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INTRODUCTION o /

, 4 ‘ a v v
The following pages represent the sixth report offered to the State

, ..b ‘ , .
of Georgia by the Judicial Council regarding the need for additional

superjor court judgeships in the state. This Sixth Annual Report Rggawde =

ihg the Need for Additional Superior Court Judéeships in Georgiac is offered
to the 1979 Genera1ﬂAssemb1y and to Govérnor George Busbee as an objective
ana1ysis of the need for additional superior court judgeships in Georgia;u
It 1§ the strong belief of the Judicial Counci]ythat the addition of'a
judgeship 1is a mafter of grgat gravigy éndashou1d be approached through
careful 1nqujry and deliberate study. The creatign df“new judgeshipg,not
oﬁ1y requires the compensation of additional jUdges, but also of assistant
district attorneys, secretaries, bailiffs, and- other personnel as well as‘“
éXpenditures for and the provision of office sbéce, courtroom space,
furniture and other innumerable items. The public is entitled to have a

thorough and in-depth study made of such méftersnbefore>action is’tqken,

- The data fér the 1979 Judgeship Study was co]Técted~by the nine
district administrators in the districis in which such a position had
been filled at the time of the study and by'membersvof the Administrative K
0ffice of the‘Courts' research staff in the remaining district with »
assistancé and cobperation of local court personnels The def%nitfcns
used for the collection ah&-compi]ationvof the data in this report are

provided in the Methodology section of this ﬁhtrodUCtion.

e,

d See p. 10 fora summary of past Judicial Council recommendations con-
_-cerning the need for additional supé&rior court judgeships. RENEE i,
b See Appendix One for 2 list of the duties of the Judicial Council/ TR
"Administrative Office of the Courts. e e :
C See p«'7 for a summary of the 1979 Judicial Council recommendations-
concerning the need for additjonal superior court judgeships.
DR | ; EARNNE

~~~~~~~

s
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| " The present study includes afébmprehensiVe evaluation of the need for
additionai superior court judgeshipsfin all forty-two- (42) judicial qircufts
in Georgia. All data wés co]]écted for the 1978 fiscal year in fhe:SUperior,‘
state, probate andkjuveni?e~courfs of Georgia. The 1978 fiscal year was oy
selected as the timé period for this study so that the recommehdations to

the 1979 General Assembly could be based on the most current data that could

betco]1ected using a’manua] system.

In. the proce§§ of formulating these recommendations, the Judicial Coun-

cil considered the need for judgeships not only by reviewing the data for

.eqch qérgqif, but also by using a perspective based on the newly created
- Admin{étrét%vé Districts which weré established to increase flexibility of
judicial manpower. By using both perspectives, the Judicial Council seeks
to achieve a bé]anced and equitable digtrjbution of court work among the

N

judges of the state. \



STATEMENT OF POLICY

The ‘Judicial Council has stated a policy that multi-judge circuits -
should be established whenever possible to capture the benefits assos
cfated,with multi-judge courts, that is, improved courtvadministration,'
caseload and jury management efficiencies and econohies of personnel

and administrattVe costs.
Some of the particular advantages of a multi-judge court are that
it:

1. Allows d1v1s1on of respons1b111ty or 1nterna1 spec1a11zat1on--_‘

a multi- Judge court can estab11sh necessary divisions or spec1a112at1ontg

in such areas as cr1m1na1 cases, civil cases, domestic relations cases,

etc. -

| du
2. -Provides for accommodation of judicial absences--multi-judge

circuitsré11ow efficienﬁfmanagement in the absence of a judge from the -

circuit due to‘il1ness, disquaTificatidn “vacation, ahd the demands'of.
dother responsibilities such as cont1nu1ng 1ega1 educat1on

3. Makes poss1b1e more eff1c1ent use of Jurors--better use of
Jury manpower can be effected when two Judges hold court s1mu1taneous1y
in the same county One Judge in a mu1t1 Judge c1rcu1t may use the ‘
tother Judge s excess Jurors for a tr1a1 of a second case rather than
excusing them at an added expense to the county Present courtroom
space in most counties may not perm1t two tr1a15 s1mu1taneous]y, but '
“such a pract1ce, if 1mp1emented may Just1fy the bu11d1ng of a second
| sma]]er courtroom by the county affected or the maklng of other

arrangements.'

