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'FOREWORD-

This second Caseload Sﬁmméry Renort of the Administrative Office

~ of the Courts provides a comprehensive state-level analysis of the work
- of Georgia's four principal trial courts. As such, it is another step

in the development of a base of information from which management de-
¢isions can be made for the state's court system and serves fo inform

«~the public -about the 1nureas1ng demands on its courts.

“The information 1nc1uded in this year s Caseload Summary Report is
the most accurate collected to date. Efforts by the Case Definition
Committee of the Judicial Council have improved data collection procedures
arid provided more precise definitions of the cases to be counted in each
case category. Data collection efforts by District Court Administrators,

who are fam111ar with local records systems, also he]ped to insure

accuracy.

- As the caseloads of Georgia's courts have increased, the need for
more sophisticated caseload information has also increased. Caseload

~ serves as an indicator to predict the need for additional judicial man-

power and court support personnel, and is crucial in identifying present

. and future demands on facilities and records .systems. This report is

presented as one of a series of reports designed to assist in pred1ct1ng

o mzay

Robert L Doss,
;D1rector

vFebruary 1, 1979
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“INTRODUCTION

A. Purpose -

Since the creation of the Admini§%rative Office of the Courts in
1973, the co11éction of caseload data from the Georgia trial courts has
been a major and essential responsibility of the office. The need for’

statistical information on the operations of the trial courts was ac-

) knowledged by the Governor's Commission on Judicial Processes and recog~

nized in law by the Generai Aésé@b]y in the.act sreating the JudiéiaT
: ’ . " ‘
Council of Georgia and the Administrative Office of the Courts. Most
recently, on June 12, 1978, the Judicial Council was established as an
administrative arm of the Georgia Supreme Court by judicial order.
...under the supervision aﬁd direction of the dudicial
Council, the Administrative Office of the Courts shall per-
form the following duties... .
(c) Compile statistical and financial data and other
information on the judicial work of the courts and on the

- work of other offices related to and serving the courts, which
shall be provided by the courts (Ga. Code Ann., §81-1603 (1973).

Since this 1973 act, the Administrative Office of the Courts has

'annua11y collected caseload data from the judicial circuits and, with
the assistance of the district administrative assistants in reéent years,

~ has compiled annual statewide caseload statistics for,a1] the Superfor,

State, Probate and Juvenile Courts. This data now serves as a va%uab1g 
data base on the operations of these prinpjpé] trial courts inﬂthe

state. At last, sufficient déta is avai1$b1e to plot trends in case

b
u,

~ filings from year to year, as well as.trends in dispositions and open ;

cases. vEssentia]1y,'the first’féwiyeaks Qf,caseloéﬁ,datafsimp]y per-

mitted descriptive inferehces‘&ohcerningkthé current status of the

W
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“trial courts with respect to caseload. ‘Now the statistics permit

inferences regarding the present and past position of the courts and

future direction with respect to caseload.

As required by the act creating the Administrative Office of the
Cgurts, the caseload data collected by this office and the district

zdministrative assistants is used for several purpeses, including:

L

1) Judicial Council recommendations concerning the need for

_additjonal Superior and State Court judgeships.

2) Judicial Planning Committee assessment of the current:-and

future needs of the Georgia Court System.

3) Assessments of the individual needs of each district by the

District Administrative Judges; and

4) Presentation of court workload information to the public and

. non-judicial personnel.

‘The Administrative Office of the Courts, therefore, has submitted
this report to the Judicial Couhci] of Georgia which has authorized its

" distribution to the public. D

whi1etthebe are over two thdusand trial courts of ten different
'types in the state of Georgia (Organizatidnai Chart, p. i), the great
"majority aré’11mited(jurisdiction trial toufts. 'Of these ten types,
 three-the Sgperior Cdurts,‘ngeni1e_Coufﬁs and Probate Courts-have been

:‘vestablished.é%ateWidé (one in each county'of the state). Along with the ,

iii



B. Format

State Courts, these courts are the four principal trial courts of the
state. The Superior Court is the trial court of general jurisdiction,

while the other three courts are limited jurisdiction courts.

There are two judicial bodies in Georgia which are exclusively
appellate courts: the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals. The

Supreme Court is the highest judicial body in Georgia.

For a more detailed discussion of the components of the Georgia
judicial system and their interrelationships, reference should be made

to Appendix B.

At present this report remains in a developmental stage. %In the
future, the Administrative Office of the Courts hopes to expand its
data collection efforts and this report to include more of the csurts
in Georgia's judicial system. This enlargement of the study mayginchde
the caseload of the myriad of Timited jurisdiction cotirts such as

Justices of the Peace, Recorder's, Municipal, and City Courts; and:

possibly the caseload of the appellate courts, the Court of Appeals and

the Supreme Court of GeorgiaQ

i

Just as a whole cannot be fully understood by one of its parts, the
Georgia Court System cannot be completely understood from knowledge of

the four tria1 cburts under study here. Therefove, any inferences result—“

4ipg from the data 1nc1uded in this report &ve restr1cted in app11catwon‘;

only to the courts under study. However, apprec1at1on of the 1nterdepend-

ence of all courts in the system is an essent1a1 requ1rement for correct

,1nterpretat1on of the aata 1nc1uded here.™ The factors that contribute to’

: the volume and the types of caces f11ed in a csrta1n court are determ1ned

N :_')‘q ) o
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not on]y‘by the level of c;%minal and civil litigation within a
jurisdiction, but also by the number of codrts and the subject matter
jurisdiction of these courts. For example, in counties that héve a
State Court, many misdemeanoyr and civil cases are handled in the
State Court that would otherwise be filed in the Superior Court. Sim-
ilarly, in counties that have a separate Juvenile Court, all juvenile
cases whiéh would otherwise be heard by the Superior Court judge

are handled by the Juvenile Court.

The introduction of this report, read fn conjunction with Appendix B,
describes the judicial system of Georgia with special emphasis on the
original and appellate subject mafter jurisdiction for each class of
courts. It not only provides the reader with a working knowledge of
the courts of Georgia, but also points out the interdependence of the

four courts under study.

Part II of the report deals with the absnlgie caseload and
relative workload of the four courts under study:‘»Aggin, understanding
the interdependence of these courts is essential for full appreciation of
the data contained in this section. The jurisdiction of the Superior

'Courts places the most serious, complicated and time-consuming cases
within its workload. Such cases as felonies, domestic relations and
many complicated civil cases, which can (and often do) present issues
reqUirihg a great deal of time to resolve, fd]] within the exclusive
jurisdiction of the Superior Courts. While these cases constitute a
‘Cﬁse1oad which is numerically less than the caseload of the State
;COUrts,,individua11y théée cases are of a more time~consuming nature.

On the»other hand, while-many of the classes of cases heard in the

B
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State Courts can be disposed of in a shorter period of time, the vast

volume of such cases constitutes a substantial workload upon the courts.
Therefore, the workload of the Superior Courts is more a function of the

M”Weight"‘of the individual cases it must hear while the workload of the

State Courts is a function of the aggregate volume of cases it must hand]e.

3

Part IfI of this report illustrates the entire caseload of the four
classes of courts ﬁnder‘study for the case types studied. Tota] fi]ingé,
dispositions and historical trends in filings and dispositions are observed
for these courts taken together, as if they were ‘one court. Since the‘
total caseloads of the courts -hre combinéd, certain inferences concerning

the Tevel of criminal and civil Titigation are permissible.

In the final portion of the report, Part IV, the caseload character-
istics of ;ach court are viewed separately. Hebe, certain inferences
concerning the level of criminal and civil Titigation within courts are
permissible. It is in this section where uhderstanding of the inter-
dependence of these four courts is most jmportant for appreciation of thex
data. Increaseé and decreases in caseload in any One court are 1nf1uencéd
by the existence (i.e., creation or abo]itioh)~of other courts, subjeCtA |
mattér jurisdiction of other courts, and changes in the forums selected for
filing by attorneys when there is concurrent jukisdiction between the |

Superior Court and courts of limited jurisdiction, 

C. Se]ection,of'Casé Categories

The caseload data in this‘repokt‘isforganized.for»thiS‘Studyfiﬁto

~ categories which follow 1ega1§tradition, modified sbmewhat~byidata

~availability and manageability. The presentation‘of‘mgthodology in

Appendix A gives a detailed description of the’éategOriés ut11izedt~»Becausg_1 f_§

" there is a wide variation throughout the state Tn:regord-kéebingLsysiems,,

Tt

attempts to create caseload profiles more detailed in design than those -

vi



5%ésgntéd in this report have met wifh varying success from county to
couhty. %hérefore, the caSe type'c1assifications have been Kept as
broad as’possib1e without sacrif}c%ng meaningful distinctions between
case tybes. The collection of daté oh juvenile cases exemplifies the
problems encountered in categorization of case types. Although statis-
tics are collected for sub~categories of juvenile cases in each county,
they have not been consistently availabie; therefore, they are not
usefu1 in a statewide presentation at the present time. Juvenile cases

are, therefore, treated as a single unit in this report.

D. Data Limitations

It is important to bear in mind what the data on filings aﬁd

~ dispositions cén and cannot tell the reader. The tables present only

~ statewide data from Georgia's four principal trial courts. Data from
Magistrate's Courts, Recorder's Courts and other courts of munic%pa]
Jurisdiction 15 not inc]uded;' Therefore, the tables do not present all
vio]ations Qf'the Georgia traffic code, but only those violations filed
in the courts under study. Similarly, the misdemeanor and civil case-
Toads ih this reﬁort do not inciude all such cases filed in the state.

'Fina11y, the data on the Probate Courts includes only the share of their
caseload which falls under their criminal jurisdiction. It excludes
their civil proceedings, suCh as wills and estates which'genera11y con-'

stitute the bulk of their caseload.

‘The data does present some useful descriptive statistics: numbers
" of filings; numbers of dispositions; dispositions as a percentage of

filings by case type‘(TabTe 1, p. 12); and numerical and percentage

vid
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increases in filings and dispositions by case type;betWéen eﬁéh pair'

of years (e.g., 1971 and 1977),'which.adequate1y describe statewide

- trends in caseload in Georgia's four main trial courts and which}éllow

certain inferences to be drawn concerning the caseload of these courts.

E. Methodological Changes;

Two changes in méthodology have'changed the format of this report

as compared to previous reports. & civil case category for which data

had not been collected in previous years, independent motions, is now -

counted. For criminal cases, the collection of docket numbers and all-

counts charged to a defendant is also a new procedure. Prior to FY1977, :
the AOC staff counted criminal cases only in terms of the,number'of
defendants and according tO‘the most serious chargé,fi1ed. Theyuse‘of
docket numbers rather‘thén defendants of charges allows a direct com-:

parison of filings and dispositions between criminal and civil case

.. types.
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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

In fiscal year 1977 there were nore than six hundred seventy thou-
sand cases filed in Georgia's four principé] triaT courts. This'repre— |
sents an increaée in filings of tWo»and four tenths per cent dver fiscal

year 1976. The largest portion of thiskincrease,was traffic cases.

The State Courts. continue to bear the greatest burden of case]oad

in terms of case volume. On the other hand, the we1ghted caseload

- concept shows the Superior Courts handle a much heavier burden - ‘the

Superior Court weighted caseload is five times greater‘than that of the

State Courts - in terms of txme necessary to process their case]oad

This is bartia]]y a result of the different case types that comprise the

workload of each court. Traffic cases comprise a large portion of . <

- State Court case volume and generally require less time to'process than

domestic relations, felonies and general civil cdses, Whieh,comprise‘

a large portion of the Superior Court case]oad.

The four principal'tria1 courts disposed of a slightly higher

proportion of their caseload in fiscal year 1977 than in;fiéca]\year,1976.

. Statewide dispositions as a percentage of filings for'fiscaﬁ vear 1977;were.-

93%. The disposition rate of the Superior Court remained a1most cpnstant~

from 1976 through 1977, but theﬁdispositiOn rate of the State‘Couft -

1ncreased substant1a11y over. f1sca1 year 1976, exceed1ng the 1ncrease ;

in f111ngs for that f1sca1 year

In the Superior Court there was a large 1ncrease 1n fe]ony (21 5%)

and domest1c re]at1ons (8 9%) f111ngs in f15ca1 year 1977 If th1s -

'1ncrease cont1nues at the present pace, 1t W111 requ1re a concentrated



effort by the Suﬁérior Court to prevent an increased accumulation of
pending cases. Dispositions of all types of céses in State Court c]ose1y g"
paralleled or outnumbefed the respective fiTings in fiscal year 1977. i

- The disposition rate of the Probate Courts which hear traffic cases

has increased slightly since fiscal year 1976.
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COMPARISON OF JUDICIAL CASELOAD AND WORKLOAD:
WETGHTED CASELOAD CONCEPT |

While it is understood that each case filed in the state judicial
system consumes different amounfs of time and resources thanaeyery other
case filed, it is apparentvthat there is generally a greater differenee.
ih time and resources consumed in processing;cases of different types
than in processihg cases of the same type. For example, the difference
in judicial time spent disposing of a traffic case as comparedkfo the
time spent disposing of a felony case is greater than the differences
in time required to dispose of another traff1C‘case.‘ Distinct types
of cases require different amounts of time to be processed. (For a
discussion of the various case types and their definitions, see

"Report Methodology," Appendix A.)

ATthough the caseload datafco11ected‘c]early shows where_tﬁe

highest volume of‘cases is filed, the data does not necessarily represent'

the actual amount of time required to process these cases. In order to

present a complete picture of the nature of the caseload data, the

: concept of weighted caseload is utilized in this report. This‘concept
' identifies the actual workload, in terms of time required to process

| cases, which,confronts the state's judicial system.

