of the District Court, In the District Court; 

6. 1..,leIIBII"t standards and policies ~ ." 1be Dllef Justice. Implement standards and pol
Icies set by the Chief Justice regarding hours of court, the assignment of term parts 
and Justices; 
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7. Act as fiscal officer. Act as fiscal officer of the courts and In so doing: 

a. Maintain fiscal controls and accounts of funds appropriated for the Judicial 
Department; 

b. Prepare all requisitions for the payment of state moneys appropriated for the maint
enance and operation of the Judicial ~epartment; 

c. Prepare budget estimates of state appropriations necessary for the maintenance and 
operation of the Judicial Department and make recommendations with respect thereto; 

d. Collect statistical and other data and make reports to the Chief Justice and to the 
Chief Judge of the District Court relating to the expenditures of public moneys for 
the maintenance and operation of the Judicial Department; 

e. Develop a uniform set of accounting and budgetary accounts for the Supreme Judicial 
Court, for the Superior Court and, with the written approval of the Chief Judge of 
the District Court, for the District Court and serve as auditor of the Judicial De
partment; 

8. ExiaIIlIlne ~ for use and _hrrnoaoc:e of court faclll"ties.. Examl ne the arrange
ments for the use and maintenance of court facilities and supervise the purchase, dis
tribution, exchange and transfer of Judicial equipment and supplies thereof; 

9. Act as~. Act as secretary to the Judicial Conference; 

10. SubBl"t an annual report. Submit an annual report to the Chief Justice, Legislature and 
Governor of the activities and accomplishments of the office for the preceding calendar 
year; 

11. Maln"taln alalson. Maintain liaison with executive and legislative branches and other 
public and private agencies whose activities Impact the Judicial Department; 

12. ~ and ,Ian clerical offices. Prepare and plan for the organization and operation 
of clerical offices serving the Superior Court and, at the request of the Chief Judge of 
the District Court, the District Court within each county; provide for a central clerk 
of court office at each county seat with satellite clerk In each court; 

13. 1IIIIPI&IIII8II't presenric:e and haserwh:e eduartlOOillI and 1Talnhag "Ugi ........ Develop and Imple
ment preservlce and Inservlce educational and training programs for nonjudicial personnel 
of the Judicial Department; and, 

14. Per10nD da"tles and a"ttand otber _lias. Perform such other duties and attend to such 
other matters consistent with the powers delegated herein assigned to him by the Chief 
Justice and the Supreme Judicial Court. 
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ADMINISTRATION OF THE JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT 

FISCAL 

The expenditure and revenue data are presented for the State fiscal year ended June 30th. 

The Judicial Department operates from the State general funds which are appropriated by the legis

lature. It also administers several grants from public sources. 

As shown by Graph F-I. there has been a steady increase since FY'77 (the first year for 

which comparable data was collected and reported) in both expenditures and revenues for the courts 

at all levels. Total expenditures for the courts have increased 84.1% from $6.516,431 in FY'77 

to $11,998,828 In FY'82. Revenues have increased 66.9% from $5.775.643 In FY ' 77 to $9.638.728 

in FY'82. 

Expend i tures 

Judicial Department expenditures for FY'82 totalled $12,118,916, which is an increase of 8.3% 

over the previous year. The following is a summary of expenditures by Department subdivision: 

Subdivision FY 1981 FY 1982 % Change 

Judicial Council $ 5,245 $ 6,011 14.6 

Supreme Judicial Court 1,077,404 1,230,911 14.2 

Supe rI or Court 4,500,853 4.963.120 10.3 

District Cour.t 4,700,170 5,281,457 10.2 

Administrative Court 141,533 150,760 6.5 

Administrative Office 392,249 294.699 -24.9 

*Special Projects 3n,621 120,088 -62.2 

Other Department Activities 55,215 71,870 30.2 

TOTAL $11,190,290 $12,118,916 8.3 

As in prior years, statutory payments to County Law Libraries have been included within 

Superior Court expenditures. 

*Speclal Projects which were administered during the fiscal year were as follows: 

- Court Technology Seminar ••••••••••......•.••••.••.••••.•..•• $ 964 

- Ad~inlstrative Office Support ••.••••••.••••....••...••.•.•.. 569 

- Juror Utilization and Management ••.••••..••.••.•••••.....••. 42,828 

- Judicial Orientation........................................ 1,683 

- Restitution Alternative •••••••••.•....•..••..•.•••.......•.• 58,152 

- Judicial Training........................................... 2,386 

- Non-Judicial Training....................................... 6,506 

- Records Management .•.••••••••......•••••.••••.••••••.......• 7,000 

TOTAL $120,088 
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Dollars 
(Millions) 

Cost of Operating the Courts 
Revenues Compared with Expenditures 

1977 - 1982 

Revenues 

o Expenditures 

Graph 
F·1 
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10~----------------------------------------------------~ 

8~----------------------------~ 

6 -i-----i 
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2 -+--

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 

Fiscal Year 

*NOTES: The data presented above are for the fiscal year ended June 30th of the year indicated. 

Revenue amounts represent gross revenue, prior to-rhe dedication to other State agencies. 

The above revenue and expenditure amounts identify only State funds. 
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CHART F-2 

CHART F-3 

JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT EXPENDITURES BY SUBDIVISION 

DISTRICT COURT 

43.6% 

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT 

ADMINISTRATIVE COURT - 1.2% 

__ -4-- ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE /"C;;;;;---_===;;::;;:;:§§i:=:::--. 0 F TH E COU RTS - 2. 4 % 

SUPERIOR COURT 

39.8% 

SPECIAL PROJECTS - 2.7% 

JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT REVENUES BY SOURCE 

DISTRICT COURT 

REVENUE 

89.7% 
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Revenue 
Judicial Department gross revenue for FY'82 totaled $9.638.728. Table F-4 below identifies 

a source breakdown of that revenue for FY'80, FY'81 and FY'82, and the percent change. Revenue 

and percent change by court location is shown in Tables F-5 and F-6. 

All funds collected by the Judicial Department, except project grants. go Into the State 

General Fund. A relatively small proportion of these funds consist of fines for specific viol

ations of law which are dedicated to certain agencies. A comparative summary of dedicated fines 

by fiscal year is also shown below. 

Monies received for grant projects are also dedicated in the sense that the funds cannot be 

used for any other purpose. Monies received in FY'82 for grant projects totaled $124.514. 

TABLE F-4 

COMPARATIVE REVENUE SUMMARY FOR FISCAL YEARS ENDED JUNE 30TH 

REVENUE 

- Superior Court* 

- District Court** 

- Administrative Court** 

- Miscellaneous 

Less: Dedicated Revenue 

- Dept. of Transportation 
- Dept. of Inland Fisher-

ies and Wi Idl ife 
- Public Utilities Com-

mission 
- Municipal ities 
- Dept. of Agriculture 
- Dept. of Conservation 
- Miscellaneous Agencies 

Total Dedicated Revenue 

Net General Fund Revenue 

Revenue for Special Projects 

- Special Project Grants 

1980 

$ 593.528 

8.552.812 

41,545 

24,468 

$9.212.353 

$ 277.184 

265.369 

80.068 
33.347 
I 1.050 
5.345 
3.885 

(676.248) 

$8,536. lOS 

$ 72. I 38 

1981 % Change 1982 

$ 726.558 22.4 $ 775.015 

8.641.521 1.0 8.759.009 

52.130 25.5 72.903 

29 z270 l1.:..§. 3 I z801 

$9.449.479 2.6 $9.638.728 

$ 349,283 $ 407.627 

253.349 274.830 

102.220 76.032 
28.055 44. 127 

4.535 20 
4.260 4.955 

335 4.759 

(7 42 !03]) 9.7 (812.350) 

$8.707.442 2.0 $8.826.378 

$ 212.000 $ 124.514 

% 

Note: This information is prepared on a cash basis and does not take into consideration any 
accruals. 

*Revenue and percent change by Superior Court locations is shown Table F-5 

Change 

6.7 

1.4 

39.8 

~ 
2.0 

9.5 

1.4 

**Revenue and percent change by District Court, also including the Administrative Court is shown 
in Table F-6. 
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TABLE F-5 
JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT 

Comparative Revenue Summary For Superior Courts 
For Fiscal Years Ended June 30th 

Superior Court Locat I on 1980 1981 % Change 1982 % Change 
(County) (C i ty/Town) Revenue Revenue 1980-1981 Revenue 1981-1982 

Androscoggin Auburn $ 20,227 $ 25,360 25.4 $ 24,845 -2.0 

Aroostook Hou 1 ton 48,176 49,770 3.3 50,166 .8 

Cumbe r 1 and Portland 97,882 100,649 2.8 130,414 29.6 

Frank 1 in Farmington 28,429 36,318 27.8 41,470 14.2 

Hancock Ellsworth 24,423 31,033 27.1 30,650 -1.2 

Kennebec Augusta 64,598 77 ,251 19.6 58,674 -24.1 

Knox Rockland 20,841 36,591 75.6 35,375 -3.3 

Lincoln Wiscasset 21,599 21,201 -1.8 31,784 49.9 

Oxford South Paris 16,222 18,384 13.3 25,129 36.7 

Penobscot Bangor 78,963 79,469 0.6 46.929 -40.9 

Piscataquis Dover-Foxcft. 9,595 10,350 7.9 46,949 353.6 

Sagadahoc Bath 13,079 23,660 80.9 14,586 -38.4 

Somerset Skowhegan 83,934 106,028 26.3 141,705 33.6 

Waldo Belfast 12,210 13,043 6.8 11 ,153 -14.5 

Washington Machias 13,471 22,012 63.4 21,413 -2.7 

York Alfred 39,879 75,439 89.2 63.,773 -15.5 

TOTAL $593,528 $]26,558 22.4 $775,015 6.7 
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TABLE F-6 
JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT 

Compa rat i ve Revenue Summary For District & Administrative Courts 
For Fiscal Years Ended June 30th 

1980 1981 % Change 1982 %Change 
District Cou rt Locat Ions: Revenue Revenue 1280 - 1~81 Revenue 1981 - 1282 

Augusta $ 562.220 S 634.190 12.8 $ 660.189 4.1 

Bangor 621.798 636,152 2.3 591.413 -7.0 

Bar Harbor 43.761 51.342 17.3 45.424 -11. 5 
Bath 288.448 260.708 -9.6 231.556 -11.2 
Be lfas t 147,583 140.321 -4.9 171.125 22.0 
Biddeford 611.326 668.157 9.3 584.889 -12.5 
Bridgton 114.612 114.698 .1 109.260 -4.7 
Brunswick 388,363 372.682 -4.0 381.213 2.3 
Calais 119.895 105.759 -11.8 90.134 -14.8 
Caribou 156.592 119.180 -23.9 84.759 -28.9 
Dove r-Foxcroft 131.629 119.518 -9.2 126.817 6. I 
Ell sworth 170.389 177 .384 4. I 193.658 9.2 
Farmington 163.970 231.527 37.0 236.886 2.3 
Fort Kent 69.278 74.521 7.6 70.900 -4.9 
Houlton 180.335 215.359 19.4 223.266 3.7 
Ki ttery 452.013 480.407 6.3 451.280 -6. I 
Lewiston 507.921 469.993 -7.5 558.974 18.9 
Lincoln 166.344 155.071 -6.8 132.663 -14.5 
LI vermore Falls 47.340 50.043 5.7 55.428 10.8 
Machias 86.523 80.350 -7.1 79.892 -.6 
Madawaska 54.657 47.101 -13.8 54.837 16.4 
Mill inocket 118.355 113.824 -3.8 108.829 -4.4 
Newport 204.938 194.609 -5.0 160,866 -17.3 
Portland 1.361.442 1,375,504 1.0 1,598,275 16.2 
Presque Isle 213,120 188,261 -13.7 189,372 .6 
Rockland 220,919 197,465 -10.6 227,957 15.4 
Rumford 125,347 135,506 8.1 158,428 16.9 
Skowhegan 480.707 423,397 -11.9 397,200 -6.2 
South Paris 87,784 92,687 5.6 86.578 -6.6 
Springvale 212,803 226;529 6.5 216,810 -4.3 
Van Buren 20.441 16,265 -20.4 21.219 30.5 
Waterville 237.396 260.507 9.7 259,381 .4 
Wiscasset 17 4z563 212,504 21.7 199 z532 6.1 

TOTAL $8,552.812 $8.641.521 1.0 $8,759,010 1.4 
Admin. Court - Portland 41,545 52,130 25.5 72.903 39.9 

GRAND TOTAL $8,594.357 $8:693,65 1 1.2 $81831 !9 13 1.6 
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District Court Building Fund 

Pursuant to 4 M.R.S.A. S163 (3), $3,000 per month Is transferred from the District Court 
appropriation to the District Court Building Fund. This fund Is "to be used solely for the 
building, remodeling and furnishing of quarters for the District Court •••• ". Monies In this 
fund are carried forward from year to year. 

The balance forwarded from fiscal year 1981 was $46,891. The addition of $36,000 for fiscal 
year 1982 brought the total available funds to $82,891. Of this amount $60,806 was spent during 
the year for completion of the Biddeford, Bangor, and Caribou renovations, and furnishings 
for Portland, Skowhegan, Machias, and Electronic Recording In the Northern Region, leaving a 
year-end balance of $22,085. 

One-Write Accounting System 

During 1981, an ad hoc committee comprised of two regional court administrators and the 
fiscal director was formed to develop a simplified, uniform system of processing cash revenue 
receipts, cash ball receipts, and disbursements. The committee recommended the establishment 
of a one-write or pegboard accounting system which was Initiated In the Cumberland Superior 
Court, York Superior Court, and Bath District Court on a pilot basis. By the end of 1982, 
this system was successfully Implemented In Region I of the Superior Court and the Southern 
Region of the District Court, with Implementation In the balance of the state scheduled to 
occur during 1983. 

FACILITIES 

Early In January of 1982, Chief Justice Vincent L. McKuslck met with the county commission
ers of Cumberland County to see whether they would sponsor a county bond Issue to construct a new 
District Court In Portland to serve Southern Cumberland. Since a State bond Issue that would 
have provided construction funds failed to be approved In a statewide referendum In November, 
1980, the chief justice felt that a county bond Issue referendum would be more likely to be 
successful because the needs of the District Court In Portland would be better understood by 
the voters of Cumberland County. The county commissioners endorsed the concept. 

Efforts then were focused on gaining approval from the 110th Legislature In Its Second 
Regular Session to authorize Cumberland County to Initiate such a bond Issued referendum, and 
to get the legislature to guarantee to amortize the bonds through a long-term lease of the facil
Ity. Cost of the building was estimated at $5 mil lion. 

During legislative consideration, the needs of the District Courts In Brunswick and Bridgton, 
also In Cumberland County, were recognized and ultimately Incorporated into a proposed bond Issue 
authorization bill. Ultimately, the county bond Issue bill failed to get legislative approval, 
for several reasons. Principal among them was a reluctance by the legislature to fund the facil
Ity needs of State courts by using county government bonding authority, and a reluctance to auth
orize state bonds In addition to bonds authorized to be Issued during the First Regular Session 
of the 110th Legislature for other public purposes. 

A proposed new court facility for Brunswick, to be constructed by a private developer and 
leased to the state with an option to purchase at the end of the' lease also was rejected by the 
Appropriations Committee. Instead, the Committee's Senate chairman urged that the Judicial De
partment organize and prioritize Its capital construction requests In coordination with the 
Bureau of Public Improvements as other state agencies do, which would Insure that the Judicial 
Department would be In line for funding consideration by the lllth Legislature. 
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In Bridgton, the need for a new court facility to replace the outmoded court room on the 
second floor of the municipal building appeared to be met by a proposal to renovate an existing 
school house In downtown Bridgton to house the court and other public uses. The Judicial De
partment signed a sub-lease with the developers with occupancy scheduled for late In 1982. Un
fortunately, the renovation of the school building failed to be carried through to completion 
and at year's end, no new accomodatlon for the Bridgton court had been Identified. 

During the summer of 1982, the Judicial Department reviewed Its court facility needs as 
Inventoried by various studies In the late 1970's, updated the data and submitted Its needs for 
the 1983 - 1985 biennium, which were: 

Priority 

2 
3 
4 

5 

Project 

Portland District Court Relocation. 
Skowhegan District Court Relocation. 
Bath-Brunswick District Court RelocatIon or new Brunswick-only District Court. 
lincoln & Millinocket court merger or new lincoln-only District Court and new 
MI I Iinocket District Court. 
New Kennebec County Superior Court. 

As calendar 1982 drew to a close, there were Indications that the governor would recommend 
funding of a design study of a combined Portland District Court and State Office Building, and 
funding for new court facl I Itles In Skowhegan and Brunswick-Bath. 

PERSONNEL 

The Department Implemented a new salary schedule which Integrated a cost-of-Ilvlng raise 
with changes reflecting the current market values of Its position class!flcatlons. Paral lei 
changes In some job titles and descriptions were made, and all became effective on July 1, 
1982. The state court administrator and regional court administrators toured the courts prior 
to the start-up of the salary schedule changes to apprise employees of the effect of the changes 
on both the Department generally and each employee specifically. WIth the exception of the 
state court library supervisor position, the Department did not receive legislative auth
orization for any new personnel during 1982. 

JUDICIAL RESOURCES 

Judicial Scheduling 

In the District Court, resident judges serve In the district to which they are appointed by 
the governor, although occasionally they may assist In other districts In emergency Instances. 
There are six at-large judges who are scheduled by the deputy chief judge on a monthly basis. Five 
District Court locations require the services of an at-large judge every month, leaving one judge 
available to cover special asslgnements and vacancies due to Illness, vacations, and educational 
conferences, and to assist courts experiencing particular backlog problems. 

Superior Court justices are assigned to three administratIve regions on a yearly basis, 
by order of the chief justice In consultation with the regional presiding justices. The regional 
presiding justices, with the assistance of the regional court administrators, are then respon
sible for assigning the justices to the courts within theIr respective regions. On a monthly 
or bl-monthly basis, the regional court adminIstrators, In coordination with justices, clerks, 
and attorneys, prepare schedules detailing the dally work of Justices and court reporters, for 
approval by the regional presiding Justice. During 1982, varIous experiments were undertaken 
InvolvIng trailing lists, extended lists, and docket cal Is In an effort to Improve case manage
ment and expedite case disposition. 
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Use of Active Retired Justices and Judges 

Upon retirement, any Justice of the Supreme Judicial Court or Superior Court, or any judge 
of the District Court, may be appointed by the governor to active retired status. These members of 
the Judiciary render Invaluable service by their availability to serve throughout the state 
assisting overburdened courts. During 1982, the three active retired Supreme Judicial Court 
Justices, one Superior Court Justice, and seven District Court judges served a total of 791 days 
In the state courts. 

JUDICIAL EDUCATION 

The Fifth Maine Judicial Conference was held on September 13th and 14th In Sebasco Estates, 
Maine. Pursuant to 4 M.R.S.A. §471, the conference was attended by al I Maine Justices and 
judges "who shal I advise and consult with the Supreme Judicial Court and the Chief Justice on 
matters affecting the administration of the Judicial Department •••• ". 

The conference began with a seminar on search and seizure presented by the Hon. William 
Grimes, Retired Chief Justice of the New Hampshire Supreme Court. The first part of the second 
day was devoted to separate meetings of the members of each court to discuss various adminis
trative and technical concerns; the last half of the day was spent In attendance at a present
ation relating to the potential use of computers In Maine courts. 

A variety of conferences and courses were attended by Individual members of the Judiciary. 
Four recent appointees to the bench participated In general orientation courses for their re
spective court levelS, and the two new members of the Supreme Judicial Court attended a national 
Appel late Judges l Seminar. Courses attended by other members of the Judiciary were on small 
claims, evidence, clvl I litigation and criminal evidence. 

Judicial behavior and responsibility was the topic addressed at a conference attended by a 
District Court judge. The Supreme Judicial Court attended a Northern New England Appellate 
Judges Conference; the topics for panel discussions were the constituencies of courts, case 
processing In appel late courts, rules of practice, attorney competency and court facil-
Ities. A District Court judge represented the Judiciary at a statewide conference for members 
of the criminal justice system entitled "Value Conflicts In the Criminal Justice System". 

NON-JUDICIAL EDUCATION 

Three clerks of court attended a conference for Justice system supervisors In the late 
spring of 1982 and the clerk of the Law Court attended a national conference for appellate court 
clerks. A seminar was given on small claims In District Court covering the Impact of the new 
sma I I claims legislation and court procedures for such cases; court personnel from the southern 
half of the state attended one session and another session was given for personnel In the north
ern half of the state. 

The annual Clerk of Courts' Conference took place In September with the clerks from Adminis
trative, District, and Superior Courts attending. The event was coordinated wltn the annual 
Judicial Conference. and a session on technology In the courts was attended by both judges and 
clerks of court. Some of the topics also covered were OUI data collection, Implementation of 
new jury legislation, and criminal and motor vehicle data abstracts. 

Training for administrative members of the Department Included courses In technology In 
the courts, personnel management, records systems management and trial court management. One 
regional court administrator and an official court reporter consulted with several national 
experts In Washington, D.C. on "state of the art" court reporting methods. The state court 
administrator attended a national conference of his peers. 
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TECHNOLOGY TASK FORCE 

In April, 1982, the state court administrator established a Technology Task Force to explore 
the feasibility of utilizing computers In Maine trial courts. The Task Force was composed 
of the research and planning director, regional court administrators, and clerks of court, with 
assistance provided by International Business Machines Corporation and the State~s Central Computer 
Services. The preliminary report Issued by the Task Force during the summer of 1982 Included an 
examination of current case processing procedures as wei I as an explanation of potential data 
processing applications, and concluded that a planned process for automating Maine trial courts 
could significantly Improve case processing efficiency. As a rosult, the Judicial Department 
requested legislative funding for an Initial Implementation of court computerization In selected 
court locations beginning In Fiscal Year 1984. 

STATISTICAL REPORTING SYSTEMS 

During 1982, the Administrative Office continued Its collection Df caseload statistics In the 
District Court and the Superior Court. The manual District Court data collection system was al
tered to Include only filings, dispositions, waivers and recordings. The Superior Court 
system continues to generate reports on a monthly and quarterly basis, although efforts have 
been made to access data directly from the master tape with minimal programming, using a term
Inal housed In the State's Central Computer Services In Augusta. 

RECORDS STORAGE 

Since 1981, a previously vacant building at the PIneland Center located In Pownal has been 
used for the storage of over 2000 boxes of old court fIles. A court requiring such a file sub
mIts a request to the AdmInistrative Office, which sends a staff person to PIneland to retrieve 
the file. It Is then sent by certIfIed mall to the court clerk requesting It. These files are 
later returned to the Office for return to PIneland. When these files were transferred from 
the 49 court locations throughout the State to Pineland, Infrequent retrieval was antIcipated. 
This has not been the case, however, and the handling of such files has consumed considerable 
time for the AdministratIon OffIce. 

SUPERIOR COURT CLERKS' MANUAL 

The Superior Court Clerks' Manual Is a comprehensive document outlIning In detaIl every 
procedure relatIng to the processing of cases In the Superior Court. The Manual was origInally 
developed In 1975 by the NatIonal Center for State Courts but was not adequately updated durIng 
the ensuing years. A concentrated effort was made In the fal I of 1982 to revIse the Manual, 
resulting In a first draft of an updated version circulatIng for comment at year's end. 

TELEPHONE ANSWERING EQUIPMENT 

When the JudIcIal Department was awarded a grant from the Law Enforcement AssIstance AdmIn
IstratIon durIng 1980 to study MaIne's jury operatIons, the jury management consultant recommend
ed the purchase of telephone answerIng machines to reduce costs related to jurors appearIng for 
court unnecessarily. Although clerks generally attempted to telephone jurors IndIvIdually when 
last mInute schedulIng changes resulted In cancel led trials, It was tIme-consumIng for court 
staff to do so, and often ImpossIble to reach al I jurors. It Is estImated that over 3,000 jurors 
were told not to report to court vIa the answerIng machIne durIng 1982, avoIdIng a potentIal 
cost of over $50,000 In juror fees alone. 

LEGISLATIVE UPDATES 

The Administrative Office of the Courts Initiated In January, 1982, a weekly status lIst 
of al I legIslatIon of concern to the JudIcial Department, whIch Is dIsseminated to the Supreme 
JudIcIal Court, the Judicial Department Legislative Committee, the Judicial CouncIl LegIslative 
CommIttee and al I admInIstratIve staff. 
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COMMITTEES OF THE JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT 

There are 18 functional commIttees wIthin the JudIcial Department. The purpose 
of these committees, which Include judges, lawyers, and prIvate citizens, Is to assIst the chief 
justice, the Supreme JudIcial Court, and the chief judge of the District Court In carrying out 
their respective responsibilities. The following Is a list of the committees sub-divided by 
appointing authority. 

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT 

COMMITTEE: 

Board of Overseers of the Bar 
Civil Rules CommIttee 
Committee on Professional ResponsibIlity 
Court AdmInIstratIon Committee 
Criminal Rules Committee 
EvIdence Rules Committee 
Judicial Records Committee 
JudIcial ResponsibilIty and DisabilIty Committee 
Probate Rules CommIttee 

CHIEF JUSTICE 

COMMITTEE: 

Committee on Continuing Judicial Education 
Committee on the 1983 JudicIal Conference 
State Court LIbrary CommIttee 
Superior Court CivIl Forms Committee 
Superior Court CrIminal Forms CommIttee 

CHIEF JUDGE 

COMMITTEE: 

District Court Policy and AdvIsory Committee 
DistrIct Court Civil Forms CommIttee 
DistrIct Court CrImInal Forms Committee 
District Court Statistics Committee 
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CHAIR: 

Robert F. Pretl 
George Z. Slngal, Esq. 
Duane D. Fitzgerald, Esq. 
Charles H. Abbott, Esq. 
Gary F. Thorne, Esq. 
Frank E. Hancock, Esq. 
Justice Herbert T. Silsby, I I 
T. Hedley Reynolds 
Probate Judge Dana W. Childs 

CHAIR: 

Assoc. JustIce Edward S. Godfrey 
Assoc. Justice Gene Carter 
Act.Ret. Justice Thomas E. Delahanty 
Justice WIlliam E. McCarthy 
Justice Louis Scolnlk 

CHAIR: 

Judge HarrIet P. Henry 
Judge L. Damon Scales, Jr. 
Judge Alan C. Pease 
Judge Alan C. Pease 



BOARD OF OVERSEERS OF THE BAR 

The Board of Overseers of the Bar was created by order of the Supreme Judicial Court, effect
Ive November 1, 1978. The Board consists of nine members selected by the Court, three of whom 
are lay persons and six of whom are members of the Bar of the State of Maine. The Board super
vises and administers the registration of all attorneys admitted to practice In the state; In
vestigates and processes claims and reports of violations by attorneys of the rules of practice 
set forth In the Maine Bar Rules; provides a procedure for the arbitration of disputes between 
clients and attorneys wIth respect to legal fees; maintains limited consulting and advisory serv
Ices with respect to the Interpretation and application of the Code of Professional Responsibility 
(Rule 3 of the Maine Bar Rules relating to ethical standards); and engages In a continuIng review 
and study of the Bar In relation to the public and the Courts for the purpose of making recommend
ations to the Supreme Judicial Court with respect to the Maine Bar Rules. 

COMMITTEE ON JUDICIAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISABILITY 

By legislative authorIzation, 4 M.R.S.A. §9-B, the Committee on Judicial Responsibility 
and DisabIlIty was establIshed by Order of the Supreme Judicial Court In July 1978, and Is 
empowered to receive and Investigate complaints of Judicial misconduct and dIsability. Judic
Ial misconduct Is defined by the Maine Code of Judicial Conduct, which Is promulgated by the 
Supreme Judicial Court. By Order of the Court, the Code of JudIcial Conduct Is binding on 
at I State judges. except In the case of judges of probate only the first three canons apply. 

The Committee on Judicial Responsibility and Disability consists of seven members appointed 
by the Supreme Judicial Court. Two members are either active or active retired Justices of the 
Superior Court, active or active retired judges of the District Court, or active judges of pro
bate. Two members are attorneys at law admitted to practice In the State of Maine, and three 
members are representatives of the general public of the State of Maine. The public and attorney 
members are appointed by the Supreme Judicial Court upon the recommendation of the governor. 

Proceedings before the Committee are typically begun upon receipt of a complaint concerning 
the conduct of a judge. If the Committee members decide that the facts stated appear to come 
within Its authority. a copy of the complaint Is submitted to the judge Involved for his response, 
followed by an Investigation and decision on whether an evidentiary hearing Is necessary. The 
Committee cannot Impose discIplinary sanctions. Its findings and conclusions, together with 
recommendations, are reported to the Supreme Judicial Court and thereafter the matter Is In the 
hands of the Court. 

STATE COURT LIBRARY COMMITTEE 

The State Court Library Committee was created In 1981 by the 110th Legislature In order 
to Implement the recommendations of a three-year study of county law libraries. The Committee 
met three times during 1982. A state court library supervisor was hired and began work on 
August 1st. The supervisor visited virtually all of the law libraries In the state, and met 
with local law library committees to review tier assignments and organize collections. A Manual 
for County Law Libraries was prepared, as well as several memoranda dealing with revisions, 
new materials, and surplus Items. In addition, Inventories have been conducted of libraries 
In judges' chambers and clerks' offices, and mailing lists have been updated to Insure prompt 
delivery of volumes and supplements. 

COURT FORMS COMMITTEES 

Court Forms Committees for the Superior Court and District Court are appointed by the 
chief Justice and the chief judge respectively, and are responsible for reviewing and revising 
court forms. Judges, regIonal court administrators, and clerks serve on these committees and 
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spend considerable time researching, consolidating old forms, and drafting new forms. Their 
recommendations are reviewed by the regional presiding Justices (Superior Court forms), and the 
chief judge of the District Court (District Court forms), as well as other Interested judges 
and clerks. 

During the past year, the Superior Court Civil Forms Committee revised three civil forms and 
two URESA forms. The Superior Court Criminal Forms Committee revised four forms. The District 
Court Civil Forms Committee has under consideration 33 civil forms that were transferred from 
the Civil Rules Committee and are now In the final preparation stage. In addition. 13 small 
claims forms have been completely revised, and four new protection from abuse forms were Issued. 
The District Court Criminal Forms Committee Issued one new form, and reviewed different altern
atives to the present criminal docket sheet, and developed an entirely new docket sheet which Is 
expected to be In use In early 1983. 

MAINE JUDICIAL COUNCIL 

As created by the legislature, 4 M.R.S.A. §451, the purpose of the Judicial Councl I Is 
to "make a continuous study of the organization, rules, and methods of procedures and practices 
of the Judicial system of the State, the work accomplished, and the results produced by that 
system and Its various parts". The Council consists of the fol lowing members: the chief 
Justice of the Supreme Judicial Court (chairman, ex officio), the attorney general,the chief 
judge of the District Court, the dean of the University of Maine Law School, together with an 
active or retired Justice of the Supreme Judicial Court, two Justices of the Superior Court, 
one judge of the District Court, one judge of a Probate Court, one clerk of courts, two lawyers, 
and six laypersons, the latter to be appointed by the governor for such periods not exceeding 
four years, as he may determine. The executive secretary, a part-time contract employee, 
provides all executive services to the Council. 

During 1982, the Council has been concerned with methods for the reduction of court costs and 
delay, and the Increasingly pressing problems of court facilities. During the second regular 
session of the 110th Legislature, the Council prepared legislation to Implement court-related 
reforms and was represented before legislative committees on behalf of this and other legis
lation affecting the courts. 

COURT MEDIATION SERVICE 

The purpose of the Court Mediation Service Is to provide an alternative method of resolving 
disputes by enabling the contesting parties to participate In reaching a settlement. The Service 
was Initiated In 1977 as an experiment to accelerate the resolution of small claims cases. 
Since that time, the mediators' caseload has been expanded to Include landlord-tenant, dis
closure, and domestic cases, resulting In the resolution of thousands of cases which other-
wise would have required the use of more costly Judicial resources. 

During Fiscal Year 1982, a total of 724 cases were mediated at a cost of $21.19 per case. The 
total caseload Included 536 small claims cases, 93 landlord-tenant cases, 12 disclosure cases, 
and 83 domestic cases. The time required for a mediation hearing ranged from an average of 
15 minutes for a landlord-tenant case to over 2 hours for an average domestic case. Medi-
ation produced a successful resolution of 60% of the cases submitted to mediation In Fiscal 
Year 1982. 
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1982 LEGISLATIVE AND RULE HIGHLIGHTS 

MEDIA IN THE COURTS 

In December 1981, the Supreme Judicial Court's Advisory Committee on Criminal Rules sub
mitted a report on Its "extensive examination of whether the rules should be amended regarding 
media access to the courtrooms". On January 22, 1982, the Court Issued a "Notice of Opportunity 
to Comment on Criminal Rules Committee's Report on Media In the Courts". In response to this 
Invitation, officials, Including the Attorney General of the State of Maine; organizations and 
corporations, Including Sigma Delta Chl~-Soclety of Professional Journalists, Maine Association 
of Broadcasters, and other media organizations and representatives; judges and lawyers; and many 
private citizens filed statements of their views, In a number of cases accompanied by additIonal 
material relevant to the subject under consideration. 

As a result, the Supreme Judicial Court Issued an AdmInistrative Order, effective April 2, 
1982, al lowing for the photographic and electronic coverage of the oral proceedings of the 
Supreme Judicial Court sitting as the Law Court. While several cases have been afforded such 
coverage since the promulgation of the order, the most complete media coverage was provided 
for Common Cause vs. The State of Maine, popularly known as the "Bath Iron Works case". 

***************************************************** 

Although virtually al I legislation affects the State courts to some extent, there were several 
laws enacted by the second regular session of the 110th Legislature which were of particular Impact. 

SI~LE TRIAL LAW 

On January 1, 1982, the "Single Trial Law" became effective, which provided that In Class D 
and E proceedings, the defendant may waive his right to jury trial and elect to be tried In the Dis
trict Court, but that an appeal to the Superior Court following trial and conviction In the DIstrIct 
Court may be only on questIons of law. If the defendant demands a trIal by jury, the case Is 
then transferred to the SuperIor Court for trIal. ThIs new law has essentially resulted In an 
Increased number of transfers and a reduced rate of appeal to the SuperIor Court. 

A specIal commIttee of justIces and judges, known as the SIngle TrIal CommIttee, was estab
Ilshed by the chIef justIce to formulate rules ImplementIng thIs legIslatIon. The new rules sIg
nIfIcantly Impacted the workload of the DIstrict Court by requIrIng that all arraignments be elec
tronlcally recorded, and that al I pr~trlal motions In cases transferred for trIal to the SuperIor 
Court be made, heard, and determIned In the DIstrIct Court. 

OU I LAW 

The new OUI (operatIng under the Influence of IntoxicatIng lIquor or drugs) law whIch was enact
ed durIng the fIrst regular session of the 110th Legislature specIfIed that a wrItten report be 
submItted to "the ChIef JustIce, the Governor and the LegIslature not later than March 1st of each 
year ••••• on the enforcement of laws relatIng to drinkIng and drIvIng ....... The Department of 
Human ServIces' Office of AlcoholIsm and Drug Abuse PreventIon Is responsIble for the preparatIon 
of thIs report. SInce no one State agency was currently collectIng and compIlIng all of the 
eleven required data elements, the Department of Human ServIces establIshed an OUI PolIcy DIrect
Ion Committee IncludIng representation by the Judicial Department to develop a data collectIon 
mechanIsm. Much of the data requIred could most appropriately be reported by the State courts, and 
In October 1982, the courts began collecting and submittIng this new InformatIon to the Secretary 
of State's master computer fIle for future preparation of the report. 
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CHANGE OF VENUE LAW 

This law enables a Superior Court Justice to transfer any cIvil action or proceeding to 
another county, In the Interests of Justice, to secure the speedy trial of an action, or for 
other good cause. 

JUROR SELECTION AND SERVICE 

New legislation was enacted concernIng the selection and servIce of traverse and grand 
jurors. The most significant provision elImInated use of the voter registratIon lists as a 
source for jurors, to be replaced with the Secretary of State Motor Vehicle Division's list of 
licensed drivers and Identification card holders, supplemented by persons requesting to be 
placed on the list. During the summer of 1982, new clerical procedures were established and 
lists of· randomly selected names were generated by the Motor Vehicle Division and distributed 
to the Superior Court In each county. These lists were used as the source for all Juries se
lected beginning In September, 1982. 

