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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Several efforts have been made over the years to determine appropriate, ideal timelines 

for the disposal of pending cases. Often, the approach has been to impose a prescribed 

time limit in an ad hoc manner, with a particular focus on cases older than five years. 

No scientific approach has been taken thus far, to determine what constitutes arrears, 

through an empirical, data driven framework.  

In this report, the Sub-Committee on Defining Arrears has analysed data obtained 

from 25 High Courts, in respect of 20 case types over the course of a twelve year period 

(2009 to 2019, and 2022; The period of the Covid-19 pandemic was excluded). Based 

on the year of institution of the cases, the time taken to dispose of such cases was 

determined year-wise. This dataset comprising the values in respect of time taken for 

disposal of different case types, was used as the basis for the analysis of average time 

taken, through a novel empirical methodology devising median and mode values, to 

counter-balance skewed datasets. The mean of the median values was then taken, to 

ascertain the actual time taken by each High Court to dispose of cases of a certain type 

(Methodology at p. _____ to ______; Actual time taken, by case type, for each High 

Court is at p. _____ to _____).  

The Sub-Committee found that there are some primary challenges to the defining 

arrears, in the context of the peculiar considerations informing our judicial system:  

(1) There cannot be a uniform definition for ‘arrears’ that applies throughout the 

nation; accordingly, standard timelines cannot be applied across the board.  

(2) The definition must be specific to case type, and for each case type, case 

complexity and peculiar circumstances and considerations must be accounted 

for.  

(3) Cases may be incomplete for a range of reasons such as awaiting completion of 

pleadings, time taken for tracing of records, unavailability of some records, 

death of parties, parties out on bail not being traceable, etc. In this context, a 

nuanced approach needs to be adopted towards identifying which factors are 

within the judiciary’s control, so as to incrementally increase the number of 

cases on the docket that are ready for hearing. This exercise must be specific to 
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each High Court, based on the various factors and causes contributing to cases 

not being ready for substantive hearing and disposal.  

(4) Cases that have been stayed due to the intervention of superior courts, or due 

to intra-court appeals also ideally should not be considered for the computation 

of arrears.  

(5) Any decision on what timelines are appropriate for a given case type, in a given 

High Court, must take into account the judicial infrastructure and judge 

strength in that High Court.  

The effort through this Report has been to devise a template mechanism by which 

localized timelines can be computed on a dynamic, realistic basis, accounting for the 

capacities and limitations of each High Court. In this context, the concepts of ‘gross 

case load’, ‘disposable case load’ and ‘arrears’ are constructed as follows (p. _____):  

(a) Gross Case Load: The total number of cases instituted of a particular case type in a 

particular High Court, but not disposed of, regardless of when the case was instituted.  

(b) Disposable Case Load: The total number of cases that are ready to be heard, having 

overcome procedural incompleteness (such as incomplete pleadings, records not being 

traceable, death of parties etc.), and not being stayed by the Supreme Court or in an intra- 

court appeal, or other reasons why the case may not yet be ready to be heard and disposed 

of. This number is dynamic and can very based on the stage of hearing and procedural 

completeness the case is at, at any given point of time. A case that became ready for 

hearing may sometimes revert to being unready, for example, on account of death of 

parties, and legal heirs not being brought on the record.  

(c) Arrears: The number of cases out of the Disposable Case Load, that have been pending 

for a time period longer than the time limit determined to be reasonable, based on the 

methodology set out in this report, for a given case type, in a given High Court, after the 

date on which the case became ready for disposal. The determination of arrears, too, must 

be on a dynamic basis as the other variables change.  

The report recommends that on this basis, each High Court must have a personalized, 

reasonable time limitation within which cases of a certain type must be disposed of. 

Only those cases that have been delayed over and above that time, calculated from the 

date on which such cases became ready for disposal, can be considered to be ‘arrears.’ 

The determination of arrears must be made with increasing granularity of data, on a 

23
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yearly basis. Timelines should be determined dynamically, with the long-term goal of 

incrementally moving towards an overall reduction in timelines for case disposal, and 

expeditious clearance of arrears. (Recommendations at p. _________) 

Owing to the sheer volume, diversity and complexity of district courts’ data on case 

disposal and pendency, it was decided by the Sub-Committee to focus on data from 

High Courts as a starting point for determining the appropriate methodology and form 

of empirical analysis, to define arrears. A similar approach, if found successful, can be 

replicated for other levels of the judiciary, with more personalised considerations 

including the identification of case types as appropriate, and employing strategies as 

required for specific courts with their localised contingencies, considerations, and 

constraints.  

The empirical exercise carried out in this report for data over a decadal time span, is 

not meant to assess or comment on the performance of the courts or judges. It is rather 

a template for the methodology for court management committees in each State to 

carry out the exercise on a dynamic, ongoing basis.  
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INTRODUCTION 

The question of pendency of litigation, and time taken to access justice is one that has 

long plagued the judicial system in India. Several efforts have been made over the years 

to determine appropriate, ideal timelines for the disposal of pending cases. Often, the 

approach has been to impose a prescribed time limit in an ad hoc manner, and cases 

that have been pending for longer than that time limit have been considered to be ‘old 

cases.’1 This approach fails to take into account the varied considerations that 

determine, in reality, the actual time taken to dispose of a case – these include, but are 

not limited to, the time from institution until procedural requirements are met to get 

the case ready for hearing, the judicial resources available at each High Court, case 

type, nature of the case, complexity of the case, etc.  

Yet, no scientific approach has thus far been applied to assess and determine what 

constitutes ‘arrears.’ The need of the hour is to devise a data-backed approach towards 

identifying arrears and arriving at timelines that are achievable and reasonable, with 

due regard to the necessary time that must be devoted to resolving disputes of different 

kinds.  

In this context, a sub-committee of the NCMS Committee was constituted by the 

Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, and tasked with defining arrears. The Sub-

Committee comprises the following members: 

• Hon’ble Mr. Justice Sheel Nagu, Chief Justice, Punjab & Haryana High Court. 

• Hon'ble Mr. Justice Ashutosh Kumar, Judge, High Court of Patna 

• Hon'ble Mr. Justice Rongon Mukhopadhyay, Judge, High Court of Jharkhand 

• Hon'ble Mrs. Justice Meenakshi Madan Rai, Judge,  High Court of Sikkim 

• Hon'ble Dr. Justice Anita Sumanth, Judge, Madras High Court 

• Mr. K. Parameshwar, Senior Advocate 

• Mr. Rohit Bhardwaj, Expert Statistician, Deputy Director General, Ministry of 

Statistics & Programme Implementation 

 
1 See for example, The Law Commission of India, 77th Report on Delay and Arrears in Trial Courts 
(November, 1978), available at 
https://cdnbbsr.s3waas.gov.in/s3ca0daec69b5adc880fb464895726dbdf/uploads/2022/08/2022080573-
1.pdf. 
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Having undertaken an extensive study of past approaches, this Report of the Sub-

Committee on Defining Arrears aims to sketch out the path forward in terms of 

identifying applicable timelines for case disposal and defining arrears.  

The Report first analyses the existing work done in this area through Law Commission 

Reports, Reports of the Supreme Court of India, Resolutions of Chief Justices’ 

Conferences, and some reports by policy research think tanks. This review is detailed 

below in Section A of this Report (p. _____ to ______).   

The Report then takes a data-grounded approach towards arriving at a definition for 

arrears. Owing to the sheer volume, diversity and complexity of district courts’ data 

on case disposal and pendency, it was decided by the Sub-Committee to focus on data 

from High Courts as a starting point for determining the appropriate methodology and 

form of empirical analysis, to define arrears. A similar approach, if found successful, 

can be replicated for other levels of the judiciary. In respect of High Court data, the 

Sub-Committee has identified the different subject areas that cases can be categorized 

into, and analysed the statistics for the number of years taken to dispose of cases in 

each of these categories, by each High Court. The research methodology followed is 

detailed in Section B below (p. _____ to ______).    

Finally, the Sub-Committee’s proposed approach and recommendations in respect of 

the definition of ‘arrears’ are detailed under Section C of this Report (p. _____ to 

______).   

 

 

  

21

27

17 20

7 16



7 

 

A. EXISTING APPROACHES TO DEFINING ARREARS 

Rankin Committee Report 

1. As early as 1924-25, the Report of the Civil Justice Committee appointed by the 

Governor General in Council noted: 

“13. An examination has been made of the records of a large number of decided and 

undecided suits throughout India. We have arrived at the conclusion that in Bengal 

parties are not likely to obtain a decision in a contested suit of value involving a reasonable 

amount of difficulty in less than two and a half years. In Bombay and Sind and in 

Madras the period would be about two years, and in Bihar and Orissa, Agra and Oudh, 

the Punjab and the Central Provinces it would be about one year or a little less. In Burma 

and the North-West Frontier Province the period would be even shorter.”2 

Law Commission Reports  

2. In 1958, the First Law Commission’s 14th Report titled “Reforms of Judicial 

Administration” (14th Report) noted that a time lag in the disposal of cases was 

inevitable, and assessed in detail, some of the considerations affecting the 

identification of what constitutes arrears: 

“4. The final adjudication of the dispute must, therefore, involve a certain lapse of time 

from the date of its being brought before the court. The time so taken will depend on several 

factors, such as, the nature of the suit, the number of parties and witnesses, the competence 

of the presiding officers and so forth. We must not forget that however similar the facts of 

two cases may be, every case is entitled to individual attention for its satisfactory disposal 

(…). Nevertheless, taking into account the normal time required for its various stages, a 

proceeding should be capable of being disposed of in a given length of time. Broadly 

speaking, therefore, we think, it should be possible to lay down limits of time within which 

judicial proceedings of various classes should, if our system of administration of justice is 

to function with efficiency, be normally brought to a conclusion in the courts in which 

they are instituted.”3 (…) 

 

8. (…) It will be noticed that the figures of average duration vary in different States and 

during different years even in the same State. Taking, for example, regular contested suits 

in munsif's courts, the average duration in Andhra Pradesh is about one year, in West 

Bengal about fourteen months, in Madras fourteen months to two years, in Uttar Pradesh 

fifteen to eighteen months, in Orissa sixteen to twenty months, in Bombay about fifteen 

to twenty-two months and in Madhya Pradesh ten to eleven months. The average 

 
2 Extracted in the Report of the Centre for Research and Planning (CRP), Supreme Court of India, titled 

Subordinate Courts of India: A Report on Access to Justice 2016, available at 

https://main.sci.gov.in/pdf/AccesstoJustice/Subordinate%20Court%20of%20India.pdf, p. X-2.  
3 Law Commission of India, Fourteenth Report on Reform of Judicial Administration, Vol. I, available at 

https://patnahighcourt.gov.in/bja/PDF/UPLOADED/BJA/MISC/263.PDF, p. 130, para 4.  
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duration of a contested case in subordinate judges' courts is higher, because cases of higher 

value which are often complicated are usually tried in these courts. Thus, in Andhra 

Pradesh the average duration of regular contested suits in subordinate judges' courts 

ranges from seventeen to twenty months, in Madhya Pradesh fourteen to seventeen 

months, in Uttar Pradesh about seventeen to twenty months, in West Bengal eighteen to 

twenty-three months, in Madras about twenty to twenty-four months and in Bihar about 

twenty-four to twenty-five months. As regards the small cause matters, the average 

duration ranges from four to six months in Madras, four to seven months in Andhra 

Pradesh, six to seven months in Bihar, six to eight months in Kerala, six to nine months 

in West Bengal, four to eleven months in Assam, eight to nine months in Bombay and 

six to twelve months in Orissa. The average duration of regular civil contested appeals 

before district judges ranges from five to nine months in West Bengal, between ten to fifteen 

months in Andhra, between eleven to twenty-two months in Madras and seventeen to 

twenty-two months in Bihar. It is about ten months in Uttar Pradesh and about eight 

months in Madhya Pradesh. The average duration of such appeals in the courts of 

subordinate judges is somewhat lower than in the district judges' courts. 