The‘baSis of the weighted caseload concept~1s the determinationéof a

standard for compar1son of all case types W1th1n a]] rourts stud1ed

The caseload we1ghts used 1n this report were der1ved from 1nformat1on

- (See Append1x C for a deta11ed exp1anat1on of the ca1cu1at1on of these s

case]oad we1ghts ) A1though the techn1ques used 1n der1v1ng the caseToad

~prov1ded by Georgia judges and represent the best estwmates now ava11ab1e; B
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Wefghts have not yet‘been perfected, the weighted caseload figures
(Figures 1, 2’and)3 of this report) are intended to provide a comparison
of the burdens imposed on the system by the processing of various

case types and to roughly sketch the judicial workload of the four trial

courts studied herein.

In Appendix C, the c2seload weights have been used to translate
the actual number of case fi]ings within«eath‘case type to felony-
equivalents for each class of courts studied. For example, in the
Superior Courts, 1f5 general civil cases aré equivalent to one felony
case in terms of judicial time féquired'to proceSs the case. In the

State Courts, 12.73 general civil cases are equivalent to one felony

case filed in the Superior Court.

Figure 1: Actual and Weighted Caseload by Case Type: FY1977 (Defendants)

A. Actual

~B. Weighted

F-Felony
M-Misdemeanor
T-Traffic
J-duvenile
GC-General
Civil
DR-Domestic
Relations
IM-Independent

IM 5.6%

Motions

- 5.2%
(6,085)

T .6.0%
(7.034)

Civil Criminal | Juvenile

1 Case Types I Case Types
|

1

3



A. Actual and Weighted Statewide Caseload by Case Type

Figure 1 shows the statewide actual caseload and weightedbéase1oad
for fisca1‘year 1977 by case type. Criminal caseload accounts for
60.2% of the actual statewide filings, but only for 35.5% of the‘weightéd
caseload. In contrast, civil cases constitute more than one-haaf of

the weighted caseload, but less than 40% of the actual caseload.

The greatest number of cases filed in 1977 within any case type
are traffic cases 288,360 (42.4%),»but in the weighted caseload method
traffic cases are only 6.0% of the statewide totals. Thus, despite. the

immense volume of traffic cases, these cases are less burdensome to the

judiciary of these four courts in terms of time consumption than other case

types. Felony, general civil and'domestic relations cases rank first,
second and third, respectively, in the weighted caseload system. It
is apparent that the nature of the case types filed, as well as.the

volume of cases filed greatly affect the judicia] workToad.

Figure 2: Actual and Weighted Case1oad by Court: FY1977 (Defendants)

A. Actual v . B. Weighted

23.8%
(161,335)

ST

54.2%
(368,503)
~ s-Superior
- - ST-State
‘J-duvenile

i P-Probate



B. Actual and Weighted Caseload by Court
| The State Courts had the greatest volume of cases of the courts
studied in 1977: 368,503 cases, which were 54.2% of the statewide

totals. (See Figure 2.)

Despite the Targe number of cases handled by the Statg,Courts;
the weighted caseload concept illustrates that the total caseload of
the State Coukts is less time-consuming than the caseload of thé
ouperior Courts. This is due in part to the fact that the greatest
portion (43.7%) of the State Courts' caseload is traffic cases (161,028
‘cases). These cases are Tess complicated than most other case types
dnd are generally disposed in a short period of time. The largest
portion of the weighted caseload is general civil cases (39.5%) although
there were only one-half as many absolute general civil filings as

traffic filings.

Figure 2 shows that the weighted caseload of the Superior Courts
is five times greater than that of the State Courts, 82,644 as compared
fo 16,148. The weighted caseload of the Superior Courfs is considerably
~ greater than the State Courts not only because of the difference in
time consumed for various case types, but because there are 159 Superior
- Courts, one per county,,and‘oniy 64 State and County Courts. In addition,

over 75% of the State Court judges (49 judges) are part-time judges.

 ‘The Saperior Courts have the greatest portion of the statewide
weighted'Case1oad}(70.9%) of all thé courté étudied, although their |
share of theknumBer of actual case filings is only 23.8% of the state-
VWide t@té1$; The case type jurisdiction of the Superiof Courts‘requires'

‘fthat theVSuperior Courts hear cases such as felonies and domestic



relations cases which generally have more numerous and more complex
issuéé to be resolved. Since there may be a dollar Timit on the ex
delicto actions -- actions brought out of fau]t‘or,misconduct for which
damages are sought -- the State Courts may hear, the Superior Court fn,
a county where there is‘also a State Court will .often hahdle these

civil éases in which the amount in controversy exceeds the State Court
Timit. Generally,where the claim or controversy is greater, the issues
in the case will be more time-consuming or more complicated. This would

tend to increase the Superior Courts' workload (weighted caseload) in

comparison with the State Courts’ workload for the same case type.

C. Actual and Weighted Caseload by Court and Case Type

Figure 3 shows the actual and weighted caseload by court and case
type. Only Superior and State Courts are shown in Figure 3 since onTy
the criminal portion (traffié and misdemeanor cases) of the workload of
the Probate Courts is collected, and since the juvenile cdse types have
not been segregated for this report. In Figure 3 (A.1), the actual
number of case types filed in the Superior Court aré presented as ﬁer—

centages of the total Superior Court caseload. The broad categohy'ofl

. civil cases is 64.7% of the total caseload. The 1argést single case type

is domestic relations which comprises one third of the total caseload

e

(53,235). When converted to weighted caseload, the category of civil ¢a$e§,,“

still outweighs all other categories; but domestic relations no 1oﬁger

ranks as the largest percentage. Domestic relations caSesf(28;6%) are

 now second to felony’filings (36.5%)'with,genera1 civil ¢ases third.

These three case types are 72.1% of actual filings and 91.7% of thé‘

weightéd caseload. The remaining case types rank in the same order in



Figure 3: Actua1 and Weighted Caseload by Court and Case‘Type: FY1977 (Defendants)
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both actual and weighted figures although: the respettivé percentages
. N AN\

of tota] caseload differ. Together they comprise only 8.3% of tﬁé
weighted caseload.

As previously mentioned the greatesf portion of- actual caseload Y
filings in the State Courts fell within the traffic case type, but in ”
the weighted caseload method general civil was the case type which was
the largest pdrtion of the courts' workload.

The case types hisdemeanor and independent motions remain in the
same rank order (third and fourth, respectively) for both (1) and (2)

of Figure 3.
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'SUMMARY OF CASELOAD BY CASE TYPE

A.~‘Re1ationship of Case Types to Courts

This section of the report presents data in terms of case categor1es
momentarily d1sregard1ng the court which actua11y exerc1sed Jur1sd1ct1on‘ 
Statistics on felony cases, in fact, reflect only the Superior Court cas;z
load, s1nce that court's power to try this class of case is exclusive. ”
However, misdemeanors may be heard in any one of three courts - Superior,
State or Probate - eXercising COncurrent jurisdiction. Bnead1y,‘the cQUrts,
are related to the categonies of cases used in the caseload Study°as follows? :

1. fglggigg are tried only in Superior Court.

2. Misdeméanors are tried in Superior, State or Probate Court.

3. Traffic violations are tried in Superior, State, Probate or
Juvenile Court.

4. General Civil cases are tried in Superidr or State Court.

© b, Domest1c Relations cases are heard in Super1or Court on]y

'6., Independent Motions are tr1ed in Superior and State Court. (s
For a more detailed descr1pt1on of the Jurlsd1ct1on, exc]us1ve and |

| concurrent, of +he subject courts, see Apnend1x B, page 49

B. Fi]ings
In 1977 the caseload of Georgwa S four maaor tr1a1 courts was almost
675,000;cases. Almost 60% of the tota] f111ngs were cr1m1na1 cases Cwyjl

Cases‘numbered 240 744 (35 7% of a]] f111ngs) and Juven11e cases numbered

"29 633 (4 4% of+ f111n95) Traff1c cases dom1nated the case]oad prof11e, 1k,‘?""

account1ng for 288 144 f111ngs and 42 BA of a]] f111ngs Genera] c1v1]»1,‘
and misdemeanor cases ranked second and. th1rd respect1ve1y There-Wene€~”“
114, 096 genera] c1v11 and 89 534 m1sdemeanor cases f1led these two cate—-

'gor1es compr1sed ]6 9A and 13. 3%, respect1ve1v of the FY1977 f111ngs 1‘47

R Y;;



dependent motions were the fourth Targest number of'filings, 73,413

(10. 9% of all filings). Domestic relations and felony cases, the two

types of cases for which the Superior Courts have exclusive jurisdiction,

were fotﬁ‘and,seventh‘piacés, respectively, with 7.9% and 3.8% of all

- filings, kJuveni]é‘cases were sixth in frequency with 29,633 (4.4% of the

vfi1fngs).

Table 1. Filings, Dispositiohs and Dispositions as Per Cent of Filings

‘by Case Type: FY1977 (Docket Entries)

~ C. Dispositions

' The numbers of dispositiohsrby»case‘type:fo11ow,the same vank order

as the numbers of filings: traffic {44.9%), general civil (16.3%), mis-

i_fdéméahor (12.8%), indebéhdent motions,(10.2%),'domestic relations (7.5%),

Juvenile (4.5%) and fé10ny (3&7%).v‘

S

b/
B

N J Dispositions as
Case Type Filings Disposed Per Cent of Filings-
‘ Total 673,577 626,272 93.0 |
Total Criminal ; 403,200 385,013 95.5
Felony Z, 25,522 23,419 91.8
Misdemeanor ? 89,534 80,231 89.6
. Traffic } 288,144 281,363 97.6
| Total Civil | }.1 240,744 213,254 8.6
~ General Civil | 114,006 102,209 89.6
Domestic Relations § 53,235 47,270 88.8
‘Independent.MOtfbns E 73,413 63,775 86.9
Total Juvenile ~ } 29,633 28,005 94.5‘£i& }3



Figure 4: Filings and Dispositions by Case Type: FY1977 (Docket EntrieS)
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"Table 1 shows that dispostions amounted to 93.0% of filings in
fjscé] year ]977. As might be'anticipated from the summary process by
which most traffic cases are disposed, this type of case has the highest
dispOsition'rate, 97.6%. Juvenile and felony cases have disposition
rates greater than 90%, 94;5%‘and 91.8% respectively. Misdemeanors ; .
and all three types of civil cases have disposition rates below 90%,

with independeht’motions having the lowest rate, 86.9%.

These disposition figures do not necessari]yvmean that, for
example, 89.6% of the general civil cases filed in fiscal year 1977 have
béen disposed since a certain portion of the cases disposed in fiscal
year’1977 had been filed in fiscal year 1976 or éarliet. This fact
| should be borne in mind when examjning the disposition numbers and

percentages.

D. Growth/Increase in Caseload by Case Type

kTab]e 2 presents the increases and decreases in cases filed and ‘ -
disposed in Georgia's four main trial courts for the period 1971 to
1977. Unlike Table 1, which presents filings and dispositions by docket
numbers, Table 2 presents filings and dispositions by numbers of defen-
‘dénts for criminal cases. This distinction is due to a change in the
data collection methodé observed in FY1977. While informaiton oh docket
’khumbers better represents the actual number of formal indictmehts and-
"accusations fi]ed (both 6rdinari1y correspond to numbered entries in
docketfbooks), the number of,défendants is the oh1y eTeméngﬂfor whith
Cfiminal datajhas‘ponsistehtly Qgen»co11ectéd inall years. Cdnsequenf]y,‘
- thénumbeffof defendants is the only e]emént for which Tongitudinal cr1m¥~'

~ inal data is comparable,

14






Table 2. Trends in Filings/Dispositions by Case Type, 1971-1977:
Actual and Per Cent Change Between Latter Year and Former Year (Defendants)

Change 1nhFi11ngs/Dispositions ’
Case Type |* 1971-1973 1973-1976 1976-1977 1971-1977
Number |PerCent Number [:PerCent | Number | PerCent | Humber :PerCent
Total £ 32,200 | 7.4 | 170,031 | 22.8 14,062 2.4 157,383 36.1
d | 23,788 | 5.9 111,691 26.0 26,666 4.9 162,115 40.0
Felony f 824 | 3.9 2,830 | 12.9 5,348 | 21.5 9,002 | 42.5
la 1 1,888 | 11.0 4,631 24.9 4,402 | 18.9 | 10,86 | 64.9
Misdemeanor £ | 8,670 | 12.7 12,687 | 16.4 276 | 0.3 21,633 31.6
d | 5,428 | 8.8 11,055 15.8 -214 | -0.3 16,269 25.2
Traffic £ | 11,843 6.3 81,013 | 41.9 13,994 5.1 | 106,450 58.5
¢ | 11561 | 6.4 70,857 | 36.9 | 18,998 | 7.2 | 101,416 | 56.3
General Civil rf | =992 -0.9‘ 11,309 9.9 -11,607 -9.2 ~1,290 | 5].1
d | -5,951 | -6.5 14,417 | 16.8 1,835 1.8 10,301 | 11.2
Domestic Relations | f 5,443 14.3 ‘.5,372 , 12.3 4,333 8.9 ]5,148 - 39.8
o | kd, 8,688 | 28.1 5,496 13.9 | 2,79 | 4.9 16,374 | s3.0
Juvenilex* £ 7,902 | 341 | -3,080 | -10.2 | 1718 | 62 | | 6,440 27.8
d | 2,179 | 10.3 | 5,235 ’ézfsv“ 545 | 1.9 | 6,869 | 32.5 |

*f = filinas/d. = dispositions. Numbep = latter year minus fbrmer year.