The new legislation also provided that mental or physical disability could be grounds for 
excuse from jury service rather than disqualificatIon. New juror qualification questIonnaires 
were developed 
a handicap •••• 
required". As 
of Maine. 

SMALL CLAIMS 

which stated "You are not automatically prevented from serving as a juror because of 
If you require any special services, please Indicate the nature of the services 

a result, a deaf person became the first such person to serve on a jury In the State 

The new law provided for an Increased Jurisdictional limit from $800 to $1000, permitted a 
smal I claims action to be brought In the place where the transaction occurred, and provided that 
the Supreme Judicial Court establish by court rule the various procedures required to Implement the 
law, Including a simplified enforcement of money judgment proceeding. A commltteee consist-
Ing of judges, attorneys, and clerks, was established to recommend rules Implementing this leg
Islation. Those small claims rules were promulgated by the Supreme Judicial Court to be effect
Ive November I, 1982. the effective date of the new small claims statute. 

COURT CASELOAD OVERVIEW 

Caseloads throughout Maine's state court system have undergone significant changes dur
Ing the past several years. 

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT (LAW COURT) 

The Supreme Judicial Court, (Law Court), Maine's highest court and the court of final 
appeal, has experienced a 77.7% Increase In Incoming filings since 1976, rising from 269 filings 
In 1976 to 478 during 1982. The Court has demonstrated Its ability to meet this Increased 
demand by reporting almost a 100% Increase In the number of dispositions over the same period. 
The steady climb In filings abated somewhat In 1982, from the 521 new filings In 1981; that 
reduction was temporary only because It resulted exclusively from the creation In late 1981 
of the Appellate Division of the Workers Compensation Division. The court Issued a total of 
280 written opinions during 1982. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

The Superior Court serves as Maine's trial court of general JurisdIction, and uses the 
most complete data collectIon mechanism In the system, resulting In the abilIty to analyze 
Its caseload In a fairly detailed manner. 
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Civil caseload has dropped by 6.3% since 1978, although the single greatest decrease 
occurred during the past year. Nonetheless, dispositions have risen slightly, and 1982 became 
the first year In which dispositions exceeded filings, leading to a much needed drop In pending 
caseload. Over 60% of all Superior Court civil cases were dismissed either upon agreement 
of the parties or by the court after two years of Inactivity, while about 3% resulted In Jury 
trials. The 6,143 cases disposed during 1982 required an average of 550 days to proceed from 
filing to dIsposition, a full four months longer than the time required In 1978. 

A special type of Superior Court case Involves the Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support 
Act (URESA). These cases require minimal Judge-time but considerable clerical time, particularly 
during the years subsequent to entry of the judgment and statistical "disposition" of the case. 
The number of URESA fIlings has risen by 9% since 1978, but the 1981-1982 period alone 
experienced almost a 13% decrease. 

Certainly the most serious development during the past five years has been the continual 
rIse In the SuperIor Court's criminal caseload, with Incoming filings rising by 24%. Only In 
1980 did dispositions exceed filings, and then by a mere 10 cases. From 1981 to 1982, criminal 
case disposItions fel I by almost 10%, resulting In a total Increase of pending caseload by 
72.7% since the end of 1978. While pending caseload levels Indicate the number of cases await
Ing disposition, It should be noted that over 25% of those cases pending could not be processed 
due to outstanding warrants of arrest. The composition of the criminal caseload has changed 
significantly, partIcularly during the past year. Largely as a result of the new "single 
trial law", transfers now constitute over 50%of all criminal cases, while appeals from the 
District Court to the Superior Court account for less than 3%. Over 50% of all defendants 
were convIcted by way of a guilty plea during 1982, and cases dismissed by the District 
Attorney accounted for an additional 31.4% of all dispositions. The average Indictment or trans
fer filed In the Superior Court took slightly less than five months to reach final disposition. 

DISTRICT COURT 

The District Court, Maine's trial court of limited jurisdiction, has witnessed almost a 
25% decrease In total filings since 1979, primarily due to the drop In the number of cases cate
gorized as civil violations and traffic Infractions. Small claims cases (cases Involving less 
than $1000) have risen steadily, reaching a total of 22,176, and there were 1,574 family abuse 
cases filed under Title 19 In 1982. 

ADMINISTRATIVE COURT 

The Administrative Court, a trial court of specialized jurisdiction, has experienced 
a 19.7% decrease In filings during the last four years, from 355 cases filed In 1979 to 285 
In 1982. This declining caseload has resulted In the Administrative Court judges being avail
able to assist In the District Court. 
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Appendix I 

La'W" Court 
Caseload Sta tis tics 





M A I N E SUPREME J U D I C I A L C 0 U R T 

JUSTICES 

Hon. Vincent L. McKusick, Chief Justice 

Hon. Gene Carter 

Hon. Edward S. God frey 

Hon. David A. Nichols 

Hon. David G. Roberts 

Hon. Elmer H. Violette 

Hon. Daniel E. 'Wathen 

Hon. Armand A. Dufresne, Jr. (Active Retired) 

Hon. Thomas E. Delahanty (Act ive Retired) 

Hon. James P. Archibald (Active Retired) 

C L E R K 

James C. Chute 
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Table LC-l 

This table presents Law Court caseload Information, Including filings, dispositions, and 
pending caseload sl~ce 1976. Filings also Include Interlocutory appeals (usually appeals by 
the State pursuant to 15 M.R.S.A. §2115-A) and reports (pursuant to M.R.Clv.P.72 and, less 
often, M.R.Crlm.P.37A). During 1982, there was one case on report, and 17 Interlocutory 
appeals. These categories Indicate the frequency of the Invocation of Law Court Jurisdiction 
by procedural avenues other than appeal, although such cases are handled much the same as 
ordinary appeals. 

The "end pending" category Includes four distinct sub-groups: cases not yet at Issue 
(awaiting completion of the record on appeal or completion of briefing); cases at Issue await
Ing oral argument (cases fully briefed as of the end of the previous year); cases orally argued 
awaiting opinion; and cases remanded to the Superior Court prior to oral argument for correction 
of procedural defects. 

The comparison of filings and dispositions on this table Indicates the degree to which 
dispositions have risen to meet the demand of Incoming filings. Although filings Increased by 
77.7% from 1976 to 1982, the number of cases pending at the end of 1982 had Increased by only 
11.8% since 1976. 

Table LC-2 

This table details the type and outcome of Law Court dispositions during 1982. Several 
categories require some explanation. "Other Administrative ProceedingS" are cases seeking review 
of action (or refusal to act) by agencies of the Executive Department governed by the Maine 
Administrative Procedure Act or by agencies of local government such as Planning Boards. These 
municipal cases are brought pursuant to M.R.Clv.P.80B. The creation of the Appel late Division 
of the Workers Compensation Division In September 1981, has resulted In a very substantial 
decrease in Workers Compensation case filings In the Law Court. This decrease Is not apparent 
In the 1982 disposition statistics, but will be apparent In the 1983 report. "Discretionary 
Appeals" are requests for certificates of probable/cause In post-conviction review (15 M.R.S.A. 
§2131> and review of extradition (15 M.R.S.A. §210-A) cases. "Change In Results" means a reversal, 
vacation, or substantive modification of the trial court's Judgment. 

Table LC-3 

This table provides time-sequence data for those cases disposed of by written opinion. Since 
most non-opinion disposition cases do not complete al I of the steps of an opinion disposition, 
the Inclusion of these cases In this table would skew the results, particularly In the early 
stages. The four stages correspond to (a) work done primarily by trial court clerks and stenog
raphers; (b) work done by the parties' attorneys; (c) pre-argument research by law clerks and 
scheduling lag; and (d) the actual decision making process and preparation of the opinion. 
The fifth section traces the cases through the entire Law Court process, from notice of appeal 
to final disposition. 

Graph LC-4 

This graph displays the number of clvl I and criminal written opinions during the 1976 to 
1982 period. 

Tab Ie LC-5 

This table present the Appel late Division's caseload statistics for the past three years, 
and Itemizes filings, dispositions, and pending caseload. 
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TABLE LC-1 

LAW COURT 

TOTAL CASELOAD 

1976 - 1982 

1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982(c) 

CIVIL 

- Beginning Pending 119 143 205 187 180 288 248 (c) 

- Fi I ings (a) 145 174 240 238 382(b) 384 325 

- Dispositions 121 112 258 245 274 402 343 

- End Pending 143 205 187 180 288 270 (c) 230 

CRIMINAL 

- Beginning Pending 127 136 164 70 56 77 54 (c) 

- Fi I ings (a) 124 152 125 118 131 137 153 

- Dispositions lIS 124 219 132 110 147 125 

- End Pending 136 164 70 56 77 67 (c) 82 

~ 

TOTAL 

- Beginning Pending 246 279 369 257 236 365 302 (c) 

- Filings (a) 269 326 365 356 513 521 478 

- Dispositions 236 236 477 377 384 549 468 

- End Pending 279 369 257 236 365 337 (c) 312 

Cases Argued Awaiting 
Opinion at End of Year 119 173 65 42 82 44 52 

(a) Includes new appeals, interlocutory appeals, and reports. 

(b) As of September I, 1980, M.R.Clv.P. 73(f) was amended to provide for docketing of 
civil appeals In the Law Court promptly upon the filing of the notice of appeal in 
the Superior Court. Under the amended rule, a total of sixty-one (61) civil appeals 
were docketed In 1980 which would not have been docketed In that year under the 
former rule. 

(c) It appears that a tabulation error in a past year Is responsible for the discrepancy 
In the number of cases pending at the end of 1981 versus the beginning of 1982. 

- 31 -



TABLE LC-2 
LAW COURT 

DISPOSITIONS 
1982 

CHANGE IN NO % OF TOTAL 
RESULTS CHANGE TOTAL DISPOSITIONS 

CRIMINAL 

- Signed Opinion 21 52 73 
- Per Curiam I I 
- Memorandum 17 17 

- Tota I Wr I tten Opinions 22 b9 9T 
- No Opinion 2 ....ll 

'* - Total Dispositions 2lf 102 26.9% 

PUBLI C UTILITIES COMMISSION 

- Signed Opinion 2 
- Per Curiam 
- Memorandum I 

- Total Written Opinions -I -2 -3 
- No Opinion I I 

- Total Dispositions -, -3 ~ .9% 

WORKERS COMPENSATION 

- Signed Opinion IS 14 29 
- Per Curl am 
- Memorandum 5 5 

- Total Wri tten Opinions Is 19 3II 
- No Opinion 17 17 

- Total Dispositions Is 3b Sf 10.9% 
«> 

OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDINGS 

- Signed Opinion 18 14 32 
- Per Curiam I I 
- Memorandum 2 2 

- Total Wri tten Opinions J"B" 17 35 
- No Opinion I IS 16 

- Total Dispositions 19 3f Sf 10.9% 

ALL OTHER CIVIL 

- Signed Opinion 37 52 89 
- Per Curiam 3 3 6 
- Memorandum I 17 18 

- Total Written Opinions LiT n m 
- No Opinion 2 100 102 

- Total Dispositions T3 ill ill 45.8% 

DISCRETIONARY APPEALS 

- Signed Opinion 3 4 
- Per Curiam 
- Memorandum 

- Total Wri tten Opinions -3 -I LI 
- No Opinion I 17 18 

- Total Dispositions ~ J"B" 22 4.7% 

TOT A L 

- Signed Opinion 95 134 229 
- Per Curiam 4 4 8 
- '1emorandum 1 42 43 

- Total Written Opinions TOO ISO 280 
- No Opinion 6 183 189 

- Total Dispositions Tab 3b3 1ib9 100.0% 
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LAW COURT TABLE LC-3 
CASELOAD TIME MEASUREMENT REPORT '" 

1982 

Average 
0-25 26-50 51-75 76-100 100-Up Total No. Of 
Days Days Days Days Days Cases Days 

(a) NO. OF CASES FROM NOTICE OF APPEAL 
TO COMPLETION OF RECORD 

- Criminal 7 40 18 8 18 91 74.0 
- Public Utilities Commission I 2 3 33.7 
- Workers Compensation 10 12 3 4 4 33 53.2 
- Other Admin. Proceedings 19 11 2 3 35 58.0 
- All Other Civi I 31 38 16 8 20 113 70.4 
- Discretionary Appeal I I I I 4 78.3 

TOTAL b9 iOIi To 20 46 279 67:7 

(b) NO. OF CASES FROM COMPLETION OF 
RECORD TO COMPLETION OF BRIEFING 

- Criminal 4 36 34 16 91 82.6 
- Public Utilities Commission 2 I 3 99.7 
- Workers Compensation I 13 12 7 33 86.4 
- Other Admin. Proceedings 3 3 9 16 4 35 74.2 
- All Other Civi I 5 6 43 44 IS 113 80.0 
- Discretionary Appeal 2 I I 4 86.8 

TOTAL -9 ]If T53 109 lj1j 279 BT:2 

(c) NO. OF CASES. FROM COMPLETION OF 
BRIEFING TO ORAL ARGUMENT 

- Criminal 6 41 27 14 3 91 54.2 
- Public Utilities Commission I 2 3 53.3 
- Workers Compensation 9 2 11 11 33 89.9 
- Other Admin. Proceedings 7 12 10 3 3 35 52.0 
- All Other Civil 12 36 35 19 10 112 60.0 
- Discretionary Appeal 3 I 4 38.0 

TOTAL 25 102 77 T7 27 -m 60:3 

(d) NO. OF CASES FROM ORAL ARGUMENT 
TO DISPOSITION 

- Criminal 16 26 IS 16 18 91 66.7 
- Public Utilities Commission I I I 3 99.0 
- Workers Compensation 5 10 3 IS 33 97.2 
- Other Admin. Proceedings 6 12 5 6 6 35 74.2 
- All Othe~ Civil 26 32 22 7 25 112 70.6 
- Discretionary Appeal I I I I 4 58.8 

TOTAL 55 8T T7 29 bb -m n:o 
(e) NO. OF CASES FROM NOTICE OF APPEAL 

TO DISPOSITION 

Criminal 91 91 277 .6 
- Public Utilities Commiss ion 3 3 285.7 
- Workers Compensation 34 34 329. I 
- Other Admin. Proceedings I 32 35 258.4 
- All Other Civil 2 110 113 280.8 
- Discretionary Appeal 4 4 261.8 

TOTAL -2 -3 -I m 280 2S2.b 

*Includes all cases for which there were written opinions. 
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(a) 

(b) 

Beginning Pending 

Fi 1 i ngs 

Dispositions 

End Pending 

APPELLATE DIVISION 

TOTAL CASELOAD 

1980 - 1982 

1980 

21 

51 

30 

42 

1982 dis pos i t ions include: 

Case wi thdrawn 

Case dismissed - unt lme ly appeal 

Case dismissed - sentence under one 

Case dismissed - judgment vacated 

Sentence reduced 

Appeal denied 

1982 cases pend i ng include: 

Case in circulation 

Law Court appeal pending 

Investigation or hearing 

Awal ting record 
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1981 1982 

42 38 

54 53 

58 65 (a) 

38 26 (b) 

5 

5 

year 4 

5 

1 

45 

16 

2 

7 





Appendix II 

Superior Court 
Caseload Statistics 





State of Maine 
Superior Courts 

SOMERSET 

FRANKLIN 

OXFORD 2 

2 

I 
SAGADJ'J1OC 

I 
ANDROSCOGGIN 

AROOSTOOK 
liliiii 

Caribou 

3 

PISCATAQUIS Houlton -+c 

3 

PENOBSCOT 

3 

Bangor ic 

o 

*principal court location 
liliiii auxiJliary court location 

~l ) regIOns 
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Region I: 

Region II: 

Region I I I: 

Active Retired: 

Region I: 

Region II: 

Region III: 

M A I N E SUP E RIO R C 0 U R T 

JUS TIC E S 

Hon. Wi II iam E. McKinley, Regional Presiding Justice 
Hon. Carl O. Bradford 
Hon. Wi II iam S. Brodri ck 
Hon. Sumner J. Goffin 
Hon. Stephen l. Perkins 

Hon. Louis Scolnik, Regional Presiding Justice 
Hon. Donald G. Alexander 
Hon. Morton A. Brody 
Hon. Robert W. Clifford 
Hon. William E. McCarthy 

Hon. Ian Macinnes, Regional Presiding Justice 
Hon. Jessie H. Briggs 
Hon. Robert L. Browne 
Hon. He r be r t T. S i I s by, I I 

Hon. James l. Reid (Term expi red 9/2/82) 

Cumber I and 
Li nco In 
Sagadahoc 
York 

Androscoggin 
Franklin 
Kennebec 
Knox 
Oxford 
Somerset 
Waldo 

Aroostook 
Hancock 
Penobscot 
Piscataquis 
Washington 

CLERKS 

Margaret LaGassey 
George Cowan 
George Cowan 
Richard Neault 

Luci lie Lepi tre 
Lynda Haskell 
P. Valerie Page 
Susan Simmons 
Donna Howe 
Esther Waters 
Joyce Page 

Robert Rush 
Edda Church 
Madolyn Upton 
Rosemarie Merchant 
Mari Iyn Braley 
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SUPERIOR COURT CASELOAD STATISTICS 

This appendix contains a total of 25 data tables organized Into four sections, detailing 
the composItion and fiow of Superior Court caseload for the past five years. These data are 
derived from the Superior Court Statistical Reporting System established In 1977. Statistical 
sheets for each case are prepared manually by Superior Court clerks; these sheets are subse
quently keypunched for computerized editing and updating on a monthly basis. Twelve report
Ing programs provide caseload Information for management purposes throughout the year and serve 
as the source of the data presented In this Annual Report. Definitions of types of cases and 
dispositions for civil and criminal cases appear on pages 85 and 122 respectively. 

In order to determine trends over a period of time, many tables In this 1982 report Include 
Information for the years 1978, 1979, 1980, and 1981. As a result of periodic auditing, however, 
some of these figures may not match those which appeared In previous Annual Report publications, 
although the variations In most Instances are minimal. AI I figures are presented by calendar 
year. 

It also should be noted that al I figures reflecting filings also Include refilings, which 
are cases which were previously disposed, but have returned to the Superior Court for SUbstantial 
further action. The specific circumstances under which a 
a reffllng also appear on pages 85 and 122 respectively. 
to two percent of total filings and refilings. 

A. Summary: 

civil or criminal action Is considered 
Refilings constitute approximately one 

Table SC-2 traces the flow of al I cases In each of the 16 Superior Court locations 
since 1978. Statewide, 1982 Is the first year In which civil dispositions exceeded 
Incoming filings; this appears to be largely the result of filings decreasing by 5% 
over the past year while the number of cases disposed remained relatively stable. 
Nonetheless, the 9,389 civil cases pending at the end of 1982 represent a 10% In
crease over 1978's pending caseload. The number of URESA cases filed In the Superior 
Court has continued the decline which began last year, although there have always 
been more cases filed than disposed during the five year period, resulting In ever-Increasing 
levels of pending caseload. Pending caseload Is always rather misleadIng with respect 
to URESA cases, however, since the bulk of the case activity actually takes place dur-
Ing the months and years subsequent to the judge Issuing an order and the clerk reporting 
the case as disposed. Certainly the most serious development during the past five years 
has been continual rise In the Superior Court's criminal caseload, with Incoming filings 
rising by 24% coupled with a 72.7% Increase In pending caseload. Only In 1980 did dIspositions 
exceed filings, and then by a mere 10 cases. 

B. Civil Caseload 

Graph SC-4 through Table SC-12 provide detailed Information concerning the Superior Court's 
civil caseload. Filings since 1978 have steadily declined while dispositions have gradually 
Increased, resulting In a slight decrease In the number of pending cases during the past 
year. Individual court locations, however, have experienced considerable fluctuation, 
ranging from a 43% decrease In filings In Waldo to York's 23% Increase. The 200 civil jury 
trials during 1982 represent only 3% of al I clvl I dispositions, while dismissal by either 
the parties or the court account for over 60% of al I dispositions. 
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Table SC-12 summarizes the average number of days required from filing to disposition 
for civil cases during the last five years. The statewide average has risen by over 100 
days since 1978. Every Superior Court reported that the average civil disposition 
required In excess of one year, ranging from 417 days In Washington to over 600 days in 
Penobscot and Androscoggin. When reviewing this table for Individual courts. the detailed 
1982 figures should also be consulted, since sma I ler courts may have had few cases from which 
to calculate an average. Five key tlmeframes are measured: 

Filing to Pre-trial Memorandum 
Pre-trial Memorandum to Pre-trial Conference 
Pre-trial Conference to Jury Trial 
Pre-trial Conference to Non-Jury Trial 
Filing to Disposition 

Although the first two tlmeframes occur prior to final disposition, It should be noted 
that these measures cannot be calculated until the Information Is entered Into the com
puter at the time the case Is actually disposed. 

The first tlmeframe Is largely a measure of the time required for attorneys to file a 
pre-trial memorandum after a case has been filed In the Superior Court. Over 30% of the 
cases required over a year from filing to pre-trial memorandum, with a statewide average of 
345 days and a high of 423 days In Waldo. The measure from pre-trial memorandum to pre
trial conference reflects the time required to reach conference after the request has 
been submitted; statewide, this averages 195 days, although Cumberland and Androscoggin report 
over 300 days to complete this phase of civil case processing. 

The next two tlmeframes, conference to Jury trial and conference to non-Jury trial, 
are significant In that they Indicate how quickly the court Is able to accomodate the de
mand for trials. However, It should be noted that courts may employ different scheduling 
policies which may Impact these calculations; for Instance, some courts may deliberately 
not schedule pre-trial conferences until the court's ability to schedule a trial Is Im
minent. Nonetheless, an average of 348 days statewide was required for a case to reach 
Jury trial from pre-trial conference, while non-Jury trials were held In an average of 
207 days. 

The last tlmeframe traces the total time required for civil cases to move from filing 
to disposition, and reflects the total number of cases disposed during 1982. Of th~.6,143 

cases disposed, over 34% took In excess of two years to reach disposition. 

C. URESA Caseload: (Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act) 

Tables SC-13, SC-14 and SC-15 show URESA filings, dispositions, and pending caseload 
respectively. The number of these cases filed In the Superior Court reached a peak In 
1980, but have been steadily declining since that time. 

D. Criminal Caseload: 

Criminal caseload In the Superior Court may be counted by either docket number or de
fendant number. When counted by docket number, the actual number of cases assigned a docket 
number Is accurately reflected. Some courts report multiple-defendant cases more frequently 
than others, due to differing District Attorney practices, resulting In docket numbers 
which contain more than one defendant. From a statewide perspective, the Issue Is not 
particularly significant, since caseload measured by number of defendants Is only about 
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4% higher than when ca I cu I,ated by docket number. In th I s report, the core ana I yses of 
filings, dispositions, and pending caseloads are counted by docket number, as are the types 
of cases Including appeals, transfers, Indictments, etc. However, classes of charges are 
counted by defendant, as are types of dispositions and trials. The latter two Items are 
counted by defendant because of the Ilkllhood for the multiple defendants Included In a sin
gle docket number to be tried and/or disposed In different manners. 

Graph SC-16 through Table SC-28 depict the criminal caseload statewide. Criminal 
fl lings have continued to rise steadily since 1978, although the rate of Increase 
has diminished somewhat In recent years, and the pending caseload has continued to soar. 
In addition, the composition of the criminal caseload has changed significantly, par
ticularly during the past year. Largely as a result of the new "single trial law" (see 
"1982 Legislative and Rule Highlights" section for explanation), transfers now consti-
tute over 50% of al I criminal cases, while appeals from the District Court to the Superior 
Court account for less than 3%. ,The rate of transfers varies markedly throughout the state, 
ranging from 25.4 of Washington's criminal caseload to over 65% In Lincoln, Sagadahoc, 
Franklin, and Somerset. 

Table SC-22 was prepared In order to document the effect of outstanding warrants of 
arrests upon criminal pending caseload. In general, the assumption has been made that 
pending caseload serves as an obvious Indication of a court's ability or Inability to 
efficiently dispose of cases In relationship to Incoming workload. However, In numerous 
Instances, 'cases may be filed In the Superior Court which cannot be processed because a 
warrant Issued for the defendant Is not or cannot be served. Thus, It may be unfair to hold 
courts solel'/ responsible for increases In pending caseload which In fact may be beyond 
their control. Certainly the effect of outstanding warrants upon pending caseload varies 
considerably throughout the state. Statewide, 25.7% of al I criminal pending caseload appears 
to be a result of outstanding warrants, slightly less than the 1981 level, but this varies 
widely, from less than 10% In Sagadahoc and Franklin to over 40% In Somerset. 

The 429 criminal jury trials represent approximately 5% of al I criminal dispositions. 
Significantly, over 50% of al I defendants were convicted by way of a guilty plea during 
1982, and cases dismissed by the Dlstrlc~ Attorney accounted for an additional 31.4% of al I 
dispositions. 

The Criminal Caseload Time Report (Table SC-28) portrays the average time required 
for Indictments, transfers, and appeals to move through the Superior Court. Indictments 
took an average of 148 days to move from first appearance to disposition, a very slight 
Increase from previous years; transfers experienced a similar trend In moving from filing 
to disposition, but appeals have Increased significantly. When reviewing the averages for 
Individual courts, the rest of this table should also be consulted, since smaller courts 
may have had few cases from which to calculate an average. 
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TABLE SC-2 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CASELOAD SUMMARV* 
1978 - 1982 

% Change 
STATE TOTAL .!1ZL .!lZL 1980 ~ .!1.?.L 1978-1982 

~: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 7,992 8,531 8,996 9,256 9,474 18.5 

-Filings 6,462 6,457 6,443 6,365 6,058 -6.3 

- Dispositions 5,923 5,992 6,183 6,147 6,143 3.7 

- Pending - December 31st 8,531 8,996 9,256 9,474 9,389 10. I 

- Case load Change + 539 + 465 + 260 + 213 - 85 

~: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 822 1,159 1,251 1,724 1,907 132.0 

- Filings 1,396 1,303 1,944 1,745 1,521 9.0 

- Dispositions 1,059 1,211 1,471 1,562 1,312 23.9 

- Pending - December 31st 1,159 1,251 1,724 1,907 2,116 82.6 

- Case load Change + 337 + 92 + 473 + 183 + 209 

CRIMINAL: 

- Pending - Janua ry 1 s t 3,460 3,569 4,459 4,449 4,B53 40.3 

- F iii ngs 7,457 8,258 8,867 9,186 9,241 23.9 

- Dis pos i t ions 7,3 48 7,368 8,877 8,782 7,931 7.9 

- Pending - December 31st 3,569 4,459 4,449 4,853 6,163 72.7 

- Case load Change + 109 + 890 10 + 404 +1,310 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 12,274 13,259 14,706 15,429 16,234 32.3 

- Filings 15,315 16,018 17,254 17,296 16,820 9.8 

- Dispositions 14,330 14,571 16,531 16,491 15,386 7.4 

- Pending - December 31st 13,259 14,706 15,429 16,234 17,668 33.3 

- Caseload Change + 985 +1,447 + 723 + 805 + 1,434 

*Includes cases filed and refiled. 
All cases counted by docket number. 
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TABLE SC-2 
(cant.) 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CASELOAD SUMMARV* 

1978 - 1982 

CUMBERLAND - REGION 
Court % Change 

ill.L illL ~ ~ ~ 1978-1982 

C IV I L: 

- Pending - January 1st 2,034 2,089 2,083 2,298 2,474 21.6 

- Filings 1,471 1,442 1,576 1,608 1,528 3.9 

- Dispositions 1,416 1,448 1.361 1,432 1,420 .3 

- Pending - December 31 s t 2,089 2,083 2,298 2,474 2,582 23.6 

- Case load Change + 55 6 + 215 + 176 + 108 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1st 129 204 260 366 439 240.3 

- Filings 245 234 330 282 258 5.3 

- Dispositions 170 178 224 209 277 62.9 

- Pending - December 31st 204 260 366 439 420 105.9 

- Case load Change + 75 + 56 + 106 + 73 19 

CRIMINAL: 

- Pending - January 1st 625 690 786 713 1,004 60.6 

- F iii ngs 1,277 1,410 1,649 1,946 1,760 37.8 

- Dispos i tions 1,212 1,314 1,722 1,655 1,554 28.2 

- Pending - December 31st 690 786 713 1,004 1,210 75.4 

- Caseload Change + 65 + 96 73 + 291 + 206 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1st 2,788 2,983 3,129 3,377 3,917 40.5 

- Filings 2,993 3,086 3,555 3,836 3,546 18.5 

- Dispositions 2,798 2,940 3,307 3,296 3,251 16.2 

- Pending - December 31st 2,983 3,129 3,377 3,917 4,212 41.2 

- Case load Change + 195 + 146 + 615 + 540 + 295 

*Includes cases filed and refiled. 
All cases counted by docket number. 
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TABLE SC-2 
(cont.) 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CASELOAD SUMMARY * 
1978 - 1982 

LINCOLN - REG I ON 
Court % Change 

~ ~ ~ ~ illL 1978-1982 

CIVIL: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 165 145 137 153 185 12.1 

- Filings 148 131 136 135 152 2.7 

- Dispositions 168 139 120 103 144 -14.3 

- Pending - December 31 s t 145 137 153 185 193 33.1 

- Case load Change - 20 8 + 16 + 32 + 8 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1st 18 16 23 24 35 94.4 

- Filings 24 28 30 30 21 -12.5 

- Dispositions 26 21 29 19 19 -26.9 

- Pending - December 31st 16 23 24 35 37 131. 3 

- Case load Change 2 + 7 + + 11 + 2 

CRIMINAL: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 71 61 71 82 100 40.9 

- Filings 187 202 228 284 272 45.5 

- Dispositions 197 192 217 266 187 -5.1 

- Pending - December 31 s t 61 71 82 100 185 203.3 

- Caseload Change 10 + 10 + II + 18 + 85 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 254 222 231 259 320 26.0 

- Filings 359 361 394 449 445 24.0 

- Dispositions 391 352 366 388 350 -10.5 

- Pending - December 31 st 222 231 259 320 415 86.9 

- Case load Change 32 + 9 + 28 + 61 + 95 

*Includes cases filed and refiled. 
All cases counted by docket number. 
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SAGADAHOC - REGION 
Court 

l1.Z.L 
CIVIL: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 155 

- Filings 164 

- Dispositions 102 

- Pending - December 31 st 217 

- Case load Change + 62 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1st 25 

- Filings 40 

- Dispositions 39 
- Pending - December 31st 26 

- Case load Change + 

CRIMINAL: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 46 

- Filings 163 

- Dis pos i t ion s 160 

- Pending - December 31 s t 49 

- Case load Change + 3 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 226 

- Filings 367 

- Dispositions 301 

- Pending - December 31st 292 

- Case load Change + 66 

*Includes cases filed and refiled. 
All cases counted by docket number. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CASE LOAD SUMMARY * 
1978 - 1982 

illL ~ 

217 197 

151 135 

171 135 

197 197 

20 

26 41 

44 62 

29 37 

41 66 

+ 15 + 25 

49 61 

142 304 

130 242 

61 123 

+ 12 + 62 

292 299 

337 501 

330 414 

299 386 

+ 7 + 87 
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197 

136 

132 

201 

+ 4 

66 

55 

48 

73 
+ 7 

123 

251 

267 

107 

16 

386 

442 

447 

381 

5 

TABLE SC-2 
(cant. ) 

% Change 
~ 1978-1982 

201 29.7 

110 -32.9 

123 20.6 

188 -13.4 

13 

73 192.0 

40 

40 2.6 

73 180.8 

107 132.6 

254 55.8 

202 26.3 

159 224.5 

+ 52 

381 68.6 

404 10.1 

365 21.3 

420 43.8 

+ 39 



TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 1,241 

- Filings 1,558 

- Dispositions 1,393 

- Pending - December 31st 1,406 

- Case load Change + 165 

*Includes cases fi led and refi led. 
All cases counted by docke t n umbe r. 

1,406 1,594 

1,641 2,189 

1,453 2,127 

1,594 1,656 

+ 188 + 62 

- 47 -

1,656 

2,250 

1,953 

1,953 

+ 297 

TABLE 5C-2 
(con t. ) 

1,953 57.4 

2,057 32.0 

1,824 30.9 

2,186 55.5 

+ 233 



ANDROSCOGGIN - REGION II 
Court 

~ 

CIVIL: 

- Pending - January 1st 735 
- Filings 601 
- Dispositions 578 
- Pending - December 31st 758 
- Case load Change + 23 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1st 35 
- Filings 101 

- Dispositions 70 
- Pending - December 31st 66 

- Caseload Change + 31 

CRIMINAL: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 187 

- F iii ngs 480 

- Dis pos i t i on s 433 

- Pending - December 31 s t 234 

- Caseload Change + 47 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 957 
- Filings 1,182 

- Dispositions 1,081 

- Pending - December 31 s t 1,058 
- Case load Change + 101 

"'Includes cases filed and refiled. 
All cases counted by docke t numbe r. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CASE LOAD SUMMARY'" 

1978 - 1982 

illL ~ 

753 940 

705 630 

523 594 

940 976 
+ 182 + 36 

66 81 

103 117 

88 91 

81 107 

+ 15 + 26 

234 284 

479 553 

429 439 

284 398 

+ 50 + 114 

1,058 1,305 

1,287 1,300 

1,040 1,124 

1,305 1,481 

+ 247 + 176 
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~ 

976 

624 

600 

1,000 

+ 24 

107 

122 

95 

134 

+ 27 

398 

442 

480 

360 

38 

1,481 

1,188 

1,175 

1,494 

+ 13 

TABLE SC-2 
(cant.) 

% Change 
~ 1978-1982 

1,000 36.1 

589 -2.0 

602 4.2 

987 30.2 

13 

134 282.9 

123 21.8 

98 40.0 

159 140.9 

+ 25 

360 92.5 

688 43.3 

519 19.9 

529 126.1 

+ 169 

1,494 56.1 

1,400 18.4 

1,219 12.8 

1,675 58.3 

+ 181 



FRANKLIN - REGION II 
Court 

~ 

CIVIL: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 145 

- Filings 128 

- Dispositions 133 

- Pending - December 31 s t 140 

- Case load Change 5 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1st 15 

- Filings 37 

- Dispositions 28 

- Pending - December 31st 24 

- Case load Change + 9 

CRIMINAL: 

- Pending - Janua ry 1st 108 

- F iIi ngs 301 

- Dispositions 308 

- Pending - December 31st 101 

- Case load Change 7 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 268 

- Filings 466 

- Dispositions 469 

- Pending - December 31st 265 

- Case load Change 3 

*Includes cases filed and refiled. 
All cases counted by docket number. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CASELOAD SUMMARY * 
1978 - 1982 

.!1lL ~ 

140 165 

139 157 

114 112 

165 210 

+ 25 + 45 

24 14 

24 42 

34 29 

14 27 

10 + 13 

101 134 

318 438 

285 408 

134 164 

+ 33 + 30 

265 313 

481 637 

433 549 

313 401 

+ 48 + 88 

- 49 -

~ 

210 

169 

153 

226 

+ 16 

27 

41 

32 

36 

+ 9 

164 

430 

423 

171 

+ 7 

401 

640 

608 

433 

+ 32 

TABLE 5C-2 
(cant.) 