 

9. A misleading test. —The figures relating to average duration do not, however, 

necessarily give a correct picture of the state of affairs in these States. If comparatively 

lighter suits are disposed of and heavier suits are allowed to remain pending, the figures 

of average duration may be relatively low. Again, if recently instituted suits are taken up 

in preference to older ones, the average duration will be lower. (…) The test of average 

duration is still more misleading in criminal matters as, in the calculation of it, there 

always enter a large number of disposals of petty matters which take very little time, being 

disposed of at the first hearing on a plea of guilty. 

It will be noticed that in civil matters the standards that we have indicated are not difficult 

of fulfilment and, indeed, largely our courts are not very far from these standards (…)”4 

 

3. With these observations, the 14th Report attempted to define the term ‘arrears’ for 

the first time, as matters not disposed of within prescribed time limits, which were 

decided on the basis of statistics of pendency between 1953-56. The Report made 

no comments on the methodology of empirical analysis followed to arrive at the 

prescribed time limits, but noted that the time limits it envisioned were achievable 

on the basis of the statistics examined. It noted: 

 

“10. Having suggested the standard time limits within which various classes of judicial 

proceedings should be concluded in the courts of the first instance, we may proceed to 

define what should be regarded as “arrears”. We think that all matters which have not 

been disposed of within the time limits prescribed should be treated as “arrears”. Thus, 

 
4 Law Commission of India, Fourteenth Report on Reform of Judicial Administration, Vol. I, available at 

https://patnahighcourt.gov.in/bja/PDF/UPLOADED/BJA/MISC/263.PDF, p. 130-136, para 4, 8, 9. 
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more than one year old suits in munsifs courts, more than one and a half year old suits in 

subordinate judges' courts, small cause suits more than three months' old, civil appeals 

more than six months' old and miscellaneous appeals more than three months old, should 

be deemed to be “arrears” (…).”5 

 

4. The Law Commission of India, in its 77th Report on Delay and Arrears in Trial 

Courts (November, 1978) (77th Report) noted:  

“(…) The position as it emerges at present is that even if service is effected and issues are 

framed within one month of the institution of a suit, the cases would still linger on for 

years in most of the courts because the courts would remain preoccupied with the disposal 

of older cases which account for the backlog of arrears. Any serious attempt to eliminate 

delay in the disposal of cases must, at the threshold, seek effective remedy for clearing the 

huge backlog of arrears.”6 

 

5. The 77th Report noted that civil cases older than 1 year should be considered as ‘old 

cases’ in trial courts; for criminal cases, the period of time was assessed to be 6 

months.7 No details were provided on how this time calculation was made, save for 

the comment that prior to 1947, most subordinate judges managed to dispose of civil 

cases within a period of 1 year. 

6. The Law Commission of India’s 79th Report on Delay and Arrears in High Courts 

and Other Appellate Courts (May, 1979) (79th Report), listed down timelines for 

different types of cases: 

“1.37 (…) The High Courts Arrears Committee presided over by Mr. Justice Shah8 

considered that it was difficult to adhere to any time schedule for the disposal of a given 

cause, because the time for each individual cause would be determined by many factors. 

While we agree with the comment made by the High Courts Arrears Committee, we think 

that it may be necessary to fix certain periods beyond which a case should be regarded as 

“old” whose clearance assumes importance.  

As regards the actual periods, we largely agree with those suggested in the 14th Report, but 

have a few modifications and additions to suggest--- 

(a) The period for second appeals and appeals against judgements of single judges in write 

petitions should be one year.  

(b) The period for regular first appeals should be two years.  

(c) The period for criminal matters and civil revisions should be six months.  

 
5 Id., p. 136, para 10.  
6 The Law Commission of India, 77th Report on Delay and Arrears in Trial Courts (November, 1978), 

available at 

https://cdnbbsr.s3waas.gov.in/s3ca0daec69b5adc880fb464895726dbdf/uploads/2022/08/2022080573-

1.pdf, P. 2, para 1.7.  
7 Id., paras 1.8, 1.9.  
8 High Courts Arrears Committee Report (1972), p. 33, para 21; p. 34, para 24.  
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(d) So far, however, as petitions under article 336 (other than those for a habeas corpus) 

are concerned, the more realistic period in our opinion should be one year. Th period 

for a writ petition for habeas corpus should not normally exceed two months.  

(e) Cases submitted to the High Courts for confirmation of the sentence of death 

pronounced by a court of Session should be disposed of within three months from the 

date of submission.  

(f) As regards original suits being tried in High Courts, the period should be two years.  

(g) Income tax references and proceedings under the General Sales Tax Acts, should be 

disposed of within one year.  

(h) Original petitions or appeals or revision petitions under the Land Reforms Act or 

Tenancy Legislation and Rent Control Acts should be decided within six months.”9  

 

7. The Law Commission of India’s 124th Report on ‘High Court Arrears – A Fresh 

Look’ (1988) examined the case pendency statistics for each High Court in the 

country.10 The scope of review by this Law Commission was on “establishing tiers 

or systems within the judicial hierarchy to reduce the volume of work in the 

Supreme Court and High Courts.” The Report, accordingly, did not address the 

question of what constitutes arrears, or how to define and identify arrears.  

8. The Law Commission of India’s Report No. 230 on ‘Reforms in the Judiciary – 

Some Suggestions’ (August, 2009), made some recommendations towards reducing 

case pendency and arrears, but did not address the question of how to define and 

identify arrears.11 

9. The next report focused on the question of arrears was Report No. 245 of the Law 

Commission of India, on ‘Arrears and Backlog: Creating Judicial (wo)manpower’ 

(July, 2014).12 This Report presents a definition of the key concepts of pendency, 

delay, arrears and backlog. The terms were defined thus: 

 
9 Law Commission of India, 79th Report on Delay and Arrears in High Courts and Other Appellate Courts 

(May, 1979), available at 

https://cdnbbsr.s3waas.gov.in/s3ca0daec69b5adc880fb464895726dbdf/uploads/2022/08/2022080892-

2.pdf, p. 10, para 1.37.    
10 Law Commission of India, 124th Report on High Court Arrears – A Fresh Look (1988), available at 

https://cdnbbsr.s3waas.gov.in/s3ca0daec69b5adc880fb464895726dbdf/uploads/2022/08/2022080816.pd

f, p. 2.  
11 Law Commission of India, Report No. 230 on Reforms in the Judiciary – Some Suggestions (August, 

2009), available at 

https://cdnbbsr.s3waas.gov.in/s3ca0daec69b5adc880fb464895726dbdf/uploads/2022/08/2022080816.pd

f.  
12 Law Commission of India, Report No. 245 on Arrears and Backlog: Creating Judicial (wo)manpower’ 

(July, 2014), available at 

https://cdnbbsr.s3waas.gov.in/s3ca0daec69b5adc880fb464895726dbdf/uploads/2022/08/2022081643.pd

f.  
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a. Pendency: All cases instituted but not disposed of, regardless of when the case was 

instituted.  

b. Delay: A case that has been in the Court/judicial system for longer than the 

normal time that it should take for a case of that type to be disposed of.  

c. Arrears: Some delayed cases might be in the system for longer than the normal 

time, for valid reasons. Those cases that show unwarranted delay will be referred 

to as arrears. 

d. Backlog: When the institution of new cases in any given time period is higher 

than the disposal of cases in that time period, the difference between institution 

and disposal is the backlog. This figure represents the accumulation of cases in the 

system due to the system’s inability to dispose of as many cases as are being 

filed.”13 

 

10. Tasked with defining arrears, the Commission surveyed various jurisdictions and 

previous reform efforts in India, to identify two approaches used in computing 

rational timeliness requirements: 

“The first approach, which can be called the Practice Assessment Approach, involves 

studying the patterns of current filing, disposal, case-length and pendency. A comparative 

analysis of these patterns inter se and between jurisdictions, can help policy makers 

determine whether a particular Court takes more or less time compared to either a system-

wide average, or the median case in the system. This analysis does not tell the policy 

maker whether a particular Court or type of case is delayed. However, it does allow for a 

relative assessment of which Courts are taking longer than others, such that they may 

require targeted intervention in terms of greater allocation of resources, etc. (…) Further, 

while current practice assessments are inadequate for defining delay, they can reveal when 

and where (in which Court and in which types of cases) backlog is being created, so that 

targeted intervention is possible to address the issue. (…) 

 

Another approach, which may be called the Normative Assessment Approach, is to fix 

time standards for the disposal of cases. Cases that are disposed of within such time are 

not delayed; cases beyond such time are delayed; cases which exhibit unwarranted delay 

are in arrears. (…) The Normative Approach, therefore, relies on an amalgam of past 

and current statistics, social science research techniques and experiential inputs to make a 

“rational” determination of “normal” case disposal times, and hence of delay.”14 

 

11. Report No. 245 also notes that previous Law Commission suggestions in terms of 

timelines for different types of cases “suggestions are based on ad-hoc prescriptions rather 

than grounded in empirical analysis and observation.”15 In respect of timelines, the Report 

states: 

 
13 Id., p. 3.  
14 Id. p. 4-5.  
15 Id., p. 6.  
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“Time frames serve as performance benchmarks and provide guidance to Courts as well 

as other stakeholders on what constitutes the timely disposal of a case, and enable them 

to determine both whether an individual case is being processed in a timely manner; and 

whether a Court or system as a whole is providing timely justice. Where time frames are 

not mandatory, they can be departed from, but only in limited circumstances, and often 

with the requirement of justification for why such departure from the time frame is 

necessary. This provides the flexibility needed to individualize case processing, while at 

the same time, taking care of the systemic concerns over timeliness.” 

(…)  

“Case-specific time tables are generally adopted to meet this object of individualized timely 

justice. Such time tables are fixed by the judge hearing a particular dispute, generally at 

a scheduling hearing held towards the start of proceedings, so that all parties know who 

has to perform what activity, and by when. Setting individualized time-tables allows the 

judge to mould the general time frame to suit the requirements of the individual case, 

while at the same time keeping in mind the needs of the overall case-load before the judge. 

