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General Iaws and rules of appellate practicc which are presently applicable to civil and
criminal cases appealed from both the superior and state courts promote uniformity and

in most all cases involves only a single review.

The creation of an Appellate Division of the Superior Courts to review misdemeanor

. appeals from the state courts perpetuates non-uniformity with respect to appeals from the

two (2) constitutionally created trial courts /oé record within this state;
(A)  Crminal Appeals:

(1) Superor Court :
felonies and misdemeanors - Court of Appeals and/or Supreme Court

(2)  State Count

misdemeanors - Appellate Division of the Superior Courts; subject to
review by certiorari or discretionary application to Supreme Court or Court

of Appeals
(B)  Civil Appeals:
(1)  Superior and State Court - Court of Appeals and/or Supreme Court

Revxew by an Appellatc DlVlSlOl’l of the Supcnor Courts perpetuates mggg_m@g_m
Al 2 review for offenders convicted of panor offen

e lao .
handled tbe case

Volunteer judges of an Appellate Division of the Superior Court would not be
accountable to the electorate as are Court of Appeals and Supreme Court judges.

Part-time volunteer state and superior court judges would be confronted with multifagious
conflicts of interests in connection with their review of criminal misdemeanor cases.
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An expanded appellate court structure does not take advantagc of mgmm_gﬁ_ggglg

that muln-J udge courts permxt economies in the deployment of court personnel and should
be able to handle more cases than an equal number of judges operating in separate
courts.

The creauon of an Appellate Dmsmn of the Supenor Courts is inconsistent with the

2 ! : 05} to operate a statewide or
district office to ad:mmstmuvely handle judge and case amgnments Additionally, the
cost for office space, equipment, law clerks, and secretaries for each designated
volunteer judge will be significant.

Efforts to effect change and improve efficiency in the judicial system must be compatible
with the protection of rights of individuals in our society who are convicted of ¢rimes.

The present appellate court structure provxdes for umform revxew of issues for criminal
cases by a speciali ) ) es whe o been entrustes
thcjlegmmg to be a final arbiter of Judgmg and determxrung legal decxsxons by lower
courts.,

An increase in the present number of judges on the Court of Appeals appears to be the
best solution to reduce crowded dockets and provides for the following:

| (A)  continued uniformity between the superior and state courts for appellate review

of criminal and civil cases;

(B)  continued judicial review by a specialized body of judges who are determined by
the electorate to be qualified to be the final arbiter of legal decisions made in the
trial courts of this state;

(C)  decreases the potential for conflicts of interest in connection with the judicial
review of criminal misdemeanor cases;

(D) the operation of a single reviewing court which is more efficient than the addition
of another tier to the reviewing process;

(E) the most cost effective approach to resolution of the current problem; and

(F)  promotes the protection of rights of individuals who are convicted or crimes.
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Redefine a portion of the caseload to go exclusively to the Supreme Court.

Revise the discretionary appeal provisions and not provide for discretionary appeals until
the case is concluded, '

Bar direct appeals of a partial summary judgment.

nadir )
Review the constitutionally and feasibility of allowing direct appeals in criminal
misdemeanor cases only where a period of confinement is imposed. Otherwise, such
appeals would be discretionary.