% Change 
~ 1978-1982 

226 55.9 

135 5.5 

158 18.8 

203 45.0 

23 

36 +140.0 

47 27.0 

42 50.0 

41 +17.0 

+ 5 

171 58.3 

422 40.2 

368 19.5 

225 122.8 

+ 54 

433 61.6 

604 29.6 

568 21. I 

469 77 .0 

+ 36 



KENNEBEC - REGION II 

Court 
~ 

CIVIL: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 1,029 

- Filings 815 

- Dispositions 730 

- Pending - December 31 s t 1,114 

- Case load Change + 85 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1st 146 
- Filings 100 
- Dispositions 64 
- Pending - December 31st 182 
- Case load Change + 36 

CRIMINAL: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 319 
- F iIi ngs 774 
- Di spos i t ions 756 
- Pending - December 31 s t 337 
- Caseload Change + 18 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 1,494 
- Filings 1,689 
- Dispositions 1,550 
- Pending - December 3 1st 1,633 
- Case load Change + 139 

*Includes cases filed and refiled. 
All cases counted by docket number. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CASE LOAD SUMMARY * 
1978 - 1982 

.!1ZL ~ 

1,114 1,158 

773 696 

729 777 

1,158 1,077 

+ 44 81 

182 203 

95 171 

74 94 

203 280 

+ 21 + 77 

337 462 

806 709 

681 742 

462 429 

+ 125 33 

1,633 1,823 

1,674 1,576 

1,484 1,613 

1,823 1,786 

+ 190 37 

- 50 -

~ 

1,077 

631 

722 

986 

91 

280 

151 

255 

176 

104 

429 

698 

696 

431 

+ 2 

1,786 

1,480 

1,673 

1,593 

- 193 

TABLE SC-2 
(cant.) 

% Change 
~ 1978-1982 

986 -4.2 

623 -23.6 

669 -8.4 

940 -15.6 

46 

176 20.6 

114 14.0 

85 32.8 

205 12.6 

+ 29 

431 35.1 

966 24.8 

800 5.8 

597 77 .2 

+ 166 

1,593 6.6 

1,703 .8 

1,554 .3 

1,742 6.7 

+ 149 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CASELOAD SUMMARY * 

1978 - 1982 

KNOX - REGION II 
Court 

~ J.1ZL ~ 
CIVIL: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 247 258 294 

- Filings 176 214 190 

- Dispositions 165 178 193 

- Pending - December 31st 258 294 291 

- Case load Change + 11 + 36 3 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 27 31 33 

- Filings 52 50 51 

- Dispositions 48 48 32 

- Pending - December 31 s t 31 33 52 

- Case load Change 4 + 2 + 19 

CRIMINAL: 

- Pending - January 1st 147 158 160 

- Filings 277 286 380 

- Dispositions 266 284 351 

- Pending - December 31st 158 160 189 

- Caseload Change + 11 + 2 + 29 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 421 447 487 

- Fi lings 505 550 621 

- Dispositions 479 510 576 

- Pending - December 31 s t 447 487 532 

- Case load Change + 26 + 40 + 45 

*Includes cases fi led and refi led. 
All cases counted by docket number. 

- 51 -

~ 

291 

193 

222 

262 

29 

52 

58 

53 

57 

+ 5 

189 

365 

385 

169 

20 

532 

616 

660 

488 

44 

TABLE SC-2 
(cont.) 

% Change 
~ 1978-1982 

262 6.1 

164 -6.8 

198 20.0 

228 -11.6 

34 

57 Ill. 1 

48 -7.7 

43 -10.4 

62 100.0 

+ 5 

169 15.0 

382 37.9 

329 23.7 

222 40.5 

+ 53 

488 15.9 

594 17.6 

570 19.0 

512 14.5 

+ 24 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CASE LOAD SUMMARY * 
1978 - 1982 

OXFORD - REG I ON II 

Court 
.!.1Z.L .!1.Z.L ~ 

CIVIL: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 245 279 263 

- Filings 215 179 211 

- Dispositions 181 195 224 

- Pending - December 31 s t 279 263 250 

- Case load Change + 34 16 13 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1st 26 47 55 
- Filings 61 68 98 

- Disposi tions 40 60 91 

- Pending - December 31st 47 55 62 

- Caseload Change + 21 + 8 + 7 

CR 1M I NAL: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 158 128 166 

- F iIi ngs 290 263 326 

- Dis po sit ion s 320 225 300 

- Pending - December 31 s t 128 1(6 192 

- Case load Change 30 + 38 + 26 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 429 454 484 

- Filings 566 510 635 
- Dispos i tions 541 480 615 

- Pending - December 31 s t 454 484 504 

- Caseload Change + 25 + 30 + 20 

*Includes cases filed and refi led. 
All cases counted by docket number. 

- 52 -

~ 

250 

199 

176 

273 

23 

62 

76 

68 

78 

+ 8 

192 

312 

298 

206 

+ 14 

504 

587 

542 

549 

+ 45 

TABLE 5C-2 
(cant. ) 

% Change 
~ 1978-1982 

273 11.4 

205 -4.7 

212 17.1 

266 13.6 

7 

70 169.2 

76 24.6 

61 52.5 

85 80.9 

+ 15 

206 30.4 

438 51.0 

302 -5.6 

342 167.2 

+ 136 

549 28.0 

719 27.0 

575 6.3 

693 52.6 

+ 144 



SOMERSET - REGION II 

Court 
~ 

CIVIL: 

- Pending - January 1st 351 

- Filings 283 

- Dispositions 279 

- Pending - December 31 s t 355 
- Case load Change + 4 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1st 35 
- Filings 78 

- Dispositions 63 

- Pending - December 31st 50 

- Case load Change + 15 

CRIMINAL: 

- Pending - January 1st 209 

- F iIi ngs 572 

- Dis po sit i on s 481 

- Pending - December 31 s t 300 

- Caseload Change + 91 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1st 595 
- Filings 933 

- Dispositions 823 

- Pending - December 31 s t 705 

- Case load Change + 110 

*Includes cases fi led and refiled. 
All cases counted by docket number. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CASE LOAD SUMMARY* 

1978 - 1982 

illL ~ 

355 323 

269 271 

301 268 

323 326 

32 + 3 

50 38 

58 104 

70 94 

38 48 

12 + 10 

300 348 

767 976 

719 1,032 

348 292 

+ 48 56 

705 709 

1,094 1.351 

1,090 1.394 

709 666 

+ 4 43 

- 53 -

~ 

326 

316 

288 

354 

+ 28 

48 

68 

74 

42 

6 

292 

1,016 

972 

336 

+ 44 

666 

1,400 

1,334 

732 

+ 66 

TABLE SC-2 
(cant.) 

% Change 
~ 1978-1982 

354 .9 

290 2.5 

292 4.7 

352 -.9 

2 

42 20.0 

93 19.2 

78 23.8 

57 14.0 

+ 15 

336 60.8 

765 33.7 

706 46.8 

395 31.7 

+ 59 

732 23.0 

1,148 23.0 

1,076 30.7 

804 14.0 

+ 72 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CASELOAO SUHHARY* 

1978 - 1982 

WALDO - REG I ON II 

Court 
~ .!llL ~ 

CIVIL: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 170 198 215 

- F iii ngs 166 147 130 

- Dispositions 138 130 138 

- Pending - December 31st 198 215 207 

- Case load Change + 28 + 17 8 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1st 11 14 16 

-Filings 34 35 59 

- D i spos i t ions 31 33 32 

- Pending - December 31st 14 16 43 

- Case load Change + 3 + 2 + 27 

CRIHINAL: 

- Pending - January 1st 81 94 168 

- Filings 210 189 137 

- Dis pos i t ion s 197 115 192 

- Pending - December 31 s t 94 168 113 

- Caseload Change + 13 + 74 55 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 262 306 399 

- Filings 410 371 326 

- Dispositions 366 378 362 

- Pending - December 31 s t 306 399 363 

- Case load Change + 44 + 93 36 

*Includes cases filed and refi led. 
All cases counted by docke t numbe r. 

- 54 -

~ 

207 

117 

141 

183 

24 

43 

51 

53 

41 

2 

113 

220 

206 

127 

+ 14 

363 

388 

400 

351 

12 

TABLE 5C-2 
(cant.) 

% Change 
~ 1978-1982 

183 7.7 

94 -43.4 

134 -2.9 

143 -27.8 

40 

41 272.7 

36 5.9 

40 29.0 

37 164.3 

4 

127 56.8 

234 11.4 

182 -7.6 

179 90.4 

+ 52 

351 34.0 

364 -11.2 

356 -2.7 

359 17.3 

+ 8 



AROOSTOOK - REGION III 
Court 

~ 

CIVIL: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 449 

- Filings 398 

- Dispositions 379 
- Pending - December 31st 468 

- Case load Change + 19 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 74 
- F iii ngs 112 

- Dispositions 92 

- Pending - December 31st 94 

- Case load Change + 20 

CRIHINAL: 

- Pending - Janua ry 1 s t 489 

- Filings 851 

- Dispositions 914 

- Pending - December 31st 426 

- Caseload Change 63 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 1,012 

- Filings 1,361 

- Dispositions 1,385 

- Pending - December 31st 988 

- Case load Change + 24 

*Includes cases fi led and refi led. 
All cases counted by docke t numbe r . 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CASELOAO SUHHARY* 

1978 - 1982 

.!1Z.L.. ~ 

468 528 

354 360 

294 330 

528 558 

+ 60 + 30 

94 61 

116 167 

149 204 

61 24 

33 37 

426 430 

769 674 

765 663 

430 441 

+ 4 + 11 

988 1,019 

1,239 1,201 

1,208 1,197 

1,019 1,023 

+ 31 + 4 

- 55 -

~ 

558 

311 

363 

506 

- 52 

24 

144 

137 

31 

+ 7 

441 

786 

814 

413 

28 

1,023 

1,241 

1,314 

950 

73 

TABLE 5C-2 
(con t. ) 

% Change 
~ 1978-1982 

506 12.7 

361 -9.3 

325 -14.4 

542 15.8 

+ 36 

31 -58.1 

120 7.1 

127 38.0 

24 -74.5 

7 

413 -15.5 

648 -23.9 

650 -28.9 

411 -3.5 

2 

950 -6.1 

1,129 -17.1 

1,102 -20.4 

977 -1.1 

+ 27 



HANCOCK - REGION III 
Court 

~ 

CIVIL: 

- Pending - January 1st 309 

- Filings 279 

- Dispositions 262 

- Pending - December 31st 326 

- Case load Change + 17 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1st 24 

-Filings 45 

- Dispositions 41 

- Pending - December 31st 28 

- Case load Change + 4 

CRIMINAL: 

- Pending - January 1st 216 

- Filings 215 

- Dispositions 279 

- Pending - December 31st 152 

- Case load Change - 64 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1st 549 

- Filings 539 

- Dispositions 582 

- Pending - December 31st 506 

- Case load Change 43 

*Includes cases filed and refi led. 
All cases counted by docke t numbe r. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CAS~LOAD SUMMARV* 

1978 - 1982 

illL ~ 

326 361 

274 225 

239 233 

361 353 

+ 35 8 

28 40 

43 79 

31 53 

40 66 

+ 12 + 26 

152 137 

221 200 

236 202 

137 135 

15 2 

506 538 

538 504 

506 488 

538 554 

+ 32 + 16 

- 56 -

~ 

353 

211 

206 

358 

+ 5 

66 

64 

68 

62 

4 

135 

211 

196 

150 

+ 15 

554 

486 

470 

570 

+ 16 

TABLE 5C-2 
(cant. ) 

% Change 
.!.2.?L 1978-1982 

358 15.9 

211 24.4 

190 -27.5 

379 16.3 

+ 21 

62 158.3 

56 24.4 

20 -51.2 

98 250.0 

+ 36 

150 -30.6 

242 12.6 

145 -48.0 

247 62.5 

+ 97 

570 3.8 

509 -5.6 

355 -39.0 

724 43.1 

+ 154 



PENOBSCOT - REGION III 

Court 
~ 

CIVIL: 

- Pending - January 1st 879 

- Filings 746 

- Dispositions 655 

- Pe~ding - December 31 s t 970 

- Case load Change + 91 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 124 

- Filings 173 

- Dispositions 107 

- Pending - December 31st 190 

- Caseload Change + 66 

CRIMINAL: 

- Pending - Janua ry 1st 345 

- Filings 7BO 

- Dispositions B37 

- Pending - December 31st 2BB 

- Case load Change 57 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 1,348 

- F iii ngs 1,699 

- Dis pos i t i on s 1,599 

- Pending - December 31st 1.448 

- Case load Change :.- 100 

*Includes cases filed and refiled. 
All cases counted by docket number. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CASE LOAD SUMMARY * 

1978 - 1982 

.!ll..L ~ 

970 1,070 

784 718 

6B4 736 

1,070 1,052 

+ 100 18 

190 223 

156 243 

123 186 

223 280 

+ 33 + 57 

288 44B 

1,208 B50 

1,04B 867 

44B 431 

+ 160 17 

1.448 1,741 

2,148 I,Bll 

1,855 1,7B9 

1,741 1,763 

+ 293 + 22 

- 57 -

~ 

1,052 

690 

637 

1,105 

+ 53 

280 

240 

126 

394 

+ 114 

431 

694 

738 

3B7 

44 

1,763 

1,624 

1,50 I 

I,BB6 

+ 123 

TABLE 5C-2 
(cant.) 

% Change 
~ 197B-1982 

1,105 25.7 

644 -13.7 

BOI 22.3 

948 -2.3 

157 

394 217.7 

204 17.9 

124 15.9 

474 149.5 

+ Bo 

387 12.2 

753 -3.5 

749 -10.5 

391 35. B 

+ 4 

1,8B6 39.9 

1,601 -5.8 

1,674 4.7 

I, B 13 25.2 

- 73 



PISCATAQUIS - REGION III 
Court 

.!1ZL 
~: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 64 

- Filings 51 

- Dispositions 49 

- Pending - December 31 s t 66 

- Case load Change + 2 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 0 

- Filings 8 

- Oispositions 

- Pending - December 31 s t 7 

- Caseload Change + 7 

CRIMINAL: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 75 

- Filings 122 

- 0 i s pos i t ion s 133 

- Pending - Oecember 31 s t 64 

- Caseload Change 11 

TOTAL CASELOAD: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 139 

- F iIi ngs 181 

- 0 i s pos i t ions 183 

- Pending - Oecember 31 s t 137 

- Case load Change 2 

*Includes cases filed and refiled. 
All cases counted by docket number. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CASELOAO SUMMARY * 
1978 - 1982 

.!1.ZL ~ 

66 61 

51 50 

56 47 

61 64 

5 + 3 

7 19 

24 36 

12 10 

19 45 

+ 12 + 36 

64 73 

132 135 

123 85 

73 123 

+ 9 + 50 

137 153 

207 221 

191 142 

153 232 

+ 16 + 79 

- 58 -

~ 

64 

49 

56 

57 

7 

45 

33 

56 

22 

23 

123 

112 

141 

94 

29 

232 

194 

253 

173 

59 

TABLE SC-2 
(cant.) 

% Change 
~ 1978-1982 

57 -10.9 

40 -21.6 

48 -2.0 

49 -25.8 

8 

22 

31 287.5 

20 1900.0 

33 371.4 

+ 11 

94 25.3 

152 24.6 

146 9.8 

100 56.3 

+ 6 

173 24.5 

223 23.2 

214 16.9 

Jil2 32.9 

+ 9 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CASELOAO SUMMARY * 

1978 - 1982 

WASH I NGTON - REGION III 
Court 

~ !ill..- ~ 
~: 

- Pending - J;:,nua ry 1 s t 168 223 260 

- Filings 180 193 179 

- Oispositions 125 156 173 

- Pending - December 31st 223 260 266 

- Case load Change + 55 + 37 + 6 

URESA: 

- Pending - January 1st 22 39 35 
-Filings 64 46 70 

- Dispositions 47 50 45 

- Pending - December 31st 39 35 60 

- Caseload Change + 17 4 + 25 

CRIMINAL: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 101 147 187 

- F iii ngs 263 255 183 

- Dispositions 217 215 250 

- Pending - December 31 s t 147 187 120 

- Caseload Change + 46 + 40 67 

TOTAL CASELOA(}: 

- Pending - January 1 s t 291 409 482 

- Filings 507 494 432 

- Dis pos i t ions 389 421 468 

- Pending - December 31st 409 482 446 

- Case load Change + 118 + 73 36 

*Includes cases filed and refiled. 
All cases counted by docke t numbe r. 

- 59 -

~ 

266 

167 

216 

217 

49 

60 

75 

64 

71 

+ 11 

120 

233 

197 

156 

+ 36 

446 

475 

477 

444 

2 

TABLE 5C-2 
(cant.) 

% Change 
~ 1978-1982 

217 29.2 

122 -32.2 

127 1.6 

212 -4.9 

5 

71 222.7 

59 -7.8 

60 27.7 

70 79.5 

156 54.5 

193 -26.6 

146 -32.7 

203 38.1 

+ 47 

444 52.6 

374 -26.2 

333 -14.4 

485 18.6 

+ 41 



TABLE 5C-3 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL, URESA, CRIMINAL 

PERCENT OF TOTAL CASELOAO'" 

1978 1982 

CIVIL URESA CRIMINAL CIVIL URESA CRIMINAL 
REGION I: 

- Cumberland 49.2 8.2 42.7 43. I 7.3 49.6 

- Lincoln 41.2 6.7 52. I 34.2 4.7 61.1 

- Sagadahoc 44.7 10.9 44.4 27.2 9.9 62.9 

- York 41.1 ~ 44.6 38.4 2:2. ~ 
Sub Tota I : 45.9 10. I 44.0 40.0 3.0 52. I 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 50.9 3.5 40.6 42. I 8.8 49. I 

- Franklin 27.5 7.9 64.6 22.4 7.8 69.9 

- Kennebec 48.3 5.9 45.8 36.6 6.7 56.7 

- Knox 34.9 10.3 54.9 27.6 8. I 64.3 

- Oxford 38.0 10.8 51.2 28.5 10.6 60.9 

- Somerset 30.3 3.4 61.3 25.3 3. I 66.6 

- Waldo 40.5 -.!.:l i!..:..?. 25.8 ..1.:.1 64.3 

Sub Tota I : 41.5 8. I 50.5 32.2 8.2 59.6 

REGION I II: 

- Aroostook 29.2 8.2 62.5 32.0 10.6 57.4 

- Hancock 51.8 8.4 39.9 41.5 11.0 47.5 

- Penobscot 43.9 10.2 45.9 40.2 12.7 47.0 

- Piscataquis 28.2 4.4 67.4 17.9 13.9 68.2 

- Washington 35.5 12.6 .2.!.:.l 32.6 .!.i:i i!..:i 
Sub Tota I : 38.6 9.4 52.0 35.9 12.3 51.8 

S TAT E TOT A L: 42.2 9. I 48.7 36.0 9.0 54.9 

"'Includes cases filed and refiled. 
Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 

- 60 -
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TABLE SC-5 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL FILINGS SUMMARY* 

% Change % Change 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1978-1982 1981-1982 

REGION I: 

- Cumberland 1,471 1,442 1,576 1,608 1,528 3.9 -5.0 

- Lincoln 148 131 136 135 152 2.7 12.6 

- Sagadahoc 164 151 135 136 110 -32.9 -19.1 

- York 641 ~ --1J.1. ~ ~ ~ -2.4 

Sub Total: 2,424 2,375 2,626 2,688 2,580 6.4 -4.0 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 601 705 630 624 589 -2.0 -5.6 

- Frankl in 128 139 157 169 135 5.5 -20.1 

- Kennebec 815 773 696 631 623 -23.6 -1.3 

- Knox 176 214 190 193 164 -6.8 -15.0 

- Oxford 215 179 211 199 205 -4.7 3.0 

- Somerset 283 269 271 316 290 2.5 -8.2 

- \"Ialdo 166 ~ ~ -Dl. ~ -43.4 -19.7 

Sub Tota 1 : 2,384 2,426 2,285 2,249 2,100 -11.9 -6.6 

REGION III: 

- Aroostook 398 354 360 311 361 -9.3 -16.1 

- Hancock 279 274 225 211 211 - 24.4 

- Penobscot 746 784 718 690 644 -13.7 -6.7 

- Piscataquis 51 51 50 49 40 -21. 6 -18.4 

- \"lashing ton 180 ~ ~ -.!H 122 -32.2 -27.0 

Sub Total; 1,654 1,656 1,532 1,428 1,378 -16.7 -3.5 

STATE TOTAL: 6,462 6,457 6,443 6,365 6,058 -6.3 -4.8 

*Includes cases filed and refiled. 
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TABLE 5c-6 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL DISPOSITIONS SUMMARY* 

% Change % Change 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1978-1982 1981-1982 

REGION I: 

- Cumberland 1.416 1.443 1.361 , 1,432 1,420 .3 - .8 

- Lincoln 168 139 120 103 144 -14.3 39.8 

- Sagadahoc 102 171 135 132 123 20.6 -6.8 

- York ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Sub Tota I: 2,249 2,393 2.358 2,367 2,387 6. I .8 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 578 523 594 600 602 4.2 .3 

-Franklin 133 114 112 153 158 18.8 3.3 
- Kennebec 730 729 777 722 669 -8.4 -7.3 

- Knox 165 178 193 222 198 20.0 -10.8 

- Oxford 181 195 224 176 212 17. I 20.5 

- Somerset 279 301 268 288 292 4.7 1.4 

- Waldo ~ ---..!.1Q. ~ 141 ---..!.li ~ --=-2..:.Q 
Sub Tota I: 2,204 2,170 2,306 2,302 2,265 2.8 -1.6 

REGION III: 

- Aroostook 379 294 330 363 325 -14.4 -10.5 

- Hancock 262 239 233 206 190 -27.5 -7.8 

- Penobscot 655 684 736 637 801 22.3 25.8 

- Piscataquis 49 56 47 56 48 -2.0 -14.3 

- Washington ~ 156 ---.!1.l 216 -.l32 1.6 -41.2 

Sub Tota I: 1,470 1,429 1,519 1,478 1,491 1.4 .9 

STATE TOTAL: 5,923 5,992 6,183 6,147 6.143 3.7 -. I 

*Includes the disposition of cases filed and refiled 
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TABLE 5C-7 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL PENDING CASE LOAD SUMMARY", 

% Change % Change 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1978-1982 1981-1982 

REGION I: 

- Cumberland 2,089 2,083 2,298 2,474 2,582 23.6 4.4 

- Lincoln 145 137 153 185 193 33.1 4.3 

- Sagadahoc 217 197 197 201 188 -13.4 -6.5 

- York ~ ~ ~ 1,087 .!..J.l2 .I1..:1. ---.U. 
Sub Tota 1 : 3,376 3,358 3,626 3,947 4,140 22.6 4.9 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 758 940 976 1,000 987 30.2 -1.3 

- Frankl in 140 165 210 226 203 45.0 -10.2 

- Kennebec 1,114 1,158 1,077 986 940 -15.6 -4.7 

- Knox 258 294 291 262 228 -11.6 -13. ° 
- Oxford 279 263 250 273 266 -4.7 -2.6 

- Somerset 355 323 326 354 352 - .9 - .6 

- Waldo ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -27.8 :ll:.1 
Sub Tota 1 : 3,102 3,358 3,337 3,284 3,119 .6 -5.0 

REGION I II : 

- Aroostook 468 528 558 506 542 15.8 7.1 

- Hancock 326 361 353 358 379 16.3 5.9 

- Penobscot 970 1,070 1,052 1,105 948 -2.3 -14.2 

- Piscataquis 66 61 64 57 49 -25.8 -14. ° 
- Washington -El 260 266 .--.-2!l 212 ~ .:U.. 

SubTotal: 2,053 2,280 2,293 2,243 2,130 3.8 -5.0 

STATE TOTAL: 8,531 8,996 9,256 9,389 10.1 -.9 

*Includes cases filed and refiled. 
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SUPERICR CCURT 

CIVIL FILINGS AND DISPCSITICNS 

BY TYPE .oF CASE "* 
1978 - 1982 

5 TAT E T .0 TAL S F I L I N G S 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Damages 946 1,163 1,.091 872 932 

Personal Injury 858 955 984 1,.05.0 1, .094 

Contract 1,317 1,427 1,348 1,459 1,493 

Divorce 516 497 482 539 452 

Traffic Infraction Appeals 33 43 3.0 43 41 

Habeas Corpus 77 78 51 23 11 

Appeals from District Ct. 18.0 2.09 183 279 224 

Other 2,535 2,.085 2,274 2,1.0.0 ~ 

TOTAL 6,462 6,457 6,443 6,365 6,.058 

PERCENTAGE .oF CIVIL FILINGS** 

BY TYPE .oF CASE 

1978 

Damages 14.6 

Personal I nj u ry 13.3 

Contract 2.0.4 

Divorce 8 . .0 

Traffic Infract ion Appeals .5 

Habeas Corpus 1.2 

Appeals from District Court 2.8 

.other 39.2 

TCTAL 1.0.0 . .0 

*Types of cases are defined on page 85 of this report. 

**Percentages may not total 1.0.0 . .0 due to rounding. 
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1979 

18 . .0 

14.8 

22.1 

7.7 

.7 

1.2 

3.2 

32.3 

1.0.0 . .0 

TABLE 5c-8 

D I SPCSIT I .0 N S 

~ ~ ~ 1981 ~ 
753 873 957 919 866 

87.0 849 873 922 1,.035 

1,.088 1,254 1,323 1,363 1,475 

5.05 438 474 524 482 

26 4.0 34 33 4.0 

66 74 72 45 24 

238 2.02 21.0 257 241 

2,377 2,262 2,24.0 2,.084 1,98.0 

5,923 5,992 6,183 6,147 6,143 

198.0 .!J.§.l 1982 

16.9 13.7 15.4 

15.3 16.5 18.1 

2.0.9 22.9 24.7 

7.5 8.5 7.5 

.5 .7 .7 

.8 .4 .2 

2.8 4.4 3.7 

35.3 33 . .0 29.9 

1.0.0 . .0 1.0.0 . .0 1.0.0 . .0 



SUPERIOR COURT TABLE sc-8 
CIVIL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS (cant.) 

BY TYPE OF CASE * 
1978 - 1982 

F I LIN G S DIS P 0 SIT ION S 

REG ION ~ illL ~ ~ ~ ~ illL ~ 1981 ~ 

CUMBERLAND 
Court 

Damages 232 313 401 235 267 222 231 250 257 238 
Persona I Injury 180 232 147 217 220 233 220 164 174 195 
Contract 267 346 380 378 374 213 266 324 353 329 
Divorce 136 123 177 175 150 110 119 121 150 143 
Traffic Infract ion Appeals 2 11 9 11 12 10 8 8 5 
Habeas Co rpus 19 12 10 6 1 16 10 13 8 4 
Appeals from District Ct. 34 39 23 64 53 68 48 34 63 46 
Othe r 601 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 460 

TOTAL 1.471 1.442 1.576 1,608 1.528 1.416 1.448 1.361 1.432 1.420 

LINCOLN 
Court 

Damages 26 24 34 27 24 29 32 18 24 22 
Personal Injury 18 15 19 19 24 18 14 19 14 16 
Contract 22 23 21 24 25 21 25 20 17 21 
Divorce 6 11 7 4 4 9 5 8 6 6 
Traffic Infraction Appeals 5 3 2 3 5 2 3 
Habeas Corpus 3 2 1 1 2 1 
Appeals from District Ct. 4 5 5 11 II 3 4 7 5 10 
Other 64 -2.2. 48 48 61 82 ~ ~ ~ 66 

TOTAL 148 131 136 135 152 168 139 120 103 144 

SAGADAHOC 
Court 

Damages 31 21 14 16 7 14 30 19 13 9 
Personal Injury 24 33 34 32 24 15 26 27 35 23 
Contract 51 39 41 22 21 20 49 42 30 33 
Divorce 6 4 6 11 8 5 4 8 11 4 
Traffic Infraction Appeals 2 2 5 7 1 1 1 4 9 
Habeas Corpus 2 1 1 2 I I 
Appeals from District Ct. 9 6 5 6 4 9 6 7 6 4 
Other 40 ~ --...R 44 -.l1 ~ -2l --1Q. _3_3 40 

TOTAL 164 151 135 136 110 102 171 135 132 123 

YORK 
Court 

Damages 83 77 99 108 120 77 68 90 85 93 
Personal Injury 38 42 104 130 143 91 70 63 72 117 
Contract 60 69 49 189 254 54 75 58 86 179 
Divorce 44 49 42 48 31 39 39 47 46 40 
Traffic Infraction Appea 1 s 6 3 10 5 8 9 3 10 3 7 
Habeas Corpus 9 4 4 2 6 7 5 3 
Appeals from District Ct. 12 19 36 56 35 19 25 35 49 39 
Other ~ ~ ~ --2Z..!. ~ 268 ~ ~ ~ ~ 
TOTAL 

, 
641 651 779 809 790 563 635 742 700 700 

*Types of cases are defined on page 85 of this report. 
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SUPERIOR COURT TABLE SC-8 
CIVIL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS (cont. ) 

BY TYPE OF CASE;' 

1978 - 1982 

F I LIN G S DISPOSIT ION S 

REG ION I I .!21L illL ~ ~ ~ ~ illL ~ ~ ~ 

ANDROSCOGGIN 
Court 

Damages 135 176 122 30 95 106 I 14 144 98 92 Personal Injury 122 135 156 131 160 97 93 117 128 159 Contract 126 130 114 156 116 135 114 119 141 127 
Divorce 24 37 31 26 26 34 27 30 31 27 Traffic Infraction Appeals 1 3 1 1 1 1 2 I 
Habeas Corpus 2 8 2 2 5 4 1 
Appeals from District Ct. 12 18 11 15 6 10 17 9 16 10 
Other ---.!.l1 ~ ----.!1l 216 ~ ----.!1l ~ 169 ~ 186 

TOTAL 601 705 630 624 589 578 523 594 600 602 

FRANKLIN 
Court 

Damages 14 21 15 15 4 20 9 13 22 10 Personal I nj ury 16 17 20 19 22 9 16 11 14 21 Contract 36 42 45 51 28 46 44 25 51 45 Divorce 11 27 26 44 29 8 14 26 30 46 Traffic Infraction Appeals 1 1 1 2 1 2 3 Habeas Corpus 3 1 2 2 
Appeals from District Ct. 11 4 13 1 6 13 5 4 9 5 Other ---.li 26 --.ll. --.ll. ~ --1i 22 ---.ll 24 -.lQ 

TOTAL 128 139 157 169 135 133 114 112 153 158 

KENNEBEC 
Court 

Damages 101 131 52 46 51 61 82 108 74 57 Personal Injury 102 92 79 72 55 100 77 94 92 85 Contract 139 166 128 122 118 132 129 159 151 123 Divorce 31 26 21 24 23 29 21 25 23 19 Traffic Infraction Appeals 7 7 4 3 17 1 4 
Habeas Corpus 5 5 5 1 4 3 3 10 2 Appeals from District Ct. 35 24 7 25 36 28 26 25 14 38 Other --ill. ~ 400 ~ ~ ---1n. ~ ~ --.ill.. ~ 
TOTAL 815 773 696 631 623 730 729 777 722 669 

KNOX 
Court 

Damages 31 50 40 45 30 27 31 33 37 36 Personal Injury 24 23 30 21 31 33 25 30 39 30 Contract 40 51 55 44 35 3 I 49 53 56 50 Divorce 4 19 6 8 6 3 10 10 6 10 
Traffic Infraction Appeals 2 4 5 2 2 I 3 4 3 Habeas Corpus 11 9 5 3 3 12 10 7 6 5 Appeals from District Ct. 2 8 8 11 8 7 2 13 1 I 9 Othe r 62 -2Q. 46 ~ ~ -2Q. -2Q. 44 ~ ----2i 
TOTAL 176 214 190 193 164 165 178 193 222 198 

*Types of cases are defined on page 85 of this report. 
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TABLE SC-8 
SUPER I OR COURT 

(cant.) 
C IV I L FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

BY TYPE OF CASE 1< 

1978 - 1982 

F I LING's DIS P 0 SIT ION S 

REG ION I I - con't. l1Z.L ..!1ZL ~ ~ ill.L .!1Z..L- .!1l.L ~ ~ ~ 

OXFORD 
Court 

Damages 34 21 21 14 32 28 44 34 19 25 
Personal Injury 31 23 29 36 47 24 26 26 23 32 
Contract 65 57 56 46 51 33 41 59 42 58 
Divorce 20 12 21 19 13 21 15 19 22 16 
Traffic Infraction Appeals 2 2 1 4 1 
Habeas Corpus 2 2 2 1 2 2 1 
Appeals from District Ct. 4 7 21 23 11 4 3 10 16 25 
Other -B --22. 60 61 _5_1 -E 64 -E ~ ~ 
TOTAL 215 179 211 199 205 181 195 224 176 212 

SOMERSET 
Court 

Damages 57 55 44 36 46 26 42 56 47 43 
Pe rsona 1 I nj ury 26 54 43 50 55 26 39 32 38 48 
Contract 63 41 71 113 80 60 82 56 71 93 Divorce 78 74 78 93 83 94 78 82 99 81 
Traffic Infraction Appeals 
Habeas Corpus 7 4 6 4 7 4 10 4 
Appeals from District Ct. 7 4 12 2 5 1 
Other ~ -»- -11 20 26 ~ ~ -11. 28 26 

TOTAL 283 269 271 316 290 279 301 268 288 292 

\.JALDO 
Court 

Damages 10 26 17 22 22 16 13 13 26 17 
Personal I nj ury 30 20 16 18 22 17 22 22 19 21 
Contract 51 30 39 24 28 27 44 40 29 44 
Divorce 6 5 10 9 8 6 7 10 5 
Traffic 1 nfrac t ion Appeals 
Habeas Corpus 1 2 1 1 2 1 
Appeals from District Ct. 5 6 4 2 4 12 4 3 4 3 Other ~ ~ 44 41 18 ---.2J... -11 -2l -2l 44 

TOTAL 166 147 130 117 94 138 130 138 141 134 

*Types of cases are defined on page 85 of this report. 
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SUPERIOR COURT TABLE 5c-8 
CIVIL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF CASE * (cant.) 