The time table set at the beginning of the case proceedings then becomes the benchmark 

by which the timeliness of the proceedings is measured. Unforeseen events may de-rail the 

time-table, but the case, though delayed, would not be counted as an arrear, if the delay 

was warranted.”16 

 

12. Noting that “the Normative Assessment Approach requires extensive and sustained study 

over a period of time in order to provide a rational and scientific definition of delays and 

arrears”, Report No. 245 redirected its focus instead, to “the current patterns of 

institution, disposal and pendency, to address the question of whether more judicial resources 

are required (and where they should be targeted) in order to clear the current pendency and 

prevent the accumulation of backlog in the future.”17 

13. In 2015, the Law Commission of India, in its Report No. 253, considered that “even 

assuming that all suits delayed up to five years have largely been delayed for justified reasons 

(which may not be true), there are still a significant number of suits (more than 50%) which 

constitute “arrears” that seem to have been delayed beyond reasonable limits”, but did not 

go into proposing any definition for arrears.18  

 

 

 

 
16 Id., p. 7.  
17 Id., p. 9.  
18 Law Commission of India, Report No. 253, Commercial Division and Commercial Appellate Division 

of High Courts and Commercial Courts Bill, 2015 (January, 2015), available at 

https://cdnbbsr.s3waas.gov.in/s3ca0daec69b5adc880fb464895726dbdf/uploads/2022/08/2022081674.pd

f, p. 21, para 2.5.4.  
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Malimath Committee Report 

14. An Arrears Committee chaired by Justice V.S. Malimath was constituted for the 

years 1989-1990 by the Government of India, on the recommendation of the Chief 

Justices’ Conference. The Malimath Committee Report makes a wide host of 

general recommendations on issues as diverse as the treatment of cases at different 

appeals stages, court procedures and recording of evidence, time limits for 

pronouncement of judgements, paucity of funding etc., but does not propose any 

framework for the definition of arrears.19 

 

Reports of the Supreme Court of India and NCMS Committees 

15. The National Court Management Systems (NCMS) Policy and Action Plan of 2012 

does not define what constitutes arrears, but observes that:  

“Some 74% of the cases in Indian courts are less than five years old, of which some 40% 

are less than 1 year old. There is an urgent need to make the Judicial System ‘five plus 

free’ (i.e., free of cases more than five years old) by addressing the 26% of cases that are 

older than five years. There is an equally urgent need to shorten the average life cycle of 

all cases – not only time spent within each court, but also total time in the judicial system 

as a whole, to bring the average to no more than about one year in each court.”20 

 

16. The Report of the NCMS Sub-Committee on the National Framework of Court 

Excellence (NFCE), headed by Justice G. Rohini looks into several qualitative 

aspects of efficient case disposal, such as availability of efficient and independent 

prosecutors and government pleaders, mode of service of summons, issuance of firm 

dates for trial, etc. The Report, however, does not address the issue of arrears.21 

17. The Report the NCMS Sub-Committee on the Case Management System headed 

by Justice A.M. Khanwilkar addresses in detail, the issue of time allocation for case 

hearings in court, and suggests that average time to be allocated for each stage of 

hearing can be ascertained from past data for that case type. The report also 

 
19 Report of the Arrears Committee 1989-1990, Constituted by the Government of India on the 

Recommendation of the Chief Justices’ Conference, available at https://dakshindia.org/wp-

content/uploads/2016/08/Malimath-89-90.pdf.  
20 Supreme Court of India, National Court Management Systems Policy and Action Plan (27.09.2012), 

available at https://main.sci.gov.in/pdf/NCMSP/ncmspap.pdf, p. 5.  
21 Report of the NCMS Sub-Committee on the National Framework of Court Excellence, headed by 
Justice G. Rohini, available at 
https://cdnbbsr.s3waas.gov.in/s3ec0490f1f4972d133619a60c30f3559e/uploads/2024/01/2024011734.pdf
.  
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addressed several best practices for court management, but did not attempt to 

identify or define arrears.22 It noted however, that the appointment of court staff for 

handling and processing old files can be based on the number of cases exceeding 

five years of pendency.23  

18. The NCMS Committee Final Report on Computing Required Judge Strength of the 

District Judiciary for each state as directed in the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme 

Court of India in Imtiyaz Ahmad v. State of U.P. & Ors. (Sikri Committee Report), 

noted that as part of devising a methodology for calculation of judge strength, one 

of the steps was to divide pendency into (i) backlog/arrears and (ii) cases to be 

disposed of in the current year. The report noted that recent NCMS suggestions 

have been that the maximum case life of any case type should be not more than five 

years for any case type.  

19. The 2023 State of the Judiciary Report takes note of the five year period assumed as 

the timeline for disposal of arrears, but does not address the issue of how arrears are 

to be defined.24 

Resolutions of Chief Justices’ Conferences 

20. Resolutions of Chief Justices’ Conferences since the year 2002 were also examined 

as part of this Report. The Resolutions of 2003 noted that appropriate steps must be 

taken by High Court Chief Justices to expedite criminal appeals pending in High 

Courts and to take appropriate steps to clear the backlog of criminal trial cases 

pending in subordinate courts.25 It was also resolved to implement the Arrears 

Committee Report of 1989-90 (Malimath Committee Report).26  

21. In respect of clearing backlogs, the 2004 Resolutions concerned, inter alia, (i) 

assistance of law clerks; (ii) enhancement in numerical strength of High Courts; (iii) 

increasing age of retirement of High Court judges; (iv) framing of roster, time bound 

 
22 Report of the NCMS Sub-Committee on the Case Management System, headed by Justice A.M. 
Khanwilkar, available at 
https://cdnbbsr.s3waas.gov.in/s3ec0490f1f4972d133619a60c30f3559e/documents/misc/case_manageme
nt_system-3.pdf.  
23 Id. p. 75B.  
24 Centre for Research and Planning, Supreme Court of India, ‘State of the Judiciary: A Report on 

Infrastructure, Budgeting, Human Resources, and ICT’ (November, 2023), available at 

https://main.sci.gov.in/pdf/Final%20Report_State%20of%20the%20Judiciary_ISBN.pdf.  
25 Resolutions Adopted in the Chief Justices’ Conference, 2003, p. 7 
26 Id., p. 8.  
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delivery of judgements, time management in hearing of individual cases, identifying 

a priority for cases to be called for hearing, etc.27  

22. Similarly, the 2006 Resolutions made a host of commitments in respect of 

appointment of retired judges to clear backlog, constitution of benches to hear old 

criminal cases, identification of priority case types, prioritizing the disposal of 10 

year old criminal cases, etc.28 The 2007 and 2008 Resolutions also make similar 

commitments.29 

23. The Resolutions of 2009, notably, resolve that High Courts will make a scientific 

and rational analysis as regards accumulation of arrears and devise a roadmap for 

itself and jurisdictional courts to arrest arrears of cases taking into account average 

institution, pendency and disposal of cases, and to ensure speedy trial within a 

reasonable time.30 

24. The Resolutions of 2015 provided inter alia for (i) the constitution of arrears 

committees in all High Courts; (ii) implementation of a uniform nomenclature for 

cases filed in High Courts; and (iii) uniformity in pendency figures.31 In the 

Resolutions of 2016, taking into account the pendency of cases over five years of 

age, it was resolved inter alia that (i) all High Courts shall assign topmost priority to 

for disposal of cases pending for more than five years; (ii) High Courts thereafter 

shall set a progressive target for the disposal of cases pending for more than four 

years; (iii) incentives to be considered for judges of the district judiciary disposing of 

cases of more than five years; and (iv) efforts to be made for strengthening case-flow 

management.32  

Policy Research Reports 

25. In a report on Inefficiency and Judicial Delay by the Vidhi Centre for Legal Policy 

(Vidhi) that analysed empirical case data from the Delhi High Court for the period 

of 2011-15, it was found that the use of aggregates to determine which cases were 

 
27 Resolutions Adopted in the Chief Justices’ Conference, 2004, p. xi.  
28 Resolutions Adopted in the Chief Justices’ Conference, 2005 (10 March 2006). 
29 Resolutions Adopted in the Chief Justices’ Conference, 2007 (7 April 2007); Resolutions Adopted in the 

Chief Justices’ Conference, 2008 (18 April 2008).  
30 Resolutions Adopted in the Chief Justices’ Conference, 2009, (15 August 2009), p. 2.  
31 Resolutions Adopted in the Chief Justices’ Conference, 2015 (4 April 2015), p. 2-3.  
32 Resolutions Adopted in the Chief Justices’ Conference, 2016 (23 April 2016), p. 15-16. 
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considered to be arrears was an inadequate mechanism. The Report found that for 

instance, cases classified into broad categories such as ‘Criminal Miscellaneous’ 

applications, may comprise many different kinds of cases, from procedurally simple 

parole matters to more complex interlocutory applications. Calculating the average 

number of days for disposing of a criminal miscellaneous case would not accurately 

reflect either kind of case. Further, some cases may be settled or withdrawn early 

and can disproportionately lower the averages.33 While the report then goes on to 

use empirical analysis to reach conclusions in respect of causes for delay, it does not 

address the issue of how to arrive at a definition for what constitutes arrears. 

  

 

  

 
33 Vidhi Centre for Legal Policy, Inefficiency and Judicial Delay: New Insights from the Delhi High Court, 

available at https://vidhilegalpolicy.in/wp-

content/uploads/2020/06/InefficiencyandJudicialDelay_Vidhi-1.pdf, p. 9.  
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B. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

26. The Sub-Committee echoes the concerns expressed in the 14th Law Commission 

Report. Any determination of what constitutes arrears, and the consequent 

determination of the appropriate time to be allocated for case disposal will depend on 

several factors such as the nature of the case, the number of parties and witnesses, the 

complexity of the fact situation, the stage of hearing the case is at, etc.  

27. Given the granularity in these details and considerations, it must be acknowledged that 

there is no single, quantifiable way to assess what timelines can be prescribed. A data-

driven approach must be taken towards arriving at the best possible estimation that 

allows for all these variables to be accounted for.  

28. To this end, the Sub-Committee began by preparing a comprehensive dataset by 

obtaining data from 25 High Courts in respect of 20 case types. Given that the data in 

respect of case disposal and pendency at district courts was too voluminous and varied, 

the Sub-Committee has focused its analysis on data from High Courts, as a starting 

point. Since this is the first effort of its kind to analyse empirical raw data and devise a 

well-informed, personalized approach to the definition of arrears, it was found that the 

data in respect of High Courts was more manageable in order to identify a workable 

methodology for the calculation of timelines for disposal, and consequently the 

definition of arrears.  

29. These 20 case types that were identified are as follows: 

i. Arbitration  

ii. Civil Revision 

iii. Civil Second Appeal 

iv. Criminal Appeals decided by Division Benches 

v. Criminal Appeals decided by Single Benches  

vi. Criminal Revisions 

vii. Criminal Writ Petitions 

viii. Land Acquisition Matters 

ix. Matrimonial Cases 

x. Bail Matters 

xi. Matters relating to the Motor Accidents Claims Tribunal 

xii. Petitions under s. 482 CrPC and Article 226/227 
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xiii. Regular First Appeals 

xiv. Writ Appeals Relating to Labour Matters 

xv. Writ Appeals Relating to Land Matters 

xvi. Writ Appeals Relating to Service Matters 

xvii. Writ Petitions Relating to Labour Matters 

xviii. Writ Petitions Relating to Land Matters 

xix. Writ Petitions Relating to Service Matters 

xx. Writ Petitions Relating to Tax 

30. These case types are not exhaustive. They are merely representative, for the purpose 

of devising the empirical methodology for the calculation of arrears. When 

implemented by the High Courts/ subordinate courts, case types may be identified in 

a more granular manner and added to the analysis as appropriate.  

31. The data in respect of each of the case types listed above was categorized year-wise to 

determine the number of cases of each type disposed of by each High Court, in a given 

year.  

32. This data was excluded for the years 2020-21, owing to the Covid-19 pandemic, which 

would have skewed the numbers for these years. The dataset accordingly covered the 

years from 2009-2019, and 2022 (12 years cumulatively).  

33. Based on the year of institution of the cases, the time taken to dispose of such cases 

was determined year-wise. For cases that were disposed of in the same year of 

institution, i.e., in under a year, the value for time taken was noted as ‘0’ (years). For 

cases disposed of within two years since institution, the value of time taken was taken 

to be ‘1’, and so on. In this manner, the time taken to dispose of different types of cases 

was determined for each High Court, for each of the twenty case types.  

34. This new dataset comprising the values in respect of time taken for disposal of different 

case types, was used as the basis for the analysis of average time taken. Since the 

dataset was diverse and distributed in a skewed, non-uniform manner, it was found 

that an arithmetic mean was not an appropriate measure of central tendency.  For 

example, the Bombay High Court disposed of 580 regular first appeals in under a year, 

for 2022. For 2019, this number was 1019.  

35. To counter-balance this skewing in the dataset, the calculation of the median and mode 

values was found to be more appropriate than an arithmetic mean. The median 
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represents the exact mid-point value, being less sensitive to extreme values, and 

providing a more robust sense of where the central tendency lies. The mode identifies 

the value that recurred most – i.e., most often, the number of years taken to dispose of 

a particular type of case.  