** Juvenile caseload data is incomplete for prior years..

To ascertajn st

-were made for the following number of counties in which juvenile data was ufavailable.

Filings.
Dispositions

Y1971

2]

10 -

CY1973
16 -
13

FY1976

11
4

FY1977 .
-0
T

Per Cent = number diyided by former ve:
‘atewige trends. in }Xven$1e¥case-ogd{

Are.
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Tab]e 2 exc1udes the civil case type, 1nUependent motions, which
'was counted for the first time in fiscal. year 1977 and for which no

trend has yet been.determined.
Figure 5A presents the trends in filings and dispositions for 1971
to 1977 for the total statewide caseload, exc]ud1ng independent motions

from the 1977 totals.. Figure 5B shows,stat¢w1de trends for the particular

case types.

The total number of cases filed in Georgia continues to increase,
although at a slower rate than in previous time periods. After a 1973-
1976 increase 1in caseload of 110,031 (22.8%), the 1976-1977 <increase
in caseload was only 14,062 (2.4%). The inckease‘in filings between

1971 and 1977 was 157,383 (35.1%).

Figufe 5A: Trends in Filings/Dispositions, 1971-1977 (Defendants)
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Figure SB:AJTrenqs in Filings/Dispositions by Case Type, 1971-1977 (Defendants)
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The 1angest portion of the increase in fi]ings is traffic cases,
Which.account for 67.6% of the increase from 1971 to 1977 and 99.5%
of the increase from 1976 to 1977. Traffic cases increased by 13,994
from 1976 to 1977; filings in all other case types showed a net 1in-

“crease of only 68 cases.

The case type category of general civil cases showed the largest
declines in filings from 1976 to 1977 and from 1971 to 1977, 11,607
and 1 290, respectively. The 1976-1977 decline more than offset an

increase of 11,309 f111ngs between 1973 and 1976

The decline from 1976 to 1977 may in part be due to a change in
case-counting methodology from 1976 to 1977 however. Some actions
that were counted as genera] civil cases in prior years which are now
counted as 1ndependent mot1ons may have contributed to the decrease in

 general c1v1] cases f111ngs from 1976 to 1977.

~Misdemeanors showed the second largest increase in filings from
‘1971 to 1977, 21,633. The largest part of the increase in fi1ings was
k'betweenﬁ]973 and 1976 ~ 12,687. Only a small portion of this increase
(276 Cases‘Or 0.3%) came in 1976 to 1977. While this small increase in
d‘misdemeanon fi]inggfcccurred in 1976-1977, thene waa ayveryd1arge

1976-]977‘1ncrea$e in,fe1ony fi]ings,'5,348 fi]inga,'dr,a 21.5%

» increase, over 1976.°‘0vera11 felony f111ngs increased by 9,002
‘ ;(42.5%) frbm«1971 to 1977. The numerical and percentage 1ncreases’have ,
~ grown Targer and Targer: 824 (3.9%) from 1971 to 1973; 2,830 (12.9%)

- frqm 1973 to,1976§‘and 5,348 (21.5%) from’1976'tc ]977.[

g
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Domestic relations filings have increased by 15,148 (39.8%) from
197]~t9 ]977. The increase from 1971 to 1973 was 5,443 (14.3%); from
1973 to 1976, 5,372 (12.3%); and from 1976 to 1977, 4;333 (8.9%).

Prior to fiscal year 1977, juveni]é caseload was not available
for all Georgia counties. Trends in juvenile data were calculated on
the basis of available déta.' This greatly affected the trehds derived
since a greater amount of disposition data was unavailable than filing *
data. In fiscal year 1977, the caseload effort succeeded in collecting
Jjuvenile data for all counties. As a result, estimates could be
calculated on the basis of all available data for the data unobtainable
in prior years. These estimates provide the data necessary to make a
meaningful comparison of juveni]e.caseload over the six year period

1971-1977 (Table 2 ).

Juvenile filings have increased by 6,440 between 1971 and 1977,
although filings decreased by 3,180 between 1973 and 1976. The Targésﬁ
part of’the ihcrease was between 1971 and 1973 when there was an in--
crease of 7,902 filings (34.1%); the second largest part of the increasé
was between 1976 and 1977 when there was an increase of 1,718 filings

C(6.2%).

The number of aT]'cases‘disposed has increased by 162,115 (40.6%) o
from 1971 to 1977. The increases have been 23,758 (5.9%) from 1971 to
1973; 111,691 (26.0%) from 1973 to 19763 and 26,666 (4.9%) from 1976
to 1977. Thekdifferencés between the number of/éases dispoéed‘from '
one year to the next'havebexceededfthe differenqés in the number of
céSes filed frbm one year to‘tﬁe next for’1973f1976, 1976-1977 énd ’
1921—1977.‘ These facts, plus the fact that the ratekat}Which casgs  nk
" have been disposed has risen from 90.4% in 1971 to 91.4% in 1976 to
_93;7% in ]977;‘iﬁdicate that open cases'are”acCUmu1ating at a Tower
‘ g o £



rate than previously.

E. Diéposition Rates and Accumulation of Open Cases
The following paragraphs will explain more precisely the status

of open cases for each case type.

Dispositidns of traffic cases rose by 101,416 from 1971 to 1977,
an increase of 56.3%. The major portion of this increase came between

1973 and 1976 - 70,857 (36.9%). The increase in dispositions from 1976

to 1977 exceeded the increase in filings between these two yéars. This .

corresponds to an increase in dispositions as a percentage of filings
from 95.7% in 1976 to 97.7% in 1977.

Although misdemeanor dispositions have increased by216,269 (25.2%)
from 1971 to 1977, there were actda11y 214 (-0.3%) fewer dispositions
in 1977 than in 1976. Misdemeanor dispositions increased by 5,{28
(8.4%) from 1971 to 1973 and by 11,055 (15.8%) from 1973 to 1976.
Dispositions as a percentage of filings have decreased from 94.2% in
1971, to 90.6% in 1973, to 89.6% in 1977. As a result, open misdemeanor

cases‘have been steadily accumulating at a rate of 10% of filings.

Dispositions of domestic relations cases have increased by 8,688
(28.1%) from 1971 to 1973; 5,496 (13.9%) from 1973 to 1976; and by
2,190 (4.9%) from 1976 to 1977. The increase from 1971 to 1977 was
16,374 (53.0%). Dfspositions as a percentage of filings increased
From 81.1% in 1971, to 90.9% in 1973 and to 92.2% in 1976, but then
fell to 88.8% in 1977,

" ‘DispOSitions of felony cases increased by 1,853 (11.0%) from 1971
‘ t0 1973§ 4,631 (24.9%) from 1973 to 1976; and 4,402 (18.9%) from 1976 |
to 1977. The increase from 1971 to 1977 was 10,886 (64.9%). ‘Disposi-
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tions as a pércentage of filings increased from 79.2% in 1971 to 84.6% in

1973, and to 95.6% in 1976, but then decreased to 91.6% in 1977.-

N :
DomeStiE relations and felony cases have both shown greater increases
in dispositions than in filings from 1971 fo 1977. However, from 1976 to

1977, the increases in filings have exceeded the increases in dispositions.

The increases in the number of Superior Court judgeships have no doubt

ptayed a part in increasing the disposition rates in felony and domestic

relations cases. The 1978 General Assembly created six new judgeships which

should help decrease the rate at which open cases accumulate in fiscal year

1979, . : R

The number of dispoéitions qf general civil cases increased by 10,301 .

(11.2%) from 1971 to 1977 although the number of filings decreased by 1,290

(-1.1%). Dispositions decreased by 5,951 (~6.5%) from 1971 to 1973, in-
creased by 14,417 (16.8%) from 1973 to 1976, and increased by 1,835 (1.8%)
from 1976 to 1977. Although the previously mentioned methodological prob-
Tem concerning general civil cases weakens the inference, it seems that the
trial courts are accumu]ating’open general civil cases at a much reducéd
rate. Dispositions were 89.6% of filings in FY1977, a much higher rate

than FY1976 (79.9%), CY1973 (75.1%), or CY1971 (79.7%).

Dispositions of juvenile cases have 1ncreaséd‘by 6,869 (32.5%) from
1971 to 1977. Dispositions increased by 2,179 (10.3%) from 1971 to 1973,'
by 5,235 (22.5%) from 1973 to 1976, but declined by 545 (-1.9%) from 1976

to 1977. The increase in dispositions from 1973 to 1976 contrasts with a

3,180 (-10.2%) decrease iq”filings'during3this period. DispdsifionS'as'aﬁ*

-2 I
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percentage of filings were 91.1% in ]971, 75.0% in 1973, 102.3% in 1976, and

- \ 94.5% in 1977
\

)
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SUMMARY OF CASELOAD BY COURT

A. Distribution of Courts |

This chapter of the caseload summary focuses on the courts
themselves. It shows how the state's caseload is divided among the
four major courts of record, as well as the makeup of each court's

caseload.

Table 6 (Appendix D) indicates the allocation of judicial man-
power in Georgia as of January, 1977, therebykimp1y1ng the actual
distribution of courts (i.e., a State Court judge implies é State -
Court). Tables 7A and 7B give a historical perspective to these
figures by displaying those Superior and State Courts in which

changes in judgeships occurred duﬁing%the period studied.

i

There is a Superior Court in every county, although one Superior
Court judge may serve a multi-county circuit or a single-county

circuit. The number of judges per circuit ranges from one to eleven.

State Courts are established by 1o¢aT legislation passed by
the Georgia General Assembly and genera]1y’exist only in the moré
populous counties to ré]ieve the caseload burden on the Sﬁperior‘
Courts. Except for the State Courts of the metropo]ftan Atlanta

counties and Chatham County, there is only one judge per State'Court,

(Table 6). There are three County Courts (Echols, Baldwin and Putnam =

counties) in Georgia. ~Since their jurisdictions ére,simi]ar‘to that of

the State Courts, they are consideﬁedvin this report as compohents'of

the State Court system;



Along with the Superior Courts, there is a Probate Court in

- every county, with one probate judge presiding in éach court. In

counties where there is a State Court, the Probate Court does not

exercise jurisdiction to hear traffic cases. Although the criminal
caseﬁoad of those Probate Courts exercising traffic jurisdiction
comprises only a portioh‘of the work confronting each probate judge

(most work involves wills, estates and guardianships), it is the only

‘part of the Probate Courts' caseload which this report examines.

Technically, there is also a Juvenile Court in each county,
though a truly self-contained court is estab1ished by statute only in
larger counties or in those electing to establish one. Elsewhere, the
Superior Court judge hears juvenile cases, assisted in some instances

by appointed referees.

'B{' Filings

Figure 6 illustrates the percentages of total filings and total

. dispositions in each of the four principal trial courts as well as the

distribution of filings and dispositions by case type within each court
for fiscal year 1977. Table 3 (p.27) displays numbers of filings and
dispositfons by case type (according to docket entries) and diépositions

as percentages'of filings for the four courts for fiscal year 1977.

| Almost oné-fdurth of the reported statewide total caseload was
filéhkin the Superior Courts. Felony and domestic relations cases, over
wthh‘the Superior Courts have exclusive jurisdiction, made up half
of this share of total filings. fThé other 50% of Superior Court

éase10ad was comprised mostly of general civil cases (21.1%), with

1independent motions, misdemeanor and traffic fjliﬁgs'together con-

stituting the remaining 28%.



Figure 6: Filings and Dispositions by Court: FY1977 (Docket Entries)
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The 64 State and County Courts had more than half (54.7%) of the

total caseload of Georgia's principal trial courts and had more than

twice the number of cases filed as the Superior Courts. They accounted

- for the great majority of total misdemeanor filings'(79@3%), general

civil cases (71.1%), and independent motions (75.2%), as well as most

of the traffic filings (55.8%) in the state.

When the State Courts' caseload is broken down by‘éase type, it

can be seen that traffic cases (160,867) made up the largest portion

of the 368,226 filings there (Table 3). General civil cases comprised

22% of the State Court caseload, while misdemeanors accounted for 19.3%

and independent motions were 15% of State Court filings.

Criminal cases filed in Probate Court accounted for 17.8% of all
caées and 29.6% of all criminal cases filed in the four main trial
courts. The preponderance of these were traffic cases - 116,150 out
of 119,613 or 97.1%. In’exc1uding a significant portioh of the Probate
Courts' work1oad~(j.e., wills and estates), the collection of caseload

data included only those cases under the Courts' jurisdiction concurrent

with the other major trial courts. In»addition to traffic, misdemeanor

cases (i.e., fish and game and 11tter,v1b1ations) were counted in the

Probate Courts. Théy amountaed to about 3% of filings there.-

The Juvenile Courts had the remaining 4.4% of the FY1977 filings
in Georgia's courts of record. It is important to note that juvenile

caSesrcan;be heard by Superior Court -judges or by dJuvenile Court referees

7asiwe11 as by appointed Juvenile Court judges; while‘this,4.4%.is referred '

2%



to as total juvenile case?pad, it shoqu be remembered:that it includes
juvenile cases heard by Jjudges with jurisdiction to hear other cases

~as well.