1978 - 1982 

F I L I N G S DISPOSIT ION S 

REG ION I I I ~ .!1ZL ~ ~ ~ ~ .!1ZL 1980 ~ ~ 

AROOSTOOK 
Court 

Damages 79 79 80 92 115 40 68 67 79 93 
Personal I nj u ry 53 61 101 81 84 49 47 64 85 77 
Contract 59 88 32 46 106 29 49 42 52 64 
Divorce 19 14 7 12 10 23 10 14 14 10 
Traffic Infraction Appeals 1 1 
Habeas Corpus 3 5 1 1 6 5 5 3 
Appeals from District Ct. 8 11 5 2 10 17 12 12 7 7 
Other --.J1l.. ~ ~ -1i --.l§. ~ ~ 126 ~ ~ 
TOTAL 398 354 360 311 361 379 294 330 363 325 

HANCOCK 
Court 

Damages 21 31 37 46 16 18 22 23 30 30 
Personal I nj u ry 31 37 31 29 37 28 37 32 21 23 
Contract 51 76 47 43 71 62 52 55 54 47 
Divorce 58 21 13 26 19 70 32 19 20 25 
Traffic Infraction Appeals 2 1 1 1 2 2 
Habeas Corpus 3 5 2 1 2 2 4 2 
Appeals from District Ct. 3 4 8 13 2 1 5 8 9 5 
Other 110 ~ 86 -2 66 -1'l ~ ~ ~ 60 

TOTAL 279 274 225 211 211 262 239 233 206 190 

PENOBSCOT 
Court 

Damages 62 106 100 70 86 51 64 70 85 83 
Personal 'nj u ry 130 140 138 167 143 106 110 143 129 167 
Contract 242 217 214 164 144 186 204 214 170 223 
Divorce 57 46 24 25 42 43 39 43 34 36 
Traffic Infraction Appeals 4 3 1 10 6 3 2 2 4 8 
Habeas Corpus 6 16 10 3 7 5 16 14 4 10 
Appeals from District Ct. 23 36 28 27 30 25 24 25 25 29 
Othe r 222 --B..Q. ~ 224 186 -2li ~ ~ 186 --.lli. 
TOTAL 746 784 718 690 644 655 684 736 637 801 

PISCATAQUIS 
Court 

Damages 8 8 2 2 11 7 7 6 5 4 
Personal 'nj u ry 5 6 13 6 5 8 6 4 8 9 
Contract 14 5 11 7 7 14 8 9 II 9 
Divorce 3 3 3 5 3 4 I 5 4 
Traffic Infraction Appeals I 1 I I 
Habeas Corpus 1 1 1 I 
Appeals from District Ct. 2 9 3 9 3 2 10 6 7 4 
Other 18 _1_9 18 __ 1_9 10 _1_7 21 20 18 __ '_7 

TOTAL 51 51 50 49 40 49 56 47 56 48 

WASHINGTON 
Court 

Damages 22 24 13 18 6 11 16 13 18 14 
Pe rsona 1 I nj ury 28 25 24 22 22 16 21 25 31 12 
Contract 31 47 45 30 35 25 23 48 49 30 
Divorce 13 26 10 10 5 8 15 14 17 10 
Traffic Infraction Appeals 3 1 2 
Habeas Corpus 3 1 1 1 3 1 I 
Appeals from District Ct. 9 9 6 14 5 8 9 7 15 7 
Other -12 ~ 80 -B. ~ ~ 68 ~ ~ ~ 
TOTAL 180 193 179 167 122 125 156 173 216 127 

*Types of cases are defined on page 850f this report. 
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SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION~ 

TYPE OF OISPOSITION 

S TAT E TOT A L 

- Default Judgment 

- Rule 41 (a) 

- Rule 41 (b) 

- Dismissal 

- Summary Judgment 

- Final Order 

- Divorce Decree 

- Appeal Sustained 

- Appeal Oenied 

- IJrit Denied 

- IJri t Granted 

- Court Finding 

- Jury Verdict 

- Directed Verdict 

- Multiple Judgments 

- Other 

TOTAL 

1981 
NO. DISPOSED 

293 

2,809 

731 

170 

287 

375 

41 

187 

12 

4 

158 

153 

8 

24 

6,147 

PERCENT OF 
DISPOSITIONS 

4.8 

45.7 

11.9 

2.8 

4.7 

9.3 

6.1 

.7 

3.0 

.2 

.1 

2.6 

2.5 

.1 

.4 

100.0 

* - Includes the disposition of cases filed and refiled. 
- Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 

1982 
NO. DISPOSED 

240 

2,779 

925 

172 

293 

428 

341 

45 

166 

4 

4 

129 

165 

10 

40 

402 

6,143 

- Types of dispositions are defined on Page 85 of this report. 
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TABLE 5C-9 

PERCENT OF 
DISPOSITIONS 

3.9 

45.2 

15.1 

2.8 

4.8 

7.0 

5.6 

.7 

2.7 

.1 

.1 

2.1 

2.7 

.2 

.7 

~ 

100.0 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITIONA 

1931 PERCENT OF 
TYPE OF DISPOSITION NO. DISPOSED D I SPOS IT IONS 

REGION I - Cumberland 

- Default Judgment 85 5.9 

- Rule 41 (a) 645 45.0 

- Rule 41 (b) 138 9.6 

- Dismissal 41 2.9 

- Summary Judgment 71 5.0 

- Final Order 114 8.0 

- Divorce Decree 125 8.7 

- Appeal Sustained 12 .8 

- Appeal Denied 55 3.8 

- '.Ir it Denied 3 .2 

- '.Irit Granted 3 .2 

- Court Finding 17 1.2 

- Jury Verdict 36 2.5 

- Directed Verdict .1 

- Multiple Judgments 3 .2 

- Other ~ 5.8 

TOTAL 1.432 100.0 

REGION 1 - Lincoln 

- Default Judgment 5 4.9 

- Ru I e 41 (a) 54 52.4 

- Rule 41 (b) 7 6.8 

- Dismissal 

- Summary Judgment 14 13.6 

- Final Order 4 3.9 

- Divorce Decree 5 4.9 

- Appeal Sustained 

- Appeal Denied 4 3.9 

- '.Irit Denied 

- '.Irit Granted 

- Court Finding 4 3.9 

- Jury Verdict 4 3.9 

- Directed Verdict 

- Multiple Judgmen ts 1.0 

- Other 1.0 

TOTAL 103 100.0 

A - Includes the disposition of cases filed and refiled. 
- Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 
- Types of dispositions are defined on Page 35 of this report. 

- 71 -

1982 
NO. DISPOSED 

62 

697 

210 

42 

69 

26 

110 

14 

36 

9 

27 

2 

8 

108 

1.420 

4 

72 

16 

2 

12 

3 

II 

6 

3 

12 
__ 3 

144 

TABLE 5C-9 
(cant.) 

PERCENT OF 
DISPOSITIONS 

4.4 

49. I 

14.8 

3.0 

4.9 

1.8 

7.7 

1.0 

2.5 

.6 

1.9 

.1 

.6 

~ 
100.0 

2.8 

50.0 

11. I 

1.4 

8.3 

2. I 

7.6 

'4.2 

2. I 

8.3 

2. I 

100.0 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION* 

1981 PERCENT OF 
TYPE OF DISPOSITION NO. DISPOSED DISPOSITIONS 

REGION I - Sagadahoc 

- Default Judgment 4 3.0 

- Ru Ie 41 (a) 68 51.5 

- Ru Ie 41 (b) 14 10.6 

Dismissal 

- Summary Judgment 5 3.8 

- Final Order 4 3.0 

- Divorce Decree 8 6. I 

- Appeal Sustained 

- Appeal Denied 6 4.5 

- '.Irit Denied 

- '.Ir it Granted 

- Court Finding 6 4.5 

- Jury Verdict 5 3.8 

- Directed Verdict .8 

- Multiple Judgmen ts 

- Other II ~ 
TOTAL 132 100.0 

REG I ON I - York 

- Default Judgment 26 3.7 

- Rul e 41 (a) 301 43.0 

- Rule 41 (b) 83 11.9 

- Dismissal 15 2.1 

- Summary Judgment 50 7. I 

- Final Order 54 7.7 

- Divorce Decree 35 5.0 

- Appeal Sustained 8 1.1 

- Appeal Denied 35 5.0 

- '.Irit Denied 

- '.Irlt Granted 

- Court Finding 24 3.4 

- Jury Verdict 23 3.3 

- Directed Verdict 

- Multiple Judgments 

- Other 46 6.6 

TOTAL 700 100.0 

* - Includes the disposition of cases filed and refiled. 
- Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 
- Types of dispositions are defined on Page 85 of this report. 
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1982 
NO. DISPOSED 

50 

20 

4 

7 

7 

2 

12 

7 

3 

10 

123 

28 

313 

41 

17 

65 

58 

28 

4 

23 

23 

23 

2 

~ 
700 

TABLE 5C-9 
(cant.) 

PERCENT OF 
DISPOSITIONS 

.8 

40.7 

16.3 

3.3 

5·7 

5.7 

1.6 

9.8 

5.7 

2.4 

8. I 

100.0 

4.0 

44.7 

5.9 

2.4 

9.3 

8.3 

4.0 

.6 

4.0 

3.3 

3·3 

.3 

10.0 

100.0 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITIONR 

1981 PERCENT OF 
TYPE OF DISPOSITION NO. DISPOSED DISPOSITIONS 

REGION II - Androscoggin 

- Default Judgment 38 6.3 

- Rule ~ I (a) 310 51.7 

- Rule 4 I (b) ~8 8.0 

- Dismissal 20 3.3 

- Summary Judgment 17 2.3 

- Final Order 71 11.8 

- Divorce Decree 23 3.8 

- Appeal Sustained I .2 

- Appeal Den i ed 6 1.0 

- \.Irit Denied 

- \.Irit Granted 

- Court Finding 16 2.7 

- Jury Verdict 15 2.5 

- D i rec ted Verdict 

- Multiple Judgments 4 .7 

- Other _3_1 ~ 
TOTAL 600 100.0 

REGION II -Franklin 

- Default Judgment 9 5.9 

- Rule 4 I (a) 58 37.9 

- Rul e 4 I (b) 27 17.6 

- Dismissal 2 1.3 

- Summary Judgment 8 5.2 

- Final Order .7 

- Divorce Decree 20 13. I 

- Appeal Sustained 2 1.3 

- Appeal Denied 8 5.2 

- \.Ir it Denied 

- \.Irit Granted 

- Court Finding 2 1.3 

- Jury Verdict 6 3.9 

Directed Verdict 

Multiple Judgments 

- Other 10 ~ 
TOTAL 153 100.0 

R - Includes the di~position of cases filed and refiled. 
- Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 

NO. 

- Types of dispositions are defined on Page 85 of this report. 

- 73 -

1982 
DISPOSED 

22 

290 

110 

10 

23 

60 

18 

3 

7 

21 

I 

4 

__ 3_1 

602 

5 

47 

31 

~ 

5 

39 

3 

I 

6 

__ 1_5 

158 

TABLE 5C-9 
(cont.) 

PERCENT OF 
DISPOSITIONS 

3.7 

48.2 

18.3 

1.7 

3.8 

10.0 

3.0 

.3 

.5 

1.2 

3.5 

.2 

.7 

_5_._1 

100.0 

3.2 

29.7 

19.6 

2.5 

3.2 

24.7 

.6 

1.9 

.6 

.6 

3.8 

~ 
100.0 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPDSITIDN~ 

1981 PERCENT OF 1982 
TYPE OF DISPOSITION NO. DISPOSED DISPOSITIONS NO. DISPOSED 

REGION II - Kennebec 

- Defaul t Judgmen t II 1.5 27 

- Rule 41 (a) 314 43.5 267 

- Rule 41 (b) 142 19.7 119 

- Dismissal 17 2.4 27 

- Summary Judgment 16 2.2 17 

- Final Order 127 17.6 99 

- Divorce Decree 15 2. I 16 

- Appeal Sustained I .1 6 

- Appeal Den i ed 14 1.9 20 

- \.Jri t Denied 2 

- \.Jrit Granted 

- Court Finding 17 2.4 9 

- Jury Verdict 13 1.8 22 

- Directed Verdict .1 2 

- Multiple Judgmen ts 7 1.0 5 

- Other -~ ~ __ 3_1 

TOTAL 722 100.0 669 

REGION II - Knox 

- Defaul t Judgment 7 3.2 7 

- Rule 41 (a) 87 39.2 79 

- Rule 41 (b) 49 22. I 36 

- Dismissal 15 6.8 6 

- Summary Judgment 10 4.5 7 

- Final Order 4 1.8 

- Divorce Decree 2 .9 8 

- Appeal Susta i ned I .5 I 

- Appeal Denied 8 3.6 4 

- \.Jri t Den i ed 2 .9 

- \.Jd t Granted 

- Court Finding 12 5.4 14 

- Jury Verdict 7 3.2 5 

- Directed Verdict 

- MultIple Judgments I .5 

- Other __ 1_7 --2.:1.. --1Q. 

TOTAL 222 100.0 198 

~ - Includes the disposition of cases filed and refiled. 
Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 

- Types of dispositions are defined on Page 85 of this report. 
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TABLE 5C-9 
(cant.) 

PERCENT OF 
DISPOSITIONS 

4.0 

39.9 

17.8 

4.0 

2.5 

14.8 

2.4 

.9 

3.0 

.3 

1.3 

3.3 

.3 

.7 

4.6 

100.0 

3.5 

39.9 

18.2 

3.0 

3.5 

4.0 

.5 

2.0 

.5 

7. I 

2.5 

~ 
100.0 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION* 

1981 PERCENT OF 
TYPE OF DISPOSITION NO. DISPOSED DISPOSITIONS NO. 

REGION II - Oxford 

- Defaul t Judgment 13 7.q 

- Rule q 1 (a) 65 36.9 

- Rule q I (b) 23 13. I 

- Dismissal 3 1.7 

- Summary Judgment II 6.3 

- Final Order 10 5.7 

- Divorce Decree 15 8.5 

- Appeal Sustained q 2.3 

- Appeal Denied 8 q.5 

- Wri t Denied .6 

Writ Granted 

- Court Finding 3 1.7 

- Jury Verdict 2 1.1 

- Di rected Verdict 

- Multiple Judgments 

Other 18 10.2 

TOTAL 176 100.0 

REGION II - Somerset 

- Defaul t Judgment II 3.8 

- Rule ql (a) IIq 39.6 

- Rule ql (b) 3q 11.8 

- Dismissal 6 2. i 

- Summary Judgment 5 1.7 

- Fi na I Order 17 5.9 

- Divorce Decree 76 26.q 

- Appeal Sustained .3 

- Appeal Denied 5 1.7 

- Writ Denied .3 

- Wrl t Granted 

- Court Finding 

- Jury Verdict 6 2. I 

- Directed Verdict .3 

- Multiple Judgments 2 .7 

- Other __ 9 -2:...!.. 
TOTAL 288 100.0 

* - Includes the disposition of cases filed and refiled. 
- Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 
- Types of dlsposl tlons are defined on Page 85 of this report. 
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1982 
DISPOSED 

8 

72 
51 

3 

6 

2q 

10 

i5 

2 

7 
q 

10 

212 

6 
122 

22 

8 

I q 

33 

57 

5 

7 

3 

9 

__ 5 

292 

TABLE 5C-9 
(cant.) 

PERCENT OF 
DISPOSITIONS 

3.8 

3q.0 

2q. I 

I.q 

2.8 

11.3 

q.7 

7. i 

.9 

3.3 

1.9 

~ 
100.0 

2. I 
q1.8 

7.5 

2.7 

q.8 

11.3 

19.5 

1.7 

2.q 

1.0 

3. I 

.3 

~ 
100.0 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION. 

1981 PERCENT OF 1932 
TYPE OF DISPOSITION NO. DISPOSED DISPOSITIONS NO. DISPOSED 

REGION II - \Jaldo 

- Defaul t Judgment 7 5.0 12 

- Rule 41 (a) 66 46.8 64 

- Rule 41 (b) 20 14.2 16 

- Dismissal .7 2 

- Summary Judgment 8 5.7 12 

- Final Order 17 12. I 12 

- Divorce Decree 4 2.8 3 

Appeal Sustained 

- Appeal Denied .7 

\Jrit Denied 

\Jrit Granted .7 

- Court Finding 2 1.4 5 

- Jury Verdict 4 2.8 2 

- Di rected Verdict .7 

- Multiple Judgments I ·7 2 

- Other 8 ~ 2 

TOTAL 141 100.0 134 

REGION III - Aroostook 

- Default Judgment 17 4.7 14 

- Rule 41 (a) 189 52. I 166 

- Rule 41 (b) 63 17.4 45 

- Dismissal 2 .6 3 

- Summary Judgment 10 2.8 IS 

- Final Order 46 12.7 39 

- Divorce Decree 6 1.7 7 

Appeal Sustained 

- Appeal Denied .3 2 

\Jrit Denied 

- \Jrit Granted 

- Court Finding 4 1.1 7 

- Jury Verdict 5 1.4 17 

- Directed Verdict 

- Multiple Judgments .3 

- Other _1_9 --2.:2 10 

TOTAL 363 100.0 325 

• - Includes the disposition of cases fi led and refi led. 
Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 

- Types of dIspositions are defined on Page 85 of this report. 
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TABLE 5C-9 
(cant.) 

PERCENT OF 
DISPOSITIONS 

9.0 

47.8 

11.9 

1.5 

9.0 

9.0 

2.2 

.7 

3.7 

1.5 

·7 

1.5 

---.l..:.i 
100.0 

4.3 

51.1 

13.8 

.9 

4.6 

12.0 

2.2 

.6 

2.2 

5.2 

3. I 

100.0 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION. 

1981 PERCENT OF 
TYPE OF DISPOSITION NO. DISPOSED DISPOSITIONS NO. 

REGION III - Hancock 

- Default Judgment 9 4.4 

- Ru Ie 41 (a) 97 47.1 

- Rule 41 (b) 27 13.1 

- Dismissal 7 3.4 

- Summary Judgment 10 4.9 

- Final Order 7 3.4 

- Divorce Decree 8 3.9 

- Appeal Sustained 

- Appeal Den i ed 5 2.4 

- \Jr i t Denied .5 

- \Jr it Granted 

- Court Finding 7 3.4 

- Jury Verdict 6 2.9 

- Di rected Verdict 

- Multiple Judgments 

- Other 22 ~ 
TOTAL 206 100.0 

REGION III - Penobscot 

- Default Judgment 38 6.0 

- Rule 41 (a) 329 51.6 

- Rule 41 (b) 29 4.6 

- Dismissal 19 3.0 

- Summary Judgment 30 4.7 

- Final Order 82 12.9 

- Divorce Decree 24 3.8 

- Appeal Sustained 4 .6 

- Appeal Denied 16 2.5 

- \Jr I t Denied 2 .3 

- \Jr I t Granted 

- Court Finding 35 5.5 

- Jury Verdict 14 2.2 

- Directed Verdict 3 .5 

- Multiple Judgments 2 .3 

- Other __ 1_0 1.6 

TOTAL 637 100.0 

• - Includes the disposition of cases filed and refiled. 
- Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 
- Types of dispositions are defined on Page 85 of this report. 
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19132 
DISPOSED 

11 

83 

19 

5 

12 

13 

10 

6 

3 

2 

~ 
190 

19 

384 

180 

33 

10 

55 

21 

8 

10 

20 

14 

7 

-1§. 

801 

TABLE SC-9 
(cont.) 

PERCENT OF 
DISPOSITIONS 

5.8 

43.7 

10.0 

2.6 

6.3 

6.8 

5.3 

.5 

3.2 

.5 

1.6 

.5 

1.1 

12. I 

100.0 

2.4 

47.9 

22.5 

4. I 

1.2 

6.9 

2.6 

1.0 

1.2 

.1 

.1 

2.5 

1.7 

.9 

~ 
100.0 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVil DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION. 

1901 PERCENT OF 
TYPE OF DISPOSITION NO. DISPOSED DISPOSITIONS 

REGION III - Plscataguls 

- Default Judgment 1.8 

- Rule 41 (a) 22 39.3 

- Rule 41 (b) 9 16.1 

Dismissal 3 5.4 

Summary Judgment 1.8 

Final Order 2 3.6 

- Divorce Decree 2 3.6 

Appeal Sustained 5 3.9 

- Appeal Denied 5 8.9 

.... rit Denied 1.8 

.... rit Granted 

- Court Finding 

- Jury Verdict 

Directe~Verdict 

Multiple Judgments 

- Other __ 5 -..hl 
TOTAL 56 100.0 

REGION III - .... ashington 

- Defaul t Judgment 12 5.6 

- Rule 41 (a) 90 41.7 

- Rule 41 (b) 18 8.3 

- Dismissal 19 8.8 

- Summary Judgment 21 9.7 

- Final Order 9 4.2 

- Divorce Decree 7 3.2 

- Appeal Sustained 2 .9 

- Appeal Denied 10 4.6 

- .... ri t Denied .5 

- .... rl t Granted 

- Court Finding 9 4.2 

- Jury Verdict 7 3.2 

- Directed Verdict 

- Multiple Judgments 2 .9 

- Other __ 9 4.2 

TOTAL 216 100.0 

• - Includes the disposition of cases filed and refiled. 
- Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 

NO. 

- Types of dispositions are defined on Page 85 of this report. 
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1932 
DISPOSED 

3 

22 

4 

3 

2 

2 

2 

10 

48 

II 

51 

5 

6 

19 

2 

6 

3 

6 

8 

4 

6 

127 

TABLE SC-9 
(cant.) 

PERCENT OF 
DISPOSITIONS 

6.3 

45.8 

8.3 

6.3 

4.2 

4.2 

4.2 

20.8 

100.0 

8.7 

40.2 

3.9 

4.7 

15.0 

1.6 

4.7 

2.4 

4.7 

6.3 

3. I 

~ 
100.0 



TABLE 5C-10 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL JURY TRIALS 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 

No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of 
Trials ~ Trials ~ Trials ~ Trials ~ Trials ~ 

REGION I: 

- Cumberland 34 63.0 43 82.5 32 88.0 34 79.0 31 92.5 

- Li nco I n II 20.0 6 8.5 4 8.0 4 12.5 4 11.0 

- Sagadahoc 3 9.0 3 5.5 8 15.0 6 15.0 5 21.5 

- York -.-l2. 21:2. 26 41.0 _1_9 ~ 26 ~ __ 2_7 60.0 

Sub Tota I: 83 171.5 78 137.5 63 158.0 70 171.0 67 185.0 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 11 19.0 7 30.0 II 16.0 16 33.0 26 65.5 

- Frankl in 3 6.5 2 2.0 2 4.0 7 15.5 8 11.5 

- Kennebec 14 26.5 7 12.5 15 26.0 18 67.5 22 52.0 

- Knox 4 9.0 8 21.5 8 13.5 8 34.0 7 21.5 

- Oxford 2 3.5 3 6.0 4 11.0 1.5 5 9.0 

- Some rse t 8 20.5 9 18.5 10 13.5 8 12.5 11 26.5 

- Waldo __ 5 2.:2 6 11.0 __ 3 ~ __ 5 2.:2 4 8.0 

Sub Total: 47 94.5 42 101.5 53 92.5 63 173.5 83 194.0 

REGION III: 

- Aroostook 9 13.0 8 19.0 9 23.0 6 17.5 19 45.0 

- Hancock 5 8.5 7 9.5 6 10.5 6 13.5 5 12.0 

- Penobscot 11 20.5 6 14.5 15 30.5 19 30.5 20 39.5 

- Piscataquis 1 1.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 5.0 

- Washington 6 ~ __ 3 ~ __ 9 --.!.L.2. 8 14.5 4 8.0 

Sub Tota 1: 32 56.0 24 48.0 39 81.0 39 76.0 50 109.5 

STATE TOTAL 162 322.0 144 28.7 155 331.5 172 420.5 200 488.5 
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TABLE 5C-11 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL tlON-JURY TRIALS 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 
No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of 
Trials ~ Trials ~ Trials ~ Trials ~ Trials ~ 

REGION I: 

- Cumberland 64 50.0 35 32.0 31 29.0 31 39.5 24 25.5 
- Lincoln 22 14.5 7 5.0 7 5.0 8 8.0 10 5.5 

- Sagadahoc 9 5.0 6 7.0 3 1.5 6 5.5 8 8.0 

- York ~ ~ __ 3_1 ~ __ 5_1 ~ _3_3 27.0 26 26.0 

Sub Total: 144 119.0 79 76.0 92 83.0 78 80.0 68 65.0 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 39 32.5 14 12.5 30 25.5 22 15.0 10 6.5 
-Franklin 16 15.0 10 6.0 9 6.0 6 7.5 1.0 
- Kennebec 34 34.0 II 9.0 27 26.0 30 32.0 16 26.0 
- Kncx 5 4.0 16 14.0 26 15.5 25 16.5 23 17.0 
- Oxford 5 3.0 5 3.5 4 2.5 4 3.0 8 5.0 
- Some rse t 12 7.5 6 4.5 28 17.5 13 7.0 5 5.5 
- Waldo __ 5 ~ __ 7 ~ __ 3 -1.:.Q 4 4.0 __ 5 -1.:.Q 

Sub Total: 116 100.5 69 56.0 127 96.0 104 85.0 68 64.0 

REGION III: 

- Aroostook 6 5.5 7 6.0 1.0 3 7.0 10 6.5 

- Hancock 19 17.5 II 15.5 23 19.5 7 6.0 3 3.0 

- Penobscot 24 27.0 25 24.5 32 26.0 42 41.0 29 24.5 

- Piscataquis 3 4.0 6 4.0 6 3.5 0 0 3 1.5 

- Washington __ 7 ~ __ 1_5 14.0 __ 7 ~ __ 1_5 .J.l.:2. II 6.0 

Sub Tota I: 59 61.0 64 64.0 69 55.0 72 65.5 56 41.5 

STATE TOTAL 319 280.5 212 196.0 238 234.0 254 230.5 192 170.5 
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REGION I: 

- Cumbe r I and 

- Lincoln 

- Sagadahoc 

- York 

~EGION I I: 

- Androscoggin 

-Franklin 

- Kennebec 

- Knox 

- Oxford 

- Some rse t 

- Waldo 

REG ION III: 

- Aroostook 

- Hancock 

- Penobscot 

- Piscataquis 

- Washington 

STATE TOTAL 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL CASELOAD TIME REPORT 

1978 -- 1982 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS FROM FILING OR REFILING TO DISPOSITION 

1978 1979 1980 1981 

510 542 517 498 

328 386 405 454 

319 545 486 503 
451 543 526 498 

422 444 510 547 

453 360 269 611 
424 503 570 581 

476 503 554 615 
420 444 562 462 

366 479 514 394 
473 443 495 581 

389 463 581 574 

394 451 452 569 
362 484 494 448 

358 599 432 519 
341 458 493 524 
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TABLE SC-12 

1982 

575 

491 

540 

441 

620 

549 

589 

520 

573 
422 

583 

503 

536 
614 

488 

417 



TABLE 5C-12 
(cant. ) 

SUPERIOR COURT 

C IV I L CASE LOAD TIME REPORT 

1982 

NUMBER OF CASES FROM FILING OR REFILING TO PRE-TRIAL MEMO 

0-90 91-180 181-270 271- I Yr.- Average 
Days Days Days I Yr. U[; 1/ of Days 

REGION I: 

- Cumbe r I and 32 27 26 23 60 371 
- Lincoln 10 9 3 5 8 237 
- Sagadahoc 5 6 2 6 12 383 
- York 46 37 32 23 89 363 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 41 35 37 24 53 296 
- Frankl in 9 13 8 3 14 299 
- Kennebec 22 29 18 24 63 404 
- Knox 13 16 6 6 14 340 
- Oxford 10 6 7 7 13 344 
- Somerset 8 13 10 4 22 367 
- Waldo 9 4 6 4 17 423 

REGION III: 

- Aroostook 43 20 14 17 35 294 
- Hancock II 14 9 2 IS 392 
- Penobscot 17 23 9 9 17 280 
- Pi scataquis 3 6 2 I 5 319 
- Washington _7 _9 5 _3 14 l§J.. 

STATE TOTAL 286 267 .!1.! 161 ~ ~ ~ 

NUMBER OF CASES FROM PRE-TRIAL MEMO TO PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE 

0-90 91-180 181-270 271- I Yr. - Average 
Days Days Days I Yr. U[; 1/ of Days 

REGION I: 

- Cumberland 6 12 18 40 32 330 
- Lincoln 22 9 I 92 
- Sagadahoc 16 9 I 90 
- York 24 67 50 10 13 195 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 8 14 19 23 63 362 
- Frankl in 8 14 7 4 2 179 
- Kennebec 58 48 9 5 3 119 
- Knox 21 16 7 4 2 142 
- Oxford 9 12 10 5 I 174 
- Somerset 21 19 8 I 2 145 
- Waldo 9 12 7 2 4 187 

REGION III: 

- Aroostook 48 30 4 5 2 III 
- Hancock 8 18 8 I 4 185 
- Penobscot 26 33 I 5 165 
- Piscataquis 10 3 3 109 
- Washington --.!l II 4 2 .!lQ. 

STATE TOTAL l£Z. E1. l2l 104 .!1i ill 
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TABLE SC-12 
(cont. ) 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL CASELOAD TIME REPORT 

1982 

NUMBER OF CASES FROM PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE TO JURY TRIAL 

0-90 91-180 181-270 2]1- 1 Yr.- Average 
Days Days Days J Yr. Up 1/ of Days 

REG ION I: 

5 9 4 10 35'1 
1 2 1 382 
2 1 2 337 

4 9 7 4 2 206 

- Cumberland 
- Lincoln 
- Sagadahoc 
- York 

REG ION II: 

3 7 2 13 528 
2 I 1 2 2 237 

5 7 1 9 400 

- Androscoggin 
- Frankl in 
- Kennebec 

1 1 4 427 
2 3 445 

2 2 3 2 2 222 

- Knox 
- Oxford 
- Some rse t 
- Waldo I 1 2 464 

REGION I II: 

4 2 7 5 330 
1 

4 590 5 5 4 2 5 300 1 1 400 
_3_ 201 

- Aroostook 
- Hancock 
- Penobscot 
- Piscataquis 
- Washington 

STATE TOTAL 21 39 50 23 65 353 
---=-

NUMBER OF CASES FROM PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE TO NON-JURY TRIAL 

0-90 91-180 181-270 2]1- 1 Yr.- Average Days Days Days I Yr. Up 1/ of Days 
REGION I: 

- Cumberland 3 3 2 2 2 202 
- Lincoln 2 3 2 1 178 
- Sagadahoc I I 1 5 557 
- York 9 5 4 3 3 203 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 6 2 2 115 
- Frankl in I 165 
- Kennebec 6 6 1 146 
- Knox 5 4 2 132 
- Oxford 1 3 2 224 
- Somerset 3 182 
- Waldo 1 282 

REGION II I : 

- Aroostook 3 2 3 225 
- Hancock 2 352 
- Penobscot 8 12 4 3 2 208 
- Piscataquis 3 42 
- Washington _5 _3 2 141 

STATE TOTAL ~ 46 21 16 22 32l. 
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CIVIL 

NUMBER OF CASES FROM 

0-90 91-180 
Days Days 

REGION I: 

- Cumberland 279 174 

- Lincoln 26 15 

- Sagadahoc 26 14 

- York 139 123 

REGION I~: 

- Androscoggin 86 55 

- Frankl in 28 15 

- Kennebec 120 106 

- Knox 44 19 

- Oxford 36 28 

- Somerset 74 42 

- Waldo 25 19 

REGION II I : 

- Aroostook 68 39 

- Hancock 27 30 

- Penobscot 120 99 

- Piscataquis 10 8 

- Washington 32 19 

STATE TOTAL 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CASE LOAD TIME REPORT 

1982 

FILING OR REFILING TO DISPOSITION 

181-270 271 - Yr. - 2 Yrs.-
Days 1 Yr. 2 Yrs. 3 Yrs. 

103 98 236 353 

18 10 34 30 

7 7 25 33 

70 58 145 116 

54 43 105 174 

23 9 27 36 

61 45 90 141 

17 18 26 54 

18 13 35 55 

32 23 50 48 

7 5 25 33 

21 27 77 69 

22 19 35 38 

64 58 134 200 

5 3 7 9 

8 15 23 23 
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3 Yrs. -
5 Yrs. 

130 

9 

9 

43 

68 

17 

74 

18 

23 

21 

18 

19 

12 

103 

6 

6 

5 

TABLE SC-12 
(cant.) 

Yrs. Average 
& Ue # of Days 

47 575 

2 491 

2 540 

6 441 

17 620 

3 549 

32 589 

2 520 

4 573 

2 422 

2 583 

5 503 

7 536 

23 614 

0 488 

417 



CIVIL DEFINITIONS 

REFILING: 

These are matters which have been previously disposed and which have been brought before 
the Superior Court for further action, although for statistical purposes, such matters are 
limited to the fol lowing circumstances: 

1. When a case remanded to the District Court returns to the Superior Court for further 
action. 

2. When a case appealed to the Law Court returns to the Superior Court for further 
action. 

3. When a mistrial occurs and a second trial Is required; when a motion for a new trial Is 
granted; or when a case, for any other reason, requires a trial after Its original dis
position. 

4. When a motion for relief from judgment Is granted, or a case Is reinstated on the docket 
after judgment has been entered (Rule 60(b». 

TYPE OF CASE: 

1. Damages: An action In which claim for relief Is based on physical damage to property or 
reputation. 

2. Personal Injury: An action In which claim for relief Is based on physical or mental 
Injury. 

3. Contract: An action In which claim for relief arises out of alleged violation of an 
agreement. Including cases commonly referred to as agreements and promissory notes. 

4. Divorce: An action brought In order to dissolve a marriage. 

5. Traffic Infraction Appeals: A Superior Court review of a District Court decision under 
Title 29. 

6. Habeas Corpus: The demand of a party to be released from alleged II legal confinement. 
Pursuant to 15 M.R.S.A. § 2129 effective July I, 1980, petitions for post-conviction 
relief became criminal proceedings. 

7. Other Appeals from District Court: A Superior Court review of an action decided In Dis
trict Court, with the exception of traffic Infractions. 

8. Other: An action which Is not Included In any of the above categories (e.g., quiet 
title, legal separation, mechanic's lien, Rule 80B Appeals). 

TYPE OF DISPOSITION: 

1. Default Judgment: The Justice or clerk of court enters a judgment resulting from the 
failure of the defendant to take a necessary step under the civil rules. 

2. Rule 41(a): A voluntary dismissal of the plaintiff or stipulation of al I the parties. 
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3. Rule 41(b): A dismissal on court order for failure to take signIficant action In a case 
for two years. 

