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to 1,100 cases and we' ve basically tripled the Supreme Court 's
work load in the |ast 18 years. |f we |ook at the nunber of
opi nions per judge, the nunber of opinions that are jssyed per
judge on the Suprene Court, 34 per judge in 1970, 50 per judge
in 1980 and 69 per judge in 1988. The number of opinions per
judge is higher than al nost every one of our neighboring states.
| owa, South Dakota, Colorado each average about 33 opinions.
Qur Suprene Court is averaging right now about 69 opi nions. I
think what this shows is there is a backlog. Thereis a problem
with the Supreme Court as far as their ability having thework
time to be able to conplete the work load in a prudent 3snion
W have to sonmehow correct that problem gsepator Kristensen's
proposal is to correct that problemby creating an jnternediate
court of appeals. What ny proposal, amendnent to the resol ution
would do, is to create, to not create an additional |evel of
appeal . There would still be the Suprene Court. It would be
expanded from seven judges to nine judges, gy addition of t
judges. The Suprene Court would also be allowed to hear appanWs)
in panels of three. In cases involving capital cases and
constitutionality cases, the Supreme Court would sit en banc,
and if there is a discrepancy between two divisions or jf some
of the judges want to hear the case en banc, z|| nine judges, it

can be done. What t his would do, | think, '

tal ked figures at all, but I think we should po%’vrﬁh%\ﬁ?ntth;falg
internmediate court of appeal s hasg (j sadvantage in that it is
goingto cost almost $1.1 million per year g institute that
intermediate court of appeals. Addi ng the additional judges
should be substantially less, gt most a third of that, and
probably | ess. So there is a cost advantag . Number two the
internedi ate court of appeals approach adds zn additi onal ’Iayer
of appeal. It doesn't, | don't believe, effectively addresses
the backlog. | think what it does is ghifts the backlog from
the Supreme Court down to anintermediatecourt of appeals.
People wil | still have to wait for an extendedperiod of timeto
have their appeal heard by the appellate court, 4n4 then once
the appellate court has heard and determ ned the case, it then
woul d have to be advanced to the Suprene Court. | think that

t he di sadvantage is on, for exanple, plaintiffs who have to
wait, the individual who has to wait and has to forego the
additional cost of another appeal, whereas sone of the. for
exanpl e, the insurance conpani es that m ght be on the other side

of that, would be able to afford to aijt, would be in their
advantage to delay that. I think what the proposal, the
amendrment woul d do is to quicken that pace a |jttle bit. It
woul d still allow, it would reduce the work | oad that the judges
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