) Table 3. Filinas, Dispositions and Dispositions as Per Cent of Filings bv Court: FY1977 {Docket Entries)

Superiar . State 1. Probate _duvenile
Case Type *. - - i - -
- ‘quber PerCent Number -| PerCent | Number PerCent] Number | PerCent
Total f1 156,105 368,226 | 119,613 29,633
89.2 92.6 98,7 - ' 94.5
d| 139,173 ‘ 341,054 118,040 ) 28,005 :
Felony f 25,522 | . :
91.8
d| 23,419 v
Misdemeanor fl 15,112 , 70,959 ; 3,463
93.1 88.3 100.9
d{. 14,067 62,670 ‘ 3,494
Traffic e e 160,867 116,150
. 98.9 96.9 . 98.6
1d 11,006 “1 155,811 : 114,546 . :
; ,
General Civil f 32,931 81,165
86.8 90.7
d !l 28,570 1 73,639
Independent Motions | ¥ | 18,178 55,235
: 8l.6 . I 88.6
d| 14,847 , 48,934
Domestic Relations |f| 53,235
‘ 88.8
d 47,270
Juvenile f ‘29,633, |
94 .5"
d 28,005

*f = filings/d = dispositions.  Number=latter year minus former year. PerCent = number divided'by former year.

C. D1spos1t1ons
D1sp051t1ons as a percentage of f111ngs (d1sp051t1on rates) fbn .
~_flsca1 year 1977 are a]so d1sp1ayed in Tab]e 3 by‘ceurt and by case
type.4 While these percentages are computed on the pas1s of FY1977
filings, 1t should be kept- 1n m1nd that the d1spos1t1ons do not - ’
'necessar11y ref]ect act1on taken on FY1977 f111ngs. FY1977 d1s- ,“vi;fﬁ;;;AL

kpos1t1ons nefer to those cases d1sposed in FY1977 regard]ess of when'

the cases were f1]ed, Tota};d1spos1t1ons_as a.percentage%of;statew1de,'




total f111ngs for f1sca1 year 1977 were 93 OA (Tab]e 1, p. 12). By
| v rev1ew1ng each court's d1spos1t1on rate,,1t can be seen how th1s over-

all disposition rate resulted.

Dispositions in the Superidr Cbufts were 89.2% of total filings
there. 'Traffic and misdemeancr cases showed the two highest disposition |
 rates (98.9% and 93.1%), folloved by felonies (91.8%), domestic
"t relations (88.8%),‘genera1 civil (86.8%) and independent'motions
n(81.6%), A]thouéh domestic relations cases had a fairly high dis-
poeition rate, they accounted for the greatest share of Superior Court
4‘pehding cases (5,965) due to the large numberkof f11ings (Table 3).

Similarly, it is easy to see why traffic cases had such a high disposition
 rate. ,th only are traffic cases ordinarily disposed of more.quickly
“than other cases (e.g;,~by the payment of fines), but there were fewer

fi]ihQS‘than in any other case type in the Superior Court.

State Court dispositions were 92.6% of that court's total filings.
‘As should be expected because of their methods of dfsposition, traffic
| :cases had the highest disposition rate, 96.9%. General civil cases
showed the second highest rate, 90.7%; independent motions and mis-
2 demeanors had slightly 10Wer disposition rates, 88}6%,yahd 88.3%,
fespeCtive1y It is 1nteresting to note that a]though there were many
efmore genera1 c1v11 cases and 1ndependent mot1ons f11ed 1n the Super1or
tCourts, the d1spos1t1on rates for these case types were much h1gher in
‘the State Courts. One reason may be that civil cases filed in the .
tState Codrts require less proeeSsing'time than cases filed in Superior
i.CdurtS.A (See Part 1 for a dﬁscussion'of'judiCia1 work]oae‘and the
;fWeighted easeload-concept ) ATthOugh tkafficffi1ings far'exceeded%

‘those 1n any other case type in the State Courts open cases are

o -accumu1at1ng more s1ow1y hern than in other areas M1sdemeanprs are‘ '




contributing the largest share of any case type to the accumulation of

pending cases in the State CoUrfs.

The Probate Courts show a very high overall disposition rate of

98.7%, as most of the cases are traffic cases. The Probate Courts'. : 4f

disposition rate for these traffic cases is 98,6%; the disposition rate

for misdemeanor cases is 100.9% for the 3,463 misdemeanors fiied.

Juvenile Court dispositions amounted to 94.5% of Juvenile Court

,filings in fiscal year 1977; the actual number of disposed cases was

28,005.

D. Growth/Increase in Caseload by Court and Accumulation of Open Cases

To observe the changes in caseload that have occurred from 1971

‘to‘1977, data which has been consistently collected in that time‘period

is examined in the following analyses. The essential element used for |

filings énd dispositions for'criﬁinal‘cases,is in termsvof‘defeﬁdants, in~
stead of docket entries as used in the preceding pages of fhis chapter. In
order to ebserve tkends in filings and dispositions, only those cése}types

which have regularly been counted and considered to comprise "total caseload"

. are looked at in this section. Since FY1977 is ‘the first year in the year.

which independent motions were counted, changes in filings or dispositions

in this case type have not yet been determined. 'Thérefoke, no discussion.

of independent motions themselves, noh‘és a component of‘FY1977<¢aSe10ad,;J

is included below.

Filings in Georgia's four courts of~record'grew by:more than 150;000;-'f S

‘cases (35,1%) in the span df_%ﬁe,six,year peribd; jIncreases'1n State

~CoUrt‘filings~aCCduhted'fqb oveﬁfhaifobf;this_fndreaSQ,in thekstatewiqeL"V



total, while the rise ih Probaﬁe Court filings made up. 31.3% of the
total increase. The Supefior and JUveni]é,Courts, while also showing
increasing trends, have exhibited more steady overa11 increases since
1971 (Figure 8A, p. 33). The Supethr Courts' share 6f fhe'statewide
total increase in fi]ings was 14.6%, The Juvenile Courts accounted for

about 4% of the overall increase.

Dispositions 1fkewise 1ncreasedvacross the state and those'in—
creases outnumberédkthe increases in filings by over 4,700 cases..
Table 4 displays both the total and per court trends in caseload and
shows the very encouraging trend of dispositiohs increasing at a greater
rate than filings. Indeed, since 1971, there has been a 42.1% increase
in dispositions as epposed to a 35.5% increase in filings. This
iﬁcrease in dispositions may Targely be due to the addition of a number
of judges (courts) in the past seven years; twenty-four Superior. Court
: judgés and five State Court judges (Tables 7A and 7B) have been added 1hto
the judicial system to combat the challenge presented by an increasing

caseload.

The Stafe Courts accounted for 49.9% of the 162,115 1n¢rease in
} total dispositions; changes in dispositions in the Pfobate Cdurté‘made
u§129% of the total increase. Whiie the percenf increases in dispositions
in:bOth these courts closely paralleled their respective increases in
fi1ings, the Superior Courts saw a 8.9% greater increase in dispositions
jthah filings since ]971,} There; the increase in dispositfons‘outnumbered
the increase in fi]ings‘by;ovek‘S,OOO Cases, narrowing considerably the k
gap between filings and dispositions. The 1971-1977 increase in dis-
:poSition%an Juyeni1e Cogrt~made Qp just over 4% of‘the'statewide to£é1

“increase in dispositions.



Tab]e 4, Trends in Filings/Dispositions by Court, 1971-1977:
Actual and Per Cent Change Between Latter Year and Former. Year (Defendants)

Change in Filings/Dispositions

Court * [ 1971-1973 - 1973-1976 T 976-1977 19711977
0 Number {PerCerit | Number | PerCent | Number | PerCent| Humber | PerCent
Total £ 32,20 | 7.4 |110,031 24.6 | 14,062 | 2.4 | 151,383 | 350 |
d | 23,758 | 5.9 [1.601 | 2.0 | 26066 | 49 | 162,115| 40.0
Superior f 113,745 | T .4M 8,771 6.5 -] -455 | -0.3 /722,061 | 18.2 |
d| 16,187 | 15.9 | 11,152 | 9.5 11 o | 27,30 26.9
State f| 5,085 | 2.2 66,245 | 28.0 | 10,149 | 3.3 81,479 |  35.2
d | -1,399 | -0.7 57,274 | 27.3 | 25,057 | 9.4 80,932 |  38.3
Probate C|f] 6,588 | o.1 38,195 | 48.5 2,650 | 2.3 | 47,403 5.6
| d'| 6,791 | 9.6 38,030 | 48.8 2,053 | 1.9 46,974 |  66.1
Juvenilet* £ 7,902 | 38.] -3,180 | -10.2 1,718 | 6.2 6,440 |  27.8
. d| 2,179 10,3 5,235 | 22.5 —545 1.9 6,869 32.5

*f = filings/d = dispositions. “Number = 1atter year minus former year. Per Cent = pumber divided by former
year. ** Juenile caseload data is incomplete for prior years. - To ascertain statewide trends in juvenile
caseload, estimates were made. for' the. following number of counties in which juvenile data was unavailable:

CY1971 CY1973 FY1976 FY1977
Filings 21 16 11 0
Dispositions 10 13 , 4 1

1t can be seen from Figure 7 that regardless of the increases in

filings in each court and especially after the sharp rise in State
Court and Probate Court caseloads from 1973 to 1976, dispositions have
generally ﬁanaged to ihcfease at similar or greater rates. Thg 1976~
1977 peribd has seen a slightly 1ower'rate of increase in tota1~fi1ings‘ 
while disposition rates haVe continued to rise, thereby meeting
the cha]]engerof the dramatic fiTinQ 1ncreases 1n,the preVious period.
A more detailed analysis of these- trends can be found in the fo11ow1ng

- paragraphs, where per court caseload is exam1ned 1n terms of case

types.
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Superior Court

"The most salient character1st1c of the caseload in Georgia® s Superior

Courts is the dramatic increase in filings in two of the courts' exclusive

Jjurisdiction case types. The number of felony defendants filed has risen

42.5% (9,002) since 1971, exhibiting an increasing trend in every time

period studied to date (Figure 8A (a)). Felony dispositions, although

still increasing in actual number, are no longer increasing as a per-

centage of Filings. After growing from 79% of filings in 1971 to 93.6%

in 1976, the felony disposition rate remained about the same (91.6%)

in 1977. Consequently, more open felony cases are accumulating. There

exists a similar situation with respect to domestic relations cases.

The number of filings has climbed sharply (39.8%) since 1971, but the

domestic relations disposition rate, after reaching a high of 92.2% in

1976, dropped to 88.8%.

" Figure 8A: Trends in Caseload by Court and Case Type, 1971 1977 (Defendants): , .
Superior and Juvenile Courts -
60,000~ =
50,000— DR —
40,000—- ] - ‘ ' — Fi]ed
30,000— — ~ —- Disposed
20,000— F-Felony
M~-Misdemeanor
NS T-Traffic
10,000 T GC-General Civil
DR~ ~-Domestic Relations
0— - , - pRaxEe — o
71 73 76 77 71 73 76  77 _

a) Superior - bY‘JUVenile
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After displaying a pattern of an increasing number of filings and a
disposition rate which remained at about 80%, the general civil case-
load in Superior Court decreased from 1976 to 1977; filings decreased

~ by 5300 and dispositions went down by 1884. Such a decrease may.be
partly attributed to a change in the case counting methodology of the
same year (Appendix A). This decrease in general civil filings and
dispositions occurred as the new case type, independent motions, was
counted. As Table 5A indicates, the recent decrease resulted in an over-
a11’net increase of 1001 (3.1%) general civil filings from 1971 to
1977: this increase was more than matched by a 12.1% increase in dis-

| positions in that time period.

Table 5A. Trends in Superior Court Filings/Dispositions by Case Type, 1971-1977:
‘Actual and Per Cent Change Between Latter Year and Former Year (Defendants;

Change in Filings and Dispositions

Cgse Type * 1971-1973 . 1973-1976 1976-1977 1971-1977
Number |PerCent'| Number ‘ PerCent- Number PerCent | Number (PerCent
T6t31 f 13,745 | 11.4 8,771 6.5 -455 -0.3 22,061 18.2
d 16,187 | 15.9, 11,152 9.5 1 0 27,340 26.9
Felony f 824 3.9 2,830 12.9 5,348 21.5 9,002 42.5
| d 1,853 | 11.0 4,631 24.9 4,402 18.9 10,886 64.9
Misdemeanor f. 4,456 | 27.3 ~2,654 -12.8 ~2,498 | -13.8 -696 -4.3
d 3,925 |. 26.1 -2,017 -10.6 ~2,410 | ~14.2 -502 -3.3
Traffic f -377v -2.8 321 2.4 -2,338 | -17.3 -2,394 -17.6
| | d| -749| -5.5 a1 | 4.2 | 2,297 | -17.2 | -2,505 | -18.4
General Civil f 33399 10.6 2,902 8.2 -5,300 ] -13.9 k 1,001 3.1
. C|d| e e 2,500 | 8.9 | 1,88 | -6.2 3,087 | 12,1
Domestic Relations | 5,443 14.3 5,372 12.3 {4,333 8.9 15,148 39.8
1d 8,688 | 28.1 5,496 13.9 2,190 4.9 16,374 53.0

1'»?f~= filings/d = dispositions, Number = latter year minus former year. Per Cent = number divided by former year.
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Fdllowing an initial rise from 1971 to 1973, misdemearior filings
and dispositions havé continued to decreaSewever since. As with the
traffic caseload, which had remained stable until 1976, the misdemeanor
~caseload dropped considerably in 1977. This decrease may be due in
part to changes in jurisdiction exercised b§ some courts, as some
Superior Courts in single-county circuits may hear fewer misdemeanor
and traffic cases because these are filed instead in the State or
Probate Courts. At the same time, disposition rates were held steady;
99.1% of the traffic cases (defendants) filed were disposed in 1977,
while 93.2% of the misdemeanor cases filed were disposed. Therefore,
the Superior Courts are disposing of fewer of these types of cases

at the same rate.