4. DismIssal: A JudicIal determination of dIsmIssal after a motion and hearing. 

5. Summary Judgment: A judgment rendered on the basIs of the pleadings. 

6. Final Order: An order entered to dispose of an habItual offender, URESA, reference case, 
or Proforma Decree. 

7. Divorce Decree: A court decree Issued to dissolve a marriage. 

8. Appeal Sustained: A JudIcIal decision reversIng the judgment entered In the DistrIct 
Court. 

9. Appeal DenIed: A JudIcIal decIsIon upholdIng the judgment entered In the DistrIct Court. 

10. WrIt Denied: Denial of a WrIt of Habeas Corpus. 

11. WrIt Granted: GrantIng of a Writ of Habeas Corpus. 

12. Court Finding: A judgment entered by a Justice In a court (jury waived) trIal. 

1.3. Jury Verdict: A dIsposItIon rendered by a jury. 

14. Directed Verdict: A direction by the JustIce to the jury to make a specific fInding. 

15. Multiple Judgments: Cases consolIdated for jury or jury waIved trial. 

16. Other: A dIsposItion which Is not Included In any of the above categories (e.g., change 
of venue). 
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SUP E R 

U RES A 

OR COURT 

CAS E LOA D 





TABLE SC-13 

SUPERIOR COURT 

URESA FILINGS SUMMARY* 

% Change % Change 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1978-1982 1981-1982 

REGION I: 

- Cumbe r 1 and 245 234 330 282 258 5.3 -8.5 

- Lincoln 24 28 30 30 21 -12.5 -30 .0 

- Sagadahoc 40 44 62 55 40 -27.3 

- York 222 -2.Zi ~ ~ ~ -12.2 -23.5 

Sub Tota 1 : 531 485 707 622 514 -3.2 -17.4 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 101 103 117 122 123 21. 8 .8 

- Frankl in 37 24 42 41 47 27.0 14.6 

- Kennebec 100 95 171 151 114 14.0 -24.5 

- Knox 52 50 51 58 48 -7.7 -17.2 

- Oxford 61 68 98 76 76 24.6 

- Some rse t 78 58 104 68 93 19·2 36.8 

- \.Ia 1 do _3_4 --.l2 -.21 __ 5_1 ~ 2:1 -29.4 

Sub Tota 1 : 463 433 642 567 537 16.0 -5.3 

REGION III: 

- Aroostook 112 116 167 144 120 7.1 -16.7 

- Hancock 45 43 79 64 56 24.4 -12.5 

- Penobscot 173 156 243 240 204 17.9 -15.0 

- Piscataquis 8 24 36 33 31 287.5 -6.1 

- \.Iashington 64 46 ---.12.. --1.2 -.22. ~ :lU. 
Sub Tota 1 : 402 385 595 556 470 16.9 -15·5 

STATE TOTAL: 1.396 1.303 1.944 1.745 1.521 9.0 -12.8 

*URESA: Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act. 
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TABLE 5C-14 

SUPERIOR COURT 

URESA DISPOSITIONS SUMMARY * 

% Change % Change 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1978-1982 1981-1982 

REGION I: 

- Cumberland 170 178 224 209 277 62.9 32.5 

- Lincoln 26 21 29 19 19 -26.9 

- Sagadahoc 39 29 37 48 40 2.6 16.7 

- York ~ 211 220 -2Q2 ~ ...::Ll. :..lJ..:2 
Sub Tota 1 : 427 439 510 481 514 20.4 6.9 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 70 88 91 95 98 40.0 3.2 

- Franklin 28 34 29 32 42 50.0 31.3 

- Kennebec 64 74 94 255 85 32.8 -66.7 

- Knox 48 48 32 53 43 -10.4 -18.9 

- Oxford 40 60 91 68 61 52.5 -10.3 

- Somerset 63 70 94 74 78 23.8 5.4 

- Waldo __ 3_1 _3_3 ~ -2l. 40 ~ -24.5 

Sub Tota 1 : 344 407 463 630 447 29.9 -29.1 

REGION III: 

- Aroostook 92 149 204 137 127 38.0 -7.3 

- Hancock 41 31 53 68 20 -51.2 -70.6 

- Penobscot 107 123 186 126 124 15.9 -1.6 

- Piscataquis 1 12 10 56 20 1900.0 -64.3 

- Washington -.3Q --2.Q. ~ 64 60 ~ -±:.l 
Sub Tota 1 : 288 365 498 451 351 21.9 -16.0 

STATE TOTAL: 1,059 1,211 1,471 1,562 1,312 23.9 -16.0 

*URESA: Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act. 
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TABLE SC-15 

SUPER I OR COURT 

URESA PENDING CASELOAD SUMMARY * 

% Change % Change 
1976 1979 1980 1981 1982 1978-1982 1981-1982 

REGION I: 

- Cumberland 204 260 366 439 420 105.9 -4.3 

- Lincoln 16 23 24 35 37 131.2 5·7 

- Sagadahoc 26 41 66 73 73 180.8 

- York 141 ~ ~ 224 241 ~ ~ 
Sub Total 387 433 630 771 771 99.2 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 66 81 107 134 159 140.9 18.6 

- Frankl in 24 14 27 36 41 70.9 13.9 

- Kennebec 132 203 280 176 205 12.6 16.4 

- Knox 31 33 52 57 62 100.0 8.8 

- Oxford 47 55 62 70 85 80.9 21.4 

- Somerset 50 38 48 42 57 14.0 35.7 

- Waldo 14 16 ~ 41 ~ 164.2 -9.7 

Sub Total 414 440 619 556 646 56.0 16.2 

REGION III: 

- Aroostook 94 61 24 31 24 -74.5 -22.6 

- Hancock 28 40 66 62 98 250.0 58.1 

- Penobscot 190 223 280 394 474 149.5 20.3 

- Piscataquis 7 19 45 22 33 371. 4 50.0 

- Washington ---11 ~ 60 __ 7_1 --1!l ~ -1.4 

Sub Total 358 378 475 580 699 95.3 20.5 

STATE TOTAL 1,159 1,251 1,724 1,907 2,116 82.6 11.0 

*URESA: Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act. 
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C R M N ALe A S E LOA D 
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TAGLE 5C-17 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL FILINGS SUMMARY* 

% Change % Change 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1978-1982 1981-1982 

REG ION I: 

- Cumberland 1,277 1,410 1,649 1,946 1,760 37.8 -9.6 

- Lincoln 187 202 228 284 272 45.5 -4.2 

- Sagadahoc 163 142 304 251 254 55.8 1.2 

- York ~ 811 .!...J..2 ~ 1,072 54.2 -=1.:..§. 
Sub Tota 1 : 2,322 2,565 3,306 3,667 3,358 44.6 -8.4 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 480 479 553 442 688 43.3 55.7 
- Frankl in 301 318 438 430 422 40.2 -1.9 

- Kennebec 774 806 709 698 966 24.8 38.4 

- Knox 277 286 380 365 382 37.9 4.7 
- Oxford 290 263 326 312 438 51.0 40.4 

- Somerset 572 767 976 1,016 765 33.7 -24.7 

- Waldo 210 ~ --.!lZ. 220 ~ 11.4 6.4 

Sub Tota 1 : 2,904 3,108 3,519 3,483 3,895 34.1 11.8 

REG I ON III: 

- Aroostook 851 769 674 786 648 -23.9 -17.6 

- Hancock 215 221 200 211 242 12.6 14.7 

- Penobscot 780 1,208 850 694 753 -3.5 8.5 

- Pi scataqui s 122 132 135 112 152 24.6 35.7 

- Washington ~ ~ ~ -.ill ----.11l -26.6 .::.l.Z..:2 
Sub Tota 1: 2,231 2,585 2,042 2,036 1,988 -10.9 -2.4 

STATE TOTAL: 7,457 8,258 8,867 9,186 9,241 23.9 .6 

*lnc1udes cases filed and refi1ed. 
Cases counted by docket number. 
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TABLE 5C-18 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS SUMMARY* 

% Change % Change 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1978-1982 1981-1982 

REGION I: 

- Cumberland 1,212 1,314 1,722 1,655 1,554 28.2 -6.1 

- Lincoln 197 192 217 266 187 -5.1 -29.7 

- Sagadahoc 160 130 242 267 202 26.3 -24.3 

- York ~ ~ ~ 1,048 ~ ~ -10.7 

Sub Tota 1 : 2,207 2,243 3,346 3,236 2,889 30.9 -10.7 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 433 429 439 480 519 19.9 8.1 

-Franklin 308 285 408 423 368 19.5 -13.0 

- Kennebec 756 681 742 696 800 5.8 14.9 

- Knox 266 284 351 385 329 23.7 -14.6 

- Oxford 320 225 300 298 302 -5.6 1.3 
- Somerset 481 719 1,032 972 706 46.8 -27.4 

- Waldo ~ -.-!..!.2. ~ 206 182 -7.6 ~ 
Sub Total: 2,761 2,738 3,464 3,460 3,206 16.1 -7.3 

REG I ON III: 

- Aroostook 914 765 663 814 650 -28.9 -20.2 

- Hancock 279 236 202 196 145 -48.0 -26.0 

- Penobscot 837 1,048 867 738 749 -10.5 1.5 

- Piscataquis 133 123 85 141 146 9.8 3.6 

- Washington --..1Jl. --1..l.2. -12Q. --.!J.L 146 -32.7 -25.9 

Sub Total: 2,380 2,387 2,067 2,086 1,836 -22.9 -12.0 

STATE TOTAL: 7,348 7,368 8,877 8,782 7,931 7.9 -9.7 

*Includes the disposition of cases filed and refi1ed. 
Cases counted by docket number. 
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TABLE SC-19 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL PENDING CASELOAD SUMMARY* 

% Change % Change 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1978-1982 1981-1982 

REG I ON I: 

- Cumberland 690 786 713 1,004 1,210 75.4 20.5 

- Lincoln 61 71 82 100 185 203.3 85.0 

- Sagadahoc 49 61 123 107 159 224.5 48.6 

- York ~ ~ ~ 642 ~ .!22.:1. ~ 
Sub Total: 1,140 1,462 1,422 1,853 2,322 103.7 25.3 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 234 284 398 360 529 126.1 46.9 

-Franklin 101 134 164 171 225 122.8 31.6 

- Kennebec 337 462 429 431 597 77 .2 38.5 

- Knox 158 160 189 169 222 40.5 31.4 

- Oxford 128 166 192 206 342 167.2 66.0 

- Somerset 300 348 292 336 395 31.7 17.6 

- Waldo ~ 168 _1_1_3 .-!ll. ---.!.l1 ~ ~ 
Sub Tota 1 : 1,352 1,722 1,777 1,800 2,489 84.1 38.3 

REG I ON III: 

- Aroostook 426 430 441 413 411 -3.5 - .5 

- Hancock 152 137 135 150 247 62.5 64.7 

- Penobscot 288 448 431 387 391 35.8 1.0 

- Piscataquis 64 73 123 94 100 56.3 6.4 

- Washington ~ ~ 120 ~ -1..Ql ~ ~ 
Sub Total: 1,077 1,275 1,250 1,200 1,352 25.5 12.7 

STATE TOTAL: 3,569 4,459 4,449 4,853 6,163 72.7 27·0 

*lnc1udes cases filed and refi1ed. 
Cases counted by docket number. 
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S TAT E TOT A L S 

~ 

Bail Review 251 

Transfer 2,670 

Appeal 914 

Boundover 345 

Indictment 2,419 

Informat ion 540 

Juvenile Appeal 129 

Other 107 

Refil ing-Probation Revoc. 82 

Refil ing-New Trial n/a 

TOTAL 7,457 

Ba i 1 Review 

Transfer 

Appeal 

Boundove r 

Indictment 

Information 

Juvenile Appeal 

Other 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL Fill NGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

BY TYPE OF CASE * 

1978 - 1982 

F I LIN G S 

~ ~ ~ 1982 

200 234 210 222 

3.596 3,977 4,054 4.648 

1,038 778 733 258 

421 428 544 464 

2,238 2,253 2.352 2,680 

499 804 860 640 

43 61 29 23 

99 175 215 138 

124 157 189 151 

~ n/a ~ __ 1_7 

8.258 8,367 9.186 9.241 

PERCENTAGE OF CRIMINAL FILINGS** 

BY TYPE OF CASE 

1978 1979 1980 

3.4 2.4 2.6 

35.8 43.6 44.9 

12.3 12.6 8.8 

4.6 5.1 4.8 

32.4 27.1 25.4 

7.2 6.0 9.1 

1.7 .5 .7 

1.4 1.2 2.0 

Refiling-Probation Revoc. 1.1 1.5 1.8 

Refiling-New Trial n/a n/a n/a 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 

*Types of cases are defined on page 122 of this report. 

**Percentages. may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 
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TABLE 5C-20 

DIS P 0 SIT I o N S 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

257 201 233 216 219 

2,638 2.976 4,121 3,837 3.748 

889 975 888 734 438 

453 370 362 470 431 

2,284 2,114 2.194 2,251 2,157 

553 489 803 859 618 

127 60 44 46 32 

98 98 124 173 144 

49 85 108 141 123 

n/a n/a n/a n/a 21 

7.348 7.368 8,877 8.782 7.931 

~ 1932 

2.3 2.4 

44.1 50.3 

8.0 2.8 

5.9 5.0 

25.6 29.0 

9.4 6.9 

.3 .3 

2.3 1.5 

2.1 1.6 

n/a .2 

100.0 100.0 



SUPERIOR COURT TABLE SC-20 
CRIMINAL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS (cant.) 

BY TYPE OF CASE* 

1978 - 1982 

REG ION F I LIN G S D I S P 0 SIT ION S 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

CUMBERLAND 
Court 

Bai I Review 87 64 94 72 53 87 66 91 75 54 
Transfer 369 498 546 708 813 336 469 637 537 613 
Appeal 161 170 127 121 20 145 173 184 97 63 
Boundove r 19 14 16 10 4 31 18 13 16 3 
Indictment 464 456 571 685 648 426 401 520 616 586 
Info rma t ion 107 119 203 231 174 113 lIS 206 230 171 
Juven i Ie Appea I 19 6 5 4 3 30 7 7 7 
Other 31 32 33 59 43 29 33 24 43 42 
Refiling-Probation Revoc. 20 51 54 56 I 15 32 40 41 15 
Refi ling-New Trial n/a ~ ~ n/a 1 n/a ~ n/a n/a 

TOTAL 1,277 1,410 1,649 1,946 1.760 1,212 1,314 1.722 1,655 1.554 

LI NCOLN 
Court 

Ba i I Review 2 1 I 2 2 I I 2 
Trans fer 34 lOS 148 163 184 40 72 138 153 103 
Appeal 52 37 16 39 9 57 36 20 33 18 
Boundover 13 11 10 22 13 12 14 7 18 12 
Indictment 64 25 37 29 48 64 46 32 31 35 
Information 9 16 12 24 10 11 16 12 24 10 
Juven i Ie Appea I 9 I 10 2 
Other I 6 4 6 2 4 6 6 3 
Refil ing-Probation Revoc. 3 I 2 3 2 
Refil ing-New Trial n/a ~ n/a n/a 2 n/a n/a n/a ~ 2 

TOTAL 187 202 228 284 272 197 192 217 266 187 

SAGADAHOC 
Court 

Ba i I Review 3 2 4 3 2 4 
Transfer 22 61 161 116 166 23 43 118 118 136 
Appeal 61 30 41 40 8 67 30 40 44 13 
Boundover 17 IS 24 26 36 27 7 II 35 18 
Indictment 44 24 49 37 32 26 39 42 40 22 
Information 12 8 23 24 7 12 6 25 24 7 
Juven i Ie Appea I 3 2 I 2 2 
Other 4 2 3 4 4 I 3 2 2 
Refi ling-Probation Revoc. 2 2 
Refi ling-New Trial n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

TOTAL 163 142 304 251 254 160 130 242 267 202 

YORK 
Court 

Ba i I Review 6 12 9 12 9 6 12 9 12 8 
Transfer 249 297 554 534 429 219 186 585 479 417 
Appeal 60 119 79 92 42 49 75 123 61 67 
Boundover 47 88 101 118 124 71 58 71 102 112 
Indi ctment 233 175 188 249 324 197 162 182 226 208 
Information 72 86 176 152 102 72 83 175 154 101 
Juven i Ie Appea I 9 4 I I I 10 4 I 2 
Othe r 12 19 14 17 18 9 18 17 9 18 
Refi ling-Probation Revoc. 7 II 3 II 23 5 9 2 5 13 
Refiling-New Trial ~ n/a ~ n/a ~ ~ n/a n/a 

TOTAL 695 811 1,125 1,186 1,072 638 607 1,165 1,048 946 

*Types of cases are defined on page 122 of this report. 
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SUPERIOR COURT TABLE SC-20 
CRIMINAL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS (cant.) 

BY TYPE OF CASE * 
1978 - 1982 

REG ION I I F I LIN G S D I S P 0 S I T ION S 

.!.ill..-~ ~ ~ ~ .!.ill..-~ ~ ~ J1..:32 

ANDROSCOGGIN 
Court 

Ba i 1 Review 4 2 8 9 9 4 2 8 9 9 
Transfer 122 112 170 135 291 125 93 107 170 181 
Appeal 27 33 39 27 23 33 26 28 31 38 
Boundover 18 26 39 20 7 26 14 28 22 8 
Indictment 264 267 225 181 287 199 258 210 183 208 
Information 31 30 20 42 43 32 29 21 42 43 
Juvenile Appeal 6 I 12 3 I 6 5 9 4 3 
Other 5 4 15 15 9 5 I 13 9 12 
Refi ling-Probation Revoc. 3 4 25 10 18 3 I 15 10 14 
Refi I ing-New Trial n/a n/a ~ n/a n/a n/a ~ n/a __ 3 

TOTAL 480 479 553 442 688 433 429 439 480 519 

FRANKL I N 
Court 

Ba i I Review 19 I I I 7 19 I I I 7 
Transfer 136 183 249 271 296 142 154 248 249 226 
Appeal 47 35 28 26 II 55 37 26 29 15 
Boundover 10 16 12 18 29 6 17 13 14 27 
Indictment 44 49 55 57 41 38 42 43 54 54 
Information 38 22 44 54 36 37 23 44 54 36 
Juven i Ie Appea I 6 12 2 I 9 II 3 I 
Other 47 3 I 2 25 22 
Refi ling-Probation Revoc. 
Refi I ing-New Trial ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n/a n/a 2 

TOTAL 301 318 438 430 422 308 285 408 423 368 

KENNEBEC 
Court 

Ba i I Rev i ew 41 14 28 25 35 46 14 28 27 35 
Transfer 177 272 302 282 509 151 184 335 267 412 
Appeal 71 92 58 67 23 61 69 62 69 39 
Boundover 22 19 15 13 8 30 20 13 9 14 
Indictment 385 337 216 196 286 405 333 231 204 208 
Information 46 32 39 56 49 45 32 38 56 46 
Juveni Ie Appeal 6 7 II 3 2 2 6 5 15 3 
Other 14 6 4 10 10 II 4 5 12 5 
Refi 1 ing-Probation Revoc. 12 27 36 46 42 5 19 25 37 36 
Refi I ing-New Trial n/a n/a ~ n/a 2 n/a n/a n/a n/a 2 

TOTAL 774 806 709 698 966 756 681 742 696 800 

KNOX 
Court 

Ba i I Review 4 5 15 6 3 4 5 15 6 3 
Transfer 90 126 181 177 231 75 113 158 202 180 
Appeal 61 40 53 30 15 58 59 56 32 20 
Boundover 27 17 34 35 26 30 28 22 30 25 
Indictment 75 81 64 69 68 82 54 72 71 64 
Information 10 5 17 32 24 9 6 17 31 22 
Juvenile Appeal 6 I 3 I 6 I 2 
Other 4 9 5 10 9 6 II 3 7 8 
Refi ling-Probation Revoc. 2 8 6 5 I 2 7 4 6 
Refi I ing-New Trial n/a ~ ~ n/a I ~ ~ n/a n/a I 

TOTAL 277 286 380 365 382 266 284 351 385 329 

*Types of cases are defined on page 122 of th i s report. 
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TABLE 5C-20 
SUPERIOR COURT (cant.) 

CRIMINAL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

BY TYPE OF CASE * 
1978 - 1982 

REG I o N I I - con't. F I LIN G S D I S P 0 S I T ION S 

.!1lL .!1ZL ~ ~ ~ .!1lL .!1ZL ~ ~ .!1.§2 

OXFORD 
Court 

Ba i I Review 3 9 5 5 11 3 9 5 5 II 
Transfer 95 [36 125 120 225 I 12 65 97 126 133 
Appeal 33 47 37 30 17 40 39 46 25 30 
Boundove r 19 19 13 52 24 31 18 12 33 34 
Indictment 88 85 98 69 125 85 75 101 75 59 
Informat ion 42 14 36 22 19 41 14 36 21 21 
Juvenile Appeal 9 2 5 4 8 4 5 4 
Other 1 7 8 8 I 3 7 9 
Refi ling-Probation Revoc. 6 4 1 
Refi ling-New Trial n/a n/a n/a n/a 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

TOTAL 290 263 326 312 438 320 225 300 298 302 

SOMERSET 
Court 

Bail Review 9 20 26 23 43 8 Ig 27 24 44 
Transfer 294 517 650 746 513 192 446 725 697 ,472 
Appeal 29 16 18 15 12 23 26 17 12 17 
Boundover 20 23 16 32 35 20 21 22 25 27 
Indictment 158 96 132 87 96 184 117 113 103 80 
Informat ion 39 75 115 80 41 40 74 114 81 41 
Juvenile Appeal 5 5 4 2 4 2 5 2 2 
Other 2 12 10 15 7 2 11 6 17 12 
Refiling-Probation Revoc. 16 8 4 14 16 8 4 3 II 11 
Refiling-New Trial n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

TOTAL 572 767 976 1,016 765 481 719 1,032 972 706 

IJALDO 
Court 

Ba i I Rev i ew 2 1 2 I 
Transfer 98 56 35 73 144 85 42 49 70 87 
Appeal 16 22 5 8 12 20 16 8 II 9 
Boundover 18 18 13 30 26 33 7 22 20 25 
Indictment 52 78 50 78 40 35 38 87 67 51 
Informat ion 17 5 18 19 5 17 5 17 20 5 
Juveni Ie Appeal 1 8 1 8 
Othe r 2 I 7 2 1 2 1 5 1 2 
Refi ling-Probation Revoc. 5 8 10 5 3 5 3 9 2 
Refi ling-New Trial n/a n/a n/a n/a 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a I 

TOTAL 210 189 137 220 234 197 115 192 206 182 

*Types of cases are defined on page 122 of this report. 
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SUPER I OR COU RT 

CRIMINAL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF CASE 1< TABLE SC-20 
1978 - 1982 (con t. ) 

REG ION I I I F I L I N G S DIS P o SIT I 0 N S 

.!1ZL .!1Z.L ~ ~ ~ .!1ZL .!1Z.L ~ ~ ill.L 
AROOSTOOK 
Court 

Bail Review 34 34 19 44 32 34 35 20 44 29 
Transfer 399 461 374 390 340 474 397 372 415 350 
Appeal 92 88 79 77 21 101 77 69 103 28 
Boundover 63 84 72 87 66 71 87 64 77 73 
Indictment 183 70 80 114 137 154 136 99 99 120 
Information 65 27 36 53 35 68 27 34 56 35 
Juvenile Appeal 10 2 1 2 8 2 2 2 
Other 5 6 15 3 4 2 11 3 
Refiling-Probation Revoc. 3 7 4 14 2 3 7 10 
Refi 1 ing-New Trial n/a n/a ~ n/a n/a ~ n/a n/a 2 

TOTAL 851 769 674 786 648 914 765 663 814 650 

HANCOCK 
Court 

Ba i 1 Review 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Transfer 107 99 73 61 124 171 99 74 68 55 
Appeal 23 24 32 27 11 29 48 35 26 12 
Boundover 7 13 6 12 13 7 10 11 9 7 
Indictment 49 69 71 75 79 48 60 67 74 48 
Information 11 11 11 18 10 13 11 11 15 12 
Juvenile Appeal 1 1 2 4 1 2 2 1 3 
Other 8 3 3 9 2 7 4 1 3 5 
Refil ing-Probation Revoc. 8 1 1 5 1 2 2 
Refil ing-New Trial n/a n/a n/a n/a 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a 2 

TOTAL 215 221 200 211 242 279 236 202 196 145 
PENOBSCOT 
Court 

Bail Review 37 36 24 10 13 39 36 24 10 12 
Transfer 324 597 307 183 266 352 494 364 235 282 
Appeal 110 205 128 94 17 96 189 129 110 48 
Boundover 22 19 26 29 11 28 17 21 30 17 
Indictment 221 310 302 305 337 265 267 276 295 312 
Informat ion 20 30 34 26 66 21 29 33 27 47 
Juveni Ie Appeal 33 4 2 5 9 28 6 4 4 7 
Other 7 4 10 29 16 4 7 7 18 16 
Refil ing-Probation Revoc. 6 3 17 13 15 4 3 9 9 8 
Refil ing-New Trial n/a n/a ~ n/a __ 3 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

TOTAL 780 1,208 850 694 753 837 1,048 867 738 749 

PI SCATAQU I S 
Court 

Bail Review 1 1 1 1 
Transfer 56 51 50 46 68 72 51 27 56 67 
Appeal 6 29 14 13 7 7 21 9 22 10 
Boundover 12 9 16 17 26 13 10 11 15 19 
Indictment 36 39 48 19 39 26 38 32 35 34 
Information 5 5 11 7 5 5 10 8 
Juvenile Appeal 6 2 1 7 2 1 
Other 1 2 2 1 
Refiling-Probation Revoc. 4 4 2 5 
Refil ing-New Trial n/a n/a n/a ~ 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a 2 

TOTAL 122 132 135 112 152 133 123 85 141 146 

WASHINGTON 
Court 

Bail Review 1 1 1 1 
Trans fer 98 75 52 49 49 69 68 87 45 34 
Appeal 65 51 24 27 10 48 54 36 29 11 
Boundover 11 30 15 23 16 17 24 21 15 10 
Indictment 59 77 67 102 93 50 48 82 78 68 
Information 16 19 15 16 12 17 19 15 14 13 
Juvenile Appeal 1 2 1 2 2 1 
Other 10 7 11 8 11 6 10 6 
Refi 1 ing-Probation Revoc. 2 2 1 4 1 2 1 5 1 
Refil ing-New Trial n/a n/a ~ n/a 4 ~ n/a ~ ~ ~ 
TOTAL 263 255 183 233 193 217 215 250 197 146 

1<Types of cases are defined on page 122 of this renort. - 99 -



REGION I: 

- Cumberland 

- Lincoln 

- Sagadahoc 

- York 

Sub Total 

REGION I I: 

- Androscoggin 

- Frankl in 

- Kennebec 

- Knox 

- Oxford 

- Somerset 

- Waldo 

Sub Total 

REG I ON I I I : 

- Aroostook 

- Hancock 

- Penobscot 

- Piscataquis 

- Washington 

Sub Total 

S TAT E TOT A L: 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL FILINGS* 

BY TYPE OF RECORDING METHOD 

1982 

COUNTED BY 
DOCKET NUMBER 

1,760 

272 

254 

.hQR 

3,358 

688 

422 

966 
382 

438 

765 

---12!i 
3,895 

648 

242 

753 
152 

193 

1,988 

9,241 

COUNTED BY 
DEFENDANT 

1,820 

278 

264 

hl!£ 
3,544 

733 
438 

982 

385 

457 

767 

~ 

3,997 

648 

253 

756 

152 

204 

2,013 

9,554 

*Includes cases filed and refi led. 
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TABLE SC-21 

% INCREASE IN FILINGS 
WHEN COUNTED BY DEFENDANT 

3.4 

2.2 

3.9 

J.Q.:.l 

5.5 

6.5 

3.8 

1.7 
.8 

4.3 

.3 

_.4_ 

2.6 

4.5 

.4 

5.7 

1.3 

3.4 



TABLE SC-22 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL PENDING CASELOAD 

AND 

OUTSTANDING WARRANTS OF ARREST 

PERCENT OF PEND-
NUMBER OF NUMBER OF ING CASES FOR WHICH 
PENDING OUTSTANDING COURT MAY NOT BE 
CASE S" WARRANTS*" RESPONSIBLE 

~ 1982 ~ 1982 ~ 1982 
REGION I: 

- Cumberland 1,101 1,270 289 347 26.2 27.3 

- Lincoln 100 187 20 26 20.0 13.9 

- Sagadahoc 114 170 14 14 12.3 8.2 

- York -.ill ~ 204 --..1E ~ 26.2 

Sub Total: 2,008 2,512 527 619 26.3 24.6 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 422 595 129 142 30.6 23.9 

-Franklin 188 242 23 12 12.2 5.0 

- Kennebec 454 616 130 135 28.6 21.9 

- Knox 173 228 65 73 37.6 32.0 

- Oxford 204 356 63 92 30.9 25.8 

- Somerset 336 401 155 165 46. I 41.1 

- Waldo 128 181 54 ~ 42.4 ~ 
Sub Tota 1 : 1,905 2,619 619 675 32.5 25.8 

REGION III: 

- Aroostook 426 414 93 102 21.8 24.6 

- Hancock 151 269 48 61 31.8 22.7 

- Penobscot 426 396 119 132 27·9 33.3 

- Piscataquis 99 100 13 19 13. I 19.0 

- Washington 210 226 62 ~ ~ ~ 
Sub Total: 1,312 1,405 335 386 25.5 27.5 

S TAT E TOT A L: 5,225 6,536 1,481 1,680 28.3 25.7 

*Counted by defendant; as of 12/31/82 

**As of 12/15/82; may include warrants for disposed cases for which there are 
outstanding fines. 
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S TAT E TOT A L S 

Class of Charge .!1ZL 

A 279 

B 982 

C 1,504 

D 1,221 

E 748 

Title 29 2,189 

Other ~ 

TOTAL 7,643 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

Title 29 

Other 

TOTAL 

*Cases counted by defendant. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

BY CLASS OF CHARGE* 

1978 - 1982 

F I LIN G S 

.!1ZL ~ ~ ~ 

301 329 427 419 

1,009 962 1,053 1,114 

1,444 1,642 1,798 1,882 

1,495 1,332 1,273 2,007 

783 752 728 888 

2,892 3,459 3,473 2,511 

664 -----.Ill ......ill. .-ill. 

8,588 9,207 9,547 9,554 

PERCENTAGE OF CRIMINAL FILINGS** 

BY CLASS OF CHARGE 

1978 1979 

3.7 3.5 

12.9 11.8 

19.7 16.8 

16.0 17.4 

9.8 9.1 

28.6 33.7 

~ ..Ll.. 

100.0 100.0 

**Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 
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TABLE SC-23 

DIS P 0 SIT I o N S 

.!1ZL .!1ZL ~ 1981 ~ 

271 245 312 328 383 

1,008 880 909 1,021 923 

1,398 1,383 1,419 1,725 1,531 

1,220 1,286 1,493 1,267 1,498 

895 760 799 725 751 

2,030 2,428 3,518 3,320 2,386 

~ 616 -.l!2 ~ ~ 

7,514 7,598 9,165 9,150 8,146 

1980 ~ 1982 

3.6 4.5 4.4 

10.5 11.0 11.7 

17.8 18.8 19.7 

14.5 13.3 21.0 

8.2 7.6 9.3 

37.6 36.~ 26.3 

...L.1 .-.U ..Ll.. 

100.0 100.0 100.0 



TABLE SC-23 
(con t. ) 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CR I M I NAL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

BY CLASS OF CHARGE * 

1978 - 1982 

REG ION F I L I N G S DISPOSITI o N S 

J.1ZL .!JlL ~ ~ ~ ~ .!JlL ~ ~ ~2 
CUMBERLAND 
Court 

A 75 61 66 105 101 71 52 70 71 105 
B 213 181 219 273 233 213 174 198 243 218 
C 277 307 402 434 363 247 286 332 429 346 
D 178 163 194 273 443 170 154 248 199 322 
E 120 96 130 149 164 117 108 137 118 155 

Tit 1 e 29 348 492 538 622 406 307 456 617 538 351 
Other ~ ~ -.!1l. 201 110 ~ --.-!.22. ~ ~ 124 

TOTAL 1,368 1,470 1,746 2,057 1,820 1,312 1,385 1,792 1,768 1,621 

LINCOLN 
Court 

A 2 2 3 9 5 3 3 7 6 
B 26 16 17 24 24 33 15 12 28 20 
C 39 24 24 26 35 33 34 24 21 25 
D 19 17 25 35 104 21 21 17 27 49 
E 38 16 8 16 35 50 24 13 16 17 

Tit I e 29 49 114 146 171 64 46 81 142 165 65 
Other 14 __ 1_3 __ 5 __ 3 11 11 _1_7 6 2 __ 9 

TOTAL 187 202 228 284 278 197 192 217 266 191 

SAGADAHOC 
Court 

A 5 5 3 8 7 5 6 3 10 3 
B 19 17 26 35 30 15 17 16 37 24 
C 37 18 51 30 41 35 19 39 35 20 
D 20 26 41 31 38 23 22 35 33 36 
E 12 14 20 15 23 14 16 16 17 14 

Ti tIe 29 55 53 166 130 III 54 43 133 128 101 
Other _1_5 11 __ 9 __ 9 14 14 8 __ 9 12 __ 9 

TOTAL 163 144 316 258 264 160 131 251 272 207 

YORK 
Court 

A 28 21 18 63 49 33 14 21 41 43 
B 101 129 139 152 237 80 86 115 150 141 
C 120 129 149 235 270 129 110 133 195 181 
D 132 157 179 180 236 109 121 204 161 185 
E 75 90 101 85 87 89 57 121 75 78 

Tit 1 e 29 212 274 529 479 243 176 186 548 434 297 
Other --.l:l 44 44 -E 60 22 ~ ----2 ~ -2.2. 
TOTAL 695 844 1,159 1,261 1,182 638 617 1,194 1,110 980 

*Cases counted by defendant. 
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TABLE 5C-23 
(cant. ) 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

8Y CLASS OF CHARGE * 

1978 - 1982 

REGION I I F I L I N G S DISPOSITI o N S 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .!282 
ANDROSCOGGIN 
Court 

A 31 33 30 51 47 32 24 29 30 43 
8 103 116 101 78 90 98 99 82 72 81 
C 168 154 159 129 204 127 144 129 143 134 
D 81 74 76 46 137 85 71 72 65 88 
E 26 38 50 36 52 35 31 34 48 50 

Ti tie 29 78 93 125 116 162 67 74 78 135 112 
Other _1_7 18 ---2l. -E 41 11 __ 1_5 44 -E 42 

TOTAL 504 526 598 488 733 455 458 468 525 550 

FRANKLIN 
Court 

A 4 2 11 8 14 3 2 3 12 9 
8 20 18 20 29 38 12 20 13 23 38 
C 40 43 32 48 36 31 43 30 41 39 
D 45 53 58 57 85 50 43 60 60 52 
E 26 30 51 38 48 29 30 44 42 38 

Ti tie 29 119 161 243 247 185 128 141 243 223 183 
Othe r --2 16 26 12 -E -2l. II __ 1_9 26 __ 1_7 

TOTAL 306 323 441 439 438 310 290 412 427 376 

KENNEBEC 
Court 

A 35 31 29 37 53 25 31 31 24 38 
B 124 119 69 61 105 141 110 69 72 78 
C 168 140 148 125 160 158 122 131 146 126 
D 143 201 154 112 178 130 149 186 132 140 
E 75 55 56 46 73 82 60 54 45 63 

Ti tie 29 176 211 205 249 299 159 161 212 222 283 
Other ..-2l. 84 ~ 102 114 61 61 ~ 112 ~ 

TOTAL 774 841 760 732 982 756 694 776 753 815 

KNOX 

Court 

A 4 18 11 14 5 2 11 16 11 7 
B 36 31 28 24 26 41 24 31 23 28 
C 63 38 61 58 65 66 48 43 57 51 
D 30 72 63 46 58 37 60 48 65 54 
E 32 25 25 23 28 38 27 29 18 23 

Ti tie 29 88 91 166 169 168 62 95 163 182 132 
Othe r 24 14 -1Q. ---2.Q. --22 20 21 ~ ~ ~ 

TOTAL 277 289 384 372 385 266 286 355 389 331 

*Cases counted by defendant. 
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TABLE SC-23 
(cant. ) 

SUPER I OR COURT 

CRIMINAL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

BY CLASS OF CHARGE * 

1978 - 1982 

REGION I I - con 't. F I L I N G S DISPOSITI o N S 

~ ~ ~ ~ .!1§L ~ ~ ~ ~ JjJ2 
OXFORD 
Court 

A 8 13 16 13 20 7 7 22 8 14 
B 29 36 52 53 72 47 36 39 54 46 
C 63 61 49 69 84 55 50 57 56 54 
D 48 29 34 26 103 49 40 23 28 53 
E 30 8 27 31 70 35 18 15 36 29 

Tit 1 e 29 93 104 138 111 89 108 58 136 112 100 
Other 20 16 16 __ 1_5 _1_9 20 18 14 11 __ 1_5 

TOTAL 291 267 332 318 457 321 227 306 305 311 

SOMERSET 
Court 

A 5 9 21 20 14 12 9 14 22 12 
B 86 54 49 52 41 100 42 55 59 36 
C 72 82 86 62 63 76 82 78 69 55 
D 115 181 162 130 133 93 164 208 118 110 
E 35 60 91 108 84 32 46 102 94 74 

Tit Ie 29 205 342 482 546 318 132 311 518 510 300 
Othe r 54 --'il. --.-!.Ql ~ 114 -E -12.. 81 102 120 

TOTAL 572 785 994 1,016 767 482 724 1,056 974 707 

WALDO 
Court 

A 2 7 6 12 7 7 8 5 15 
B 32 27 19 40 19 32 13 35 30 27 
C 33 49 38 47 40 28 29 51 48 32 
D 41 34 18 29 63 37 12 37 33 33 
E 26 17 8 17 20 34 9 11 13 16 

Tit 1 e 29 62 45 42 51 69 55 33 44 58 45 
Other 16 18 __ 9 24 __ 1_7 6 20 __ 1_3 21 14 

TOTAL 212 197 140 220 235 199 116 199 208 182 

*Cases counted by defendant. 
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SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL Fill NGS AND DISPOSITIONS 
TABLE SC-23 

(cant.) 
BY CLASS OF CHARGE '" 

1978 - 1982 

REG ION I I I F I L I N G S DIS P 0 SIT I o N S 

.!1ZL .!2lL ~~ ~ .!1ZL .!1lL ~ ~ ~ 
AROOSTOOK 
Court 

A 34 25 25 27 28 22 29 20 24 30 
B 38 49 39 48 43 48 61 50 52 39 
C 180 104 103 115 129 162 146 94 107 118 
0 161 122 137 162 159 173 132 113 187 139 
E 100 113 57 64 55 181 101 98 78 58 

Title 29 277 313 263 289 172 275 257 244 275 208 
Other ~ 66 --.iQ. 81 62 ~ ~ ~ __ 9_1 --...21 

TOTAL 855 792 674 786 648 917 780 668 814 651 

HAN~O~!S 
Court 

A 8 10 24 14 11 11 11 4 22 6 
B 27 30 41 36 25 19 39 33 41 20 
C 32 40 44 57 60 35 36 40 51 39 
0 29 44 16 33 49 41 27 35 24 28 
E 11 7 9 10 24 19 36 9 10 13 

Title 29 90 78 74 60 74 144 78 72 63 37 
Othe r --11. ---.fl. 22 18 10 __ 1_7 21 ~ 16 6 

TOTAL 226 236 230 228 253 286 248 216 227 149 

PENOBSCOT 
Court 

A 28 35 43 27 39 28 33 37 29 32 
B 77 117 82 82 84 89 93 85 90 81 
C 140 161 216 253 223 150 152 173 220 226 
0 100 251 125 75 157 130 210 141 94 147 
E 97 171 89 66 94 98 144 95 80 99 

Title 29 241 423 262 156 105 232 376 278 196 124 
Other 114 81 ~ --.iQ. ~ 120 ~ 68 42 __ 5_1 

TOTAL 797 1.239 862 709 756 847 1,077 877 751 760 

PISCATAQUIS 
Court 

A 4 9 6 4 3 4 3 5 3 7 
B 14 12 22 13 16 5 22 12 13 12 
C 20 18 33 23 43 23 15 17 32 35 
0 18 24 18 11 38 22 13 22 12 41 
E 19 11 13 14 16 20 15 4 21 16 

Title 29 30 43 34 35 16 38 40 16 43 24 
Othe r __ 1_7 16 __ 9 12 20 21 10 __ 9 __ 1_7 12 

TOTAL 122 133 135 112 152 133 123 85 141 147 

WASHINGTON 
Court 

A 6 20 17 15 16 6 13 26 9 13 
B 37 57 39 53 31 35 29 64 34 34 
C 52 76 47 87 66 43 67 48 75 50 
0 61 47 32 27 26 50 42 44 29 21 
E 26 32 17 10 15 22 38 17 14 8 

Ti tie 29 66 55 46 42 30 47 38 74 36 24 
Othe r 46 __ 1_3 10 _3_3 20 -E. ~ 20 __ 2_3 18 

TOTAL 294 300 208 267 204 235 250 293 220 168 

"'Cases counted by de fendan t. 
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TABLE SC-24 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION* 

PERCENT PERCENT 
1981 OF DIS- 1982 OF DIS-

TYPE OF DISPOSITION # DISPOSED POSITIONS # DISPOSED POSITIONS 

S TAT E TOT A L 

- District Court Ba i I Revised 147 1.6 129 1.6 

- District Court Ba i I Affirmed 48 .5 79 1.0 

- D i smi ssed by Court 109 1.2 112 1.4 

- Dismissed by D.A. - Rule 48 (a) 2,992 32.7 2,553 31.4 

- Fi led Case 82 .9 112 1.4 

- Juveni Ie Appeal Dispositions 25 .3 27 .4 

- Not Gu i I ty. Reason of Insanity 7 .1 5 .1 

- Probation Revoked 84 .9 89 1.1 

- Convicted - Plea 4,655 50.9 4,085 50.2 

- Convicted - Ju ry Trial 348 3.8 291 3.6 

- Convicted - Jury Waived Trial 127 1.4 87 1.1 

- Acquitted - Jury Trial 137 1.5 149 1.8 

- Acquitted - Jury Waived Trial 43 .5 49 .6 

- Mistrial 22 .2 12 .1 

- Other --1.!l -.l:..2. ~ 4.4 

TOTAL 9,143 100.0 8,141 100.0 

*Includes the disposition of cases fi led and ref i led. 
Cases counted by defendant. 
Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 
Types of dis pos i t ions are defined on page 122 of this report. 
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SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION* 

TYPE OF DISPOSITION 

REGION I - Cumbe r I and 

- District Court Bail Rev i sed 

- District Court Ba i 1 Affi rmed 

- Dismissed by Court 

- Dismissed by D.A. - Rule 48 (a) 

- Fi led Case 

- Juvenile Appeal Dispositions 

- Not Guilty, Reason of I nsan i ty 

- Probation Revoked 

- Convicted - Plea 

- Convicted - Jury Trial 

- Convicted - Jury Waived Tri a 1 

- Acquitted - Jury Trial 

- Acqui tted - Jury Waived Trial 

- Mistrial 

- Other 

TOTAL 

REGION I - Lincoln 

District Court Bail Revised 

District Court Bail Affirmed 

- Dismissed by Court 

- Dismissed by D.A. - Rule 48(a) 

- Fi led Case 

- Juvenile Appeal Dispositions 

- Not Guilty, Reason of Insanity 

- Probation Revoked 

- Convicted - Plea 

- Convicted - Jury Tria I 

- Convicted - JoJry Waived Trial 

- Acqu i tted - Jury Tri a I 

- Acqui tted - Jury Waived Tri a I 

- Mistrial 

- Othe r 

TOTAL 

1981 
II DISPOSED 

52 

19 

13 

722 

I 

26 

790 

37 

6 

15 

4 

2 

81 

1,768 

6 

64 

165 

15 

7 

4 

2 

266 

*Includes the disposition of cases filed and refiled. 
Cases counted by defendant. 