36. This final dataset was then run through a program to devise a median and mode 

summary, which presents the median and mode value for the age of cases at the time 

of disposal, for each year, for each High Court. A snapshot of this data in respect of 

Arbitration matters alone, for the High Court of Allahabad and the High Court of 

Bombay from 2017-2019 and 2022 is extracted below: 

High Court 2022 2019 2018 2017 

  Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode 

Allahabad 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 

Bombay 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 

The summary of medians and modes across the surveyed years, for each High Court, 

categorized by case type, is appended as Annexure – I (p. _____ to ______).   

37. In the light of the median and modal data now available through the method of 

empirical analysis employed above, the average time taken was then determined by 

calculating a mean of the median values for each High Court, across the years 

surveyed. The median value is chosen, so as to allow for the best possible reflection of 

central tendency, taking into account extreme values that might have been caused for 

multiple reasons, and taking into account the many variables above-noted. 

38. While the highest median value (representing the central tendency for time taken to 

dispose of cases of a given case type) would have been the recommended value to be 

taken into consideration from a statistical perspective, it was decided that the mean of 

the median values is better suited for the purpose of determining what constitutes 

arrears, given certain peculiar considerations. In several courts, high median values are 

not an indicator of how much time is actually taken, but could rather be caused by 

application of mind by judicial and administrative officers, who chose to list older cases 

pending for long periods of time, to bring them into circulation for hearing and 

disposal. The mean of the median values, then, represents the appropriate central 

tendency for actual time taken by each court for disposal of a given case type, 

accounting for such disparities in median values, and representing a more realistic 

28 46
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estimate for how to determine what constitutes arrears. This ensures that the estimate 

for actual time taken by a given court, for a given case type, is not skewed towards 

exceptionally long timelines, and instead reflects a value that is realistic and 

achievable.  

39. The mean values so arrived at, therefore, can be taken to be a realistic representation 

of actual time taken by each High Court to dispose of cases of a certain type. For 

example, for Arbitration matters before the Allahabad High Court, the average time 

taken on a realistic basis can be taken to be 3 years (average of the median values across 

the years surveyed). Similarly for Civil Revisions, the time taken is 7 years. For the 

High Court of Calcutta, for example, the time taken for Civil Second Appeals is 6.8 

years. This average time taken for case disposal of each type, for each High Court, is 

presented in a comprehensive table, attached as Annexure II (p. _____ to ______).  

40. Upon preparation of the analysis and conclusions in this manner, the comprehensive 

report was circulated to all the High Courts, and comments were received from each 

of the state court management systems committees of the High Courts. These 

comments have also been considered, addressed and incorporated in this report.  

47 48



21 

 

C. PROPOSED APPROACH AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Challenges to Defining ‘Arrears’ 

 

41. There are 6 primary challenges to the definition of ‘arrears’ arising from the previously 

employed approaches, that must be taken into account, while using the empirical data 

obtained from the methodology detailed in Section C above: 

(1) There cannot be a uniform definition for ‘arrears’ that applies throughout the 

nation; accordingly, standard timelines cannot be applied across the board. 

The timeline of 5 years which has been reiterated in several reports and 

recommendations of the Law Commission/ NCMS, was not based on any 

empirical analysis, and is an unrealistic standard that might be too low, or too 

high, depending on case type, and the various constraints that impact case 

disposal by different courts. 

(2) The definition of ‘backlog’ proposed by the Law Commission’s Report No. 245 

fails to take into account any granularity in how the question of pendency plays 

out in practice. For example, case disposal numbers may be high on account 

of a particular case type being disposed of sooner than others, while other case 

types continue to accumulate arrears. This disparity is not accounted for, when 

backlog is not assessed for each case type.   

(3) The definition must be specific to case type, and for each case type, case 

complexity and peculiar circumstances and considerations must be accounted 

for.  

(4) Cases may be incomplete for a range of reasons such as awaiting completion 

of pleadings, time taken for tracing of records, unavailability of some records, 

death of parties, parties out on bail not being traceable, etc. Often, reasons 

contributing to the incompleteness of cases for hearing are outside the control 

of the judiciary. In this context, a nuanced approach needs to be adopted 

towards identifying which factors are within the judiciary’s control, so as to 

incrementally increase the number of cases on the docket that are ready for 

hearing. This exercise must be specific to each High Court, based on the 

various factors and causes contributing to cases not being ready for substantive 

hearing and disposal.  
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(5) Cases that have been stayed due to the intervention of superior courts, or due 

to intra-court appeals also ideally should not be considered for the computation 

of arrears.  

(6) Any decision on what timelines are appropriate for a given case type, in a given 

High Court, must take into account the judicial infrastructure and judge 

strength in that High Court.  

The Proposed Empirical Methodology Accounts for these Challenges 

42. Given the divergence in constraints and considerations impacting any understanding 

of what constitutes ‘arrears’, it was decided by the Sub-Committee not to define arrears 

as a precise number for a given case type. The imposition of ad-hoc timelines that are 

static are a disservice to the complexity and multifarious considerations that impact 

the delivery of justice by the judicial system. The Sub-Committee accordingly found 

that an empirical methodology must be devised and employed, and such a 

methodology must inherently account for issues such as infrastructural constraints, 

inadequacy of judges, stage of hearing the case is at, procedural completeness of the 

case, case complexity, etc.  

43. In this context, the empirical methodology described in Section C above was (i) was 

separated for each High Court, by case type and (ii) focused on the median value and 

mode for the age of cases disposed of during each year surveyed. This analysis 

inherently accounts for judicial capacities of different High Courts, as well as the 

subjective considerations described above.  

44. The average time taken, determined by calculating the mean of the median values 

obtained, as laid out in Annexure II, represents the actual time taken by different High 

Courts to dispose of cases of each type, on a real-time basis, operating within the 

various constraints that impact each High Court. This time taken can be considered to 

be the prescribed time within which cases of a certain kind should be disposed of by a 

given High Court. Any unwarranted delay over and above this timeline would create 

arrears. 
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Proposed Definitions  

45. In accordance with Paragraph 41(1) above, while it is not possible to define ‘arrears’ 

in terms of definite timelines applicable on a uniform basis throughout the country, the 

effort through this Report has been to devise a mechanism by which localized timelines 

can be computed on a dynamic, realistic basis, accounting for the capacities and 

limitations of each High Court. This understanding of ‘arrears’ should take into 

account the concepts of gross case load and disposable case load, to account for multiple 

factors that impact the point at which a case can actually be said to be ready for hearing 

and disposal.  

46. In this context, the concepts of ‘gross case load’, ‘disposable case load’ and ‘arrears’ 

can be constructed as follows: 

(a) Gross Case Load: The total number of cases instituted of a particular case type in a 

particular High Court, but not disposed of, regardless of when the case was instituted.  

(b) Disposable Case Load: The total number of cases that are ready to be heard, having 

overcome procedural incompleteness (such as incomplete pleadings, records not being 

traceable, death of parties etc.), and not being stayed by the Supreme Court or in an intra-

court appeal, or other reasons why the case may not yet be ready to be heard and disposed 

of. This number is dynamic and can very based on the stage of hearing and procedural 

completeness the case is at, at any given point of time. A case that became ready for 

hearing may sometimes revert to being unready, for example, on account of death of 

parties, and legal heirs not being brought on the record.  

(c) Arrears: The number of cases out of the Disposable Case Load, that have been pending 

for a time period longer than the time limit determined to be reasonable, based on the 

methodology set out in this report, for a given case type, in a given High Court, after the 

date on which the case became ready for disposal. The determination of arrears, too, must 

be on a dynamic basis as the other variables change. 

47. As an example of the disposable case load defined above, a table showing the number 

of criminal appeals at the Allahabad High Court that are not yet disposable, or not 

ready for hearing on account of various reasons is annexed as Annexure III (p. _____ 

to ______). 

49).
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48. Several High Courts have raised the issue that from a litigant’s perspective, overall 

pendency matters more than the distinction between ready and unready cases; i.e., 

cases ready for disposal, and those that remain procedurally incomplete for various 

reasons. Upon consideration, the Sub-Committee is of the opinion that the distinction 

is important, as it helps identify which cases may be prioritized in the system, for 

efficacious disposal. From the litigant’s perspective, once cases are ready for hearing, 

they must be speedily heard and disposed of. However, cases can become 

procedurally incomplete at a later stage for various reasons and revert to being 

unready. Several cases remain unheard for several years on these grounds.  

49. Most High Courts also agree that the primary issues causing the long pendency in 

cases are the lack of consistent, adequate data, infrastructural limitations, inadequate 

judge strength, and procedural incompleteness of cases, amongst others. 

50. In this context, it is important to identify the number of cases that are disposable, and 

those which are not yet disposable, on a dynamic basis. While the factors affecting 

the ‘completeness’ or ‘readyness’ of a case for disposal are multifold, and several 

factors may be outside the control of the judiciary, a nuanced approach needs to be 

taken to identify in a localized manner, the factors that the judiciary can positively 

take action on. Wherever reasons attributable to the judicial system are identified, 

they must be minimised and addressed on a dynamic, ongoing basis, to incrementally 

increase the number of cases that arrive at the disposal stage each year.  

 

Testing the Empirical Methodology Proposed  

51. Having devised the methodology for the calculation of average time taken by case 

type, on a real time basis by each High Court, the Sub-Committee also obtained data 

in respect of category wise pendency of cases for each state, to cross verify the figures 

reached through the proposed methodology, as against the actual numbers of pending 

cases. The data showing this pendency by case type, for each state, as on 30th 

September 2023 is annexed as Annexure IV (p. ________).  

52. For the High Court of Allahabad, for example, the figure arrived at using the Sub-

Committee’s methodology is that the time taken for disposal of Civil Second Appeals 

is 21 years (See Annexure II). The pendency data for the High Court of Allahabad for 

civil second appeals shows that 11,924 cases were pending, that were 20-30 years old, 

50-108
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and 15,400 cases were pending, that were over 30 years old. (See Annexure IV). In 

the High Court of Bombay, Regular First Appeals take a period of 5.25 years for 

disposal, in accordance with the Sub-Committee’s methodology; the pendency chart 

shows that there are 8217 cases of this kind pending before the Bombay High Court, 

that are 5-10 years old. The Punjab & Haryana High Court takes a period of 4.5 years 

for the disposal of Regular First Appeals; the pendency chart shows that 5057 first 

appeals are pending before the court, that are under 5 years old. The High Court of 

Madhya Pradesh takes a period of 9.5 years to dispose of criminal appeals; the 

pendency chart shows that there are 28,846 criminal appeals pending that are between 

5-10 years old. The High Court of Telangana takes a period of 8.1 years for the 

disposal of motor accident claims; the pendency chart shows that there are 5243 cases 

of this kind pending, that are between 5-10 years old. The High Court of Chattisgarh 

takes 12.4 years for the disposal of criminal appeals; the pendency chart shows that 

there are 2,806 criminal appeals pending that are between 10-20 years old. The High 

Court of Orissa takes a period of 8.4 years for civil second appeals; the pendency chart 

shows that there are 1970 second appeals pending, that are between 5-10 years old.  

53. A table showing state-wise percentage distribution of cases pending for 20-30 years, 

and over 30 years respectively for each High Court, is annexed as Annexure V (p. 

________). A graph showing the decadal comparison of sanctioned and working 

strength of high court judges is annexed as Annexure VI (p. ________). A graph 

showing the decadal comparison of pending cases is annexed as Annexure VII (p. 

________). A chart that consolidates the comparison of judge strength and pendency, 

for each High Court, is annexed as Annexure VIII (p. ________). The table of 

pendency of cases older than 5 years at each High Court is annexed as Annexure IX 

p. ________).  