Overall, the Superior Courts are working to dispose of more cases
than ever before. Table 5A shows that from 1971 to 1977, . increases
in cases disposed outnumber cases filed both in actual number and in
percent increases; the number of fiiings has grown by 18.2%, whereas

dispositions have increased by 26.9%.

General civil anqldomestic relations cases are contributing the
greatest share of casé§ to the Superior Courts aCCumulation of pending
cases. Even with the decrease in general civil filings, the disposition
rate still stands at 86.8%. Domestic relations cases, as well as
felonies, are adding to the number of open cases ﬁrimari]y because

filings in these case types have increased so sharply.

With the decrease in filings of concurrent jurisdiction case types -
(i.e., misdemeanor and traffic) the coufts‘may be provided with such

resources to minimize the gaps between filings and dispositions in o



other areas. However, a continued increase in domestic relations and

felony filings as has been seen thus far will certainly outweigh any

benefit provided by the decrease in misdemeanor and traffic filings.

Figure 8B: Trends in Caseload by Court and Case Type, 1971-1977 (Defendants):

State and Probate Courts
180,000— -
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90,000~

60,000—
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XA —

- _
71 73 76 77 71
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State Court

73
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- Filed
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GC-General Civil

A noticeable and quite promising trend in Georgia's State Courts

is the general civil disposition rate. Although dispositions decreased

from 1971 to 1973, thereby lowering the disposition rate to 73.4%, they

have increased steadily ever since.

Even with the 10.6% rise in general

civil filings from 1973 to 1976, dispositions rose 20.5% (Table 5B).

Of cdurée,‘considerationfmust be given to the effect of changes in



the number of State Court judgeships (Table 7B) and the case counting
methodology upon changes in filings and dispositions. However, Coup]ed
with the apparent decrease in filings in the last period, general civil

dispositions now stand at 90.7% of filings.

An examination of the trend in.traffic filings and dispositions
(Figure 8B(a) p. 33) shows.that, since 1973, fi]ings have incredsed to the
point where dispositions can no Tonger maintain the rate indicated in
the first time period. However, after a 7% drop in the disposition
rate from 1973 to 1976, the gap between traffic filings and dispositions

has narrowed again.

While misdemeanor dispositions in the State Courts continue to
rise, they are increasing at a slower pace than filings. Table 5B
compares an overall 46.1% rise in'misdemeanor filings to a 36.6% rise
in dispositions since 1971. Although increases in filings outnumbered
increases in dispositions by 34% from 1971-1976, in the last period
increases in fi]ings‘and dispositions were the same.

Table 5B.. Trends in State Court Filings/Dispositions by Case Type, 1971-1977:
‘Actual and Per Cent Change Between Lattgr Year and Former Year {Deferdants)

' ' Change in Filings/Dispositions
Case Type * 1971-1973 1973-1976 1976-1977 1971-1977 -
Number [PerCent | Number | PerCent | Number |PerCent | Number PerCent
Total fl 5,085 2.2 66,245 28.0 10,149 3.3 81,479 35.2
d|-1,39 |-0.7 | 57,278 | 27.3 25,057 9.4 | 80,932 38.3
Misdemeanor f] 4,231 | 87 | 15571 | 29.5 | 2,632 | 3.8 | 22,434 | 46.] ;
d 1,567 3.4 13,187 é7.8 '} .2,046 } 3.4 16,800 36.6
Traffic f | 5,245 5.3 42,267 40.3 13,824 | 9.4 61,33 | 61.5
d 5,455 5,5 32,171 30.8 | 19,292 | 14.1 ‘ 56,918 | 57.4
General bivi1 f|-4,301 |-5.3 | 8,807 | 10.6 ‘| -6,307 | -7.2 | -2,291 | -2.7
o d|-8,421 |-12.7 | 11,916 | 205 | 3,719 | 5.3 7,214 | 10,9

*f = filings/d = dispositions, Number = latter year minus former year. Per Cent = number divided by former year.
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With the higher disposition rates in the general civil and traffic

case types in 1977, the State Courts are seeing a.slower accumulation

of pending cases than in any other year, The overall disposition rate

‘how stands at 93.3% which is even higher than the 1971 rate (91.2%

which was based on481,000 fewer filings.

Probate Court

Even with the astounding increase in the number of traffic cases
filed in Probate Court since 1973 (Table 5C), the disposition rate
remains steady. As Figure 8B(b) shows, traffic filings and dispositions
have mu]ﬁip]ied by Tike percentages in every time period since 1971.
This is especially significant when considered along with the fact that
misdemeanor filings have remained essentially the same, with misdemeanor
dispositions just outnumbering filings in fiscal year 1977. Although

no specific cause can be pinpointed for the increase in traffic filings,

~it should be noted that certain factors such as a reduced speed 1limit

and the completion of interstate highways within the state may account

~for a large part of the increase.

‘ Table 5C.

Trends in Probate Court Filings/Dispositions by Case Type, 1971-1977:

Actual and Per Cent Change Between Latter Year and Former Year (Defendants)

Case Type ¥ 19711973 1973-1976 1976-1977 1971-1977

Change in Filings/Dispositions

. Number PerCeﬁt Number PerCent | Number | PerCent | Number PerCent
Total f| 6,558 | 9.1 | 38,795 | 48.5 2,650 | 2.3 47,803 |  65.6
o d| 6791 | 9.6 | 300 | 488 | 205 | 1.9 | 46,974 | 6.
Misdemeanor f -17 | -0.5 | - -230 -6.5 42 | 4.3 -105 -2.9
b d -64 | -1.8 115 | -3.3 150 | 4.5 29 | -0.8
Traffic f| 6,575 | 9.6 | 38,425 | 1.1 2,508 | 2.2 | 47,508 | 69.2
| d| 6,855 | 10.1 | 38,045 | 5.3 | 2,003 | 1.8 47,003 |  69.6

LR é‘fi]jngs/d = dispositions.  Numbepr %,]a%ter year minus former year. Per Cent = number diyided by former year.

i
3
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The rise in dispositions in the Probate Coukts is notabTeh
Although the number of open cases have been accumulating steadily in
every time period, they have been accumulating at a rate of‘less‘thaﬁ

2%.

Juvenile Court

Juvenile Court caseload as considered in this report includes all -
juvenile cases filed in the state, regardiess of the additional responsi-
bilities of the judge hearing the case. While filings and dispositions
increased similarly in absolute number since 1971, dispositions‘have

increased by a higher percentage (32.5%) than filings (27.8%).

The greatest increase in filings came between 1971 and 1973; the
following period saw a 10% decrease in filings. When this decrease is
considered together with a large increase in dispositioné (22.5%)
in the same period, it is understandable that the Juvenile Court
disposition rate rose to 102% in 1976. With another increase in
filings and a 31ight decrease in dispositions from 1976-1977, the
disposition rate dropped to 94.5%. ?

After having such a high disposition rate in 1976, the Juvenile
Courts saw a greater étcumu1atioﬁ of open cases in 1977. WHi1e:fi1ings

increased by over 1700 from 1976-1977, dispositions dropped by 500.
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CONCLUSION

kIn fiscal year 1977, Georgia's total reportéd case1oad‘for the four

major courts of record has climbed to over 670,000 cases filed. Dis—
positions as a percent of filings stand at 93%, slightly highér‘than
the 1976 disposition rate. Criminé] cases {felony, misdemeanoy and

| traffic), which comprise 60% of the total caseload, have a combined
disposition rate of 95.5%. Civil cases (general civil, domestic
relations and independent motions) have a somewhat Tower diéposition’
rate of 88.6%. For the almost 30,000 juVeni]e cases filed in fiscal
year 1977, the dispositions as a percent’of filings figure stands

at 94.5%.

Despite a statewide increase in the number of defendants,filed” -
of over two percent from fiscal year 1976 to fiscal year 1977, the
number of defendants disposed rose by over four percent. Although total,
dispositions are increasing at a more rapid rate than tota1 filings,
this is primarily dUe to the 1ncrease’in dispositions in two case typesg
general civil and traffic. For every other case types filings. are stii]'

increasing at a faster rate than dispositions.

The State Courts were the only one of the four trial courts studied

for which the increase in dispositions was greater than (hy almost 15,000

cases) the increaSe in fiTings from 1976-1977. Although fhe‘disposition
'rate of the,Superidr Courts did not increase in fisCa] year’1977; the,

‘rate remained almost constant.

From the comparison of actualiand weighted caseload, it is clear

the State Courts have continued to bear the greatest burden in terms of L

n
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actual case'v01ume; 79% of all misdemeanors, 75% of all 1ndebendent

‘motions, 71% of all general civil cases and 56% of all traffic cases

- filed in the state in 1977 were filed in the State Courts. However,

tfaffic cases, which are generally disposed in a short period of time,
comprised 43.7% of State Court fi1ings. Conversely, 50% of the Superior
Court caseload was made up of felony and domestic relations cases,
which\ordinafi]y require‘more judge time. From this it is apparent

that the Superior Courts handle a heavier burden in terms of the time

necessary to process their caseload.

The trends identified in this caseload summary report outline in
broad strokes the workload of the state's principal trial courﬁs from
the available information. Each year the quality and avai1éb1]1ty of
1nformation for the caseload study improves as data collection defini-
tions and techniques and procedures for analysis are refined.. This

improvement will provide more useful and accurate data to assist

management of and planning for Georgia's judicial system.
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APPENDIX A
REPORT METHODOLOGY

Data Collection

Representatives of the Administrative Office of the Courts
collected all data for the caseload studies conducted in ce1endar'e,
years 1971 and 1973, and fiscal year 1976. In fiscal year 1977,

the Administrative Office of the Courts, with the cooperation of

- the Administrative Judges from the Judicial Districts, directed

ta collection efforts of the‘eight,Assistants to the Adminis-
trative Judges, as well as those of members of its own research
staff. ‘ |

Fiscal year 1977 bfought %be'most compliete set of caseload
data ever co11ectedkin Georgia:y The data collection conformed to a
sing1e methodology as‘recommended by a study committee of'Super{ok
Court judges. -

The methods of data collection used were designed for broad

application to accommodate the various docketing systems and courfi'

- practices found throughout the state. The mainfobjectﬁves of the

methodoiogy were to assure that the caseload data was coi1ected

uniformly throughout the state and that the data wou]d accurate1y

. \\\

reflect the Jud1c1a1 work]oad 1n a11 courts under study ‘ ”‘ : _ , N

A11 1977 caseload data has been co]1ected d1rect1y from the o

c1erks"offices of Georg1a s four pr1nc1pa] tr1a] colirts of record:

. the Superior, State, Probéte and Juvenile Ceurts.

5



The objective of the data co]]ection effort was to measure the

level of judicial activity in each court during a particular period.

For 1971 and 1973 this “counting” period was the calendar year, while
in 1976 and 1977 it was the fiscal year (July 1 - June 30). A1l cases
filed, disposed or remaining open as Ofxthe end of these counting
peridds were counted. In order to insure that all dispositions and

open cases were accounted for, cases filed five years prior to the

~beginning of each counting period were also checked. Since many of

the disposéd and open cases were from filings in previous years, dispos—
ition and open data for any year should not be interpreted as the status

of a year's filings.

F11inngategories

A1 cases counted in the studies fall ihto one of three general
f?ling types: criminal, civil and juvenile. Each fi]ing type is then
subdivided into a number of case types. The criminal case types are
felonies, non-traffic misdemeanors and traffic offenses. Civil case

types are general civil cases, domestic relations cases and independent

~motions. Independent motions, which were first counted in 19775 are

| genera11y those actions that occur after a final judgment or verdict

“has been issued or certain original actions that are thought to consume

less judge time than the general civil or domestic relations case types.

=

JuVenj]e cases were counted according to four case types'fok the 1971

and 1973 studies: delinquent, unruly, traffic, and.deprived. Juvenile

caseload was fUrther broken down}in 1976 with the inclusion of a fifth.

tase'type, spécia1~proceedings. To give‘COmparab1e data for all years,

,howevek,_onTyﬁ%otalfjuvenile caseload data 1is presented.

4
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| o
Identical procedures were used to count each case type within the

same filing type,‘but each fi]ing'type was counted differentiy. ’Ih 1977,
three data elements were 6011ected for every criminal case filed, dis-
posed or open: docket entries, defendants and counts. This was a change’
from the previous caseload studies (1971, 1973 and 1976) when data was col-
Tected for defendahts only. |

Civil cases were counted every year 1in terms‘of a single data ele-
ment, docket entries. Although two additional data elementsywere counted
for criminal cases than for civil cases, there were other complications
in collecting civil caseload data. Many cases which fall into the inde-
pendent motions case type did not appear as separate docket entries, but
were instead filed with the original case. At the same time, not all ac-
tions recorded as docket entries were counted as cases. However, atll
civil cases that were considered cases for purposes of the caseload studies
were counted in terms of one data element.