B



4. Promotes greater‘impartiality through flexibility in case
assignment—-a’mu1ti-judge tircuit may permit a ‘case, where the judge(s)
s acqua1nted w1th the party or part1es 1nv0]ved to be" con51dered by

an out- of- town judge without the appearance that the Tocal judge(s)

£

1s;avo1d1ng respons1b111ty.w;ﬁ
5. Improvés court administratioh——mu]ti—judge circuits tend to
‘ prom6te impartja1i£y'andyuniformity of administrative‘practices and
procedukes by makin97¢ourt administration something more than the
eXtension of a sing]e judge'é persbna]ity Multi-judge circuits also
perm1t economies in the employment of auxiliary court personne]
6. Expedites handling of cases--probably most important of all,
under the arithmetic of calendar management, the jUdges of a multi-judge
'f court can handle substant1a]1y more cases than an equa] number of Judges

' operat1ng in separate courts.




THE. JUDICIAL COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 1979

N

The Jud1c1a] Counc11 of Georg1a recommends that add1t1ona1 Judgesh1ps :
be created in three of Georgia's forty -two (42) judicial c1rcu1ts. In

: a]phabet1ca1 order, these circuits are:

1. EASTERN

2. OCMULGEE
‘ 3m.TOOMBS

It is the op1n1on of the Jud1c1a1 Counc11 that an add1t1ona1 Judgesh1p

is warranted in each of the three recommended circuits.

The fo]]ow1ng pages of this report include the resu]ts of a deta11ed
survey of case]oad and demograph1c character1st1cs of all forty two (42)
jJud1c1a1 c1rcu1ts in Georg1a A1l circuits are eva]uated on the bas1s
of an established set of criteria (see Report De319n n, 34 ) and the three
Ledrcu1ts rece1v1ng recommendat1ons genera]]y exceed the other thirty- -nine
c1rcu1ts 1n the relevant categorles of ana]ys1s Recommendat1ons are |

made with the general ob3ect1ve of achieving a ba]anced and equ1tab]e

'd1str1but1on of court work among the Judges of the state.

To these ends the Judicial CounciT of Gebrgia has'sought‘to reduee~‘
d1spar1ty in case]oad per Judge among the var1ous c1rcu1ts The task
requ1res that the recommendat1ons not on]y keep up w1th 1ncreas1ng case---

‘Ioads, but a]so place Judgesh1ps in c1rcu1ts where the court work is h"'”‘"
“such that ex1st1ng Judges are forced to assume a dlsproport1onate amount

‘ of the state 5 Jud1c1a1 work]oad

Srlpdimneme g e
LR f A e



One method of eva]uat1ng the current recommendat1ons of the
fJud1c1a1 Counc11 is to compare the c1rcu1t mean case]oad per. Judge
for the three circuits rece1v1ng‘recommendat1ons with the‘state_
wide efrCuit mean per judge, Be1owffs‘a‘compar130n;of the eincuit
mean caseload_pen judge of the three cﬁrcuits"neceivingtrecommenaations.