 

A Note on Methodology  

54. There remains one limitation in the approach adopted by this Sub-Committee – the 

median numbers may be high in some cases, showing greater time taken for disposal 

of cases; however, this is not always an indicator of ill health of the system. The high 

median numbers may be caused by well-considered judicial and administrative 

decision-making to list older pending cases and bring them into circulation for 
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disposal. In newer, more recently established High Courts, on the other hand, the 

median numbers may be lower, indicating quicker case disposal, which is actually on 

account of such younger High Courts naturally having lower case pendency. 

Recommendations 

55. Defining ‘arrears’ provides a crucial metric for addressing pendency of cases, and 

enables more efficacious case-load management strategies to be employed. Without a 

definition for what constitutes arrears in a given case type, for a given court, it would 

not be possible to identify which cases are to be prioritised for listing and disposal. 

The definition identifies the goal-posts for disposal of cases, and helps shift them 

incrementally, in a dynamic manner towards reduction of overall pendency in the 

judiciary, and ensuring greater access to justice.  

56. The Sub-committee’s findings and recommendations in respect of the definition of 

arrears are set out below: 

(i) On the basis of the empirical methodology and definitions proposed in this 

report, each High Court must have a personalized, reasonable time 

limitation within which cases of a certain type must be disposed of. Only 

those cases that have been delayed over and above that time, calculated 

from the date on which such cases became ready for disposal, can be 

considered to be ‘arrears.’  

(ii) The list of case types employed in the empirical methodology proposed are 

not exhaustive. Some High Courts may have the need to categorize cases 

differently or add certain other categories of cases. Such granularity must 

be employed as approporiate, in personalizing the methodology of 

determination of arrears for each court system.  

(iii) The determination of arrears must be made with increasing granularity of 

data, on a yearly basis. Changes in disposable case load must be accounted 

for in this assessment. Timelines should be determined dynamically, with 

the long-term goal of incrementally moving towards an overall reduction in 

timelines for case disposal, and expeditious clearance of arrears.  

(iv) High Courts must devise a framework for identification of the reasons for 

delay in cases that are not ready for hearing. Wherever reasons attributable 
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to the judicial system are identified, they must be minimised and addressed 

on an ongoing basis.  

(v) It is important to note that the template empirical exercise devised and set 

forth in this report is not a one-time exercise. Such an assessment must be 

done at regular intervals, with increasing granularity of data, on an 

ongoing, yearly basis. What constitutes arrears in one year may not always 

remain so. Timelines should be determined on a dynamic, yearly basis, with 

the long-term goal of incrementally moving towards an overall reduction in 

timelines for case disposal, and expeditious clearance of arrears.  

(vi) This exercise should not just be carried out at the High Court level, but 

also for district and subordinate courts, with greater granularity in data.  

Finally, it must be noted that the actual time taken for disposal of various types of 

cases, determined through the methodology devised in this report, as shown in 

Annexure II, is not an indicator of the performance of the High Courts, or individual 

judges, or even judges collectively. Different courts operate under different 

constraints that impact their functioning. For example, the roster strength available for 

a given case type may differ across High Courts, or some courts may have 

infrastructure limitations. The purpose of the empirical analysis conducted in this 

report, is to devise a methodology that inherently accounts for such subjective 

limitations that might be impossible to enumerate and assign precise weightage to, 

while identifying the real time taken in a given Court, for a given case.  

Accordingly, the empirical exercise carried out in this report for data over a decadal 

time span, is not meant to assess or comment on the performance of courts or judges. 

It is rather a template for the methodology for court management committees in each 

State to carry out the exercise on a dynamic, ongoing basis.  
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HighCourt

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 2 1 4 1 2.5 0 1 0 3 1 2 0 4 1

Andhra Pradesh 1 1 2 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Calcutta 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Chhattisgarh 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

Delhi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Gauhati 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1

Gujarat 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 NA NA

Jharkhand 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA

Karnataka 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1

Kerala 6 2 6 10 1 0 3 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0

Madhya Pradesh 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 2 1 3 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1

Madras 0 0 2 2 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0

Manipur 1 1 9 12 0 0 0 0 1 1 NA NA 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Meghalaya 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA 0 0 1 1 1 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 3 0 3 1 2 1 3 4 3 1 3 1 2 1 3 1 3 1 3 3 1 1 1 1

Patna 1 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 NA NA 3 2 1 1 NA NA 5 5 5 2 NA NA NA NA

Punjab & Haryana 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1

Rajasthan 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1

Sikkim 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA 0 0 1 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA

Telangana 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1

Tripura 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Arbitration Matters
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 12 10 1 0 7 0 4 0 4 0 12 10 4 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 4 0 16 0

Andhra Pradesh 2 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Calcutta 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0

Chhattisgarh 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 7 7

Delhi 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gauhati 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gujarat 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 6 0 5 9 1 0

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 2 0 0 0 2 2 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jharkhand 3 3 3 4 3 3 2 2 2 1 2 2 3 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Karnataka 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0

Kerala 3 3 2 1 0 0 3 3 3 0 2 0 4 4 2 0 4 0 3 0 3 0 2 0

Madhya Pradesh 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Madras 1 0 5 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Manipur 5 3 1.5 1 1 1 0.5 0 0 0 2.5 1 1.5 0 0 0 1 1 1.5 1 0 0 0.5 0

Meghalaya 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 2 0 2 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1

Patna 5 6 2 0 3 1 1 1 3 3 3 0 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 2 3 3 2 0

Punjab & Haryana 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Rajasthan 2 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 2 0 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0

Sikkim 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0

Telangana 4 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0

Tripura 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 2 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2011 2010 2009

Civil Revisions

2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012

2029



Criminal Appeals decided by Div

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 14 0 15 13 12 0 9 0 7 7 8 8 19 0 8 8 7 1 6 7 9 28 5 5

Andhra Pradesh 7 7 6 6 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 1 0 1 0 4 0 4 0 3 2 5 3 3 2 5 3 5 6 6 7 4.5 2 5 6

Calcutta 6 2 6 6 5 5 8 9 8 8 6 1 6 6 6 5 5.5 4 7 1 5 5 5 4

Chhattisgarh 7 9 5 0 5 5 8 5 12 13 4 4 6 5 8 16 8 16 6 6 7 6 6 6

Delhi 3 3 2 0 4 1 3 2 3 16 3 2 2 0 3 3 1 1 5 0 3 0 7 8

Gauhati 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 6 3 4 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 5 5

Gujarat 9 0 4 4 5 6 6 11 10 10 9 9 5 5 5 5 6 6 5 6 1 0 6 0

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 4 0 1 1 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Jharkhand 0 0 12 18 10 11 10 10 10 12 10 11 10 11 10 11 9 9 0 0 0 0 0 0

Karnataka 5 6 5 6 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 3

Kerala 14 14 10.5 0 11 0 8 13 7 7 9 9 9 10 5 5 5 3 6 8 3 0 6 6

Madhya Pradesh 11 11 10 9 11 10 12 12 9 1 5 0 3 0 7 1 8 11 9 10 8 10 9 9

Madras 3 3 2 2 1 1 1 1 2 0 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1

Manipur 1 1 1 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA 2.5 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Meghalaya 1 0 1 0 2 1 4 4 2 2 1 1 2 2 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 13 11 15 15 17 19 12 12 7 1 6.5 9 10 10 9 9 9 9 10 9 10 9 10 10

Patna 7 8 6 6 6 24 5 0 3 0 7 22 2 0 6 23 7 0 6 22 6 22 2 1

Punjab & Haryana 4 3 4 16 3 1 4 0 1.5 1 2 0 4 0 4 4 4 0 5 0 6 0 6 9

Rajasthan 3 0 4 4 5 0 9 6 6 5 8 9 8 8 8 9 7 8 7 7 7 7 6 6

Sikkim 1 1 1 1 NA NA 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Telangana 8 8 6 7 6 7 6 6 6 6 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3

Tripura 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 1 3 3 5 4 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 7.5 0 4 6 3 1 5 6 0 0 1 0 2 1 4 5 6 5 8 10 8 9 6 8

Criminal Appeals decided by Division Bench
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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Criminal Appeals decided by Sin

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 4 0 1 0 3 0 6 0 5 0 8 0 16 32 14 0 23 0 5 0 21 0 20 0

Andhra Pradesh 10 0 3 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 2 0 3 0 7 0 13 15 12 1 12 0 3 0 7 14 4 0 2 0 2 0 3 0

Calcutta 6 3 10 1 13.5 0 5 1 10 1 3 2 16 12 4 5 2.5 2 6 6 5 22 20 23

Chhattisgarh 1 0 9 8 10 16 14 18 13 15 15 16 14 16 9 9 14 8 14 15 16 16 8 9

Delhi 5 5 2 0 2 0 2 1 2 1 2 2 4 6 4 2 2 1 5 1 5 0 3 0

Gauhati 4 1 3 2 4 9 4 9 2 2 4 2 3 1 4 1 7 7 6 7 7 7 4 6

Gujarat 0 0 1 0 1 0 5 1 10 10 10 11 6 0 4 1 11 0 6 0 6 6 6 0

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 6 3 2 0 4 4 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

Jharkhand 2 0 1 0 11 0 0 0 13 13 10 1 4.5 0 8 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Karnataka 2 0 2 1 3 8 2 1 2 0 3 5 5 5 4 7 5 6 6 7 3 3 2 0

Kerala 14 14 9 0 10 0 7 13 7 7 8 9 9 10 5 5 5 3 6 8 3 0 6 6

Madhya Pradesh 8 0 6 1 8 0 8 0 6 1 6 0 4 0 6 16 9 15 6 15 6 15 5 0

Madras 2 0 7 0 8 11 6 4 4 1 8 8 7 7 6 7 7 7 7 7 5 7 3 1

Manipur 3 3 NA NA 0 0 NA NA 5 2 1.5 1 NA NA 4 4 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Meghalaya 0.5 0 1 1 8.5 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 4 3 4 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 1 0 1 0 1 0 5 0 6 6 9 24 17 18 7 0 1 0 11 11 10 10 10 10

Patna 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 12 12 12 12 12 12 14 17 3 0 11 16

Punjab & Haryana 5 0 3 1 3 3 3 1 2 1 5 11 7 11 9 10 2 0 8 8 8 8 5 0

Rajasthan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 20 21 2 0 17 23 5 0 4 0 6 5 5 2

Sikkim 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 2 1 1 0.5 0 1.5 2 1 1 1.5 2 3 3 2 1 1 1

Telangana 13 13 9 10 11 12 1 0 8 0 5 0 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 2 0 5 0

Tripura NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 3 0 9 15 3 0 2 1 1 0 5.5 12 10 11 6 12 11 11 3 0 9 9 8 8

Criminal Appeals decided by Single Bench 
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009

Page 1

22

31



Civil Second Appeal

HighCourt

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 41 42 19 40 24 0 24 0 2 0 4 0 17 26 12 0 22 0 21 19 30 32 26 32

Andhra Pradesh 7 0 2 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 4 0 2 0 2 1 2 0 2 1 3 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 4 0

Calcutta 5 0 2 0 16 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 16 17 12 0 5 0 4 0 3 0 2 0

Chhattisgarh 8 9 14 14 15 15 11 0 3 1 11 15 12 11 12 14 14 16 9 0 14.5 16 7 2

Delhi 3 3 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 3 0 4 0 2 0

Gauhati 4.5 0 7 11 7 0 6 0 10 11 10 11 8 0 10 11 7 0 1 0 5 0 3 1

Gujarat 2 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 6 0 5 0 15 0 10 0 21 0