PERCENT 
OF DIS
POSITIONS 

2.9 

1.1 

.7 

40.8 

.1 

1.5 

44.7 

2.1 

.3 

.8 

.2 

.1 

4.6 

100.0 

2.3 

24.1 

Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 
Types of dispositions are defined on page 122 of this report. 
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1982 
II DISPOSED 

25 

34 

12 

601 

3 

12 

814 

25 

7 

16 

5 

66 

1,621 

2 

35 

TABLE 5C-24 
(cant.) 

PERCENT 
OF DIS
POSITIONS 

1.5 

2. I 

.7 

37.1 

.1 

.2 

.7 

50.2 

1.5 

.4 

1.0 

.3 

4.1 

100.0 

.5 

1.0 

18.3 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS SY TYPE OF DISPOSITION* 

TYPE OF DISPOSITION 

REGION I - Sagadahoc 

- District Court Sai I Revised 

- District Court Sa i I Affi rmed 

- Di smi ssed by Court 

- Dismissed by D.A. - Rule 48 (a) 

Fi led Case 

- Juven i Ie Appeal Dispositions 

- Not Gui I ty, Reason of Insanity 

- Probation Revoked 

- Convicted - Plea 

- Convicted - Jury Tri a I 

- Convicted - Jury Waived Trial 

- Acqu i tted - Jury Trial 

- Acqui tted - Jury Waived Trial 

- Mistrial 

- Other 

TOTAL 

REGION I - York 

- District Court Sa i I Revised 

- District Court Sa i I Affirmed 

- Dismissed by Court 

- Dismissed by D.A. - Rule 48 (a) 

- Fi led Case 

- Juven i Ie Appea I Dispositions 

- Not Gui I ty, Reason of Insani ty 

- Probat ion Revoked 

- Convicted - Plea 

- Convicted - Jury Tri a I 

- Convicted - JUry Waived Trial 

- Acqui tted - Jury Tr i a I 

- Acquitted - Jury Waived Trial 

- Histrial 

- Othe r 

TOTAL 

1981 
# DISPOSED 

3 

102 

137 

7 

6 

3 

3 

8 

272 

9 

3 

2 

496 

6 

3 

512 

36 

10 

9 

18 

1,106 

PERCENT 
OF DIS
POSITIONS 

.4 

.4 

1.1 

37.5 

50.4 

2.6 

2.2 

1.1 

1.1 

.4 

~ 
100.0 

.8 

.3 

.2 

44.8 

.5 

.1 

.3 

46.3 

3.3 

.9 

.8 

.1 

1.6 

100.00 

"'Includes the disposition of cases fi led and re f i led. 
Cases counted by defendant. 
Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 
Types of dispositions are defined on page 122 of this report . 
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1932 
# DISPOSED 

2 

10 

65 

109 

6 

4 

6 

4 

208 

3 

6 

5 

453 

2 

8 

416 

34 

5 

12 

4 

--..D. 
972 

TABLE SC-24 
(cant.) 

PERCENT 
OF DIS
POSITIONS 

.5 

1.0 

4.8 

31.3 

52.4 

2.9 

1.9 

2.9 

.5 

~ 
100.0 

.3 

.6 

.5 

46.6 

.1 

.2 

.8 

42.8 

3.5 

.5 

1.2 

.4 

2.4 

100.0 



SUPERiOR COURT 

CRiMINAL DISPOSiTIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION* 

PERCENT 
1981 OF DI S-

TYPE OF DISPOSITION 6 DISPOSED POSITIONS 

REGION II - Androscoggin 

- District Court Ba i 1 Revised 8 1.5 

- District Court Ba i 1 Affi rmed .2 

- Di smi ssed by Court 11 2.1 

- Di smi ssed by D.A. - Rule 48 (a) 165 31.4 

- Filed Case 4 .8 

- Juvenile Appeal Dispos i tions 4 .8 

-NotGuilty, Reason of Insanity 

- Prubation Revoked 3 .6 

- Convicted - Plea 262 49.9 

- Convicted - Jury Trial 16 3.0 

- Convicted - Jury Waived Tri a 1 II 2. I 

- Acquitted - Jury Tri a 1 13 2.5 

- Acq u i t te d - Jury Waived Trial .2 

- Mistrial 3 .6 

- Other __ 2_3 4.4 

TOTAL 525 100.0 

REGION II - Franklin 

- District Court Ba i 1 Revised .2 

District Court Ba i 1 Affi rmed 

- Dismissed by Court 7 1.6 

- Dismissed by D.A. - Rule 48 (a) 131 30.7 

- Fi led Case 8 1.9 

Juveni Ie Appeal Dispositions 

Not Gui 1 ty, Reason of Insanity 

Probat ion Revoked 

- Convicted - Plea 228 53.4 

- Convicted - Jury Trial 17 4.0 

- Convicted - JUry Waived Tri a I 11 2.6 

- Acquitted - Jury Tri a 1 5 1.2 

- Acqui tted - Jury Waived Tr i a 1 7 1.6 

- Mistrial .2 

- Other 11 2.6 

TOTAL 427 100.0 

*Includes the disposition of cases filed and re f i 1 ed. 
Cases counted by defendant. 
Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 
Types of dispositions are def i ned on page 122 of this report. 
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TABLE 5C-24 
(cont. ) 

PERCENT 
1982 OF DIS-

6 DISPOSED POSITIONS 

6 1.1 

3 .5 

13 2.4 

157 28.5 

8 1.5 

7 1.3 

.2 

10 1.8 

274 49.8 

15 2.7 

6 1.1 

14 2.5 

3 .5 

_3_3 6.0 

550 100.0 

6 1.6 

1 .3 

4 1.1 

121 32.2 

21 5.6 

170 45.2 

16 4.3 

2 .5 

7 1.9 

4 1.1 

24 6.4 

376 100.0 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION* 

PERCENT 
1981 OF DIS-

TYPE OF DISPOSITION H DISPOSED POSITIONS 

REGION /I - Kennebec 

- District Court Bail Revised 17 2.3 
- District Court Bail Aff i rmed 6 .8 

- Dismissed by Court 14 1.9 

- Di smi ssed by D.A. - Rule 48(a) 188 25.0 

- Fi led Case 8 1.1 

- Juvenile Appeal Dispositions 

- Not Gui I ty. Reason of Insani ty 4 .5 

- Probation Revoked 29 3.9 

- Corvicted - Plea 382 50.7 

- Convicted - Jury Tri al 32 4.2 

- Convicted - Jury Waived Tr i a I 3 .4 

- Acquitted - Jury Trial 21 2.8 

- Acqui tted - Jury Waived Tri a 1 6 .8 

- Mistrial 4 .5 

- Other -11 ~ 
TOTAL 753 100.0 

REGION 1/ - Knox 

- District Court Ba i 1 Revised 5 1.3 

- District Court Ba i I Aff i rmed .3 

- Dismissed by Court 2 .5 
- Dismissed by D.A. - Rule 48(a) 83 21.3 

- Fi led Case 

- Juven i Ie Appea 1 Dis pos i t ions 

- Not Gu i I ty. Reason of Insanity 

- Probat ion Revoked 4 1.0 

- Convicted - Plea 255 65.6 

- Convicted - Jury Tri a I 8 2. I 

- Convicted - JUry Waived Trial II 2.8 

- Acqui tted - Jury Trial 2 .5 
- Acqul tted - Jury Waived Tri a 1 

- Mistrial .3 

- Other __ 1_7 4.4 

TOTAL 389 100.0 

*Includes the disposition of cases f i led and refiled. 
Cases counted by defendant. 
Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 
Types of dispositions are defined on page 122 of this report. 
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TABLE SC-24 
(cant.) 

PERCENT 
1982 OF DIS-

H DISPOSED POSITIONS 

22 2.7 

13 1.6 

5 .6 

205 25.2 

28 3.4 

3 .3 

.1 

26 3.2 

416 51.0 

25 3. I 

7 .9 

21 2.6 

3 .4 

2 .2 

~ ~ 
815 100.0 

3 .9 

8 2.4 

72 21.8 

6 1.8 

204 61.6 

7 2. I 

4 1.2 

3 .9 

2 .6 

.3 

21 ~ 
331 100.0 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL DJSPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION* 

TYPE OF DISPOSITION 

REGION II - Oxford 

- District Court Ba i I Revised 

- District Court Ba i 1 Affirmed 

- Dismissed by Court 

- Dismissed by D.A. - Rule 48 (a) 

- Fi led Case 

- Juvenile Appeal Dispositions 

- Not Guilty, Reason of Insanity 

- Probation Revoked 

- Convicted - Plea 

- Convicted - Jury Tri a 1 

- Convicted - Jury \.Iaived Trial 

- Acqu i tted - Jury Tri a I 

- Acquitted - Jury \.Iaived Tri a I 

- Mistrial 

- Other 

TOTAL 

REGION I I - Somerset 

- District Court Bail Revised 

- District Court Bail Affirmed 

- Dismissed by Court 

- Dismissed by D.A. - Rule 48 (a) 

- Fi led Case 

Juvenile Appeal Dispositions 

Not Guilty, Reason of Insanity 

- Probation Revoked 

- Convicted - Plea 

- Convicted - Jury Trial 

- Convicted - JUry \.Ialved Trial 

- Acquitted - Jury Trial 

- Acquitted - Jury \.Iaived Trial 

- Mistrial 

- Other 

TOTAL 

1981 
I DISPOSED 

6 

14 

94 

6 

I 

136 

33 

3 

6 

4 

304 

16 

5 

IS 

226 

24 

7 

583 

29 

19 

13 

8 

4 

-22. 
974 

*Includes the disposition of cases filed and refiled. 
Cases counted by defendant. 
Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 

PERCENT 
OF DIS
POSITIONS 

2.0 

4.6 

30.9 

2.0 

·3 
44.7 

10.9 

1.0 

2.0 

·3 

_1_._3 

100.0 

1.6 

.5 

1.5 

23.2 

2.5 

.7 

59.9 

3.0 

2.0 

1.3 

.8 

.4 
2.6 

100.0 

Types of dispositions are defined on pagp 122 of this report. 
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1982 
/I DISPOSED 

9 
2 

12 

92 

4 

132 

32 

4 

II 

4 

8 

311 

33 

5 

12 

137 

26 

10 

398 

16 

12 

8 

13 

--.l§.. 
707 

TABLE SC-24 
(cant. ) 

PERCENT 
OF DIS
POSITIONS 

2.9 

.6 

.39 

29.6 

1.3 

42.4 

10.3 

1.3 

3.5 

1.3 

.3 

2.6 

100.0 

4.7 

.7 

1.7 

19.4 

3.7 

.1 

1.4 

56.3 

2.3 

1.7 

1.1 

1.8 

_5_._1 

100.0 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION* 

TYPE OF DISPOSITION 

REGION II - Waldo 

- District Court Ba i I Revised 

- District Court Bai I Affirmed 

- Di smi ssed by Court 

- Dismissed by D.A. - Rule 48(a) 

- Fi led Case 

- Juvenile Appeal Dispositions 

-Not Guilty, Reason of Insanity 

- Probation Revoked 

- Convicted - Plea 

- Convicted - Jury Tri al 

- Convicted - Jury Waived Trial 

- Acqu i tted - Jury Trial 

- Acquitted - Jury Waived Tria I 

- Mistrial 

- Othe.r 

TOTAL 

REGION I I I - Aroostook 

- District Court Bail Revised 

- District Court Bail Affirmed 

- Dismissed by Court 

- Dismissed by D.A. - Rule 48(a) 

- Fi led Case 

- Juvenile Appeal DIspositions 

- Not Guilty, Reason of Insanity 

- Probation Revoked 

- Convicted - Plea 

- Convicted - Jury Trial 

- Convicted - JUry Waived Trial 

- Acquitted - Jury Trial 

- Acquitted - Jury Waived Trial 

- Mistrial 

- Other 

TOTAL 

1981 
/I DISPOSED 

2 

41 

8 

4 

130 

8 

6 

3 

6 

208 

24 

9 
4 

283 

25 

2 

378 

25 

15 

16 

-1l 
814 

*Includes the disposition of cases filed and refiled. 
Cases counted by defendant. 
Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 

PERCENT 
OF DIS
POSITIONS 

1.0 

19.7 

3.8 

1.9 

62.5 

3.8 

2.9 

1.4 

--1..:.i 
100.0 

2.9 

1.1 

.5 

34.8 

3. I 

.2 

46.4 

3. I 

1.8 

2.0 

4. I 

100.0 

Types of dispositions are defined on page 122 of this report. 
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1982 
/I DISPOSED 

4 

45 

99 

10 

4 

_1_9 

182 

15 

7 
6 

255 

18 

4 

279 

21 

8 

12 

3 

22 

651 

TABLE 5C-24 
(cant.) 

PERCENT 
OF DIS
POS ITiONS 

2.2 

24.7 

54.4 

5.5 

2.2 

.5 

10.4 

100.0 

2.3 

1.1 

.9 

39.2 

2.8 

.6 

42.9 

3.2 

1.2 

1.8 

.5 

.2 

~ 
100.0 



SUPER I OR COURT 

CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION* 

1981 
TYPE OF DISPOSITION /I DISPOSED 

REGION III - Hancock 

- District Court Ba i I Revised 

- District Court Ba i I Affi rmed 

- Di smissed by Court I 

- Dismissed by D.A. - Rule 48 (a) 63 

- Fi led Case 

- Juveni Ie Appeal Dispositions 

- Not Gui I ty, Reason of Insanity 

- Probation Revoked 

- Convicted - Plea 137 

- Convicted - Jury Tri al 14 

- Convicted - Jury Waived Tri a I 

- Acqu i tted - Jury Trial 

- Acquitted - Jury Waived Tria I 

- Mistrial 3 

- Other 6 

TOTAL 227 

REGION III - Penobscot 

- District Court Bai I Revi sed 8 

- District Court Bail Aff i rmed 3 

- Dismissed by Court 7 

- Dismissed by D.A. - Rule 48 (a) 211 

- Fi led Case 

- Juvenile Appeal Dispositions 4 

Not Guilty, Reason of Insanity 

- P roba t ion Revoked 4 

- Convicted - PI ea 386 

- Convicted - .Jury Tri al 44 

- Convicted - JUry Waived Trial 15 

- Acqu i tted - Jury Trial 22 

- Acqu i t ted - Jury Waived Trial 9 

Mistrial 

- Other --.l.§. 

TOTAL 749 

*Includes the disposition of cases filed and refiled. 
Cases counted by defendant. 
Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 

PERCENT 
OF D I S
POSITIONS 

.4 

27.8 

.4 

60.4 

6.2 

.4 

.4 

1.3 

2.6 

100.0 

1.1 

.4 

.9 

28.2 

.5 

.5 

51.5 

5.9 

2.0 

2.9 

1.2 

4.8 

100.0 

Types of dispositions are defined on page 122 of this report. 
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1982 
II DISPOSED 

33 

2 

85 

7 

7 

12 

149 

7 

3 

12 

183 

5 

3 

7 

417 

49 

16 

22 

2 

_3_1 

762 

TABLE 5C-24 
(cant. ) 

PERCENT 
OF DIS
POS IT IONS 

.7 

.7 

22. I 

1.4 

57.0 

4.7 

4.7 

.7 

8. I 

100.0 

.9 

.4 

1.6 

24.7 

.7 

.4 

.9 

54.7 

6.4 

2. I 

2.9 

.3 

4. I 

100.0 



SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION* 

TYPE OF DISPOSITION 

REGION III - Piscataquis 

- District Court Ba i 1 Revised 

- District Court Ba i 1 Affi rmed 

- Di smi ssed by Court 

- Dismissed by D.A. - Rule 48 (a) 

- Fi led Case 

- Juvenile Appeal Dispositions 

- Not Guilty. Reason of Insanity 

- Proba t i on Revoked 

- Convicted - Plea 

- Convicted - Jury Trial 

- Convicted - Jury Waived Trial 

- Acquitted - Jury Trial 

- Acquitted - Jury Waived Tri a I 

- Mistrial 

- Other 

TOTAL 

REGION I I I - Washington 

- District Court Bail Revised 

- District Court Bail Affirmed 

- Dismissed by Court 

- Dismissed by D.A. - Rule 48 (a) 

- Fi led Case 

- Juvenile Appeal Dispositions 

- Not Guilty, Reason of Insanity 

- Probation Revoked 

- Convicted - Plea 

- Convicted - Jury Trial 

- Convicted - JUry Waived Trial 

- Acquitted - Jury Trial 

- Acquitted - Jury Waived Trial 

- Mistrial 

- Othe r 

TOTAL 

1981 
/I DISPOSED 

1 

69 

62 

2 

__ 5 

141 

7 

54 

7 

2 

112 

25 

2 

4 

2 

4 

220 

*Includes the disposition of cases filed and refiled. 
Cases counted by defendant. 
Percentages may not total 100.0 due to rounding. 

PERCENT 
OF 0 I S
POSITIONS 

.7 

48.9 

.7 

44.0 

1.4 

.7 

J:.i 
100.0 

3.2 

24.5 

3.2 

.9 

50.9 

11.4 

.9 

1.8 

.5 

.9 

1.8 

100.0 

Types of dispositions are defined on page 122 of this report. 
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1982 
/I DISPOSED 

60 

8 

4 

59 

2 

2 

11 

147 

6 

34 

83 

20 

6 

6 

4 

2 

6 

168 

TABLE SC-24 
(cant.) 

PERCENT 
OF DIS
POSITIONS 

40.8 

5.4 

2.7 

40. I 

1.4 

1.4 

.7 

-1.:2. 
100.0 

3.6 

20.2 

.6 

49.4 

11.9 

3.6 

3.6 

2.4 

1.2 

~ 
100.0 



STATE TOTALS 

Ba i 1 Revi ew 

Trans fe r 

Appeal 

Boundover 

Indictment 

Information 

Juveni le Appeal 

Other 

Refil ing-Probation Revocation 

Refil ing - New Trial 

TOTAL 

CRIMINAL JURY TRIALS 

BY TYPE OF CASE;, 

1982 

No. of Jury 
Tr i a 1 s 

173 

39 

184 

6 

6 

429 

No. of Jury 
Trial Days 

210.0 

51.5 

39.5 

386.0 

11.5 

13.0 

711.5 

*These are cases which were originally filed in the Superior Court as 
boundovers from the District Court, but which resulted in indictments. 
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TABLE 5(-25 

% of All 
Jury Trials 

40.3 

9.1 

4.9 

42.9 

1.4 

1.4 

100.0 



TABLE 5C-26 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL JURY TR I ALS * 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 

No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of 
Trials ~ Tr i a 1 s ~ Tr i a 1 s ~ Tr i a 1 s ~ Trials ~ 

REGION I: 

- Cumberland 78 141.5 74 126.0 47 102.5 52 126.5 44 91.0 

- Lincoln 28 27.0 18 21.5 13 24.5 17 44.0 10 12.0 

- Sagadahoc 13 16.0 14 13 .0 20 21.0 12 18.0 10 15.0 

- York ~ ~ 41 .21.:..2. 40 ~ 40 60.0 40 -.-li.:.2 
Sub Tota 1 : 166 256.5 147 220.0 120 216.5 121 248.5 104 194.5 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 24 33.0 28 43.5 55 67.5 36 57.5 33 59.5 

- Frankl in 21 27.0 27 33.5 20 25.5 21 32.0 21 31.0 

- Kennebec 69 76.0 33 42.0 55 87.0 53 53.0 50 76.0 

- Knox 16 34.0 23 41.5 15 24.0 13 33.0 11 27.0 

- Oxford 15 38.0 19 35.5 19 22.0 20 22.0 24 30.5 

- Somerset 21 42.0 40 72.5 39 49.0 35 54.5 20 34.5 

- Waldo --.?l ...31.:.Q. _1_7 22.:.Q. 18 ~ 12 16.0 10 ~ 
Sub Tota 1 : 189 279.0 187 293.5 221 299.5 190 268.0 169 283.0 

REGION III: 

- Aroostook 23 24.0 23 28.5 24 32.0 32 36.0 32 44.0 

- Hancock 23 22.0 21 30.5 18 30.0 16 20.0 17 29.0 

- Penobscot 63 74.5 51 55.5 57 87.0 65 100.0 71 108.0 

- Piscataquis 10 20.0 3 2.0 6 9.0 3 5.0 5 8.5 

- Washington 18 ~ _1_3 ~ --22. ~ 26 41.0 __ 3_1 ~ 
Sub Tota 1 : 137 179.0 111 141.0 130 186.5 142 202.0 156 234.0 

STATE TOTAL 492 714.5 445 654.5 471 702.5 453 718.5 429 711.5 

*Trials counted by defendant. 
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TABLE 5C-27 

SUPER I OR COURT 

CRIMINAL JURY WAIVED TRIALS * 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 

No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of 
Trials ~ Tr i a 15 ~ Trials ~ Tr i a Is ~ Tr i a 15 Days 

REGION I: 

- Cumberland 25 26.0 23 34.5 32 26.5 20 19.5 12 15.0 

- Lincoln 15 16.5 8 4.0 9 4.5 10 5.0 3 2.5 

- Sagadahoc 9 5.0 7 6.5 10 7.0 9 5.0 5 5.0 

- York 8 --.2:.Q. __ 9 ~ __ 7 -.2:2. II ~ __ 9 ~ 
Sub Tota I: 57 52.5 47 51.5 58 43.5 50 36.0 29 31.5 

REGION II: 

- Androscoggin 9 9.0 8 7.0 9 5.5 5 3.5 9 5.0 

-Franklin 18 9.5 20 11.0 7 5.0 12 6.0 6 4.0 

- Kennebec 10 8.5 17 11.0 23 16.5 15 10.0 13 8.5 

- Knox 14 7.0 7 4.0 14 7.5 8 5.5 6 4.0 

- Oxford 3 2.0 3 2.0 9 5.0 5 3.0 5 2.5 

- Somerset 8 5.5 16 13.0 10 6.5 19 12.0 20 10.5 

- Wa 1 do 2 ~ __ 5 ~ 5 4.0 4 4.5 __ 3 -.-?.:2 
Sub Tota I: 64 44.5 76 51.0 77 50.0 68 44.5 62 37.0 

REGION III: 

- Aroostook 38 25.5 6 9.0 6 8.5 9 5.5 10 6.5 

- Hancock 9 4.5 3 3.0 8 10.5 .5 0 0 

- Penobscot 52 37.0 82 62.0 42 34.0 23 22.5 20 23.5 

- Piscataquis 6 3.0 3 2.0 0 0 2 1.0 0 0 

- Washington 11 16.0 1.0 4 10.0 __ 3 _1_._5 __ 7 ---.l..:.2 
SubTotal: 116 86.0 95 77.0 60 63.0 38 31.0 37 33.5 

STATE TOTAL 237 183.0 218 179.5 195 156.5 156111.5 128 102.0 

*Tria1s counted by defendant. 
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REG I ON I: 

- Cumberland 

- Lincoln 

- Sagadahoc 

- York 

REGION I I: 

- Androscoggin 

- Frankl in 

- Kennebec 

- Knox 

- Oxford 

- Somerset 

- Waldo 

REGION I I I: 

- Aroostook 

- Hancock 

- Penobscot 

- Piscataquis 

- Washington 

S TAT E TOT A L 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL CASELOAD TIME REPORT 

AVERAGE TIME TO JURY TRIAL* 

N D I C T MEN T S ** T RAN S FER 

AVERAGE NUMBER AVERAGE NUMBER 
OF DAYS FROM OF DAYS FROM 

FIRST APPEARANCE TO FILING TO 
JURY TR I AL JURY TRIAL 

1980 ~ 1982 1980 .!2?l 1982 

185 183 172 98 110 145 

199 171 246 97 152 271 

82 121 152 90 161 145 

200 94 116 169 163 257 

209 236 239 154 266 145 

130 93 139 124 119 208 
114 148 117 129 102 141 

229 68 96 129 114 327 

164 183 277 191 222 241 

65 110 139 121 84 90 

196 139 1138 182 79 145 

136 227 198 201 237 224 

337 264 327 63 105 408 

191 242 212 159 170 123 

192 214 229 140 

224 225 291 278 268 294 

1132 1131 200 152 153 131 

TABLE SC-28 

S APPEALS 

AVERAGE NUMBER 
OF DAYS FROM 

Fill NG TO 
JURY TRIAL 

1930 ~ 1982 

121 152 183 

132 135 

116 76 223 

238 139 244 

211 344 226 

136 90 338 
188 139 208 

92 183 

233 198 202 

136 

275 34 

333 180 270 

175 144 272 

144 194 115 

254 

320 243 308 

179 180 224 

*Cases in which more than 15 days elapsed between the date of capias issuance and the first 
appearance date are not included. 

**Does not include indictments in cases originally filed in Superior Court as boundovers from 
Dis t ric t Cou r t. 
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SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL CASELOAD TIME REPORT 

AVERAGE TIME TO DISPOSITION* 

I N D I C T MEN T S''''\ TRANSFER S 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS AVERAGE NUMBER 
FROM FIRST APPEARANCE OF DAYS FROM 

TO DISPOSITION FILING TO DISPOSITION 

1980 ~ 1982 1980 ~ 1982 

REGION I: 

- Cumberland 162 137 137 118 121 150 

- Lincoln 146 140 149 95 115 152 

- Sag ada hoc 66 98 171 75 114 135 

- York 136 86 106 203 148 238 

REGION I I: 

- Androscoggin 161 202 185 187 215 182 

- Frankl in 78 153 155 106 117 154 

- Kennebec 130 156 133 107 150 122 

- Knox 175 219 119 129 185 116 

- Oxford 123 131 186 181 185 181 

- Somerset 68 94 76 88 76 89 

- Waldo 167 104 143 177 97 94 

REG I ON I I I : 

- Aroostook 139 154 147 174 194 163 

- Hancock 163 212 186 177 146 255 

- Penobscot 117 141 160 114 186 96 

- Piscataquis 180 197 236 145 262 218 

- Washington 303 194 260 248 204 234 

S TAT E TOT A L: 146 144 148 134 141 149 

TABLE 5C-28 
(cant. ) 

A P PEA L S 

AVERAGE NUMBER 
OF DAYS FROM 

FILING TO DISPOSITION 

1930 ~ 1982 

171 141 205 

224 112 175 

92 118 211 

223 172 260 

199 310 284 

151 165 293 

173 130 253 

106 127 173 

173 209 195 

117 124 73 

170 144 102 

146 146 178 

155 200 265 

112 147 155 

134 276 382 

245 169 294 

163 159 219 

*Cases in which more than 15 days elapsed between the date of capias issuance and the first 
appearance date are not included. 

**Does not include indictments in cases originally fi led in Superior Court as boundovers from 
District Court. 
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REGION I: 

Cumberland 
- Indictments 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

Li nco 1 n 
- Indictments 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

Sagadahoc 
- Indictments 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

York 
::-Jnd i ctments 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

REGION I I: 

Androscoggin 
- Indictments 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

Franklin 
- Indictments 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

Kennebec 
- Indictments 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

Knox 
::-Jnd i ctmen ts 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

Oxford 
~ctments 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

Somerset 
- Indictments 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

Waldo 
::--rncri c tmen t s 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL CASELOAD TIME REPORT 

ACTUAL TIME TO DISPOSITION 

1982 

FILING QR FIRST APPEARANCE TO DISPOSITION* 

TABLE SC-28 
(cant.) 