to the circuit mean caseload per judge for the entire state:

Statewide

- Recommended Circuit
; Circuits Mean
Felony o | 383 - : 269'
Misdemeanor a7 203
Traffic se0 72
Total Chimﬁ'naT 1,369 : 645
Genera1~Ctv11 o 350 355
Dom. Re1ations - , 537 526
Ind. Motions o1 194
Total Civil 1,114 1,076
',Juteni]e‘ "_‘ i 192:’ 46 j.i
Total Filings 2,675 1,787

Note that in every f111ng categohy except genera1 c1v11 the'circuit‘
| mean of the reconmended c1rcu1ts exceeds the statew1de c1rcu1t mean. The
aeffect of creat1ng add1t1ona1 3udgesh1ps in these three c1rcu1ts w111 ‘

4flbe to equa11ze the case]oad of these c1rcu1ts w1th the current c1ncu1t
. é; ;-_; mean caseload per Judge for the ent1re state Th1s wou]d be in keep1ng
{VaifW1th the stated po]1cy of ach1ev1ng a‘"more equ1tab1e d1str1but1on of

"'73court work among the Judges in the state e




v’ Of'éourseg the-cufreht caseload Was:not the‘sole ckitéfia forfmékihg
‘the reCommenéétjpns.»VOther‘factOrs considered were,increase§ in fi]inésd
in each caSefCategory; djépoéitions,‘demographic trends;invthe-circuits,‘f
~assistance from supportingfcourts, and‘distribhtion ofﬁdase1oad among  |

circuits within‘a‘dﬁstrict.




PAST RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL
- For the past six years the Jud1c1a] Counc11 has recommended the
‘ creat1on of add1t1ona1 Judgesh1ps based on-. case]oad and population
data prepared by the Administrative Office of the Courts. Past recom-

'Tmendations have been made for the following circuits:

T s me 19w 1978
ATLANTA*  COBB o CHEROKEE 'CHEROKEE - CHEROKEE*
CONASAUGA*  SOUTHERN* CLAYTON  MIDDLE* SOUTH GEORGIA*
COMETA*  FLINT*  COBB GRIFFIN*  ALCOVY*

‘ DOUGHERTY* -~ GWINNETT ~ TALLAPOOSA* CoBB*
WAYCROSS*  MIDDLE ALAPAHA* LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN*
NORTHERN  NORTHERN* OGEECHEE*

OCONEE*  CLAYTON*
TALLAPOOSA ~ COBB
WESTERN®  GUINNETT*
| CHATTACHOOCHEE*

*Circuits in which an additional judgeship was actually created

0ver this sxx-year per1od the case]oade nd populat1ons in Georg1a S \‘

~ forty-two Jud1c1a1 c1rcu1ts have continued to 1ncrease Not ‘only is the

work]oad in the courts on the rise, but the.lncrease is faster in‘sdme )
A

:’it,circhits~iha. 7r'others. It seems appropr1ate at this t1me to evaluate

h*the Counc11 'S past recommendat1ons in the light of their 1mpact on state-

hhw1de and average case]oad The quest1on that must be con51dered is

'7,rﬂtwhethe. the add1t1ona1 3uogesh1ps have been placed in c1rcu1ts ina.

s manner that has prov1ded a more equ1tab1e d1str1but1on of the Jud1c1a1

'\,fwork1oad among the C1rcu1ts and Judges 1n the state.

o th‘,; -



‘There is no sing]e‘statisfica1 indicator of judicial workload.