Fiscal year 1977 also brought a change in the counting of juveni]e
cases. Filings and dispositions for years prior to 1977 were counted in
terms of one data element (number of children). In 1977, juvenile data
was collected for filings in terms of the number of children and the number .
‘of charges while dispositions were counted in terms of the number of charges;‘
disposed only. To make the 1977 disposition data comparabie to that of pre-
vious years, a ratio between charges and children was computed to determ1ne |
the number of children for whom the charges filed aga1nst them were d1sposed

While all open cases were counted for the thre"a 411ng types certa1n
open cases were identified as pending cases for purposes of the caseload
data collection, OQOpen criminal cases less than foﬂr'(4) monéhs o1d; and

open civil and juvenile Cases less than six (6) months old at: the end of N

o



€
the fiscal year were considered pending. In this summary report, however,
no distinction has been made between pending cases and the remainder of
the open caseload in any area; the terms "pending" and "open" have been

used synonymously and interchangeably to designate open caseload.
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APPENDIX B
OUTLINE OF THE JUDICIAL SYSTEM OF GEORGIA

This section of the Caseload Summary Report presents a short over-
view of the judicial system of Geofgia by looking at the nature and
number of courts composing the system, the jurisdiction of these courts
and the major lines of appe]Tate review. In addition, this section’
reviews each class of courts and its relationship to the collection of
caseload data for the annual study conductggnby the Administrative

Office of the Courts.

Trial Courts of Georgia

1) Superior Courts

The Superior Court is a constitutionally established court.
This 1is the trial court of general jurisdiction in Georgia, .and
there is a Superior Court in each of the one hundred fifty-nine

(159) counties (Ga. Code Ann. $2- 3301)

r——— —— ot -

Exclusive Jurisdiction: The Superior Court has exclusive
jurisdiction in the following subject areas: divorce, equity,

title to Tand and felonies. {Ga. Code Ann. §2-3301 and §2-3304).

Concurrent Jurisdiction: The Superior Court can hear all

cases not sbécifica11y reserved to other éourts. Thus, the Super-

ior Court generally has concurrent trial jurisdiction with all the

Timited jurisdiétion;trial courts in the.stafe. Juvenj]e matters |
~and probate and estate matters are an?exceptiOn to the‘ru1e~ The
Juvenile Court and Probate Court respect1ve1y, have exc]us1ve

‘or1g1na1 Jurlad1ct1on 1n these subaect matters
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Appellate Jurisdiction: The Superior Court is an appe]]ate |

body as well as a trial court. Its review“powerdextends to all the

~"inferior judicatorieé:,"'("l those trial courts of 1imited jurisdiction
- which have not been provided by statute or by the Constitution with

~a right of direct review to the Court of Appeals or Supreme Court.

The application for a writ of certiorari from the Superior
Court is a constitutioral right general to a]T such "inferijor
judicatories" (Ga. Code Ann. §2-3304). On the other hand, the
Constitution requires that specific legislation must define the

right of direct appeal to the Superior Court, if any, from these

Tower trial courts. Various statutes have provided direct appeal:
Ga. Code Ann. §6-201, the Probate Courts; Ga, Code Ann. §6-101 :
and 6-301, Justices of the Peace; and Ga. Code Ann. §92A-510,

Police and Recorder's Courts. Appeal proceedings in the Superior

Court arising from cases initiated in one of the "inferior '

Jjudicatories” are generally de novo proceedings.

In addition, the Superior Court has the authority to review
decisions by certain administrative bodies (Ga. Code Ann. $3A-120

and §114-710). These proceedings are in the nature of an appeal

 although they are not designated as such.

Relatibnshﬁp to Caseload Study: The Superior Court is one

_of the four trial zourts which is examined in the caseload study.

- Because of the exclusive original jurisdiction of this court,

felonies, equity, divorce andftitie to land cases are only heard and

. reported at the trial level in the Superior Court data. The case-
~ Toad at this time qus not segregateidata on the basis of the tria1

}wdfkaérsus thefappel1ate workﬁcflthe‘SUperiok Courts .



2)

State Courts

Original Concurrent Jurisdiction: In 1970, Ga. Code Ann.
Chap. 24-21a was enacted for the purpose of unifying a group of
courts of similar jurisdiction. Originally many of these courts
were created as city courts by Tocal legislation to relieve the
case]oad'pressures of a particular Superior Court. They‘were‘not
established statewide. Ga. Code Ann. Chap.v24-21a states that
these courts are of county-wide jurisdiction and share concurrent
subject matter jurisdiction with the Superior Court in most civil
cases and misdemeanors. There fs no uniformity of jurisdiction
of these courts in ex delicto (tort) abtions. The Tocal act |
creating each court controls the extent of ex delicto jurisdiction
(usually a dollar claim 1imit). These courts have no original

exclusive jurisdiction and generalTy no appeliate jurisdiction,

Right of Review of Decisions of State Courts: Petitioners

in the State Courts have the right of direct review by‘thé Court -,‘

of Appeals and Supreme Court (Ga. Code Ann. §24-2107a). The

1970 legislation designated the State Courts as “other like courts,"

‘which refers to that term in the Judicial Article of the Consti-

tution (Ga. Code Ann. §2-3108). The State Courts are courts below

the level of and having épécified concurrent jurisdictibn with the

Superior Courts.

E

Relationship to Caseload Study: The subject areas within

the jurisdiction of tﬁé State Courts fall within the caseload
AStudy categories(of~misdemeanoF§i traffic and genefai civil cases.

State'Cburts have no caSe]oad:data,forjdomestiq§re1ations and

felony cases since they have no jurisdiction in those subject areas. |
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Although the three County Courts in Georgia (Putnam, Baldwin

and Echols) do not, strictly speaking, fall within the class of -

State Courts, these courts have similar jurisdiction and were

created for similar purposes as the State Courts. They are counted
in the caseload study as State Courts. In contrast to the State
Courts, an appeal must be taken to the Superior Court from the

County Courts.

Juvenile Courts : |
| The Juvenile Court is a statutory court (Ga. Code Ann. §24-2401)

and purely a trial court. Technically, there is one court per

ccounty. In actuality, the majority of these courts are not truly

separate judicial bodies. Qn]y in counties having a population of
fifty thousand'(50,000) pergons or more and in a few other counties
upon special recommendation of two successive grand juries are
thése courts created as separate bodies. ,

 In 1977 there were 42 countieé which had thirty—six (36) iinde-
pendent Juvenile Courtsg\in the remaining counties a Superior Court
judge, or a State Court judge appointed by a Superior Court judge,
heard the juvenile cases.

whateverkthe structure of the court, the jurisdiction of each

court is identical.

‘Exclusive Jdurisdiction: All proceeding;kinvo1v1ng any

,kindividua1 under the age of seventeen years and alleged to be

‘»de]ianeht (eXceptkwhen the dE1inquent‘éct is considered a capital

crime when commi tted by an adult), unruly or in need of treatment for

mental i11néss,vor,uhder sixteen years of,agé and alleged to have
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committed a traffic offense are heard by the Juveni1e Court;“The~"
cnurt,has the authority to hear actions for termination of parental
, rignts and other special proceedings. The Jnvenf1e Court also has

exclusive jurisdiction in proceedings alleging any individual under‘

the age of eighteen to be a deprived child. (Ga. Code Ann. §24A-301).

ConCUrrent’Origina1 Jurisdiction: - The Juveni1e Court has

concurrent jurisdiction‘Withythe Superior Court to hear a]1eged.
delinquent acts which constitute capital offenses when committed
by an adult. The Juvenile Court may transfer a case inVoTVing |
conduct designated a crimé to the appropriate trial court if the
juvenile was fifteen (15) years old at the time the a11egéd'crime
was committed onlif the chde.was thirteen (13) years or older and
is charged with a capital feTony. . B

In custody cases, concurrent jurisdiction is said‘to exfst
since a Juvenile Court can determine the custddy andisuppdrt
~issues of a case when it is transferred to the Juvgni1é;Court'by

an order of the Superior Court.

Right of Review of Decisions of'Juvenile Courts: By virtUe of

spec1f1c constitutional provisions, the decisions of the Juven11e
Courts are rev1ewed d1rect1y by the Court of Appea1s or Supreme

Court The case of Wh1tman V. State, 96 Ga App. 731 (1957), re-

solved a conf11ct concern1ng appe11ate rev1ew from the Juven11e »
Courts. This case struck down ‘the va11d1ty of Ga L. 1956, p. 69 as ,;
| 1n conf11ct W1th a 1956 const1tut1ona1 amendment (Ga L 1956,

p. 652). The dec1s1on assured that Juven11e Court dec151ons wou]d |
; fo]low the same route of appe]]ate reV1ew whether the Juven11e i

Court is an 1ndependent court or an arm of the Super1or Court.;ntt,,f,.



Relationship to Caseload Study: Juvenile Court caseload as

reviewed in this report’refers to all juvenile data‘c011ected,

whether fromlan established Juvenile Court or from a court in

’which a Superior Court judge hears juvenile cases. While Juvenile

Court caseload data was collected according to five case types,

" this report presents juvenile caseload in terms of total filings

and total dispositions.

Limited Jurisdiction Courts/"inferior Judicatories”. .

In Georgia there are a variety of courts each having some civi]k
and criminal jurisdiqtion. These courts include: Probate Courts,
Small Claims Courts, Justices of the Peace, Recorders Courts,
Magistrate's Courts, Civil Courts,'and Municipal, Mayor's and PdliCe
Courts. Excluding the Probate Courts and Justices of the Peace
which ake_cohstitutiona] courts, these courts have been established
by specific legislative acts of the General Assembly of by city
charter. | L .

’For,example; each Small Claims Court is established by speciaT
and separate Tegislation. Each Tocal act determines where a Small
C1aims’Court’wi11 be established by‘popu1ation Timits. 'Thése
population 1imits are generally tailored to suit_onTy one county

(e.g., Ga. L. 1957, p. 263). The specific legislative enactment

'de]ineates thevoriginal Jurisdiction of the court and the rights of ‘

review from that particuTar court.

B "Qkigina1 Juriédiction{ ‘Gehera1]y all these courts have concur-

rent jurisgictjon with the Superior Courts and State Cburts in;some‘

© civil matters and pertaining to some misdemeanors. In civil matters,
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jurisdiction is often Timited by the dollar amount of the claim.

In criminal matters jurisdiction may be limited to guilty or nolo con-

tendere pleas and traffic cases.

a)

‘C)

_ been established by the 1eg1$1aturé‘in,1%éu»thérébf.‘v_ |

Probate Courts
Unlike the other "inferior judicatories," the

Probate Court has exclusive original jurisdiction;

such jurisdiction refers to probate and estate matters. )

The Probate Court is empowered to hear cases
arising from violations of law re]ating‘to traffic
upon public roads (including litter violations) and
violations of game and fish laws. This traffic subject
matter jurisdiction is concurrent with that of the
Superior Court,'but'thefe is no traffic jurisdiction :
exercised in the Probate Court if aJState Court is
Tocated in that county. Traffic jurisdiction is
then exercised by the State Court. (Ga. Code Ann.
§92A-501, §92A-502 and 392A-511). |
Justices of the Peace

The original jurisdiction of these judicial

officers primarily consists of the disposition of

" civil cases of two hundred dollars ($200.00) or Tess,

the issuance of watrantskand the conduct of committal
hearings. ”
Spécia1.Courts

While Justices of the Peace were all originally

~elected according to militia disfkicts, some such

 offices have‘been‘abo1iShed”énd7thése éOuﬁtéjhéVe o
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~ These courts include: Civil Courts (Richmond and
Bibb Counties); Municipal Courts (Savannah and
Columbus) and Magistrate's Courts (Clarke, Glynn and
Rockdale Counties). The jurisdiction of thése courts
consists of civil cases within a dollar value range
from’one thousand to ten thousand dollars and criminal
cases which are within the jurisdiction of a Justice
of the Peace. Some of these courts also have the
authority to hear any misdemeanor case in which the
defendant consents and enters a plea of guilty or
nolo contendere.
d) Small Claims Courts
| The Small Claims Courts are similar to the
Justices of the Peace. They have civil case juris-
diction generally under one thousand dollars %n value,
the power to issue units of garnishment and attachment,
and the general jurisdiction granted to Justices of
the Peace.
~e) Mayor's and Recorder's Courts
There are‘approximate]y four hundred Mayor's,
Recorder's and Police Courts. Created by city
'charter, these courts have the power to hear>ordinan¢e_
! and traffic violations and have the criminal juris- |

diction of a Justice of the Peace. -

4

‘Right of Review of Decisions of "Inferior Judicatories:" As

‘ previous1y Stated,lthe Cohstitution proVide§ an identical right of
- review by writ of éértipkari from the'quériqr Courts to'a11 these
:courts. Thekspecific Tegi31atfve enqefméhts estab]fshing’these |
*'5judicatdfies'determine’whétherthgré’is a'right of direct‘appea1;
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A]though the Superior Court is genera11y the court of direct appeal,
separate legislation has resulted in var1ed appellate p“ecnsses
| a) Probate Court decisions are rev1ewed by writ of
certiorari or d1rect appeal to the Super1or Court
b) In one of these limited jurisdiction courts, the
Justices of the Peace,'there exists an internal
statutory appeaT;k@g: Code Ann. 86-401). The right
of appeal is'detérmined by the amount in controversy, that
is, if fifty dollars ($50.00) or mofe is in contrbve%sy 5
there may be either a direct appeal to the SuperiorlCdurt “
or internally to a Justice Jury. The abpropriate review
“is further determined by the particular claim of error
whether it be a matter of law or fact.
c) Some of the Civil Courts and Municipal Courts.have a
p direct right of review to the Court of Appea]sfds
well as. the wfit of certiorari from the Superidr
Court. | |

B
A

d) The writ of-certio;;bi from the Superior Cdﬁrt is
generally the only review procedure available fkom‘a
decision of a Smail Claims Court. |

e) As well as the whit of Certidrari from the Supebior
Court, the decisions of Mayor Ss Pol1ce and Recordcr S"
Courts can general]y be rev1ewed by the Board of

' A]derman and:Mayor.s1tt1ngvas a body.