No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of 
Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases 
0-30 31-60 61-90 91-120 121-Up 0-30 31-60 61-90 91-120 121-Up 
~~~~~ ~~~~~ 

REGION III: 

Aroostook 
60 
45 

7 
4 
1 

4 
6 

54 
9 
1 

22 
18 

1 

12 
14 

62 
32 

11 
13 

1 

5 
19 

32 
53 

3 

4 
5 

61 
66 

7 

2 
1 
1 

8 

31 
20 

4 

24 
9 
1 

8 
27 

1 

11 
66 

2 

3 
44 

8 
165 

7 

3 
23 

50 
41 

3 

1 
25 

20 
1 

40 
37 

20 
15 

1 

22 

21 
74 

6 

24 
28 

6 
2 
4 

9 
96 

1 

10 
26 

4 

39 
44 

2 
20 

3 

4 
35 

1 

27 
46 

5 

18 
34 
6 

5 
8 

17 
74 

3 

2 
27 

7 
16 

8 
60 

2 

4 
11 
3 

348 
396 

51 

20 
52 
13 

16 
58 
10 

71 
299 

56 

104 
105 
29 

25 
154 

12 

81 
165 

28 

14 
58 
19 

31 
89 
26 

16 
89 

3 

26 
21 

2 
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- Indictments 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

Hancock 
- Indictments 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

Penobscot 
- Indictments 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

Piscataquis 
- Indictments 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

Washington 
- Indictments 
- Transfers 
- Appeals 

STATE TOTAL 

- Indictments 

- Transfers 

- Appeals 

19 
29 

3 

8 
3 

29 
32 

3 

3 
1 

3 

335 

283 
14 

11 
51 

2 

5 
1 

26 
87 

7 

8 
10 

1 

202 

579 
34 

13 
54 

2 

2 
6 

33 
70 

8 

15 
4 

9 
3 
1 

240 

534 

36 

12 
46 

2 

1 
5 

43 
25 

3 

6 
8 

196 

459 

29 

*Indictments measured from first appearance date. 

53 
162 

16 

30 
37 
11 

168 
62 
25 

14 
33 
5 

64 
27 
9 

1,081 

1,807 

315 

Transfers and Appeals measured from fi1 ing date. 

Indictments do not include those indictments in cases 
originally filed in Superior Court as boundovers from 

District Court. 

Cases in which more than 15 days elapsed between the date 
of capias issuance and the first appearance date are 

not included. 



CRIMINAL DEFINITIONS 

REFILING: 

These are matters which have been prevlouosly disposed and which have been brought before 
the Superior Court for further action, although for statistical purposes, such matters are 
limited to the fol lowing circumstances: 

1. When a case remanded to the District Court returns to the Superior Court for further 
action. 

2. When a case appealed to the Law Court returns to the Superior Court for further action. 

3. When a mistrial occurs and a second trial is required; when a motion for a new trial Is 
granted; or when a case, for any other reason, requires a trial after Its original dis
position. 

4. When a probation revocation Is filed. 

TYPE OF CASE: 

1. Ball Review: Review and hearing of ball set In the District Court by a justice of the 
Superior Court. 

2. Transfer: A criminal matter removed from the District Court to the Superior Court after 
the defendant has been arraigned and entered a plea of not guilty In the District Court. 

3. Appeal: A criminal matter removed from the District Court to the Superior Court after 
judgment has been entered In the District Court. 

4. Boundover: An action filed In the Superior Court after probable cause has been found In 
the District Court, even If an Indictment Is fl led subsequently. 

5. Indictment: An action brought to the Superior Court for determination after the Grand 
Jury has found that the prosecutor has sufficient evidence to bring the case to trial. 

6. Information: An action brought to the Superior Court for trial after the defendant has 
waived his right to be Indicted by the Grand Jury and allows the prosecutor to proceed 
on a complaint describing the alleged offense. 

7. Juvenile Appeal: A juvenile case removed to the Superior Court for review after judg
ment has been entered In the juvenile court. 

8. other: An action which Is not Included In any of the above categories, (e.g., motions 
to suppress In a District Court case, reviews of Indlgency determination, post-conviction 
reviews). 

9. Ref I ling-Probation Revocation: A petition to revoke probation. 

10. Refl ling-New Trial: A previously tried matter requires retrial. 

TYPE OF DISPOSITION: 

1. District Court Ball Revised: Ball set by the District Court Is changed by a justice of 
the Superior Court. 
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2. District Court Ball Affirmed: Ball set by the District Court Is maintained at the same 
level by a justice of the Superior Court. 

3. Dismissed By Court: Dismissed by a Justice of the Superior Court. 

4. Dismissed by D.A. Rule 48(a): Dismissed by the District Attorney. 

5. Filed Case: Upon consent of the defendant and District Attorney, the case Is terminated 
without final judgment of guilt or Innocence. 

6. Juvenile Appeal Dispositions: A Superior Court justice affirms the order of adjudication 
of a juvenile crime and any other orders, or reverses the juvenile order and remands the 
matter for further proceedings. 

7. Not Guilty, Reason Of Insanity: The judgment reflects a finding of Insanity by either 
the court or a jury. 

8. Probation Revoked: A justice finds that probation conditions have been violated and pro
bation Is revoked. 

9. Convicted: There Is a finding of guilty by either the court or a jury. 

10. Acquitted: There Is a finding of not guilty by either the court or a jury. 

11. Mistrial: A justice rules that an erroneous or Invalid trial has occurred. 

12. Other: A disposition which Is not Included In any of the above categories (e.g., change 
of venue). 
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Appendix III 

District Court 
Caseload Statistics 





State of Maine 
District Courts 

• Springvale 

() 

I 
I 

Brunswick 
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III!II 
Caribou 

Presque Isle 0 

Houlton 0 

[!)Lincoln 

Court Locations 
III!II District I [!J Distr ict 8 

" 2 0 ' , 9 0 

* " 3 • , , 
10 

0 ' , 4 ® ' , II 
0 . , , 

5 @ , , 12 
@ " 6 [!) , , 13 
@ , , 7 



District I: 

District I I: 

District III: 

District IV: 

District V: 

District VI: 

District VII: 

District VIII: 

District IX: 

District X: 

District XI: 

District XII: 

District XIII: 

At-Large: 

Act ive Ret I red: 

M A I N E DIS T RIC T C 0 U R T 

JUDGES 

Hon. Bernard M. Devine, Chief Judge 

Hon. Paul T. Pierson 

Hon. Julian W. Turner 

Hon. Eugene W. Beaulieu 
Hon. F. Davis Clark 

Hon. Ea r I J. Wah I 

Hon. Jack O. Smith 

Hon. Alan C. Pease, Deputy Chief Judge 

Hon. Courtland D. Perry, I I 

Hon. L. Damon Scales, Jr. 

Hon. Robert W. Donovan 

Hon. Roland A. Cole 

Hon. John L. Batherson 

Hon. John W. Benoit, Jr. 

Hon. Susan W. Calkins 

Hon. G. Arthur Brennan 
Hon. Millard E. Emanuelson 
Hon. Harriet P. Henry 
Hon. Ronald L. Kellam 
Hon. Ronald D. Russell 

Hon. Israel Alpren 
Hon. Paul A. MacDonald 
Hon. Arthur A. Nadeau, Jr. 
Hon. Roland J. Poulin 
Hon. Edwin R. Smith 
Hon. Simon Spill 
Hon. Matthew Will iams 
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District I: 

District I I: 

District I I I: 

District IV: 

District V: 

District VI: 

District VII: 

District VIII: 

District IX: 

District X: 

District XI: 

District XII: 

District XIII: 

M A I N E DIS T RIC T 

CLERKS 

Ca r i bou 
Fort Kent 
Madawaska 
Van Buren 

Hou I ton 
Presque Isle 

Bangor 
Newport 

Calais 
Machias 

Bar Harbor 
Belfast 
Ell sworth 

Bath 
Rockland 
Wiscasset 

Augusta 
Waterville 

Brunswick 
Lewiston 

Bridgton 
Portland 

Biddeford 
Kittery 
Springvale 

Livermore Falls 
Rumford 
South Paris 

Farmington 
Skowhegan 

Dover-Foxcroft 
Li nco 1 n 
Mill i nocke t 
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C 0 U R T 

Norma Duheme 
Geneva Desjardins 
Norma Gerard 
Carmen Cyr 

Freda Carson 
Bonnie Clayton 

Thelma Holmes 
Jane Sawyer 

Elsie McGarrigle 
Annie H. Hanscom 

Arlene Jordan 
Donna Bonney 
Margaret Dorr 

Ann Feeney 
Mary Ledger 
Barbara Cowan 

Mary Godbout 
June L'Heureux 

Susan Arnold 
Yvette Houle 

Beverly MacKerron 
Susan MacDonald 

Vivian Hickey 
Pat ric i a Bea tty 
Alice Monroe 

Dolores Richards 
Eleanor Sciaraffa 
Joan Mi llett 

Constance Small 
Sandra Carroll 

Margaret Poulin 
Ann Coolong 
Nancy Turmel 



DISTRICT COURT CASELOAD STATISTICS 

The DIstrIct Court StatIstIcal ReportIng System was established In July 1978 to collect 
InformatIon concernIng fIlIngs, dIsposItIons, and varIous caseload actIvItIes by type of case, 
although the reportIng of gross fIlIngs and dIsposItIons began In fIscal year 1975. BegInnIng 
In 1982, only those statIstIcs relatIng to fIlIngs, dIsposItIons, and waIvers have been collect
ed. The system Is a totally manual operatIon; monthly statIstIcal forms are completed by each 
DistrIct Court clerk and submItted to the AdmInIstratIve OffIce of the Courts for manual com
pilatIon and analysIs on a quarterly and annual basIs. ConsIderable problems have arIsen dur
Ing the past several years concernIng the collectIon of DIstrIct Court statIstIcs, prImarIly due 
to the enormous volume of cases beIng manually tal lIed. WhIle the statIstics may be less than 
100% accurate, they do nevertheless IndIcate certaIn gross trends sInce 1979, although It 
should be noted that only a lImIted vIew of DistrIct Court workload can be provIded, sInce 
cases such as sma I I claIms and dIvorce requIre sIgnIficant additIonal actIvIty after judge-
ment Is entered and the case Is reported as dIsposed. Footnotes for the DIstrict Court statIst
Ical tables appear on Page 150 of thIs report. Case type definItIons appear on Page 151. 

Table DC-I: Total FIlIngs 

This table Includes all types of cases fIled In the MaIne DIstrict Court, and IndIcates 
the rather steady declIne In fIlIngs since 1979. It should be noted, however, that the hIgh 
number of 1979 fIlIngs In the DIstrIct Courts located In CarIbou, Fort Kent, Madawaska, Van Buren, 
Presque Isle, Bangor, CalaIs, and SkoWhegan wll I be audIted durIng 1983 to Insure theIr 
accuracy. 

Table DC-2: Total FilIngs In the NIne Largest DistrIct Courts 

The nine largest District Court locations are responsible for over 61% of all DIstrict Court 
case filings statewide. 

Table DC-3: Filings, Excluding "Civil ViolatIons and Traffic Infractions" 

Since the case type entitled "Civil Violations and Traffic InfractIons" generally requIres 
virtually no judge-time and less than average clerical tIme, these cases have been excluded 
on thIs table. 

Graph DC-4: CompositIon of 1982 Caseload 

This graph depIcts the types of cases comprising the District Court's caseload. 

Table DC-5: Filings and Dispositions by Type of Case 

ThIs table details the types of cases filed and disposed In the 33 DistrIct Court locatIons 
sInce 1979. CrimInal A-B-C, CrIminal D-E, and Smal I Claims cases have experIenced steady In
creases. while the number of CIvil ViolatIons and Traffic Infractions fIled In 1982 was over 
20,000 less than the number filed In 1979. The compositIon of the total DistrIct Court caseload 
has changed as wei I; In 1979, almost 43% of al I cases were Civil Violations and Traffic In
fractions, while these cases accounted for only 37% by 1982. There were 1,574 famIly abuse 
cases fl led under Title 19 durIng 1982. 
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Table DC-6: Waivers 

The bulk of these waivers are for civil violations and trafflce Infraction cases. The 
number of waivers has decreased since 1979, but stili total led more than 80,000 statewide dur
Ing 1982. 

Table DC-7: Recording 

The Electronic Recording Division of the District Court reports that there were almost 
6,000 matters recorded during 1982. 
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DISTRICT CDURT 
TABLE DC-1 

TOTAL FILINGS 

1979 - 1982 
% Change 

1979(a) 1980 1981 1982 1979-1982 

DISTRICT I: Caribou 5,261 3,689 3,461 3,551 -32.5 
Fort Kent 1,640 1,394 1,618 1,234 -24.8 
Madawaska 2,708 1,921 1,458 1,318 -51.3 
Van Buren 674 569 658 479 -28.9 
Sub Total "iQ,283 ?m 7,T§5 6;5S2 -=-36."0 

DISTRICT II: Houlton 5,508 5,127 5,857 4,627 -16.0 
Presgue Isle 6,726 5,487 5,151 4,591 -31.7 
Sub Total T2,231i" TQ,bTlI Tr;OO8' "9,2TB' -:24:7 

DISTRICT III: Bangor 17,327 16,172 15,920 16,123 -7.0 
Newport 5,268 4,998 3,931 3,497 -33.6 
Sub Total 22,595 2'f;T7O 19,"B5T T9,b2O -=T3:2 

DISTRICT IV: Calais 3,609 2,858 2,690 2,600 -28.0 
Machias 2,864 2,506 2,182 2,683 -6.3 
Sub Total T.m 5';'3b'1i' 4,872 s.m :-rB.4 

DISTRICT V: Ba r Ha rbor 1,325 1,437 1,486 1,442 8.8 
Belfast 4,707 4,379 4,421 4,244 -9.8 
Ellsworth 5,530 5,486 5,668 6,458 16.8 
Sub Total IT;562 'i'TJ02 "iT';"575 12,T1i4 ~ 

DISTRICT VI: Bath 6,783 6,882 6,548 5,480 -19.2 
Rockland 6,121 5,575 5,474 5,972 -2.4 
Wiscasset 4,726 4,609 4 718 4 753 .6 
Sub Total IT,6fci' 'iT,'Ci66 ~ Tf,Tot ~ 

DISTRICT VII: Augusta 14,836 16,586 15,336 14,387 -3.0 
Waterville 7,275 6,810 7,083 7,363 1.2 
Sub Total 2T,TIT 23,3§6 22,liT9 21,750 -=T.6 

DISTRICT VIII: Brunswi ck 8,609 9,885 9,190 8,578 - .4 
Lewiston *"* ~ It,33~ 16,~5~ 4.4 
Sub Total 2 ,751 27,70 2 ,52 25, 2 2T 

DISTRICT IX: Bridgton 3,260 3,488 2,996 2,871 -11.9 
Portland 36,965 37,811 40,290 37,361 1.1 
Sub Total 40,225 1iT;29§' 1iT,2Bb ~ 

DISTRICT X: Biddeford 17,400 17,851 17,653 14,625 -16.0 
Ki ttery 10,024 9,841 9,314 9,191 -8.3 
S~rin~vale 6,505 7,150 6,658 6,162 -5.3 
Sub Total 33,929 34":842 33,625 29,978 ~ 

DISTRICT XI: Li verrnoreFa 11 s 1,332 1,473 1,600 1,638 23.0 
Rumford 3,669 3,805 3,760 3,591 -2.1 
South Paris +.m ~ -t-m +.m 3.7 
Sub Total 7, 79 ,13 ,1 0 ,212 ---z;-:2 

D I ST R I CT X I I : Farmington 3,901 4,031 5,107 4,891 25.4 
Skowhe~an 11,676 8,794 9 248 7,738 -33.7 
Sub Total 15,577 Tf;82'5 ltj55 12;629 ~ 

DISTRICT XIII: Dover-Foxcroft 2,936 2,998 2,856 3,019 2.8 
Li ncoln 4,595 4,027 3,361 3,274 -28.8 
Millinocket 3,515 ~ --wM 2,008 -42.9 
Sub Total IT;04b 10,170 9,0 2 T,36T -=211:9 

STATE TOTAL 236,295 231,461 228,696 215,582 -8.8 
REORGANIZED 
DISTRICTS: (A) Bridgton 3,260 3,488 2,996 2,871 -11.9 

L i vermoreFa 11 s 1,332 1,473 1,600 1,638 23.0 
Rumford 3,669 3,805 3,760 3,591 -2.1 
South Paris 2,878 2,858 2,800 2,983 3.7 
Sub Total "i"T;lT9' "iT;b24' 1TT5b' Tf;083 --.:--:s 

(B) Bath 6,783 6,882 6,548 5,480 -19.2 
Brunswi ck 8,609 9,885 9,190 8,578 - .4 
Sub Total 15,392 T'b,"7b7 15.738" T4,65E' ~ 

(C) Rockland 6,121 5,575 5,474 5,972 -2.4 
Wiscasset ~ ~ ~ ~ .6 
Sub Total 10, 7 10,1 10,192 10,725 ---:-r:l 

Footnotes appear on page 150 of this report. - 130 -



Augusta 

Bangor 

Biddeford 

Brunswi ck 

Kittery 

Lewiston 

Portland 

Skowhegan 

Watervi lle 

TOT A L 

% of Total District 
Cou rt F i 1 i ngs 

DISTRICT COURT 

TOTAL FILINGS IN THE NINE LARGEST COURTS 
1979 - 1982 

1979 (a) 1980 1981 

14,836 16,586 15,336 

17,327 16,172 15,920 

17,400 17,851 17,653 

8,609 9,885 9,190 

10,024 9,841 9,314 

16,142 17,819 17,338 

36,965 37,811 40,290 

11,676 8,794 9,248 

7,275 6,810 7,083 

140,254 141,569 141,372 

59.4 61.2 61.8 

Footnotes appear on page 150 of this ~eport. 
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TABLE D(-2 

% Change 
1982 1979-1982 

14,387 - 3.0 

16,123 - 7.0 

14,625 -16.0 

8,578 .4 

9,191 - 8.3 

16,850 4.4 

37,361 1.1 

7,738 -33.7 

7,363 1.2 

132,216 - 5.7 

61.3 



D I STR I CT COU RT 

FILINGS, EXCLUDING "CIVIL VIOLATIONS AND TR,Il,FFIC INFRACTIONS" 

1979 - 1982 

DI STRI CT I: Caribou 
Fort Kent 
Madawaska 
Van Buren 
Sub Total 

DI STRI CT II: Houl ton 
Presgue Isle 
Sub Total 

DISTRICT III: Bangor 
Newport 
Sub Total 

DISTRICT IV: Calais 
Machias 
Sub Total 

DISTRICT V: Bar Harbor 
Be lfas t 
Ell sworth 
Sub Total 

DISTRICT VI: Bath 
Rockland 
Wiscasset 
Sub Total 

DISTRICT VI I: Augusta 
Waterville 
Sub Total 

DISTRICT VI I I: Brunswick 
Lewiston 
Sub Total 

DISTRICT IX: Bridgton 
Portland 
Sub Total 

DISTRICT X: Biddeford 
Kittery 
Springvale 
Sub Total 

D I STR I CT X I : Li vermoreFa 11 s 
Rumford 
South Paris 
Sub Total 

D I STR I CT X I I: Farmington 
Skowhegan 
Sub Total 

DISTRICT XI I I: Dover-Foxcroft 
Lincoln 
Millinocket 
Sub Total 

STATE TOTAL 
REORGANIZED 
DISTRICTS: (A) Bridgton 

Live rmo re Fa 1 1 s 
Rumford 
South Paris 
Sub Total 

(B) Bath 
Brunswick 
Sub Total 

(C) Rockland 
Wiscasset 
Sub Total 

1979 (a) 

2,738 
811 

2,027 
291 

5,]67 

2,866 

+* ,57 

10,538 
1 899 

Ttt37 
2,457 
2,227 

l!;b81i 

796 
3,108 
3,337 
~ 

3,461 
4,438 
2,993 

TQ,'892 

8,061 
4,934 

12,995 

3,815 
10,622 
T4,1i37 

1,407 
~ 
21,518 

8,667 
4,483 
4,445 

17,595 

864 
2,799 
2,201 

s;-8b1i" 

2,863 
6,363 

"""9,"22b 

2,159 
1,309 
2,019 

s;487 

134,819 

1,407 
864 

2,799 
2,201 

7,2'jT 

3,461 
3,815 

7,'i76 

4,438 
~ 

7,'131 

1980 

2,582 
935 

1,403 
281 

5,26T 

3,135 

~ 
b,997 

10,785 

~ 
12,ti7b 

1,985 
1,733 

3:7fB" 

922 
3,159 
3,654 

-=r:IT5 

3,635 
4,286 
2,829 

10,750 

8,528 
4,759 

T3.287 
4,350 

~ 
15,6 ti 3 

1,737 
21 ,~6l 
23, ° 

9,027 
5,703 
4,408 

T9,T3S" 

868 
3,042 
2,208 

b;TfE" 

2,717 
5,267 

?;981! 

2,325 
1,529 
2,021 
5,875 

138,966 

1,737 
868 

3,042 

~ 
7,ti55 

3,635 
4,350 

""T,§'8s 

4,286 
~ 

7,115 

1981 

2,489 
935 
969 
291 

""""4,b8lI 

3,696 

~ 
7,'102 

10,431 
~ 
12,333 

2,035 
1,656 

""T,b9T 

914 
3.067 
3,677 

7:b58 

3,592 
4,078 
2,973 

lO,61f3 

9,563 
5,180 

TIi"Yi3 
4,644 

12,099 
16,743 

1,692 

~ 
25,ti22 

9,058 
5,927 
4,405 

19,390 

1,188 
2,868 
2,334 

b,3§O 

3,019 
5,718 

T,7ff 

2,315 
1,352 
1,901 
5,568 

143,804 

1,692 
1,188 
2,868 

~ ti,Oti2 

3,592 
4,644 

8,'23'b 

4,078 
2,973 

""T,05T 

Footnotes appea r on page 150 of th i s report. - 132 -

1982 

2,350 
671 
865 
255 

4,fIiT 

3,195 
3,374 

6;569 

10,436 
1 ,659 

12,095 

2,002 
2,078 

"T,'Oro 

839 
2,937 
3,959 

-=r:IT5 

3,282 
4,325 
3,034 

"iQ,m 

7,728 
5,363 

T3,O§l 

4,020 
~ 
15,280 

1,951 
21,673 
23,6i"4 

8,796 
5,986 
4,196 

T"8"";97S" 

1,052 
2,636 
2,468 

b,T5b 

3,077 
5,137 

T,TI4 

2,265 
1,470 
1,371 

5,lO6 

135,710 

1,951 
1,052 
2,636 

~ 
ti, lOb 

3,282 
4,020 

--=r:T02 

4,325 
3,034 
~ 

TABLE OC-3 

% Change 
1979-1982 

-14.2 
-17.3 
-57.3 
-12.4 

--=2§"":4 

11.5 
-9.1 

---.-1 

-1.0 
-12.6 

-----=2.8 

-18.5 
-6.7 

---=-i"2.9 

5.4 
-5.5 
18.6 

---r.ll" 

-5.2 
-2.6 

1.4 
-:w 

-4.1 
8.7 

--.-7 

5.4 
6.0 

--s:s 
38.7 
7.8 
~ 

1.5 
33.5 
-5.6 

--r:9 

21.8 
-5.8 
12.1 

--s:o 
7.5 

-19.3 
-=-rr:o 

4.9 
12.3 

-32.1 
---=6.9 

38.7 
21.8 
-5.8 
12.1 

IT.5 

-5.2 
5.4 
~ 

-2.6 
1.4 

--:r:o 



Number 
of 

Cases 

81,000 -

78,000 -

75,000 -

72,000 -

66,000 -

63,000 -

60,000 -

57,000-

54,000 -

51,000-

48,000-

45,000-

42,000-

39,000 -

3E,000 -

33,000 -

30,000 -

27,000-

24,000 -

21,000 -

18,000 -

15,000 -

12,000 -

9,000 -

6,000 -

3,000 -

0-

Type of Civil 
Case 

Family 
Abuse 

District Court 
Composition of 1982 Caseload 

by Type of Case 

Money 
Judgments 

Small 
Claims 

Divorce 
Mental 
Health 
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Criminal 
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Criminal 
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Criminal 

Graph 
DC·4 

79,872 

Civil Violations 
and 

Traffic Infractions 



01 STR I CT COURT TABLE DC-5 
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF CASE 

1979 1982 

F I L I N G S 

% Change 
STATE TOTALS: 1979 (a) 1980 1981 (b) 1982 1979-1982 

- C i v i I 13,606 14,029 14,543 13,300 -2.3 

Fami I y Abuse 1,574 

- Money Judgments 6,891 6,846 5,530 4,705 - 31. 7 

- Sma II Claims 18,832 20,197 21,063 22,176 17.8 

- Di vorce 7,761 7,593 7,737 6,991 -9.9 

- Mental Health 546 899 682 811 ~ 
Sub Total 47,636 49,564 49,555 49,557 4.0 

- Juveni Ie 3,867 3,965 3,862 3,423 -11.5 

- Criminal A,B,C 2,745 3,047 2,984 3,377 23.0 

- Criminal D,E 24,694 26,316 26,533 27,302 10.6 

- Traffic Criminal 55,877 56,074 60,870 52,051 ~ 
Sub Total 87,183 89,402 94,249 86,153 -I .2 

- C i v i I Violations and 
Traffic Infract ions 101,476 92,495 84,892 79,872 -21.3 

TC,TAL FILINGS: 236,295 231,461 228,696 215,582 -8.8 

0 I S P 0 S I T I o N S 

% Change 
STATE TOTALS: 1979 (a) 1980 1981 (b) 1982 1979-1982 

- C i vii 11,674 12,457 15,063 14,034 20.2 

-Family Abuse I ,422 

- Money Judgments 5,861 6,570 5,675 4,559 -22.2 

- Sma II Claims 15,647 17,509 18,713 20,742 32.6 

- Divorce 7,213 7,526 8,454 6,751 -6.4 

- Mental Health 480 897 737 760 2U 
Sub Total 40,875 44,959 48,642 48,268 18. I 

- Juveni Ie 3,642 3,941 3,793 3,168 -13.0 

- Criminal A,B,C 2,713 2,551 2,875 3,164 16.6 

- Criminal D,E 23,864 25,056 26,380 27,661 15.9 

- Traffic Criminal 50,990 49,492 58,431 52,800 ~ 
Sub Total 81,209 81,040 91,479 86,793 6.9 

- C i vii Violations and 
Traffic Infractions 103,906. 96,449 86,132 80,350 -22.7 

TOTAL DISPOSITIONS: 225,990 222,448 226,253 215,411 -4.7 

Footnotes appear on page 150 of this report. 
Case type definitions appear on page 151 of this report. 
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T.L\BLE DC-5 
F I L I N G S D I S P 0 S I T I o N S 

(cant.) 

CARIBOU - District 1979(a) ~ 1981 (b) .!J§.L 1979(a) ~ ~ ~ 
- C i vii 296 301 281 264 242 296 284 320 - Fami 1 y Abuse 26 20 - Money Judgments 205 191 141 132 200 194 142 139 - Sma 11 Claims 510 645 472 463 408 552 495 479 - Divorce 197 199 195 196 189 193 197 204 
- Mental Health --- --- ---Sub Total T,208 l,336 1,089 1,081 1,039 1,235 1,118 1,162 
- J uven i 1 e 46 68 60 70 66 73 85 63 
- Criminal A,B,C 54 70 41 26 62 58 50 32 
- Criminal D,E 376 374 . 388 304 369 377 371 300 
- Traffic Criminal ~ 734 911 869 ~ 768 932 867 

Sub Total 1,530 U46 ~ 1;269 1,532 T,276 T,1i38 -r;262 

- C iv i 1 Violations and 
Traffic Infractions 2,523 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~5 

TOTAL 5,261 3,689 ~ ~ 5,097 3,628 3,539 3,609 

FORT KENT - District 

- C i vii 
- Fami ly Abuse 
- Money Judgments 
- Sma 11 Claims 
- Divorce 
- Mental Health 

Sub Total 

-Juvenile 10 13 8 13 16 12 1 12 
- Criminal A,B,C 19 13 11 19 20 10 11 18 
- Criminal D,E 376 443 387 337 378 450 390 312 
- Traffic Criminal 406 461 529 302 400 467 494 300 

Sub Total -sTT --m --m ~ --sT4 -m- --s§6 ---pj2 

- C i vii Violations and 
Traffic Infractions ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~4 

TOTAL 1,640 1,394 ~ 1,234 ~ 1,392 1,588 1,186 

MADA',JAS KA - District 

- C i vii 294 229 181 176 112 96 129 114 
- Fami 1 y Abuse 
- Money Judgments 277 161 134 92 209 174 119 97 
- Small Claims 894 513 289 272 438 583 228 254 
- Divorce 81 58 55 60 59 42 71 61 
- Mental Health 

Sub Total T;546 96T ~ ~ --siS ----s§5 ---w ----s26 

-Juvenile 14 12 7 23 11 12 7 28 
- Criminal A, B, C 7 7 11 11 7 7 11 11 
- Criminal D,E 246 275 185 III 250 273 181 III 
- Traffic Criminal 214 148 ---.lQL 120 209 153 108 120 

Sub Total 481 ~ 310 265 -----r;'f7 443 307 270 

- C i vii Vi 01 at ions and 
Traffic Infractions 681 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~2 

TOTAL 2,708 1,921 ~ ~ 1,933 1,856 1,341 1,248 

VAN BUREN - District 

C i vii 
- Fami ly Abuse 
- Money Judgments 
- Sma 11 Claims 
- Divorce 

Mental Hea 1 th ---Sub Total -
- Juveni Ie 1 9 2 30 1 9 2 32 
- Criminal A, B ,C 13 31 35 63 14 24 35 84 
- Criminal D,E 150 148 136 93 136 117 136 83 
- Traffic Criminal --..lR -li.. _1_18_ ~ ~ __ 80_ _1_1_8 ~1 

Sub Total 291 231 291 255 266 230 291 270 
- C i v i I Violations and 

Traffic Infract ions ~ 283 -.l!:L 224 ~ 281 ~ 221 

TOTAL 674 569 ~ 479 640 511 657 491 = = = 
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F I L I 

HOULTON - District II 1979 (a) ~ 
- C i v i I 279 367 
- Fami Iy Abuse 
- Money Judgments 235 223 
- Sma II Claims 522 725 
- Diva rce 107 107 
- Mental Health 

Sub Total T,l43 T,1i22 
- J uven i Ie 86 74 
- Criminal A,B,C 38 56 
- Criminal D,E 450 492 
- Traffic Criminal ~ ~ 

Sub Total 1,723 1,713 

- C i v i I Violations and 
Traffi c Infractions ~ ~ 

TOTAL 5,508 5,127 

PRESQUE ISLE - Dis t. II 

- C i v i I 680 692 
- Fami Iy Abuse 
- Money Judgments 414 396 
- Sma II Claims 440 333 
- Divorce 179 160 
- Mental Health 

Sub Total T.m l,58T 
-Juvenile 94 97 
- Criminal A,B,C 43 II 
- Criminal D,E 855 804 
- Traffic Criminal 1,005 1,369 

Sub Total ~ 2,28T 

- Civi I Violations and 
Traffic Infractions ~ ~ 

TOTAL 6,726 5,487 
= 

N G S D I S P 0 S 

~) ~ 1979(a) ~ 

318 335 264 243 
II 

190 149 118 144 
453 418 467 668 

98 100 89 101 

T,Os9 ~ -------ns l,T56 
119 84 78 51 
84 66 36 52 

908 531 535 458 
~ ~ ~ ~ 

2,637 2,182 1,791 1,600 

~ ~ ~ ~ 

~ ~ 5,393 4,744 

762 753 532 533 
25 

410 358 424 396 
338 333 465 335 
177 148 145 122 

1;687 l,6iT l,566 l,386 
82 70 84 72 
35 60 45 26 

676 616 807 710 
1,226 1,011 ~ a 2,Of9 lJ5T 2,025 2, I 

~ ~ ~ ~ 

~ 4,591 ~ 5,175 
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I 

TABLE DC-5 
(cant. ) 

T I o N S 

~)~ 
334 333 

2 
135 93 
403 344 

91 98 

~ ----s?0 

92 90 
76 55 

876 415(c) 
~ ~6(c) 

2,564 2,036 

~ ~4 

5,617 4,380 

580 718 
22 

401 351 
341 258 
170 131 

l,492 1;480 

73 62 
50 59 

636 622 
1,186 965 

1;945 T,708 

~ ~2 
4,917 4,410 



F I L I N G S 

BANGOR - District III 1979 (a) ~ 1981 (b) 

- C i v i I 1,257 1,156 1,481 
- Fami 1 y Abuse 
- Money Judgments 475 439 438 
- Sma 11 Claims 1,186 1,403 1,823 
- Divorce 611 692 567 
- Mental Health 255 240 220 

Sub Total 3,71rll 3,930 4;5i9 

-Juvenile 309 438 345 
- Criminal A,B,C 199 247 267 
- Criminal D,E 1,525 1,354 1,718 
- Traffic Criminal 4,721 4,316 3,572 

Sub Total 6,754 b,855 5,902 

- C i v i 1 Violations and 
Traffic Infractions 6,789 ~ 5,489 

TOTAL 17,327 16,172 15,920 

NEWPORT - District III 

- Civil 91 103 128 
- Fami Iy Abuse 
- Money Judgments 124 91 73 
- Sma 11 Claims 275 344 293 
- D i vo rce 137 149 137 
- Mental Hea 1 th 

Sub Total -rr? ----r87 ~ 
- Juvenile 93 54 66 
- Criminal A,B,C 48 40 50 
- Criminal D,E 445 457 439 
- Traffic Criminal ~ ~ -1.l.§. 

Sub Total 1,272 1,404 1,271 

- C i v i 1 Violations and 
Traffic Infractions 3..J.li ~ ~ 

TOTAL 5,268 4,998 ~ 
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~ 
1,222 

206 
334 

2,022 
607 
222 

4,bT3 

330 
266 

2,388 
2,839 

5,823 

5,687 

~ 

120 
32 
59 

279 
139 

~ 
46 
40 

421 
~ 

1,030 

~ 

3,497 

TABLE DC-5 
(cont.) 

0 I S P 0 S I T I o N S 

1979 (a) ~ ~) ~ 
1,613 959 1,583 1,344 

204 
434 381 512 346 
634 932 1,766 1,982 
501 640 824 560 
225 243 215 217 

3,li07 3,ill ~ 4;b53 

257 409 433 307 
183 264 274 264 

1,416 1,875 1,695 2,256 
4,510 4,282 3,426 2,868 

b,3bb 6";830 ~ ~5 

6,742 ~ ~ --'i..J14 

16,515 15,361 16,127 16,082 

86 82 108 126 
29 

135 83 69 60 
253 300 245 264 
115 135 115 123 

~ ~ 537 ~7 

79 49 57 37 
46 33 48 44 

402 452 436 420 
~ ~ ~ ~6 

1,226 1,381 1,315 1,037 

2m ~ ~ ~3 
4,487 4,738 3,752 3,317 



F I L I 

CALA I S - District IV 1979 (a) ~ 
- C i v i I 189 180 
-Family Abuse 
- Money Judgments 78 99 
- Sma I I Claims 311 242 
- Di vorce 124 122 
- Mental Health 

Sub Total --=ro'i --p.j3 

- Juveni Ie 100 56 
- Criminal A,B,C 79 39 
- Criminal D,E 668 669 
- Traffic Criminal ~ 578 

Sub Total 1,755 l,342 
- Ci v i I Violations and 

Traffic Infractions ~ --.--lli 
TOTAL 3,609 2,858 

MACHIAS - District IV 

- C i v i I 104 135 
Fami Iy Abuse 

- Money Judgments 42 50 
- Sma II Claims 398 341 
- Divorce 109 109 
- Mental Health 

Sub Total -m ----ns 
-Juvenile 54 21 
- Criminal A,B,C 74 38 
- Criminal D,E 772 677 
- Traffic Criminal 674 362 

Sub Total T,571I l,O§8 

- C i v i I Violations and 
Traffic Infractions ~ --1.J.2 

TOTAL 2,864 2,506 

N G S 

~) ~ 
211 203 

6 
78 89 

247 320 
119 95 

-m -m 
58 48 
72 37 

574 551 
676 653 

1,380 T,289 

~ ~ 

~ ~ 

151 117 
22 

39 35 
203 398 
134 93 

-sIT ~ 
12 38 
57 39 

678 661 
382 675 

---r;T29 T,liT3 

~ ~ 

~ 2,683 
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D I S P 0 S 

1979(a) ~ 

147 201 

84 124 
298 246 
139 115 

~ ~ 

90 59 
76 41 

716 713 
903 607 

1,785 l,42O 

~ 865 

3,599 2,971 

91 183 

8 6 
150 244 
III 132 

~ ~ 

16 22 
41 37 

640 596 
565 362 

TABLE DC-5 
(cant.) 

I T I o N S 

~)~ 
217 223 

5 
102 119 
282 318 
158 104 

-m ~9 
62 40 
79 43 

587 530 
676 616 

l,1i01f 1:229 

731 594 

2,894 2,592 

115 132 
21 

8 5 
94 310 

109 100 

~ -----sti8 

6 19 
50 46 

579 685 
380 675 