‘*A1though case]oad data prov1des the pr1mary criteria for eva]uat1ng the

need for add1t1ona1 Judgesh1ps, even case]oad is only an approX1mat1on

"of workload. The case types that make up the total case]oad, the

number and difficulty of dispositions;{pleading practices of 1eca1 ' | g
attorneys, and‘efficiency of{support personnel‘can affect the judicial‘

~workToad withouf affecting the caseload. Therefore, the distribution

of caseload is only a close approximation of the workload distribution,

One method for eva]uatiﬁg,the p]acement'of additiona1ejﬁdgesﬁips '
is observing the degree to which the caseloads in recommended circuits
exceed the average Caseload "The f011bwing table shows how the per '
judge caseload averages for recommended circuits compare to c1rcu1t

averages for the entire state d

dﬁ Averages for 1975 and 1976 recommendat1ons are omJtted because state-
wide data 1s not ava11ab1e for those years

M TOREN
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. FELONY

* MISDEMEANOR
TRAFFIC 1
TOTAL CRIMINAL

GENERAL CIVIL
DOMESTIC RELATIONS
TOTAL CIVILZ
JUVENILE

TOTAL FILINGS

1974

1977
STATE STATE
'RECOM. - CIRCUIT, ~ RECOM.  CIRCUIT
CIRCUITS ~ AVERAGE3  CIRCUITS  AVERAGES
AVG. PER  PER AVG. PER  PER
JUDGE _ _JUDGE JUDGE _  _JUDGE
318 266 343 269
354 343 356 289
192 216 471 224
864 825 1,170 781
734 520 592 482
904 536 692 540
1,638 1,056 1,284 1,023
9 34 26 35
2,511 1 1,915 2,480 1,839

3

1978
STATE
RECOM.  CIRCUIT
CIRCUITS  AVERAGES

AVG. PER. PER

1979
STATE
RECOM.  CIRCUIT
CIRCUITS  AVERAGE3

AVG. PER PER

JUDGE_JUDGE JUDGE_JUDGE
465 301 383 269
395 215 M7 203
359 169 569 172

1,219 686 1,369 645
567 379 350 355
742 528 537 526

1,309 907 887 881

67 35 192 46

2,595 1,628 2,448

1 A1 crimina] case types are based~on'thé number of‘defendants on separate indictments or accusations;

2 Total c1v11 doesnot1nc1ude 1ndependent motions.

v 3 Statec1rcu1taverage per Judge is adJusted for add1t1ona1 Judgesh1ps created

1,572

12
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From the table it can be seen that the recommended circuits have .
averaged considenab1yvhigher total caseloads per judge than the state
as a whole. Generally this difference has been manifested in each |
case type. The three circuits receiving recommendations for 1979 judge-
ships average higher than the state circuit average for all case types -

except general civil.

Despite a decreasing statewide circuit average forftota1 fi1in§§?
of 1,915 in 1974 to 1,572 in 1979, the circuit mean for the recommended
circuits exceeds the -state circuit average by over 875’f11jngs per judge,
In total criminal filings the three recommended circuits have an average

~ per judge of over double the statewide circuit average per judge.

| The'preceding table demonstrates trehds in statewidefcase1oad as
well as providing a comparison figure for the’recommended circuits. The
statewide circuit average for each case type,'exc1uding juvenile cases, -
has declined since 1974. The domestic relations aVerage,has remained
a1most constant. The state circuit average for total tfjings has
decreased by over three hundred cases per Judge Therefbre, it appears'ﬁ
that on a statew1de bas1s the creat1on of add1t1ona1 Judgesh1ps is now
keeping pace with increases in filings. Despite this, the average

| caseload per judge is still in excess of over 1,550 filings per year.

One effect of the p1acement of additional Judgesh1ps accord1ng to
Jud1c1a1 Counc11 recommendat1ons has been a more equal d1str1but1on of
fcase]oad among super1or court Judges in the state More of the c1rcu1ts
'exh1b1t per Judge caseloads that are c1oser to the state mean Th1s
_"r1uster1ng" -about the mean, or. reduced d1sperswon from'the mean, 1s

‘shown in the genera11y decreas1ng standard deV1at1on in the d1str1but1on

o



of per judge fﬁ]ings for each case type. Standard deviation is a measure

of dispersion from the mean. If the standard deviation is decreasing, then

N

" more of the observed values are closer to the mean and closer to each other.

The fo11ow1ng tab]e gives standard dev1at1ons for the caseload d1str1but1on

7

1n each of the case types

CY1973 FY1976 FY1977  / FY1978

| {
FELONY 107 105 130 ) 84
MISDEMEANOR 356 277 232 218
TRAFFIC 390 578 339 .., 431
TOTAL cRIMINALT 685 757 536 596
GENERAL CIVIL 223 195 141 - 102
DOMESTIC RELATIONS ° 231 196 204 196
TOTAL CIVIL | 375 298 264 M

TOTAL FILINGS ‘ 808 897 681 633

T Number of defendants. on separate indictments or accusations

2 Does nbt:include independent motions

Another effect of the placement of additional judgeships has been a
decrease in and an equa]ization‘bf the average population per judge. The
following table shows the mean circuit population per judge and the

corresponding standard deviation for 1973, 1975, 1977 and 1978.