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 7 4 3 1 3 1 3 0 2 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Jharkhand 16 18 4 4 3 3 8 2 7 12 5 0 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Karnataka 7 4 4 2 3 1 3 1 4 1 4 4 3 2 3 3 3 1 2 1 2 1 2 1

Kerala 11 13 10 9 9 0 4 0 3 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

Madhya Pradesh 3 0 2 1 2 1 3 1 5 1 8 10 7 9 7 1 6 1 5 1 3 0 4 0

Madras 10 12 11 0 14 14 8 6 5 0 6 0 5 5 6 0 6 4 7 13 6 0 7 9

Manipur 5 5 7 7 2 2 1 0 4 1 6 7 3 5 1 1 3 0 1.5 1 2.5 2 NA NA

Meghalaya 4 4 NA NA NA NA NA NA 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 14.5 5 10 3 23 20 20.5 27 9.5 10 7 1 7 1 7 1 3 1 12 23 5 0 8.5 5

Patna 5 4 11 10 19 26 8.5 3 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 2 5 2

Punjab & Haryana 5 3 3 1 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 1 3 0 12 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0

Rajasthan 5 6 3 0 2 1 3 0 6 0 4 0 3 3 2 2 2 1 0 0 1 0 2 0

Sikkim 3 3 3 3 2 0 1 1 NA NA 1.5 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Telangana 8 8 1 0 5 0 3 0 4 0 5 0 3 1 2 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 0

Tripura 3 3 1 0 3 3 4 4 4 4 6 4 8 9 9 10 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 2 0 1 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Civil Second Appeal
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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Matters relating to Bail

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Andhra Pradesh 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Calcutta 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Chhattisgarh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Delhi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gauhati 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gujarat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Jharkhand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Karnataka 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kerala 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Madhya Pradesh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Madras 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Manipur 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

Meghalaya 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Patna 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Punjab & Haryana 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rajasthan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sikkim 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Telangana 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tripura 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Matters relating to Bail
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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Criminal Writ Petitions

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Andhra Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Calcutta 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 0 NA NA 0 0 NA NA

Chhattisgarh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Delhi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gauhati 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gujarat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Jharkhand 1 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Karnataka NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Kerala 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Madhya Pradesh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Madras 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Manipur 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 0

Meghalaya 0.5 0 NA NA NA NA 0 0 NA NA 1 1 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 0 0 1 0 2 2 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Patna 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1

Punjab & Haryana 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rajasthan 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA

Sikkim 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 1 0 0 0 NA NA 1 0 1 1

Telangana 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Tripura 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Criminal Writ Petitions
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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Land Acquisition Matters

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 5 0 7 0 2 0 7 0 0 0 4 0 6 0

Andhra Pradesh 11 11 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 6 0 2 0 3 0 3 0 2 0 3 0 5 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 6 0 6 0

Calcutta 8 5 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 9 9 20 21 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 1 0

Chhattisgarh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Delhi 4 4 2 1 2 3 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 2 0 1 0

Gauhati 0 0 3 1 4 4 7 7 NA NA 3 2 1 1 3 2 1 1 8 8 8 11 2 2

Gujarat 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 4 0 0 0 4 0 5 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 2 2 2 3 1 1 0 0 0 0

Jharkhand 2 1 4 1 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Karnataka 1 0 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 2 0

Kerala 7 8 4 5 3 4 4 3 2 1 2 2 1 1 4 1 2 0 1 1 1 0 2 1

Madhya Pradesh 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0

Madras 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1

Manipur NA NA NA NA 1 1 NA NA NA NA 5 5 6 6 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Meghalaya 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 1 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 8 5 4 0 5 0 3 2 3 0 2 0 2 1 2 1 3 0 2 1 2 0 3 0

Patna 2 2 0 0 1 1 2 3 3 3 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Punjab & Haryana 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

Rajasthan 3 4 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 1 2 2 3 3 2 1 2 1 1 0 2 2 2 0

Sikkim 4.5 0 1 1 10 10 1 1 NA NA 0 0 0.5 0 1 1 NA NA NA NA 0 0 NA NA

Telangana 6 6 12 12 1 1 4 6 3 3 6 9 6 7 3 3 4 4 3 6 2 2 2 0

Tripura 2 2 1 0 2 1 3 3 3 3 4 4 7 6 6 6 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Land Acquisition Matters
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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Matrimonial Cases

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Andhra Pradesh 4 3 2 2 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 3 0 1 0 1 0 3 3 2 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

Calcutta 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 3 0 0.5 0 11 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

Chhattisgarh 4 3 1 0 2 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 2 2 1 1

Delhi 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

Gauhati 3 3 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 0 2 1 2 0 5 5 6 5 2 0

Gujarat 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 6 6 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jharkhand 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA

Karnataka 4 3 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1.5 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 0 2 1

Kerala NA NA NA NA 12 12 NA NA NA NA 1 1 NA NA NA NA 0 0 NA NA NA NA 0 0

Madhya Pradesh 2 0 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 4 0 5 1 5 1 2 1 1 0 2 0 3 1

Madras 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Manipur 3.5 3 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 1 0 0 0 3.5 3 2 2 1 1

Meghalaya NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0

Patna 4 4 1 1 1 1 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Punjab & Haryana 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 0 2 1

Rajasthan 2 0 1 0 1 1 2 0 2 0 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 0

Sikkim NA NA 0.5 0 1 1 NA NA 1 1 1 1 0 0 NA NA 0 0 0 0 1 1 NA NA

Telangana 12 13 2 1 5 12 2 0 5 0 9 10 9 10 2 0 3 0 3 0 6 8 7 0

Tripura 2.5 3 1 1 1 1 2.5 1 2 4 2 2 1 1 2 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Matrimonial Cases
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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Matters relating to Motor Accid

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 8 1 13 14 10 0 11 0 7 0 8 0 4 0 7 0 1 0 2 0 6 0 4 0

Andhra Pradesh 8 10 9 10 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 5 0 4 0 3 0 3 0 5 1 5 0 4 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 4 0 6 0

Calcutta 8 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 2 0 2 0 11 16 2 0 3 0 3 2 2 1 2 1

Chhattisgarh 5.5 7 5 5 4 0 2 0 1 0 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 0 2 2 1 0 1 0

Delhi 5 9 1 0 1 1 4 1 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 2 0

Gauhati 4 0 2 1 4 5 4 7 3 1 3 2 5 5 3 0 6 6 7 7 4 0 4 3

Gujarat 8 3 7 0 2 0 7 0 5 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 6 1 4 2 3 1 2 0 3 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0

Jharkhand 6 6 2 2 3 2 4 4 3 2 2 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA 0 0

Karnataka 4 3 3 1 3 1 2 1 3 1 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 3 2 3 3

Kerala 8 10 4 4 4 3 4 1 4 0 4 5 2 0 3 4 4 4 3 0 2 1 2 0

Madhya Pradesh 4 0 2 0 2 1 2 1 2 0 2 1 2 1 2 0 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1

Madras 2 0 5 0 4 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 2 1 1 0 1 0

Manipur NA NA NA NA 0 0 2 2 2 1 1.5 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 NA NA 2 2 NA NA

Meghalaya 1 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA 0 0 2.5 2 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 3 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 3 1 3 1 2 1 3 1 3 1 4 1 4 1

Patna 1 1 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Punjab & Haryana 6 6 4 3 4 4 3 3 3 2 3 2 7 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 0

Rajasthan 5 3 5 1 3 1 3 1 4 0 4 1 4 1 5 2 3 1 4 0 7 0 8 9

Sikkim 2 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0

Telangana 8 8 10 13 9 13 9 9 7 7 7 10 7 7 6 9 7 9 3 0 7 7 6 6

Tripura 1 0 1 1 1 1 3 3 3 4 4 4 6 6 8 9 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 8 8 5 4 5 5 3 1 5 6 3 0 3 0 2 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1

Matters relating to Motor Accident Claim Tribunal
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009

Page 1

28

37



Petitions under section 482 CrP

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Andhra Pradesh 2 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Calcutta 4 0 13 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0

Chhattisgarh 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Delhi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gauhati 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gujarat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Jharkhand 1 0 5 0 4.5 6 1 1 4 1 3 0 2.5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA

Karnataka 1 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Kerala 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Madhya Pradesh 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 1

Madras 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Manipur 3 3 1 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0

Meghalaya 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 6 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Patna 1 1 4 4 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 0 0 2 0 2 2 3 3 2 1 2 2

Punjab & Haryana 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rajasthan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

Sikkim 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0

Telangana 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Tripura 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Petitions under section 482 CrPC and Article 226/227
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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Regular First Appeal

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 16 0 8 0 6 0 11 0 6 0 9 0 4 0 11 0 5 0 2 0 5 0 8 0

Andhra Pradesh 10 10 7 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 7 0 4 0 4 0 4 0 5 0 3 0 5 1 2 0 5 1 3 0 5 0 6 0

Calcutta 15 20 3 0 2 0 3 0 3.5 0 7 1 19 16 6 4 5 3 5 5 5 0 6 3

Chhattisgarh 6 4 12 14 8 7 11 0 11 0 10 11 11 15 14 15 8 0 8 0 8 5 6 4

Delhi 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 7 8 3.5 0 2 0 5 0

Gauhati 5 4 2 0 6.5 8 7 7 8 7 9 9 9.5 10 8.5 0 8.5 9 6 6 5 9 8 8

Gujarat 5 0 4 0 2 0 3 0 4 0 3 1 4 0 1 0 7 0 4 0 3 0 1 0

Himachal Pradesh 7 3 4 1 4 4 5 5 6 7 4.5 4 6 6 6 6 2 0 5 5 4 3 3 4

Jammu & Kashmir 4 3 2 1 5 7 2 0 4 4 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0

Jharkhand 4 4 5 1 5 1 3 1 4 2 2 2 4 0 7 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Karnataka 7 8 4 1 2 1 4 1 3 1 3 1 3 1 3 1 4 2 4 5 4 5 4 3

Kerala 9 13 9 11 6 8 4 0 5 1 4 1 4 6 3 2 2 1 2 0 2 0 1 1

Madhya Pradesh 4 0 2 1 2 1 3 1 5 1 5 1 3 1 4 2 3 0 2 0 5 1 5 1

Madras 8 6 4 0 5 3 7 7 1 1 1 1 3 3 10 2 1 0 2 0 5 1 3 2

Manipur 5 5 7 7 2 2 1 0 4 1 6 7 3 5 1 1 6 6 1.5 1 2.5 2 NA NA

Meghalaya 3 1 1 0 1.5 1 1.5 1 NA NA 1 1 1 0 1 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 5 0 4 2 4 2 3 2 3 1 3 2 5 1 3 2 3 1 3 1 4 2 3 2

Patna 10 3 18 1 25 40 17 12 27 31 26 24 23 23 23 23 22 22 11 3 15 15 7 2

Punjab & Haryana 4 4 6 6 7 8 2 2 3 2 3 1 2 2 4 0 2 1 3 0 5 2 4 2

Rajasthan 9 3 4 1 6 1 6 1 11 19 8 0 6 3 5 2 4 1 3 0 6 0 10 14

Sikkim 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.5 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0.5 0

Telangana 18 19 3 1 15 19 14 19 7 8 13 18 11 11 13 15 15 19 10 10 10 10 10 8

Tripura 3 3 1 1 2 1 4 4 3 4 3 4 5 5 7 8 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 2 3 2 2 2 1 3 1 2.5 2 4 4 3 5 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0

Regular First Appeal
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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Writ Appeals relating to Labour

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Andhra Pradesh 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Calcutta 4 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 9 0 7.5 0 1 0 3 4 1 0 2 0

Delhi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gauhati NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Gujarat 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 1 0 1 1 0 0 5.5 8 1 1 0 0 5 5 2 2 2 2 0 0 NA NA NA NA