l,2b2 T,Oi7 l,OT5 T,425 

~ 841 504 636 

2,220 2,423 1,845 2,629 



F I L I 

BAR HARBOR - District V 1979 (a) ~ 

- C i v i I 102 77 
- Fami I y Abuse 
- Money Judgments 40 57 
- Sma 11 Claims 135 192 
- Divorce 70 62 
- Mental Health 

Sub Total ~ ~ 
-Juvenile 41 21 
- Criminal A,B,C 21 23 
- Criminal D,E 202 230 
- Traffic Criminal ~ 260 

Sub Total 449 ---s34 
- C i viI V i a 1 a t ions and 

Traffic Infractions ~ ---.2.!2. 
TOTAL 1,325 1,437 

BELFAST - District V 

- C i viI 287 248 
- Fami 1 y Abuse 
- Money Judgments 156 151 
- Sma 11 Claims 709 695 
- Diva rce 183 182 
- Mental Hea 1 th 1 

Sub Total T.335 1,277 

- Juveni Ie 76 55 
- Criminal A,B,C 72 99 
- Criminal D,E 583 725 
- Traffic Criminal ~ ~ 

Sub Total 1,773 1,882 

- C i viI Violations and 
Traffic Infract ions ~ ~ 

TOTAL ~ 4,379 

ELLSWORTH - District V 

- C i v i I 231 280 
- Fami I y Abuse 
- Money Judgments 199 151 
- Sma 11 Claims 750 892 
- Divorce 237 207 
- Mental Hea 1 th 

Sub Total l,4i7 l,53O 
-Juvenile 80 93 
- Criminal A,B,C 58 72 
- Criminal D, E 665 613 
- Traffic Criminal 1, I 17 1,341 

Sub Total l,92O 2,i24 
- C i viI Violations and 

Traffic Infractions ~ ~ 
TOTAL 5,530 5,486 

N G S 

1981(b) ~ 
94 I 15 

19 
36 20 

157 174 
88 62 

375 390 

11 30 
25 15 

252 319 
~ ~ 

539 449 

~ -~ 
~ ~ 

219 228 
17 

119 66 
494 458 
192 172 

l,024 ~ 
86 95 
94 78(d) 

733 745(d) 
~ ~ 

2,043 1,996 

--.Ll.2.!±. ~ 
~ 4,244 

259 285 
34 

115 74 
648 747 
221 222 

T,243 l,362 

70 88 
51 73 

728 1,001 
1,585 1,435 

2,1i3II 2,597 

~ ~ 
5,668 ~ 
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TABLE OC-5 
(cant.) 

D I S P 0 S I T I o N S 

1979 (a)~ 1931(b) ~ 
64 69 60 104 

12 
23 72 37 46 

131 179 141 191 
61 52 67 79 

279 372 ~ ~2 

34 29 15 25 
10 25 18 18 

230 233 221 305 
----.J.1l 248 223 83 

465 535 --r;n ~1 

~ ~ ~ __ 615 

1,279 1,431 1,295 1,478 

213 238 158 175 
15 

146 120 38 59 
437 697 428 391 
176 170 156 126 

1,022 1,225 ----s}O ----yr,6 

59 55 81 69 
62 80 90 81 

587 631 814 658 
999 958 ~ 1,054 

T:=J07 1,774 2,137 ----r;s62 

~ --..L.m ~ ~9 
~ 4,238 4,304 3,907 

278 302 255 296 
27 

208 165 156 149 
671 820 556 725 
202 213 213 219 

1,359 ""T;56O l;T8O 1;416 

78 96 67 79 
49 69 53 77 

599 642 650 954 
1,093 1,360 1,556 1,441 

T,8T9 2,Tb7 2,32b ---z.s51 

2,065 ~ ~ ~2 
5,243 5,515 5,417 7,199 



F I L I N G S 

BATH - District VI 1979(a) ~ 1981 (b) 

- C i viI 329 361 373 
- Fami ly Abuse 
- Money Judgments 211 219 138 
- Sma 11 Claims 416 555 517 
- Divorce 234 228 240 
- Mental Health 1 5 

Sub Total l,i9T l,368 l,268 
- J uven i 1 e 92 123 97 
- Criminal A,B,C 69 99 84 
- Criminal D,E 468 512 533 
- Traffic Criminal ~ ~ ~ 

Sub Total 2,270 2,267 2,324 

- Civi 1 Violations and 
Traffic Infract ions 3,322 ~ 2,956 

TOTAL 6,783 6,882 ~ 
ROCKLAND - District VI 

- C i viI 419 508 446 
- Fami ly Abuse 
- Money Judgments 309 365 243 
- Sma 11 Claims 895 878 816 
- Divorce 240 249 272 
- Mental Health 

Sub Total T,3b3 2,000 T:'iff 
- Juveni Ie 89 157 95 
- Criminijl A,B,C 73 71 65 
- Criminal D,E 855 715 650 
- Traffic Criminal 1,558 +* 1,491 

Sub Total ---z.s75 2,2 6 2,36T 

- Civi 1 Violations and 
Traffic Infractions ~ ~ ~ 

TOTAL 6,121 5,575 ~ 
WISCASSET - District VI 

- C i viI 229 249 215 
- Fami ly Abuse 
- Money Judgments 221 151 109 
- Sma 11 Claims 498 635 684 
- Divorce 210 191 187 
- Mental Health 

Sub Total l;l5B" ~ 1,T95 
-Juvenile 62 63 63 
- Criminal A, B, C 44 58 41 
- Criminal D,E 429 364 389 
- Traffic Criminal 1,300 1,118 1,285 

Sub Total T,1l35 l,b63 l;771r 

- Civi 1 Violations and 
Traffic Infractions ~ ~ ~ 

TOTAL 4,726 4,609 4,718 

- 140 -

~ 
303 

32 
98 

524 
215 

1 
T,TIT 

129 
112 
505 

1,363 
2,T09 

~ 

~ 

362 
22 

205 
1,310 

227 

2;T2b 
106 
109 
731 

---.L.ill 
2,199 

~ 
5,972 

202 
31 
70 

775 
160 

3 
l,2ZiT 

54 
113 
685 
941 

T,7§3 

~ 

~ 

TABLE OC-5 
(cant.) 

D I S P 0 S I T I o N S 

1979(a) ~ 1981 (b) ~ 
370 425 275 403 

22 
153 186 117 67 
283 525 473 440 
217 249 214 208 

2 1 
T,OTI l,3B7 T,079 lYil 

74 131 105 ]18 
64 91 81 103 

394 491 505 459 
1,407 1,530 1,588 1,318 

l,939 2,243 2,279 1;998 

2,984 ~ ~ ~3 
5,946 6,891 6,289 5,282 

393 396 409 345 
14 

204 237 133 140 
736 727 762 1,186 
202 236 226 200 

T,535 --r:59b 1,530 ~5 

81 155 88 111 
91 78 74 79 

804 720 643 660 
1,517 1,340 1,447 1,171 

2;lI93 2,293 2,252 2,021 

~ ~ ~ ~8 
5,708 5,155 5,160 5,544 

190 177 254 179 
28 

168 123 88 85 
442 506 591 673 
173 143 158 139 

2 
-m ~ 1,59T 1";T66 

35 48 44 19 
45 21 40 96 

421 358 394 562 
1,275 1,101 1,201 837 

i,77b ~ I;bT9 1;-514 

~ 1,734 1,582 1,489 

4,484 4,211 4,352 4,109 
= 



F I L I 

AUGUSTA - District V II ~)~ 
- C i v i I 865 865 
- Fami I y Abuse 
- Money Judgments 368 418 
- Sma II Claims 878 963 
- Divorce 505 539 
- Mental Hea I t h 176 256 

Sub Total --z:f92 3,04T 
- J uven i Ie 303 337 
- Criminal A,B,C 171 205 
- C rim ina I D,E 1,585 1,839 
- Traffic Criminal ~ ~ 

Sub Total 5,269 5,487 

- C i v i I Vi 0 I a t ions and 
Traffic Infractions ~ ~ 

TOTAL 14,836 16,586 

WATERV I LLE - D i st. V I I 

- C i v i I 563 581 
Fami Iy Abuse 

- Money Judgments 272 286 
- Sma II Claims 845 830 
- Divorce 290 302 
- Mental Hea I t h 

Sub Total D70 1,999 
- juveni Ie 119 159 
- Criminal A,B,C 93 108 
- Criminal D,E 1,161 1,123 
- Traffic Criminal ---L.ill ~ 

Sub Total 2,964 2,760 

- C i v i I Violations and 
Traffic Infractions ~ ~ 

TOTAL 7,275 6,810 

N G S 

1981(b) ~ 
971 884 

128 
427 380 

1,638 1,274 
544 444 
279 350 

T,859 3,460 
349 132 
188 156 

1,881 1,807 
~ -..hill 

5,704 4,268 

~ ~ 
15,336 ~ 

533 442 
64 

192 182 
1,216 1,057 

287 246 

----z;228 T,9§T 

182 241 
71 121 

1,055 1,390 
~ ~ 

2,952 3,372 

~ --..LQQQ. 

~ 7,363 

- 141 -

TABLE DC-5 
(cant.) 

D I S P 0 S I T I o N S 

~)~ ~)~ 

783 771 781 973 
129 

240 375 663 327 
951 947 1,632 1,502 
475 505 795 422 
179 259 332 317 

2,628 2,8s7 ~ ----r:bJ0 

311 368 393 186 
315 139 61 162 

1,648 I ,639 1,931 I ,150 
1,570 1,288 2,552 1,318 

3,81i4 3,1i34 ll,937 2"";816 

~ ~ ~ 7,267 

15,359 15,287 16,684 13,753 

308 826 615 668 
42 

171 211 177 235 
892 791 909 933 
227 342 364 239 

T,598 2;T7O 2";065 2,T]7 

96 164 160 150 
68 66 62 98 

787 702 936 1,223 
~ ~ ~ ---.h!17 

2,181 1,611 2,214 2,648 

~ ~ ~ ~O 

6,425 5,451 5,640 6,615 



F I L I N G S 

BRUNSWICK - Dist. V III .!11lli) ~ ~)~ 
- C i vii 238 270 301 280 

Fami ly Abuse 35 
- Money Judgments 87 113 114 78 
- Sma 11 Claims 305 350 540 524 
- Divorce 212 190 233 199 

Mental Health 
Sub Total 842 923 1,183 1,116 

-Juvenile 94 95 87 73 
- Criminal A,B,C 30 32 42 79 
- Criminal D,E 451 842 876 590 
- Traffic Criminal ~ ~ .-L.lli ~ 

Sub Total 2,973 3,427 3,456 2,904 
- C i vii Violations and 

Traffic Infractions ~ 2...2l.?. ~ ~ 
TOTAL 8,609 9,885 9,190 ~ 

LEWISTON - Dist. VIII 

- C i vii 1,631 1,597 1,700 1,414 
- Fami ly Abuse 249 
- Money Judgments 572 735 517 414 
- Sma 11 Claims 1,040 1,220 1,367 1,205 
- Divorce 710 686 713 626 
- Mental Health 3 12 

Sub Total 3,9s6 4,250 4,297 3,968 
-Juvenile 420 345 286 263 
- Criminal A,B,C 266 316 246 266 
- Criminal D,E 1,818 2,074 2,035 2,004 
- Traffic Criminal ~ ~ -.2....ill ~ 

Sub Total 6,666 7,083 7,784 7,352 

- Civil Violations and 
Traffic Infractions 2....51Q ~ ~ ~ 

TOTAL 16.142 17.819 ~ 16,850 

- 142 -

D I S P 0 S I 

1979(a) ~ 
173 163 

47 22 
183 308 
209 180 

612 673 

91 93 
26 31 

398 1,239 
~ ~ 

2,355 2,557 

~Q3. ~ 
7,069 8,805 

1,508 1,628 

659 927 
801 1 ,091 
687 821 

1 
3,655 4,468 

341 340 
256 293 

1,985 2,106 
~ 4,617 

6,896 7,3s6 

2.,.lli ~ 

~ 18,324 

TABLE DC-5 
(cant. ) 

T I o N S 

~)~ 
170 204 

19 
40 23 

219 502 
193 177 

622 925 

69 66 
45 26 

1,532 606 
~ 1,597 

3,374 2;295 

4,831 4,788 

8,827 8,008 

1 ,534 1,350 
246 

570 343 
1,355 1,185 

802 658 
14 

4,275 3,782 
258 273 
238 291 

1,781 1,855 
4,999 4,874 

?rn 7:293 

~ ~1 
16,576 16,486 



F I L I 

BRIDGTON - District IX 1979(a) ~ 

- C i vii 104 141 
- Family Abuse 
- Money Judgments 27 54 
- Sma 11 Claims 190 342 
- Divorce 101 115 
- Mental Health 1 

Sub Total -----z+IT -652 

- Juvenile 77 71 
- Criminal A,B,C 33 79 
- Criminal 0, E 309 445 
- Traffic Criminal 565 490 

Sub Total ~ ----r:oss 
- C i v i I Violations and 

Traffi c Infract ions ~ ~ 
TOTAL 3,260 3,488 

PORTLAND - District IX 

- C i vii 2,965 3,103 
- Family Abuse 
- Money Judgments 910 919 
- Sma 11 Cia i ms 1,444 1,724 
- Divorce 1,244 1,177 
- Mental Hea 1 th 106 382 

Sub Total U69 7,305 

-Juvenile 494 504 
- Criminal A,B,C 349 341 
- Criminal D,E 2,760 2,887 
- Traffic Criminal 9,839 10,830 

Sub Total 13,442 14,562 
- C i vii Violations and 

Traffic Infractions 16,854 15,944 

TOTAL ~ 37,811 

N G S 0 I S P 0 S 

~) ~ 1979 (a) ~ 

149 142 64 166 
16 

58 37 30 53 
210 281 154 255 
110 112 82 113 

527 ---sss -no --ss7 
124 72 63 66 
55 72 40 61 

417 720 345 461 
569 499 428 394 

l,Tb5 T,3b3 ----s?b ~ 

~ 920 1,512 1,761 

~ ~ 2,718 ~ 

3,054 2,960 2,022 2,483 
237 

798 865 755 854 
2,116 2,232 1,051 1 ,242 
1,223 1,102 1,228 1,255 

183 234 73 388 
~ ?:630 5,T29 6,ill 

546 414 560 502 
298 504 389 219 

3,052 3,188 2,709 2,326 
12,860 9,937 7,963 8,120 
16,756 14,043 IT,62T ~ 

~ 15,688 18,995 19,280 

~ 37,361 35,745 ~ 

- 143 -

I 

TABLE OC-5 
(cant. ) 

T I o N S 

~)~ 
193 161 

29 
65 43 

292 200 
122 109 

-m -----s42 

91 84 
38 67 

404 767 
449 357 
~ 1";275 

1,373 883 

~ 2,700 

4,179 3,258 
261 

668 843 
2,156 I ,923 
1,204 1,003 

176 221 
8,383 ?;509 

517 339 
364 457(e) 

2,902 5,138 
13,430 11,612 
17,213 17,546 

16,213 15,053 

41,809 40, 108 



F I L I 

BIDDEFORD - District X ~)~ 
- C i v i I 602 714 
- Fami Iy Abuse 
- Money Judgments 214 245 
- Sma 11 Claims 996 1,147 
- Divorce 436 419 
- Mental Health -

Sub Total 2,248 ---
2,525 

- Juvenile 268 394 
- Criminal A,B,C 186 290 
- Criminal D,E 1,683 1,859 
- Traffic Criminal ~ ~ 

Sub Total 6,419 6,502 
- C i v i I Violations and 

Traffi c Infractions ~ ~ 
TOTAL 17,400 17,851 

KITTERY - District X 

- C i v i I 172 206 
- Fami Iy Abuse 
- Money Judgments 42 51 
- Sma II Claims 280 255 
- Divorce 202 169 
- Mental Hea I th I I 

Sub Total 697 ~ 
-Juvenile 34 38 
- Criminal A,B,C 90 110 
- Criminal D,E 890 701 
- Traffic Criminal ~ ~ 

Sub Total 3,786 5,021 

- C i v i I Violations and 
Traffic Infractions ~ ~ 

TOTAL ~ 9,841 

SPRINGVALE - District X 

- C i v i I 273 277 
Fami Iy Abuse 

- Money Judgments 128 154 
- Sma II Claims 920 702 
- Divorce 275 277 

Mental Health 2 
Sub Total T,5§8 T,1IiO 

-Juvenile 88 105 
- Criminal A,B,C 122 99 
- Criminal D, E 639 624 
- Traffic Criminal 1,998 2,170 

Sub Total 2,847 2,998 

- C i v i I Vi 0 I at i on s and 
Traffic Infractions ~ ~ 

TOTAL 6,505 7,150 

N G S 

~ .!1§L 

733 724 
85 

221 185 
1,220 1,390 

429 426 
---- ---

2,603 2,810 

313 282 
313 274 

1,907 1,757 
~ .l..2..ll 
6,455 5,986 

~ ~ 

~ ~ 

194 205 
20 

56 53 
291 226 
199 192 

--=J4O ~ 
41 71 

122 130 
679 683 
~ ~ 
5,187 5,290 

~ ~ 

~ 9,191 

302 245 
69 

77 59 
561 588 
292 268 

I 
T,232 TN 

119 102 
119 152 
762 843 
~ 1,869 
3,173 2,966 

~ ~ 

~ ~ 

- 144 -

D I S P 0 S I 

1979(a)~ 

420 461 

189 137 
320 759 
408 327 

--- ---
1.837 1,684 

179 375 
176 215 

1,677 1,822 
J±....22l .JL...l!±..lL 
6,255 6,556 

~ ~ 
16,422 ~ 

173 186 

39 31 
243 238 
196 175 

I I 
~ ~ 

46 41 
66 100 

362 715 
~ ~ 
3,837 4,991 

~ ~ 

~ ~ 

178 239 

82 118 
541 465 
317 243 

DT8 ~ 
54 77 
86 80 

561 556 
1,932 1,852 

T,633 2,565 

~ ~ 
5,735 6,196 

TABLE OC-5 
(cant. ) 

T I o N S 

1981(b) ~ 

753 602 
33 

109 28 
611 1,427 
515 355 

---
1,988 2,445 

318 254 
312 256 

1,945 1,746 
3....l.1£..- ~2 
6,301 5,628 

~ 6,049 

~ 14,122 

254 177 
13 

85 43 
298 227 
214 187 

~ ~7 

37 55 
114 123 
739 615 
~ -.hJ...l7 
5,228 6,930 

~ ~2 

9,601 10,559 

265 377 
82 

67 65 
385 375 
353 265 

I 
T,C57O T,T1)5 

85 77 
104 103 
713 799 

2,346 1,958 
T,248 2,937 

~ ~8 
6,583 6,050 



F I L I 

LIVERMORE FALLS-Dist.XI 1979(a) ~ 

- C i v i I 62 53 
- Fami I y Abuse 
- Money Judgments 32 23 
- Sma I I C I aims 100 116 
- Divorce 55 50 
- Mental Health 

Sub Total 249 242 
- Juvenile 38 44 
- Criminal A,B,C 7 18 
- Criminal D,E 133 167 
- Traffic Criminal ~ -13.L 

Sub Total 615 626 
- C i v i I Violations and 

Traffic Infract ions ~ ~ 
TOTAL 1.332 1.473 

RUMFORD - District XI 

- C i v i I 168 171 
- Fami I y Abuse 
- Money Judgments 185 261 
- Sma II Claims 597 775 
- Divorce 131 125 
- Mental Heal th 

Sub Total 1,081 1,332 
- Juveni Ie 97 59 
- Criminal A,B,C 50 60 
- Criminal D,E 614 669 
- Traffic Criminal ~ ~ 

Sub Total 1,718 1,710 
- C i v i I Violations and 

Traffic Infractions ~ --1Ql 
TOTAL 3,669 3,805 

SOUTH PARIS - Di s t. XI 

- C i v i I 171 131 
- Fami I y Abuse 
- Money Judgments 132 95 
- Sma II Claims 444 595 
- Divorce 146 150 
- Mental Health 

Sub Total 893 971 
- Juveni Ie 97 61 
- Criminal A,B,C 69 49 
- Criminal D,E 251 306 
- Traffic Criminal ~ ~ 

Sub Total 1,308 1,237 
- Civil Violations and 

Traffi c Infractions ~ ~ 
TOTAL 2,878 2,858 

N G S 

~) ~ 
84 58 

6 
33 25 

186 249 
64 50 

- ---- ---
367 388 
64 12 
26 19 

267 226 
~ ~ 

821 664 

~ ~ 

~ ~ 

170 164 
II 

117 126 
779 838 
118 98 

1,184 1,237 

135 65 
64 34 

591 440 
~ ~ 

1,684 1,399 

~ ~ 

~ 3,591 

138 115 
26 

67 29 
729 999 
154 132 

1,088 1,301 

46 76 
70 69 

312 409 
~ ~ 
1,246 1,167 

466 ~ 
2,800 ~ 

- 145 -

D I S P 0 S I 

1979 (a) ~ 

63 32 

32 26 
92 106 
56 49 

---
243 213 

51 45 
6 12 

133 133 
~ ----3.VL 

628 564 

~ ~ 

~ ~ 

191 161 

142 417 
838 820 
124 127 

1,295 I ,525 

104 53 
36 29 

568 540 
~ ~ 

1,596 1,548 

~ ~ 
3,694 ~ 

181 138 

126 81 
399 445 
140 141 

846 805 

123 105 
59 43 

286 283 
~ ~ 
1,370 I ,247 

~ 664 

2,885 2,716 

TABLE OC-5 
(cant. ) 

T I o N S 

~)~ 

73 76 
8 

7 42 
128 279 
58 60 

--
266 465 

57 20 
17 30 

227 254 
~ -33.7 

779 701 

~ -51..6 

~ ~2 

264 163 
8 

343 280 
799 833 
191 84 

1,597 I ,368 

105 89 
62 35 

524 401 
~ ---136 

1,435 1,261 

~ ~7 

3,811 3,566 

153 90 
20 

65 19 
658 823 
144 129 

1,020 I ,081 

90 82 
73 59 

307 338 
~ ~3 
1,236 1,002 

~ ~O 

2,939 2,613 



F I L I 

FARMINGTON - Dist. X II .!.W..l£) ~ 
- C i v i I 245 193 
- Fami 1 y Abuse 
- Money Judgments 155 143 
- Sma 11 Claims 676 558 
- Diva rce 209 149 
- Mental Health 

Sub Tota I 1,285 I,Oli3 

- J uven i 1 e 152 97 
- Criminal A,B,C 49 57 
- Criminal D,E 511 478 
- Traffic Criminal 866 ~ 

Sub Tota 1 l,578 1,674 

- C i v i I Violations and 
Traffic Infract ions ~ ~ 

TOTAL 3.901 4.031 

SKOWHEGAN - District X II 

- C i vii 435 501 
- Fami Iy Abuse 
- Money Judgments 332 274 
- Sma 11 Claims 966 913 
- Divorce 249 207 
- Mental Heal th 1 2 

Sub Total 1,983 ~ 
- Juveni Ie 177 151 
- Criminal A, B, C 166 183 
- Criminal D, E 1,308 1,132 
- Traffic Criminal 2,729 1,904 

Sub Total 4,380 3,370 

- C i v i I Violations and 
Traffic Infractions 2.,lli ~ 

TOTAL ~ 8,794 

N G S 

~)~ 
266 242 

25 
162 143 
659 730 
137 137 

----r;224 Tm 
52 137 
73 76 

449 545 
-Llli ~ 

1,795 1,800 

~ ~ 

~ ~ 

482 377 
87 

214 193 
1,005 1 ,135 

237 196 

1,938" l;98E" 

166 110 
132 136 

1,243 950 
2,239 1,953 

3,780 3,T49 

~ ~ 

~ 7,738 

- 146 -

TABLE DC-5 
(cont. ) 

D I S P 0 S I T I o N S 

..12Z.tia) ~ ~)~ 
215 202 271 202 

16 
142 152 170 152 
682 547 596 678 
202 183 147 141 

T,m l,084 l";T84 l;TB9 

174 103 50 120 
42 61 78 71 

525 479 457 544 
906 ~ 1,184 1,033 

1,647 1,682 1,769 ~8 

~ ~ ~ ~9 
3,964 4,079 5,004 4,766 

531 454 405 479 
69 

290 393 196 173 
963 899 740 1,031 
253 206 204 253 

2 3 1 
2,039 1,955 l,5Ii5 2";006 

209 172 202 120 
162 168 136 119 

1,273 1,145 1,210 1,012 
3,007 1,983 2,210 1,931 

-usT 3,li68 3,758 ~2 

~ ~ ~ ~6 

~ 8,948 8,686 7,854 



F I L I 

DOVER-FOXCROFT-Dist.XI I I 1979 (a)~ 

- C i v i I liS 142 
- Fami I y Abuse 
- Money Judgments 190 103 
- Sma II Claims 376 475 
- Divorce 129 140 
- Mental Health 

Sub Total -sTO 860 
- Juven i Ie 65 63 
- Criminal A,B,C 57 77 
- Criminal D,E 582 748 
- Traffic Criminal 645 577 

Sub Total l,349 1;465 
- C i v i I Violations and 

Traffic Infractions ~ 673 

TOTAL 2,936 2,998 
= 

LINCOLN - District X III 

- C i v i I 80 89 
- Fami I y Abuse 
- Money Judgments 88 74 
- Sma II Claims 451 477 
- Divorce 67 86 
- Mental Heal th 

Sub Total 686 726 
- Juveni Ie 45 31 
- Criminal A,B,C 54 14 
- Criminal D,E 394 459 
- Traffic Criminal --1J.Q. ~ 

Sub Total 623 803 

- C i v i I Violations and 
Traffic Infract ions ~ ~ 

TOTAL 4,595 ~ 
MILLINOCKET - Dis t. X III 

- C i v i I 130 109 
Fami I y Abuse 

- Money Judgments 171 154 
- Sma II Claims 385 362 
- Divorce 81 97 

Mental Heal th 
Sub Total 767 722 

- J uven i Ie 52 57 
- Criminal A, B, C 37 35 
- Criminal D,E 540 601 
- Traffic Criminal --Bl ~ 

Sub Total 1,252 1,299 
- Civi I Violations and 

Traffic Infractions 1,496 1,124 

TOTAL 3,515 3,145 

N G S 

1981(b) ~ 
124 127 

24 
62 36 

506 478 
149 135 

841 800 

70 36 
67 104 

667 787 
670 538 

l,474 l,465 

541 754 

2,856 3,019 

109 118 
5 

71 46 
351 245 

91 74 

622 488 

30 28 
14 36 

394 493 
~ ---.ili 

730 982 

~ ~ 

~ ~ 

114 118 
4 

81 73 
255 232 

75 58 

525 485 

71 55 
43 22 

572 471 
~ -11.§. 

1,376 886 

964 637 

~ ~ 

- 147 -

D I S P 0 S 

1979 (a)~ 

113 138 

175 108 
450 441 
112 123 

850 810 

62 72 
43 75 

529 711 
628 580 
~ l,43ll 

800 670 

2,912 2,918 

59 .l ;. 

67 61 
389 426 

53 92 

568 672 

51 33 
34 13 

409 460 
~ ~ 

637 795 

~ 2,500 

4,463 3,967 

97 116 

161 199 
335 415 

65 101 

658 831 
68 50 
58 30 

485 593 
~ 580 

1,181 1,253 

1,363 1,228 

2J2l 3,312 

I 

TABLE DC-5 
(cant.) 

T I o N S 

1981(b) ~ 
137 153 

17 
71 37 

498 SIS 
153 126 

-----ss9 848 

59 43 
76 94 

683 804 
690 551 

l,55tr ~2 

532 790 

2,899 3,130 

132 133 
6 

63 57 
336 247 
105 79 

642 522 

23 31 
20 38 

330 484 
271 402 
~ 955 

~ ~5 
3,384 3,282 

123 156 
3 

203 93 
296 247 
121 107 

743 606 
61 68 
35 25 

585 593 
683 427 
~ I ,113 

1,007 875 
---

3,114 2,594 



D I STR I CT COURT 

\'IAIVERS(f) TABLE Dc-6 

1979 - 1982 

1979 1980 illl. 1982 

DISTRICT I: Caribou 2,118 933 867 1,037 
Fort Kent 685 381 652 490 
Madawaska 480 340 293 302 
Van Buren 205 131 207 128 

Sub Total ~ T;7B5 2,019 1,957 

D I STR I CT I I : Houlton 2,296 1,883 2,274 1,866 (c) 
Presque Isle 1 ,972 1,313 1,185 1,200 

Sub Total ~ T,l96 3,1i59 3,06b 

D I STR I CT I I I : Bango r 4,019 2,939 3,230 4,255 
Newport 1,787 1,505 1,198 1,238 

Sub Total 5,llOb ~ "l!;li28" 5,li93 

DISTRICT IV: Calais 1,022 753 633 674 
Machias 374 652 423 975 

Sub Total 1";396 l,1i05 T;05b T;bIi9 

DISTRICT V: Bar Harbor 398 343 374 406 
Belfast 1,525 1,388 1,523 1,613 
Ellsworth 1,945 1,357 2,082 3,257 

Sub Total ~ 3,OB8 3,979 5:276 
D I STR I CT V I : Bath 2,298 2,105 2,403 1,970 

Rockland 1,621 1,309 1,500 1,522 
Wiscasset 1,615 1,599 1,572 1,363 

Sub Total 5,531i" 5,Oi3 5,1i75 11;855 

D I STR I CT V I I : Augusta 6,458 6,904 6,081 5,405 
Waterville 2,177 1,404 518 1,860 

Sub Total b,b35 8,3"OS" b,5§9 "f:2bs 
D I STR I CT V I I I : Brunswick 3,374 4,538 3,741 4,245 

Lewiston 4,399 5,200 4,758 4,939 
Sub Total 7,773 9,7"3"S" b,1i99 9,T34 

DISTRICT IX: Bridgton 1,440 1,395 987 1,223 
Portland 16,065 16,333 18,375 19,237 

Sub Total 17,505 1T,72E" T9,lTI 2D,1ibo 

DISTRICT X: Biddeford 6,967 6,786 6,795 5,813 
Kittery 5,052 4,858 4,004 3,930 
Springvale 2,205 2,709 ~ 2,302 

Sub Total 14,224 14,353 13,220 12,045 

D I ST R I CT X I ; Livermore Falls 518 492 381 544 
Rumford 604 696 779 989 
South Paris 607 543 488 422 

Sub Total 1,729 T;7IT ~ 1,955 

D I STR I CT X I I : Farmington 1,197 1,116 1,802 1,730 
Skowhegan 4,698 2,749 2,971 3,014 

Sub Total 5,E95 3,""Bb5 4.fi3 1f;74ll 

D I STR I CT X I I I : Dover-Foxcroft 670 522 415 898 
Lincoln 1,923 1,510 1,577 1,721 
Mi 11 inocket 1,037 925 711 544 

Sub Total 3.b3O 2,957 2,703 3,Tb3 
S TAT E T 0 TAL: 83,751 77,611 77,220 81,112 

REORGANIZED (A) Bridgton 1,440 1,395 987 1,223 
DISTRICTS: Li ve rmore Fa lls 518 492 381 544 

Rumford 604 696 779 989 
South Paris 607 543 488 422 

Sub Total 3,Tb9 D2b 2,b35 ~ 
(B) Bath 2,298 2,105 2,403 1,970 

Brunswick 3,374 4,538 3,741 ~,245 
Sub Total 5,b72 b,b1i3 b,"ili4 ,215 

(C) Rockland 1,621 1,309 1,500 1,522 
Wiscasset 1,615 1,599 It.ill. H* Sub Total 3,23b 2,96] 3,072 2, 5 
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T4RLE nC-7 
D I STRI CT COURT 

RECORDINGS 

1982 

MONEY SMALL MENTAL 
COURT LOCATION C IV I L JUDGMENT CLAIMS DIVORCE HEALTH* JUVENILE CRIMINAL TOTAL 

District I: 
- Caribou 10 7 53 39 109 
- Fort Kent 1 27 49 77 
- Madawaska 5 19 17 42 
- Van Buren 2 16 11 ~ 

Sub Total ]""6 10 TI5 ill 257 
District II: 
- Houlton 17 16 73 76 182 
- Presque Isle 17 14 63 57 151 

Sub Total 31! 30 136 TIT ill 
District III: 
- Bangor 50 4 56 25 226 517 879 
- Newport 10 7 43 119 179 

Sub Total To -1 4 b3 2s R9 b3b T;058 
District IV: 
- Calais 11 4 5 27 88 135 
- Machias 13 1 4 9 6 94 127 

Sub Total 21i" -1 8 ]lj 33 ill 2b2 
District V: 
- Bar Harbor 3 6 18 12 39 
- Belfast 15 2 12 24 66 120 
- Ellsworth 20 14 73 85 192 

Sub Total 3E" -1 -2 32 TiS m 35T 
District VI: 
- Bath 9 12 52 120 195 
- Rockland 31 30 137 130 328 
- Wiscasset 19 15 40 85 159 

Sub Total 59 -1 -1 s=J ffi ill b82 
District VII: 
- Augusta 50 2 3 64 156 172 447 
- Waterville 39 5 35 128 113 320 

Sub Total 89 -2 8 99 284 285 7b7 
District VIII: 
- Brunswick 13 6 56 43 118 
- Lew i s ton 38 20 169 68 295 

Sub Tota 1 51 26 ill TIT m 
District I X: 
- Bridgton 5 1 7 9 22 
- Portland 97 1 9 71 1 44 229 452 

Sub Total 162 -1 10 7"8" -1 li1l TIT m 
District X: 
- Biddeford 15 21 86 138 262 
- Ki ttery 2 29 7 71 110 
- Springvale 14 2 18 1 36 68 139 

Sub Total 3T -1 -z;- b1l ---r T29 m m 
District XI: 
- LiVermore Falls 4 7 4 10 25 
- Rumford 4 11 7 33 56 
- South Pari,-, 3 _5 3 -.E 43 

Sub Total -1-1 -1 23 14 75 124 
District XII: 
- Farmington 9 25 42 47 123 
- Skowhegan 30 2 35 84 68 219 

Sub Total 39 -2 To "i26 TI5 W 
District XIII: 
- Dover-Foxcroft 22 2 11 28 70 133 
- Lincoln 12 3 25 56 96 
- Millinocket 13 1 1 83 55 153 

Sub Total T7 -3 15 136 ill 382 

STATE TOTAL: 601 8 43 575 27 1.855 2.847 5.956 

* Includes mental retardation 
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DISTRICT COURT 

FOOTNOTES 

a) The District Court's statistical reporting system was converted from a fiscal year to 
a calendar year basis during 1979. It Is now suspected that the 1979 statistics were 
erroneously over-counted In some court locations. This will be carefully audited 
during 1983 for correction In the 1983 Annual Report. 

b) Family abuse fl lings and dispositions were counted as "civil" cases during 1981. 

c) In Houlton District Court, estimates have been provided for 1982 traffic criminal and crim
Inal D-E dispositions, and waIvers. 

d) In Belfast District Court, estimates have been provided for 1982 criminal A-B-C and crim
Inal D-E filings. 

e) In Portland District Court, the criminal A-B-C dispositions Include 345 cases which re
mained pending because they were not dismissed by the District Attorney when they resulted 
In Indictments. 

f) These are cases In which the defendant waives court appearance In favor of paying the fine. 
In most court locations, these figures Include sea and shore, and fish and game waivers, as 
wei I as the more numerous traffic waivers. 
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CIV I L: 

F AM I L Y ABUS E: 

MONEY JUDGMENTS: 

SMALL CLAIMS: 

DIVORCE: 

MENTAL HEALTH: 

JUVENILE: 

CRIMINAL A-B-C etc: 

CRIMINAL D-E etc: 

TRAFFIC CRIMINAL: 

CIVIL VIOLATIONS AND 
TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS: 

DISTRICT COURT 

CASE TYPE DEFINITIONS 

Includes al I civil cases not separated out below, Including forcible 
entry and detainer. neglect of children, and reciprocal cases. Does not 
Include civil violations which were formerly considered criminal cases. 

Includes protection from abuse cases under Title 19. 

Includes disclosure cases, but does not Include smal I claims disclosures. 

Includes sma I I claims cases. 

Includes al I divorce cases, annUlments, and judicial separations, but 
does not Include reciprocals. 

Includes al I mental health cases. 

Include al I offenses committed by juveniles. 

Includes al I crimes classified as murder, A, B, or C. (Such offenses 
committed by Juveniles are Included In the "Juvenile" category). 

Includes all Title 17A crimes classified as D or E, plus all other non
traffic criminal offenses such as Fish and Game, and Marine Resources. 
Does not Include Title 29 violations. Does not Include civil drug viol
ations. (Such offenses committed by juveniles are Included In the 
"Juvenile" category). 

Includes al I Title 28 and 29 Class D or E non-Infraction traffic offenses 
such as Criminal OUI, Driving After Suspension, and Reckless Driving. 
Also Includes PUC cases. (Such offenses committed by Juveniles are Includ
ed I n the "J uven I I e" category). 

Includes al I traffic Infractions, CIvil OUI cases, and those civil viol
ations which have received a criminal docket number and which are pun
Ishable by fine, such as municipal ordinances, possession of a usable 
amount of mariJuana, possession or transportation of liquor by minors, 
and dogs runnIng at large. (Such offenses committed by Juveniles 
are J nc I uded I n the "J uven I I e" category). 
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Appendix IV 

Adtninistrative Court 
Caseload Statistics 





H A I N E A D H I N 1ST RAT I V E 

JUDGES 

Hon. Edward W. Rogers 

Hon. Dana A. Cleaves 

C L E R K 

Diane Nadeau 
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ADMINISTRATIVE COURT CASELOAO STATISTICS 

IntroductIon: 

The Jurisdiction and organization of the Administrative Court Is detailed on Page of 
this report. 

In addition to hearing Administrative Court cases, the Administrative Court judges are 
authorized to preside In the District Court by assignment of the Chief Justice, pursuant to 
M.R.S.A. S1158, effective March, 1979. Since that time, these judges have been handling a 
variety of hearings for the Portland, Springvale, Biddeford, South Paris, lewiston, Bridgton 
and Calais District Courts and Pineland Center on a regular basis. During 1982, the Admin
Istrative Court judges devoted at least two weeks of every month to hearings In the District 
Court, while the staff spent a total of 180 hours recording these cases. 

The number of District Court hearings held by the Administrative Court judges In 1982 
are as follows: 

DIvorce 222 
CivIl 108 
Small ClaIms 172 
DIsclosure 71 
Forcible Entry & DetaIner 3 
JuvenIle 29 
O.U.I. 3 
Protective Custody 7 
FamIly Abuse 6 
PIneland RecertIfication 24 

TOTAL 644 

Table AC-I 

ThIs table presents fl lIngs and dispositIons since 1979 by type of case, and Indicates 
a 19.7% decrease In filIngs and an 18.1$ decrease In dispositions during the three-year period. 
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TABLE AC-I 

ADMINISTRATIVE COURT 

CASELOAD STATISTICS 

1979 - 1982 

F I L I .N G S D I S. P 0 S T I o .N S 

1979 1980 .!.lli 1982 1979 1980 .!.lli 1982 

Bureau of Liquor Enforce. 281 293 285 255 278 235 282 283 

Dept. of Sec. of State 21 24 

Bur. of Me. State Police 31 II 2 4 47 12 3 3 

Dept. of Human Services 10 5 8 7 II 3 2 6 

Dept. of Inland Fisher- 3 2 
ies and Wildlife 

Dept. of Marine Resources 2 6 5 

Dept. of Environmental 
Prutec-rion 

Dept. of Mental Health 
& Retardation 

Appeal from Decision of Bur- 2 2 
eau of Alcoholic Bev. 

Appeal from Decision of Dept. 
of Publ ic Safety 

Appeal from Dept. of 
Transportation 

Appeal from Liquor Comm. 

Real Estate Commission 2 1 6 

Harness Racing Commission 15 13 8 5 7 S 

Board of Dental Examiners 2 

Board of Examiners of 
Podiatrists 

Board of Pesticides Control 

State Board of Nursing 

Board of Licensure of Medi-
cal Care Facilities other 
than Hospitals 

Board of Accountancy 

Board of Examiners of 
Psychologists 

TOTAL 355 330 311 285 375 258 298 307 
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