| 19731 19752 19771 19781
MEAN | 61,512 58,076 52,010 48,524

STANDARD DEVIATION 19,632 13,608 13,690 13,067

1 Based on the previous year S popu1at1on stat1:t1cs and . the number
of superior court Judges 1n the currert year. |

2 Based on the ‘same ‘year'’ s popu]at1on stat1st1cs and number of
superwor court Judges , 4

14




The mean popQ]ation per jddge has been reduced Ey almoé% 13,00§bsince
1973. The decrease in the standard deviation sinceﬁTQQB indicates greater
- equalization in the size of the population served by each superior court

judge.

Recommendations do not automatically result in additional judgééhipsg
,ANevertheTeS§; éach year the Judiéial Counbi] makes recommendations con- | £
; SCerning additjpnal judgeships based*prjm§rily'on caseload data and sec~ |
ondariTy,oh;demographic data. Recomménded circuits have consistently
beeW‘ébGVE‘thejaVEraﬁé in the number of filings per judge and the
recdmmendations, if implemented, can contribute to the“achiévement of

a more equitable and manageable distribution of judicial workload.

O

15



METHODOLOGY

The data for th1s report was co]lected under the d1rect1on of the : '
o
Adm1n1strat1ve Office of the Courts and w1th the cooperat1on of the

Adm1n1strat1ve Judges from the'Jud1c1a] D}str1cts. The data was:

CO11ected by the. Administrative Assistants “in the nine d1str1cts-wh1¢h”

&,

had filled such a pos1t1on at the t1me of the study and/oy members of
the research staff of the Adm1n1strat1ve Off1ce of the Courts in the
k2 rema1n1ng district with the cooperat1on of loca1 court personne] AN

1)

data co]lect1on conformed to a single. methodo]ogy wh1ch was sanct1oned

by the Jud1c1a1 Counc11 of Georgia as recommended by a study: comm1ttee )

of super1or‘court Judges.

The methods of data collection used'were designed for hroad’apo1tCa-j .
tion‘tO'accommOdate the numerous’docketing systems.and~court practices; k
) throughout the state The main‘objectiveslof the7methodology were to .
assure that the case]oad data was c011ected un1form1y throughout the
state and the data wou]d accurately ra¥ ]ect the judicial work]oad in
' ‘a11 courtsvunder‘study. kS]nce variation in docket1ng systems and,court'f“h '
praCtices has been the most serious'obstacie;to these objectiVes,“great |

~care has been taken to define terms for universal apflication.

DatafCo]]eCtion”: e ,”Q_ﬁ‘:‘ :

, A]] case]oad data 1nc1uded 1n th1s report was co]]ected dlrect?y .
T from the: clerks off1ces of the respect1ve courts under study In th1s ;,ht;fvf‘dts

f'} sense, the data co]lect1on method can be descr1bed as a manua1 system, d

that 1s, the data was co]lected w1thout the ass1stance of any computer1zed
. TRy
"5,5 1nformat1on system. The research staff of the Adm1n1strat1ve 0ff1ce of the

k




courts presented the methodology and collectlon techn1ques to those persons e
. respons1b1e for the col]ect1on of the data at a seminar held 1n At]anta on ‘lvmyqu
| June,BO? ;978.' The seminar was fo11owed by a pretest 1n each of the ten -
,judicfa] distr1cts Dur1ng the pretestaa dwetr1ct adm1n1strat1ve ass1stantﬂ
or a member of the research stafr conuucted pract1ce case count Thed |
‘case counters were shown the var1ous types of docketing’ sysfgms they :t.h 1

~ would encounter and how to estab11sh uniform count1ng practtces,

Daca cellection bcgaa on Ju]y 1, 1978 and off1c1a11y ended on
‘ September 30, L978 - Each d1str1ct adm1n1strat1ve ass1stant was respons1b1e 8
on]y for the data col]ect1on in 01rcu1ts within h1s d1str1ct The data
%/wgg returned to the Administrative Office of the Courts where members

of the research staff verified the count1ng forns pr1or to creat1ng

'ft computer files of all the data.