Re]at1onsh1p to Caseload Studx» At the present t1me, the

" case]oad study measures on1y one court s caseload from th1s var1ed

3 group of ?Jnfer1or;3u%gcator1=s," and in. th1s couvtﬂonlj a Fraut1onﬁl
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~of the caseload is collected. The one court is the Probate Court ?

and only the traffic and misdemeanor cases within the jurisdiction

of the court are measured. The Probate Court (formerly the Court

of Ordinary) is an integral part of the state judicial system.

There is a Probate Court in each county; it is established by
Constitutional provision and has been a part of the state system

since 1852. Its history is rooted in the Inferior Courts established

in_Georgia in the 1700s. It is anticipated that future caseload

~studies will measure the total caseload of this court.

The slight variation in jurisdiction of the myriad of “inferior
judicatories," the absence of uniform creation of these courts and
the sheer number of courts have precluded inclusion in the present

study. It is anticipated that, as methodology and collection pro--

cedures become more sophisticated, surveys of some of these courts

may be accomplished in the future.

. _Appellate Courts of Georgia

The appellate process is an integral part of the judicia1
process. At this time the caseload of the apbel1ate courts is not
studied in the caseload count of the Administrative Office of the
Courts. However, a review of the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court
and Court of Appeals does provide an’out]ine of the compdsitioﬁ;of
the caseload of each court and Qf the differences in jurisdiction

Wt

exercised by them.

1) Supreme Court.

Scopekof"Réview: The Supreme Court has no original Jjuris- - |

| dictiOnf"The‘C0urt?s'appe11ate-powek'of review is established

. by the‘Const%tUtﬁon‘and}encompasses‘review’bf decisiohs from:
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1. " The Superior Courts;

2. City courts of Atlanta and Savahnah, as they exiéted on
August 16, 1916;

3. Such "other Tike courts"_(as 2.) as have been or may be
hereafter established in other cities;

4. Juvenile Courts; and

5. Court of Appeals (gg; Code Ann. 82-3104 and §2-3109). -

As previously mentioned, in 1970, the legislature titled certain
existing lower courts having similar subject-matter jurisdiction to
the Superior Courts as "State Courts" and designated them as
"ogther Tike courts" (Ga. Code Ann. 824-2107a). Therefore, their
decisions may be reviewed by the Supreme Court. The Juvenile
Courts are by amendment to the Constitution given access to the
‘Supreme Court (Ga. Code Ann. §2-3109).

Supreme Court review is by:

1. writ of certiorari or certified question from the Court

of Appea]s; or

2. direct appeal from lower courts.

Exclusive Appellate Jurisdiction: The Supreme Court has

exclusive review in déﬁjgnated subqect areas. " The Constitution
sets out the following cétegories %ﬂ%whith appeals‘must‘be made
direct from the trial court to the SupremekCourt. In'these‘casés
there is no appeal to the Georgia Court of Appeals.
| 1. ConstitutionaT Construction (Georgia or U.S;);
2.‘¢Treaties‘betweéh U.S. and foreign governménts;

3. lConstitutiOna]ity of Statute (Georgia or U.S.); oy
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Title to Land;

4,

5. Equity;

6. VaTidity or Construction of Wills;

7. Conviction of a Capital Felony; A

8. Habeas Corpus;

9. Extraordinary Remedies (e.g.,injunction); and
10. Divorce and Alimony (Ga, Code Ann. §2-3104).

Certiorari/Certified Questions: A1l cases in any other subject

area come before the Supreme Court from the Court of Appeals by
writ’of certiorari or by certified question. The writ of certiorari
is an order to an inferior court to return the records of the case
to a higher court for review.- The certified queétion is a question
to a higher court requesting instruction on a point of law in a
particular case. The Supreme Court also has the jurisdiction to
decide cases transferred from the Court’of Appeals when the Court
of Appeals, sitting as a body is equally divided on a decision
(Ga. Code Ann. §2-3104).

In 1977, the General Assembly paséed ]egis1ation removing
review of kidnapping, robbery and rape cases to the Court of Appeals
and enlarging the Supreme Court~jurisd1ction:po‘incTude cases in-

volving state revenue, contested elections, and the validity of

~municipal legislative enactments. The Constitutiona1ity of this.

statute was reviewed by the Supreme Court in Collins v. State,

239-@5, 400 (1977): The Court concluded that the 1egis1ature did
not have'authdrity to change existing jurisdiction by this statute,

“but that{
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1. The Supreme Court would exercise the power of certiorari
by a continuing order to the Court of Apbea1s in all caSes
concerning state revenue, contested elections, and Va1fdity
of muriicipal legislation tranéferring them to the Supkeme
Court, and

2. The cases of rape, kidnapping and robbery would no Tonger
fall within the exclusive jurisdiction of the Supreme Court
which includes conviction of a capital fe1oﬁy because these
cases are no longer capital felonies (decisions based on
the eighth amendment of the U.S. Constitution struck down

the death penalty in these cases).

2) Court of Appeals

The Court of Appeals, 1ike the Supreme Court, is a Constitutional
court. The courts within the scope of its review are identical‘tb .
the Supreme Court. Thereforé, a direct line of review from the
Superior, State, Juvenile and Constitutional City Courts exists. The
subject mattef appeliate jurisdiction 6f the Court,of~Appeaisainc1udes
those controversies which do not fall within the exclusive appellate

jurisdiction of the Supreme Court.

Summary.

| There are elements both of unity and diversity in the Georgia |
‘Judicia1 System. The Superior and Probate Courts are uniform stateWide.
In contrast, there .is a wide diversity of 11mitéd~jurisdiction~courts 
‘with Varying but simiTar,jUrisdictiona1 Timits. _ThESe'COUPtS hagé}been
 ¢reated~on a,ohé§by.one basig to relieve the burden of‘theréaSe1oad of
“the,Superior Courts and toqprovide,a more,efficient forpm fbr\particu1ar‘

‘local demands on the judicial system. Thus, it can be seen that one o



must have an understanding of the whole judié?a] system to comprehend
the significance of caseload data in any particular court or class

of state courts.

r“/"\
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APPENDIX C
WETGHTED CASELOAD COMCEPT AND PROCEDURE

Separate equivalence factors are derived for caseload weights in
Superior and State Courts. The equivalence factor is simply. the esti-
mated number of cases in each case type required to equal one equivalent
unit. In Superior Court, the felony case was selected as the equivalent
unit. The equivalence factors, then, are the estimated number of cases .
in each case type (i.e., misdemeanor, traffic, general civil, independent
motions, domestic re1ations, and juvenile) required to equal one felony
case in terms of judge time.

The felony case was selected as the equivalent unit in superior
court for a number of reasons:

1) As a case type category, felony cases are, on the averagé, the

most time-consuming cases. Calculating an equivalence factor
in felony units is simply more efficacious than setting felony
cases equivalent to some other category.

2) Also, a weighted caseload average set in felony units adds
interpretive meaning to the results. In other words, it isbe-
Tieved the reader will have a better grasp of the time consumption
required for a felony case than a misdemeanor or civil case. =

- Obtaining equivalence factors for State Court weights were approached
- With two things in mind:

1) Equivalence factors for the State Courts should accurately
reflect the distribution of workload among the four.case type
categories (misdemeanor, traffic, general civil, and independent
motions) in the State Court. |

2) The equiva]énce factors had to be comparable to the SUperior
Court weights so that a comparison of the distribution of
judicial workload between courts could be made.

The fo115wjng methodology was,emp]oye& in obtaining thegrespective

caseload weights. The reader is reminded that methods of’obﬁaining
weighted equivalence factofs areﬂsti11‘in‘an experimentak,stdge, and

are going through the process of testing and refinement. Thé,methodology

63




B

; presented is the best CUrrent1yvavai1ab1e, but is subject to change

as the process becomes more sophisticated.

Procedure for Superior Court and Juvenhile Court Weights:

The gquiva1ence factors for the superior court weights were derived
from 1ntefviews with a sample of five Superior Court judges from both
urban and ruka] areas of the state. Each judge was asked the following
qustions:

1) . On the average, how many misdemeanor cases can be processed in
~the time it takes to process one felony case? ‘

2) On the average, how many traffic cases can be processed in the
time it takes to process one feTony case? :

3) On the average, how many general civil cases can be processed
in the time it takes to process one felony case?

4) On the average, how many domestic relations cases can be pro-
~ cessed in the time it takes to process one felony case?

5) On the average, how many independent motions can be processed
in the time it takes to process one felony case?

6) On the average, how many juvenile cases cari be processed in the
time it takes to process one felony case? -

The equivalence factors for each case type were calculated by
averaging the responses for each question. These equivalence factors
for the Superior Court are reported in this appehdix (p. 70) for each case

type, and can be interpreted as the estimated average number of cases in each

" case type that are équivalent to one felony case in terms of judge processing

time. - For examp1e, the equivalence factor for the case type misdemeanor

'is,(7) seven; the interpretation of this figure is that on the average
‘ apprmximateTy seven'misdemeanor;,canfbe.processed in the time it takes

to proéess one felony case.

 The actua1 case]oad data in’ each case type is d1v1ded by the

’respect1ve equ1va1ence factor to obta1n a we1ghted average for each case

- .




type. The weighted averages for each case type were then summed result-

~ing in the total weighted cése]oad'in felony uﬁits.

State and Probate Court Weights

The procedﬁre for calculating State and Prdbate Court weights js more
involved than for the Superior Court weights. State Court weights had
to be derived in such a manner as to render them both applicable to
State Court workload and comparab1e to the Superior Court equivalence
factors so that the distribution of workload between the State and the
Superior Court could be compared. It was not possible to diréct]y app]y
the Superior Court equiVa1ence factors to the State Court case types
for two reasons:

1) The equivalent unit in the Superior Court is the felony case
and State Courts do not have jurisdiction in felony cases;

2) The civil cases filed in the State Court are, on the average, of
: a less sophisticated nature than civil cases filed in the-
Superior Court. The Superior Court general civil case type
includes several types of cases that are within the exclusive
jurisdiction of the Superior Court. These 1nc1ude such actions
as equity and title to Tand, which can be time-consuming-cases.
Also, State Courts often have jurisdiction in civil cases limited -
by a certain monetary amount. It is 1ikely that as the value -
of the contested suit increases, so will the time requ1red to
process the case.

Under these circumstances, an equivalent unit had to be se]éctedﬁ
from a case type of concurrent jurisdiction in the Superior Court and
State Courts. The tr&ffic case type was selected as the gémmgg equvé L
alent unit because a traffic case in the State Court is most 1ike1§‘to‘»‘f7
be equal to a traffic case in the Super1or Court in terms of Judge t1mn

‘Eleven full-time State Court Judges from e1ght State Courtq were 1nter- 5

viewed by telephone to obtain the equivalence factors,
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‘Procedure

LAY

Each State Court judge was réquested to estimate the proportion

- of his;time'spent in each of the four case types'in State Court

¢)

'(i,e., misdemeanor, traffic, general civil, independent motions).
For example, a judge may spend 40% of his time on general c¢ivil

cases, 10% on independent motions, 40% on misdemeanors, and 10%

on traffic. In all responses, the sum of the proportions equals
100% of the judée‘s time. The responses of these eleven judges
were avefaged, and these average figures were used in all future

calculations.

The next step was to calculate an estimated prqportionate time

- per casef(EPT/C) for each case type category. This was ca1cu—

Tated by divﬁding the average estimated proportions provided
by eleven judges'fer each case type by the FY1977 caseload of

these eight.State Courts. For éxamp]e, if the average estimated

proportion of time spent on general civil cases was 40% and

"there were four hundred (400) genera1 civil cases then the

eStimated proportionéte time per case would be 40/400 or .1.
A s1m11ar calculation was conducted for the misdemeanor, traff1c

and 1ndependent mot1ons categor1es

S1nce the traff1c case type was se1ected as the common

equ1va1ent unit between the Super1or and State Courts, the

. ;next step requ1red setting the general c1v11, 1ndependent

”mQt1ons and mwsdemeanov case types, as multxp]es of the

.‘}‘

traff1c case type ~Th15 was,accomp]lshed by,der1v1ng a}faéter
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“which set traffic equal to one (1) unit so that general civil,

1ndependent‘motions’and;misdemeanors could be set as multiples
of one traffic unit. The method of this calculation was to
first divide the estiméfedvproportionate time per case for

the traffic case type into one,”resu1fing in what has been

‘conveniently referred to as a k-factor. The k-factor can be

interpreted as the estimated number of traffic cases. required

‘kto account for 1% of the judge's time. A s1m11ar k-factor was

calculated for each case type, thereby determ1n1ng the number.

of cases in each case type equivalent to 1% of the judge's,time,

Each k-factor was divided into the traffic k-factor setting

each case type as multiple ratios of traffic cases. To elaborate

further, the k4faCtor can be interpreted as'theiestimated number
of cases in each case type‘requiredfto be equivalent«to 1% ef
the judge's time. If one‘hundred (100) traffic-caseS’eoua1’1%
of the judge's time and ten (10) m1sdemeanors equa] 1% of the

judge's t1me, then 100/10 or ten (10) traff1c cases are as t1me-

consum1ng as one misdemeanor, and m1sdeneanors are approx1mate1y

ten (10) t1mes as time-consuming as one (1) traff1c case. Af

multiple ratio (MRt) for general c1v11 and 1ndependent motions

cases was ca]cuiated;byvthe‘seme'procedure. These figures can

‘be interpreted as the‘muitip1e'ratios bf misdemeahor,*genera13

~,c1v11 ‘and 1ndependent mot1ons case types to the tra;f1c case type

where each is set equa] to 1% of the Judge s t1me The actua]

"‘mu1t1p1e rat1os ca]cu1ated from the responses of the e]even

'~~_Judges and the case]oad of the e1ght State Courts represen»ed



as follows:

Traffic = 1.00
Misdemeanor = 2.12
General Civil = 3,22
Independent Motions = 1.61

The numbers can be read as follows:

- a misdemeanor in the State Court is, on the average approxi-
mately 2.12 times as time-consuming as 1 traffic case in the
State Court.