Jharkhand 5 0 2 2 3 3 2 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA

Karnataka 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0

Kerala 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0

Madhya Pradesh 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 2 3

Madras 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0

Manipur NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Meghalaya NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 8 9 10 10 13.5 13 6.5 0 2 0 2 2 4 7 1 6 1 1 2 0 1 0 1 1

Patna 3 3 1.5 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 3 3 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 NA NA NA NA

Punjab & Haryana 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rajasthan 2 2 0 0 1 0 3 0 2 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

Sikkim NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Telangana 5 5 4 4 NA NA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 7 7

Tripura NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA 0 0 NA NA 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Writ Appeals relating to Labour Matters
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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Writ Appeals relating to Land M

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 10 0 27 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Andhra Pradesh 0 0 1 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Calcutta 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 20 20 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

Delhi 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.5 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gauhati NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Gujarat 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 1 1 1 3 3 1 1 2 2 1 0 1.5 1 0.5 0 0 0

Jharkhand 2 1 2 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Karnataka 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1

Kerala 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

Madhya Pradesh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Madras 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 2 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Manipur NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Meghalaya 0 0 1.5 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA 2 2 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 6 5 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 0 1.5 2 1 1 0 0 0.5 0 0 0

Patna 2 3 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 NA NA NA NA

Punjab & Haryana 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rajasthan 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0.5 0 1 0 3 0

Sikkim NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Telangana 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA 9 9 7 7 7 7

Tripura NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA 0 0 NA NA NA NA 1 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Writ Appeals relating to Land Matters
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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Writ Appeals relating to servic

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Andhra Pradesh 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Calcutta 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

Chhattisgarh 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

Delhi 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gauhati NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Gujarat 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 1 0 1 0 3 1 0.5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0.5 0 0 0

Jharkhand 3 3 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA

Karnataka 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1

Kerala 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Madhya Pradesh 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Madras 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Manipur 1 0 2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 0 5 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1

Meghalaya 5 6 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Patna 3 4 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA

Punjab & Haryana 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rajasthan 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Sikkim 0 0 4 4 NA NA NA NA 1 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Telangana 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

Tripura 1 0 1 1 2 2 1 1 0.5 0 1 1 2 2 1 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Writ Appeals relating to Service Matters
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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Writ Petitions relating to Labo

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 5 0 11 0 9 0 13 0 15 0

Andhra Pradesh 8 8 7 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 2 0 1 0 1 1 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0

Calcutta 4 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 6 0 10 0 6 0 1 0 3 4 1 0 3 0

Chhattisgarh 4.5 0 0 0 7 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1

Delhi 1 0 2 0 3 3 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 3 2 2 0 2 0 3 0 3 0

Gauhati 6 6 1 1 7 8 3 0 2 0 1 0 4 0 3.5 0 1 1 1 0 5 6 3 0

Gujarat 2 1 1 0 2 0 2 1 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Jharkhand 5 4 7 7 2 2 6 7 3 2 2 2 1.5 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Karnataka 3 1 2 1 3 1 3 0 2 0 5 6 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0

Kerala 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Madhya Pradesh 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 0

Madras 6 0 5 0 2 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 1

Manipur 8 0 NA NA NA NA 2 1 8.5 3 NA NA 4 4 1 0 5.5 3 3 3 4 4 3 3

Meghalaya NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 10 0 1 0 2 0 11 0 5 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0

Patna 1 1 2 2 3 2 2 1 5 5 3 2 4 1 3.5 3 3.5 5 5 5 2 2 7 0

Punjab & Haryana 6 0 1 0 2 2 4 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0

Rajasthan 2 0 1 0 1 0 3 0 2 0 6 0 3 0 6 0 1 1 1 0 3 0 6 0

Sikkim NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Telangana 6 0 0 0 3 0 5 5 2 0 4 0 2 0 3 3 2 0 0 0 6 0 2 0

Tripura NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 1 0 3 1 5 5 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA

Writ Petitions relating to Labour Matters
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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Writ Petitions relating to Land

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Andhra Pradesh 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Calcutta 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 20 20 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

Chhattisgarh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Delhi 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0

Gauhati 1 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Gujarat 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Jharkhand 2 2 2 1 3 3 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA

Karnataka 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kerala 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Madhya Pradesh 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Madras 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Manipur 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 4.5 4 4 4 2 2 7 9 1.5 1 2 2 2 1 1 0

Meghalaya 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Patna 2 2 0 0 2 1 3 1 3 2 5 3 1 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

Punjab & Haryana 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA

Rajasthan 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

Sikkim NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Telangana 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 3 0 4 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0

Tripura NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Writ Petitions relating to Land Matters
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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Writ Petitions relating to serv

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Andhra Pradesh 1 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0

Calcutta 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Chhattisgarh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Delhi 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 3 0

Gauhati 0 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

Gujarat 2 0 2 0 2 1 3 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 0

Himachal Pradesh 2 2 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 4 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Jharkhand 3 3 3 1 2 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Karnataka 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0

Kerala 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Madhya Pradesh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Madras 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

Manipur 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

Meghalaya 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Patna 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 4 2 0 0 0

Punjab & Haryana 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rajasthan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sikkim 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1

Telangana 6 0 0 0 6 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0

Tripura 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 1 2 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Writ Petitions relating to service matters
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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Writ Petitions relating to Tax 

High Court

Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode Median Mode

Allahabad 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 0

Andhra Pradesh 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Bombay 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Calcutta 0 0 4 4 0 0 1 1 0 0 7 0 11 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Chhattisgarh 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 1 1 1 2

Delhi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Gauhati 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 1 6 7 1 0 1 1

Gujarat 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Himachal Pradesh NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Jammu & Kashmir 1 0 2 2 3 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 NA NA 1 1 0 0 NA NA NA NA

Jharkhand 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Karnataka 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Kerala 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Madhya Pradesh 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Madras 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 1 0

Manipur 0 0 1 1 0 0 6 1 3 3 1 0 8.5 4 0 0 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3

Meghalaya 1 0 0 0 1 0 2.5 3 0 0 1 1 2 2 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Orissa 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Patna 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0

Punjab & Haryana 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rajasthan 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 0 3 0 2 0 4 4 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1

Sikkim 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 4 4 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 2.5 2

Telangana 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Tripura NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Uttarakhand 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 1 1 0 0

Writ Petitions relating to Tax Matters
2022 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009
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High Court Arbitration
Civil 

Revision

Civil 

Second 

Appeal

Criminal 

Appeals 

Decided 

by 

Division 

Bench

Criminal 

Appeals 

Decided 

by Single 

Bench

Criminal 

Revisions

Criminal 

Writ 

Petitions

Land 

Acquisitio

n Matters

Matrimoni

al Cases

Matters 

Relating 

to Bail

Matters 

Relating 

to Motor 

Accident 

Claims 

Tribunal

Petitions 

under S. 

482 CrPC 

and Art. 

226/227

Regular 

First 

Appeals

Writ 

Appeals 

Relating 

to Labour 

Matters

Writ 

Appeals 

Relating 

to Land 

Matters

Writ 

Appeals 

Relating 

to Service 

Matters

Writ 

Petitions 

Relating 

to Labour 

Matters

Writ 

Petitions 

Relating 

to Land 

Matters

Writ 

Petitions 

Relating 

to Service 

Matters

Writ 

Petitions 

Relating 

to Tax

Allahabad 3 7 21 11 10.6 5.4 1 4 1.4 1 7.75 1 8.6 4.25 6.4 1 2.5 1.75

Andhra Pradesh 2.5 2 5.5 7.5 7.5 4.5

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

6.5 4 1 9.5 2 9.5 1 1.5 1 8.5 1 1.5 1

Bombay 1.25 1.6 3 5 6.8 2 1.25 4.25 2.4 1 4.6 1.25 5.25

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

2.1 2 2 1.3

Calcutta 1 2 6.8 7 9.4 5 1.4 4.8 3 2.2 4.4 3 7.6 4.1 3.75 2.3 4.3 3.7 1.6 3.2

Chhattisgarh 2 2.4 12 8 12.4 2.8 1 1.2 2.7 1 4.1 1.1 10.4 1.2 2.8 1.2 1 1.5

Delhi 1.3 1.5 2.6 4.25 4 1.75 1 2.4 1.6 1 3 1 3 1.1 1.5 1.25 3 1.4 1.7 1.1

Gauhati 2 1.6 7.5 5 5 2 1.3 4.7 3.3 2 5 1 8

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

4 2 2.2 2.2

Gujarat 1 2.6 6.4 7.3 6.5 1.7 1 1.8 1.3 1 4 1 4.4 1.1 1.4 1.3 2.2 1.2 2 1.25

Jammu & 

Kashmir
2 2.3 2.6 1.8 2.6 2 1.25 2.9 3 1.1 2.75 1.7 2.8 2.75 2.3 1.8 1.4 1.3 1.7 1.9

Jharkhand 1.6 2.75 5 7.75 5.5 2.6 1.75 2.5 1.8 1 2.8 3.1 4 2.8 2.1 2.2 3.4 2 2.25 1.4

Karnataka 2 2 4.3 5.3 4.25 2.3

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

2.25 2.8 1 3.7 1.75 4.75 2.2 2 2 3 1.6 2 1.25

Mean of Time Taken (in Years) by Case Type, for each High Court
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High Court Arbitration
Civil 

Revision

Civil 

Second 

Appeal

Criminal 

Appeals 

Decided 

by 

Division 

Bench

Criminal 

Appeals 

Decided 

by Single 

Bench

Criminal 

Revisions

Criminal 

Writ 

Petitions

Land 

Acquisitio

n Matters

Matrimoni

al Cases

Matters 

Relating 

to Bail

Matters 

Relating 

to Motor 

Accident 

Claims 

Tribunal

Petitions 

under S. 

482 CrPC 

and Art. 

226/227

Regular 

First 

Appeals

Writ 

Appeals 

Relating 

to Labour 

Matters

Writ 

Appeals 

Relating 

to Land 

Matters

Writ 

Appeals 

Relating 

to Service 

Matters

Writ 

Petitions 

Relating 

to Labour 

Matters

Writ 

Petitions 

Relating 

to Land 

Matters

Writ 

Petitions 

Relating 

to Service 

Matters

Writ 

Petitions 

Relating 

to Tax

Kerala 2.8 3.6 4.75 8.8 8.4 2.75 1 3.75 4.25 1 4.7 1 5.25 1.5 1.2 1.4 2 1 1.6 1.1

Madhya Pradesh 2.4 2 5.6 9.5 7.5 2 1 1.75 3.5 1 3 1.6 4.6 1.75 1.1 1.2 2.2 1.1 1 1.6

Madras 2 2 8.6 2.4 6.8 2.25 1 1.3 2 1 3 1 5.1 1.3 1.6 1.25 3 1.2 1.7 1.75

Manipur 3 2.25 4.3 2.5 3.7 1.6 1.5 5 2.1 1.4 1.9 2 4.5

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

2.6 5.3 3.2 1.5 3.5

Meghalaya 1.5 1.4 3 3 3.5 1 1.4 1.75

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

1.1 1.7 1.1 2.4

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

1.1 2.1

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

1.4 1.9 2

Orissa 3.5 2.25 11.6 11.7 7.6 2.6 1.6 4.25 2.4 1 3.9 1.75 4.6 5.3 2.3 1.4 4 1.25 1.8 1.8

Patna 3.25 4 6.7 6.25 6.5 2.5 1.7 1.7 2.5 1 1.5 3.1 20 2.5 2.4 2.2 4.4 3 1.75 1.3