-Courts

The data co11ect1on efforts were. d1rected toward “the four pr1nc1pa1
‘tr1a1 courts of record in Georg1a the super1or, probate, state and ."' |
 bJuven11e courts. Included 1n this study are the super1or courts in eacn*effaéan>ugcz
~of Georgla s 159 count1es, the 92 probate courts that exerc1se concurrent{dhﬂ
;3ur1sd~ct1on in m1sdemeanor—and traff1c cases, and the 64 state courts 1n;

’Georg1a e Data co]]ect1on 1n the 159 Juven1]e courts was comp]ete in al},;f[

2

, but one county s o ”f ; o G "“hf~f”:.;‘;ruui .Ly;vq.:;agda~

B

eCountyncourts have been treated as state courts in th1s study
‘There are county courts it Baldwin, Echols and Putnam count1es.'~ “
21spos1t1ons for cases f11ed 1n the State Lourt o’ '
rom CY1l

““g{~a; fD1spos1t1on data was unavailabie for. Warnwfo"n+3‘%eiﬂﬁp“ SWere
: ?a;?g&t&d Dy us1ng the statew1de ratlo of ch11dren d1sposed to ch11dren :
1le . G : SO ST e g




o The courts represented 1n th1s study are:
| | | - 159 super1or courts‘
§2 probate courts

64 state courts
]159 Juven11e courts
The ent1re universe of courts 1s 4/4 ‘This study is‘the‘first study’

, 1n wh1ch usabTe data has been ava1TabTe from aTT of these tr1aT courts

The onTy data that’was unobt ‘abTe»was certa n dxspos.ta n. dat f-(See,
| footnotes e and f p. 12) However, since d1spos1t1on data was ava1]ab1e
for aTT other courts, re11abTe est1mates coqu be made for the un a1nab1e )

data :

"fdnft'of AnaTysis |

The bas1c un1t of anaTys1s in the present ctudy is the Jud1c1a1 c1rcu1t
ATthough caseToad data was coTTected at the county TeveT for each court |
J I
~ under study, the data has been comp11ed 1nto tota]s for the Jud1c1a1 '

Ve c1rcu1ts

‘CountingxPeriod:‘ A :‘v’ B

Uae ey |he count1ng per1od for thws study was the 1978 f1sca1 year (JuTy 1 7;'_;4,h,_r
‘ ’hf"{ through June 30 1978) g The obJect1ve of the data coTTect1on effort was to -

rf l

per;odgfiTherefore, aT] cases f11ed between July 1 1977 and June 30 1978.

o —1rThe‘count1ng per1od was a]so the f1scaT year (FY) for years 1976 and 1977 o :
- For}y uuntlnc per1od was the ca]endar year (CY) S




1nc]us1ve, were cons1dered w1th1n the count1ng per1od A]l cases d1sposed

5 e betwee 77 and June 30, 1978, 1nc1us1ve or rema1n1ng open as of
snataEE June 30 L}978V were a1so cons1dered w1th1n the count1ng per1od In~order‘e,et;f!:'
i to 1ocate a]] dlspos1t1ons dur1ng f1sca1 year 1978 and open cases as of
_J?_{,h:’ June 30 ]978 the case cou nter rs were instructed to search all docket books

'7 as far as f1ve years prlor to the beg1nn1ng of the count1ng per1od Swnce,

~many of the d1sposed and open cases were from f111ngs 1n prev1OUS years,
Yo B ‘

Ae‘;;eea,“¥“5 *“tne d1sp05' fo an data shou1d not be 1nterpreted as- the status

of F\19/8 f111ngs as or uune 30 1978

e ‘;u“"f”’hﬁuien ,e;n e variab1es

The f011ow1ng 1s a 11st GT the data elements and case types co]lected
l for the study alon 1th the1r def1n1t1ons. It shou]d be noted that the ;‘
-def.r tionssa?e*thewsahemfof courts WItH 3ur1so1ct1on in a g1ven , (,,TT

case. For examp]e, a m1sdemeanor counted 1n a state court

robate ‘_j:'

jcourt was counted accord1ng to the same 1nstruct1ons as a m1sdemeanor f‘~7fl@”"

counted in the super1or court.»