~ a general civil case in the State Court is, on the average
approximately 3.22 as time-consuming as a traffic case in the
State Court.

-an independent motion in the State Court is, on the average,

approximately 1.61 times more time-consuming as a traffic case

D)

in the State Court.

The final step was to~conveft these State Court equivalence
factors into figures comparable to the Superior Court weights.
Referring to the Superior Court equivalence factors (see this
appendix, p; 70) we see that the equivalence factor for Super-
ior Court traffic cases is 41 {i.e., 41 traffic cases are equiv-
alent to one felony). If misdemeanors in the State Court are
2.12 times as time-consuming as traffic cases, general civil
cases in the State Court are 3.22 times as time-consuming as

traffic, and independent motions are 1.61 times as time-con-

‘suming as traffic cases, (and traffic cases in the State Court

are equal to traffic cases in Superior Court), then the State
Court common equivalent units (EFt) would be 41/2.12 or 19.34
41/3.22 or 12.73 and 41/1.61 or 25.47, vespectively.



Therefore, State Court equivalence factors converted into

comparable Superior Court felony units are:

Misdemeanor = 19,34
General Civil = 12,73
Independent Motions = 25.47

Traffic 41.00 (same as Superior Court)
These State Court common equivalence factors can be inter-
preted as follows:

19.34 misdemeanor filings in the State Court are, on the
average, equivalent to one felony case in the Superior Court.

12.73 general civil cases in the State Court are, on the
average, equivalent to one felony case in Superior Court.

25.47 independent motions in the State Court are, on the
average, equivalent to one felony case in Superior Court.

41 traffic cases in both the State and Superior Courts are,

on the average, equivalent to one felony case in the Super-

ior Court.

The actual State Court caseload in each case type category
was then divided by the above common equivalence factors to ob-

tain the State Court weights. The same equivalence units were

used for misdemeanor and traffic cases in Probate Court.
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Equivalence Factors for Superior Court Weights

1T ) Felony =

7 Misdemeanors =
a1 Traffic Cases =

1.50 General Civil Cases = 1 WEIGHTED CASE

(Felony - Equivalent)

2.25 Domestic Relations Cases =

4.20 Independent Motions =

2 Juvenile Cases =

EXAMPLE:

Superior Court Filings - FY1977

Conversion :
Actual Factor Weighted
Felony 30,198 + 1 = 30,198
Misdemeanor 15,614 % a 7 = 2,231
Traffic 11,179 % | 41 = 273
Gen. Civil 32,931 3 1.50 = 21,954
Dom. Relations 53,235 - L 2.5 = 23,660
Ind. Motions 18,178 s 4.20 = 4,328

‘Jduvenile Court Filings - FY1977

Juvenile = 29,633 3 2 = 14,816
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Equivalence Factors for State Court Weights

19,34 Misdemeanors =

41.00 Traffic Cases = 1 WEIGHTED CASE
— (Felony - Equivalent)
12473 General Civil Cases =

25,47 Independent Motions =

State Court Filings - FY1977

Conversion
Actual Factor Weighted
Misdemeanor 71,075 s 19.34 = 3,675
Traffic 161,028 : 41.00 = 3,928
General Civil 81,165 : 12.73 _ 6,376
Independent Mot. 55,235 : 25.47 , - 2,169

Probate Court Filings - FY1977
Misdemeanor 3,469 & 19.34 = 179

- Traffic 116,153 % 41-00 = 2,833
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Table 6.

APPENDIX D
ADDITIONAL TABLES

DISTRIBUTIONS OF JUDICIAL POSITIONS:
JUVENILE COURTS BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY--DECEMBER 31,

1977

SUPERIOR, STATE AND

SUPERIOR

STATE

JUYENILE™™

CIRCUIT

. COUNTY

FULL
TIME

PART
TIME

FULL

T TIME -

PART
TIME

REFEREE

Eﬁapaha

Atkinson

Alcovy

Berrien

Clinch

. Cook

Lanier

Circuit Total

Newton

Atlanta

Walton

Circuit Total

Fulton

11

Atlantic

Bryan

Augusta

Evans

Liberty

Long

McIntosh

Tattnall

i

~ Circuit Total

Burke

Blue Ridge

Columbia

‘Richmond

—

Circuit Total

Cherokee

1/2*

Fannin

Forsyth

1/2%

Gilmer

Pickens

Circuit Total

Appling

sk

Brunswick

Camden

Glynn

Jeff Davis

Wayne

-

C1rcu1t Total:

2

T

2

2

*Fractions 1nd1cate that a single judge serves more than one county.

: **State Court Judges hear1ng Juven11e cases.
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Table 6. DISTRIBUTIONS OF JUDICIAL POSITIONS: SUPERIOR, STATE AND
JUVENILE COURTS BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY--DECEMBER 31, 1977

SUPERIOR STATE JUVENILE**

FULL. PART FULL  PART

REFEREE

CIRCUIT __ COUNTY TINE _TIME _ TIME TIME

——r——

" Chattahoochee Chattahoochee

Harris

Marion

Muscogee k ] ' 1

Talbot

Taylor

Circuit Totaly 4 ’ 1 1

Cherokee Bartow ' 1

Gordon 1

Circuit Total 1 2
Clayton Clayton - 3 1 1

Cobb Cobb | 3 3 1

- Conasauga Murray

Whitfield 1

Circuit Total , 2 - 1
Cordele Ben Hill

Crisp 1

Dooly

WiTcox

Circuit Total 1 1

Coweta Carroll _ ] *

Coweta . 1 i

Heard

Meriwether

Troup

(%)
S B

Circuit Total 2

* Dougherty Dougherty 2 : ] ]

Dublin Johnson
: - Laurens

et | e

Treutlen . 1

Twigas

Circuit Total 1 3 1
' Easternf Chatham ‘ 3 2 1

e *Fract1ons indicate that a single judge serves more than one county
**State Court Judges hear1ng juvenile cases.
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~ Table 6. DISTRIBUTIONS OF JUDICIAL POSITIONS: SUPERIOR, STATE AND
JUVENILE COURTS BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY--DECEMBER 31, 1977

~ SUPERIOR STATE o JUVENTLE **
CIRCUIT COUNTY o T e TP THE rereres
Flint Butts ' ‘ 1/2%
Henry ' - ' 1
e . S /7
Monvoe e e
Circuit Total 2 2
Griffin Fayette 1/4*
Pike ‘ o 1/4*
Spalding ' 1 1/4*
Upson ‘ \ 1/4*
Circuit Total 2 1 1
Gwinnett Gwinnett ‘ 3 1 . 1
Houston Houston =~ ~ 1 1 *k
Lookout Mtn. Catoosa = 1
Chattooga~ : 1
Dade S ’ 1
Walker o ' ' ‘ 1 1
Circuit Total 2 1 3 1
Macon Bibb 1 1
Crawford
Peach
Circuit Total 3 ’ 1 1
Middle Candler 1 :
Emanuel 1 ]
Jefferson 1
Toombs 1 1
Washington 1 -2
- Circuit Total -2 5 4
Mountain Habersham i
Rabun ' ‘
Stephens ' 1
Towns
T Union '
Circuit Total 1. S 2

*Fractions indicate that a single judge serves more than one county.
**State Court judges hearing juvenile cases. ,

#
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Table 6.

DISTRIBUTIONS OF JUDICIAL POSITIONS
JUVENILE COURTS BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY--DECEMBER 31,

SUPERIOR, STATE AND

1977

SUPERIOR

STATE_

JUVENILE**

CIRCUIT
ort eastern

POUNTY

FUL ~ PART
TIME - TIME

FUL  PART

REFEREE

Dawson

TIME TIME

Hall

1

T

Lumpkin

Wnite

Circuit Total

“Elbert

Northern

Franklin

Hart

“Madison

Oglethorpe

Circuit Total

' Baidwin

Ocmulgee

Graene.-

Hancock

Jasper

-Jones

Morgan

Putnam

Wilkinson

C1rcu1t Total

QOconee

B1eck1ey

Dodge

Montgomery

Pulaski

Telfair

Wheeler

C1rcu1t Total

,Bu11och»r*

Ogeechee =~

Effingham

Jenkins

-Screven

C1rcu1t Total

1

_‘p,...:_.n‘-_l.._n

S..\.

*Fract1ons indicate that a s1ng]e Judge serves more than one county

U

- **State Court JUngS hearing Juven11e cases.
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Table 6.

DISTRIBUTIONS OE JUDICIAL POSITIONS;:
JUVENILE COURTS BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY-wDECEMBFR 31,

SUPERIOR STATE AND
1977

— SUPERIOR. STATE.

JUVENILE™*.

CIRCUIT COUNTY

T TTEULL

PART
TIME.

FULL
TIME -

PART

TIME -

REFEREE

Pataula Clay

Early

Miller -

Quitman

Randolph -

“Seminole

TerrellT

8]

C1rcu1t Tota1

Piedimont Banks‘-

‘Barrow.

Jackson

Circuit Total

Rome Floyd

’Baker

South Georgia
' . Calhoun

Decatur

Lyady

Mitchell

Circuit Total

Southery- . Brooks

o] | et et

“-Lolquitt

Echols

Lowndes

Thomas

C1rcu1t Tota]

. RS S Y
w—ed|

Sohthwestern __lLee
o ~Macon

- Schley

Stewart

Sumter

Webster

Circuit Tota] '

T T 1.
D

Stone Mountain DeKalb .

Rockdale

C1rcu1t Total-

T E L 2

. *Fract1ons 1nd1cate that a s1ng1e judge serves more than one county,'j'
K **State Court Judges hear1ng Juven1]e cases.
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~Table 6. DISTRIBUTIONS OF JUDICIAL POSITIONS: SUPERIOR, STATE AND
~ JUVENILE COURTS BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY-- DECEMBER 31, 1977

SUPERIOR - STATE JUVENILE**

v : ~ FULL PART _ FULL  PART ‘
CIRCUIT COUNTY ' TIME TIME TIME  TIME ‘REFEREE

Tallapoosa Douglas 3 ‘ i o 1
' o Haralson ~ i o : ‘

‘Paulding

~ Polk ' ' ‘ T - *H
Circuit Total 3 ' 1 ‘ ; T

- Tifton o “Trwin

TIFL 7 T

Turner
. Worth ; ' 1
Circuit Total 1T 5 2

N

"~ Toombs _ - Glascock
L Lincoln
McDuffie
~Taliaferro
Warren

WiTkes

Circuit Total ; 1

: Waycrdss . Bacon ‘
’ Brantley

Charlton

- Coffee
Pierce
~ Ware
Circuit Total - 2

(I)—l—l-—l
—

Western Clarke o 1 1
. , - Oconee ; L ,
Circuit Total ’ 2 , 1 1

Tow - % 2 4 8 30

T *Fract1ons 1nd1cate that a single judge serves more than one county
 **State Court judges hear1ng juvenile cases.
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Table 7A.‘ Changes -in SUDErfor Court Judgeéhips by Circuit: 1971-1977 .

- Number of Judges by Year

Circuit - -
1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

Alapaha ' ] 1 1 1 1 1 2

Alcovy (created 1972) 1 (AR T T

Atlanta : © 10 10 10 11 11 1 BT

Chattahoochee : 3 3 3

Clayton {2 2 2

Cobb R 2 3 3

{ Conasauga . 1 1 | 1

Coweta R R T

Nl N ‘w | o w
ol w o w
r\é r\>’ | w w
I\ﬁ) ; 1\)‘“_ ‘r\': L ‘w £

‘Dougherty ; 1 ] 1

Flint ‘ 111 1 2 2
Griffin | 1. 11 T 1.1

L ST

Guwinnett N S S 2 22

—

Houston  lereated 1970 1 1 L D
‘Middle - | 1 1 1 1 N 1

‘,Northern , | T 1 ] o ; Vjﬁgy

Oconee | B 1o ]

o Rome ; B 1,'

~Stone Mountain - .} -

WoiNfw oo do e

2
Southern o 2 2

7

2

NN N
NN T s o

Ta1]apdosa,

AR NS £ O I VI

‘NaycrbSS': r‘;: ;Jx-5‘ ]:,k?‘ﬁ,]f" ,  T o

o
™

N e

NN N N T o e

| Westen | 7 1 1.1
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Table 7B. Changes in State Court Judgeships by Circuit: 1971-1977

i

Number of Judges by,Yéar

1971)

- Circuit County — - - — -
| 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Atlanta Fulton 77 7 71 1 8 8
“B1ue“Rfdge: # Cherokee & Forsyth | (created 1974) 1 1 1
Cobb | Cobb 2 2 2 3 3 33
-‘ngughertyv Dougherty (created 1974) j 1 1
| Eastern - Chatham 1 1 1 1 1 2 2
\‘»Look0utkMountéin Chattooga 1 (abolished 1972)
| Rome Floyd 1 (abolished 1972)
| Stone Mountain DeKalb 2 2 2 2 2 2 3
;é Tifton it (created 1 1 1 1 1
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