Punjab & 

Haryana
2 2 4 5 6 2.25 1 1.7 2.7 1 4.1 1.2 4.75 1.25 1.1 1.2 3 1.4 1.25 1.1

Rajasthan 2.25 2.25 3.75 7.5 6 1.8 1.1 2.8 2.5 1 5.6 1.25 7.5 2.2 2 1.4 4 2 1.1 2.4

Sikkim 1.4 1.3 2.2 2 2.2 1.3 1.5 3.4 1.7 1 1.6 1.1 2

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

2.7

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

1.8 2.2

Telangana 2 1.8 4 6 7.75 2.4 1.2 5.3 6.4 1 8.1 1.25 12.5 3.3 3.1 2.2 4 2.4 3 1.2

Tripura 1.6 1.25 5.8 3.8

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

2.9 1.25 4.5 2.75 1 4.4 1.1 4.5

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

2.2

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

2.25

NA (No 

data 

provided 

by the 

High Court 

in respect 

of this case 

type)

Uttarakhand 1.4 1.6 1.8 5.5 6.9 1.2 1.1 1.5 1.4 1 4 1 2.8 1.5 1.2 1.1 2.2 1 1.25 1.75

Mean of Time Taken (in Years) by Case Type, for each High Court

48



49 Annexure III



50 Annexure IV



51



52



53



54



55



56



57



58



59



60



61



62



63



64



65



66



67



68



69



70



71



72



73



74



75



76



77



78



79



80



81



82



83



84



85



86



87



88



89



90



91



92



93



94



95



96



97



98



99



100



101



102



103



104



105



106



107



108



109
Annexure V



895  906 

982 
1,018 

1,079  1,079  1,079  1,079  1,079  1,098  1,108 

614  640  632 
598 

652 
683  690  679  672  689 

772 

281  266 

350 

429  427 
396  389  400  407  409 

336 

31%

29%

36%

42%

40%

37% 36%
37% 38% 37%

30%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

 ­

 200

 400

 600

 800

 1,000

 1,200

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Decadal comparison of sanctioned and working strength of HC Judges

Sanctioned strength Working strength Vacancy % vacant

105 Annexure VI110



39,45,249 
41,42,622  42,40,732 

44,41,737  44,18,991  44,99,376 
47,36,536  48,09,043 

17,74,104  18,44,243 

14,96,115 
16,37,915  15,87,114  15,21,698  15,63,108  15,81,915 

21,71,145  22,98,379 

27,44,617  28,03,822  28,31,877 
29,77,678 

31,73,428  32,27,128 

55  55 

65 
63  64 

66  67  67 

 ­

 10

 20

 30

 40

 50

 60

 70

 ­

 10,00,000

 20,00,000

 30,00,000

 40,00,000

 50,00,000

 60,00,000

2012 2014 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Decadal comparison of pending cases

Total pendency Complete Incomplete % incomplete

106 Annexure VII
111



Comparison of judge strength and cases pending above 5 years (1/3)

S. 

No.

Court Sanctioned 

Strength

Working 

Strength

Vacancies Percentag

e of 

vacancies

Pendency 

>5 years

P/W P/S

1. Allahabad 160 91 69 43% 6,81,741 7492 4261

2. Andhra 

Pradesh

37 30 7 19% 1,41,206

4707 3816

3. Bombay 94 68 26 28% 2,29,308 3372 2439

4. Calcutta 72 49 23 32% 86,110 1757 1196

5. Chhattisgarh 22 16 6 27% 25721 1608 1169

6. Delhi 60 42 18 30% 35,152 837 586

7. Gauhati 30 24 6 20% 11,104 463 370

8. Gujarat 52 29 23 44% 69,957 2412 1345

9. Himachal 

Pradesh

17 12 5 29% 22,851

1904 1344

10. J&K and 

Ladakh

17 16 1 6% 21,482

1343 1264

109
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S. 

No. 

Court Sanctioned 

Strength

Working 

Strength

Vacancies Percentag

e of 

Vacancies

Pendency 

>5 years

P/W P/S

11. Jharkhand 25 19 6 24% 35,027 1844 1401

12. Karnataka 62 52 10 16% 85,701
1648 1382

13. Kerala 47 41 6 13% 1,10,111 2686 2343

14. Madhya 

Pradesh

53 39 14 26% 2,55,586

6553 4822

15. Madras 75 66 9 12% 68,408 1036 912

16. Manipur 5 4 1 20% 568 142 114

17. Meghalaya 4 4 0 0% 98 25 25

18. Orissa 33 21 12 36% 69,846 3326 2117

19. Patna 53 34 19 36% 87,483 2573 1651

20. Punjab & 

Haryana

85 55 30 35% 2,42,759

4414 2856

Comparison of judge strength and cases pending above 5 years (2/3)110113



S. 

No. 

Court Sanctione

d 

Strength

Working 

Strength

Vacancies Percentage 

of Vacancies

Pendency 

>5 years

P/W P/S

21. Rajasthan 50 32 18 36% 2,72,908 8528 5458

22. Sikkim 3 3 0 0% 9 3 3

23. Telangana 42 28 14 33% 1,11,045 3966 2644

24. Tripura 5 5 0 0% 7 1 1

25. Uttarakhand 11 7 4 36% 15,862 2266 1442

Comparison of judge strength and cases pending above 5 years (3/3)111114



Pendency of cases older than 5 years at 
High Courts as on 31.12.2023

5-10 

years

10-15 

years

15-20 

years

20-25 

years

25-30 

years

More 

than 30 

years

Total 

pendency 

above 5 

years

Total 

pendency

Above 

5 years 

as %

Allahabad

Civil 141985 92927 61524 30157 14464 34326 3,71,383

Criminal 111829 82056 56153 25491 10767 20062 3,06,358

Total (Civil + Criminal) 6,77,741 10,66,161 63%

Andhra Pradesh

Civil 70988 34453 14227 3943 417 17 1,24,045

Criminal 11361 5177 620 3 0 0 17,161

Total (Civil + Criminal) 1,41,206 2,88,151 49%

112 Annexure X
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5-10 

years

10-15 

years

15-20 

years

20-25 

years

25-30 

years

More 

than 30 

years

Total 

pendency

>5 years

Total 

pendency

Above 

5 years 

as %

Bombay

Civil 91495 44124 27729 12655 5253 993 1,82,249

Criminal 24682 11313 8501 2257 296 10 47,059

Total (Civil + Criminal) 2,29,308 4,52,510 50%

Calcutta

Civil 13982 24985 13268 10617 6552 10399 79,803

Criminal 7606 4017 2482 464 318 1017 15,904

Total (Civil + Criminal) 95,707 1,65,931 57%

Chhattisgarh

Civil 13044 1469 34 0 14,547

Criminal 7754 3093 255 0 11,102

Total (Civil + Criminal) 25,649 90,240 28%
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5-10 

years

10-15 

years

15-20 

years

20-25 

years

25-30 

years

More 

than 30 

years

Total 

pendency

>5 years

Total 

pendency

Above 

5 

years 

as %

Delhi

Civil 15339 6587 2490 248 73 66 24,803

Criminal 5589 2817 1783 159 1 0 10,349

Total (Civil + Criminal) 35,152 1,12,981 31%

Gauhati (Principal Seat)

Civil 6766 991 55 5 2 0 7819

Criminal 9615 1420 62 5 2 0 3285

Total (Civil + Criminal) 11,104 55,926 20%

Gujarat

Civil 34999 8263 2361 366 95 41 46,125

Criminal 14916 5242 3038 506 130 0 23,832

Total (Civil + Criminal) 69,957 1,67,935 41%
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5-10 

years

10-15 

years

15-20 

years

20-25 

years

25-30 

years

More 

than 30 

years

Total 

pendency

>5 years

Total 

pendency

Above 

5 years 

as %

Himachal Pradesh

Civil 14214 3880 485 38 17 1 18,635

Criminal 3312 884 19 1 0 0 4,216

Total (Civil + Criminal) 22,851 99,452 30%

J&K and Ladakh (Srinagar)

Civil 2670 398 87 33 2 0 3,190

Criminal 142 71 4 0 0 0 217

Total (Civil + Criminal) 3,407 51,621 7%

Jharkhand

Civil 9085 2586 1135 350 93 33 13,282

Criminal 19499 6729 6757 1618 382 42 21,745

Total (Civil + Criminal) 35,027 83,598 42%
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5-10 

years

10-15 

years

15-20 

years

20-25 

years

25-30 

years

More 

than 30 

years

Total 

pendency

>5 years

Total 

pendency

Above 

5 years 

as %

Karnataka

Civil 58008 15034 1858 170 22 5 75,097

Criminal 9564 1039 1 0 0 0 10,604

Total (Civil + Criminal) 85,701 2,82,039 30%

Kerala 

Civil 65249 13210 3600 938 73 5 83,075

Criminal 13867 9746 3418 5 0 0 27,036

Total (Civil + Criminal) 1,10,111 2,53,190 43%

Madhya Pradesh 

Civil 75631 48810 24578 3762 170 7 1,52,958

Criminal 51192 26020 15907 8456 1053 0 1,02,628

Total (Civil + Criminal) 2,55,586 4,45,382 57%
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5-10 

years

10-15 

years

15-20 

years

20-25 

years

25-30 

years

More 

than 30 

years

Total 

pendency

>5 years

Total 

pendency

Above 

5 years 

as %

Madras

Civil 32972 18935 3810 2603 208 170 58,698

Criminal 6413 3085 212 0 0 0 9710

Total (Civil + Criminal) 68,408 2,33,124 29%

Manipur

Civil 458 35 7 1 0 0 501

Criminal 40 27 0 0 0 0 67

Total (Civil + Criminal) 568 3387 16%

Meghalaya

Civil 89 1 0 0 0 0 90

Criminal 8 0 0 0 0 0 8

Total (Civil + Criminal) 98 891 11%
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5-10 years 10-15 

years

15-20 

years

20-25 

years

25-30 

years

More than 

30 years

Total 

pendency

>5 years

Total 

pendency

Above 5 

years as 

%

Orissa

Civil 28507 12083 3891 2363 1125 537 48,506

Criminal 7226 6104 5703 1613 610 84 21,340

Total (Civil + Criminal) 69,846 1,47,258 47%

Patna

Civil 34268 6555 1488 1230 1171 3048 47,760

Criminal 17613 9177 9658 2142 1113 20 39,723

Total (Civil + Criminal) 87,483 1,97,158 45%

Punjab & Haryana

Civil 75404 27434 26413 20672 7464 2899 1,60,286

Criminal 48159 23322 10578 352 44 18 82,473

Total (Civil + Criminal) 2,42,759 4,35,219 56%
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5-10 years 10-15 

years

15-20 

years

20-25 

years

25-30 

years

More than 

30 years

Total 

pendency>

5 years

Total 

pendency

Above 

5 

years 

as %

Rajasthan (Jodhpur)

Civil 121311 41905 26844 8864 1847 458 2,01,229

Criminal 34986 12812 11987 7817 3254 823 71,679

Total (Civil + Criminal) 2,72,908 6,01,278 45%

Sikkim

Civil 7 1 0 0 0 0 8

Criminal 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Total (Civil + Criminal) 9 178 5%

Telangana

Civil 65672 32556 2387 33 1,00,648

Criminal 7556 2831 10 0 10,397

Total (Civil + Criminal) 1,11,045 2,31,575 5%
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5-10 

years

10-15 

years

15-20 

years

20-25 

years

25-30 

years

More 

than 30 

years

Total 

pendency

>5 years

Total 

pendency

Above 5 

years as %

Tripura

Civil 6 0 0 0 6

Criminal 1 0 0 0 1

Total (Civil + Criminal) 7 1269 0.5%

Uttarakhand

Civil 7859 1127 156 29 5 2 9178

Criminal 5423 1013 248 0 0 0 6684

Total (Civil + Criminal) 15,862 49,846 32%
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