P

F111ng Txpes.< There are three genera] F111ng categor1es.1 chiminai;,ff§?w75yd

'7fc1v11 and 3uven11e. tj;“;ﬂyf”'




Misdemeanor: Ih genéra],‘ "any crime other than a fe1bny."
(Ga. Code Ann. §26-401(g)) For the purposes of this report,
"misdemeanor" refers to any noh-traffic miédemeanok. |

“Traffic: Violations of motor vehicle Taws except violation
of motor vehicle Taws that are serious charges and which may be

punishable as a felony (e.g., vehicular homicide).
The civil case types are listed and defined as:

Domestic Relations: A1l original Titigation pertaining to

marital relations and/or child custody. This includes divorce,
annulment, alimony, child support (including U.R.E.S.A.) and
custody.

General Civil: ATl other original civil cases such as

torts, contracts, complaints in equity and land condemnation.

Independent Motions: This case type is the
most difficu]t to define. Generally, independent motions
arevthose éctions that occur after a final judgment or verdict
has been issued. Certain original actions that are thought to
consume less judge time than the domestic relations or general
civil case types and are éonsidered to be routine proceedings
'aré 61so’p1aced‘in this category. Examples of the former
“ defin1tion ére‘postéjudgment'contempts and modifications.
EXahp]es of the latter are dispossessory warrants and fore-
c1osures, No,motion in a case fi]ed prior to fﬁna]ydispOSi-
tidﬁ (mation’to the proceedings) was counted as an ihdepén—

dentxmotion or included,ih any other caSe type.




There ar five juvenile case types which are listed pelow and defined

in the following paragraph:

DeTinquent
Unruly
Traffic
Deprived

Special Proceedings

The delinquent, unruly and deprived case types are defined in the

Geotgia Code Ann. § 24A-401. Traffic offenses are vio1ations of any

motor vehicle law by a child under the age of sixteen. Special pro-
ceedings are all juveni1e cases thaﬁ do not faTTkinto any,of the other
case types.

Juvenile cases may bé handled informally or may be heardkin court
before a judge. A complaint is handled without adjudication, éhd‘
petitions require a court hearing. Both complaints and petitfons have
been counted for the purpose of this study.

Because there is a variety of methods for recording comp1a1nts

fthroughout Ceorg1a, co]]ect1on of juvenile data is difficult. A |
greater effort was made is fiscal year 1978 to ensure a more accurate
count of comb]aints than in préVious years. As a result, there may

have been some inflation of Juven11e case]oad th1s year.

‘Additional Categories: Several categorieé have been created from the

raw data used infthe‘compilation'Of this report.'»They;,too, fequire'dej
finition, as they are frequently'cited‘in‘the'text of this‘reportﬁwithbut‘

prior qualification.



Caseload: This¥term has a very broad and, theréfore,
ambiguous usage. It can refer to all cases fi]éd, disposed
~and open during a given counting‘period, or it can refer to
any one caSe type or filing type separately. When used
alone, the reader can generally expect the term to have a
broad interpretation. O0ften it is used with.a modifier, as
in "felony caseload," which clarifies its meaning in a more

specific context.

Fi]ingé: ‘These can best be defined by distinguishing
them from disposed and open cases."Fi1ings, for any given
period, refer to the number of‘actions (whether criminal,
civil or Jjuvenile) initiated, as opposed to the number

disposed or remaining open.

Exclusive Jurisdiction Category: This refers to the

felony and domestic relations case types which are heard
-’exclusive1y in the superior courts. Felony and domestic
relations are the only two "case types" where all actions
included must be heard in a superior court. Many actions
included in the general civil case type also fall under
the’EXCTUSfVé?jurisdictionxof the superioeroukt. 'However,
ail the actions within this case type are not‘withih the
echUsivé jurisdiction, and therefore, cannot be inc]udéd
in the\”ekc]usive jurisdic}ion categbry" as defined for

this report.

Concurrent Jurisdittiqn,ﬁategﬂry: In general,

_.concurrent jurisdiction is “the jurisdiction of several
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different tribunals, each authorized to deal with the same
subject matter at the choice of the sujtor." (B1ahk'$ Law -
Dictionary, Revised Fourth Edition, p. 363, 1968)). For

the purposes of this study, the category includes the
misdemeanor; traffic, general civil, independent motions

and juvenile case types. Jurisdiction over the actions

that appear as these case typeS is shared by limited
jurisdiction courts with two exceptions. The general civil
case type includes some actions within the exclusive
jurisdiction of phe superior courts, as explained above, and
Jjuvenile jurisdiction is not legally shared by the juvenile

and superior court as is the case in the other concurrent
jurisdiction case types. When a juvenile court is created,

it has exclusive jurisdiction in juvenile cases. Juvenile
cases are included in the concurrent jurisdiction category
because in the absencéyof,a juvenile court, these cases

would be heard by the superior court judges. The distinguishing
characteristic of this category is that all the actions within
these case types are not exclusively within the jurisdiction of

the superior court.

OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS
Filings

*Separaté operational definitions are required for'each filing type.
AT1 case types of the same filing type adhere to the same operatibné]
‘definitions. ‘Fof example, miSdemeanors are countéd}injthe éame mahnert "

as felonies, and domestic relations the same way as general civil.

23
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Criminal: There were three data elements co]]ected for every criminal
case. The basic unit of a criminal case is an indictment or accusation.
The qerivatives of this unit are docket entries, defendants and counts. |
Dockef}entries are defined so as to correspond with indictments or
accusations. Defendants are defined as the number of defendants Tisted
on separate indictments or accusations, and counts are defined as the
aggregate number of charges againét each defendant listed oh the charging
document. An indictment filed against one defendant charged with one
count would be counted as one docket entry, one defendant and one count.
An 1ndictment‘fi]ed against two defendants with two charges against each
of them wou]dbbe counted as one docket entry, two defendants and four
counts.

From calendar year 1971 to fiscal year 1976, the Administrative
Office of the Courts collected criminal data only in terms of the
number of defendants, but in fiscal year 1977 and fiscal year 1978, it
collected this data in terms of docket entries, defendants, and counts.
Therefore, all comparisons of criminal data which use calendar year 1971,
calendar year 1973, for fiscal year 1976 data must be in terms of |

defendants.

Civil: A civil case is defined in general terms as a docket entry.
The number of parties, counter-claims or cross-claims and‘issuéS‘entered
on a docket number:were not counted separately, but at times more than
one case may be counted for a docket number. For example, many cases
- which f?]] into the independent motions case type do not appear as
‘: separateydOCket entriés. Such actions hay,be ff]éd with the original
,'casé}‘ Case counters were instructed to read throdgh the motions on

- each doCket,entky to ensure that no‘ihdepehdent motions were missed.



Conversely, not all actions recorded as docket entries were always counted
as cases. For example, bond forfeitures often appear in the motion book

but are considered motions to proceedings, and therefore, are not counted.

Juvenile: There are two elements which were collected for a juvenile

case, the number of children 1ﬁf%oduced into the system at a given time

and the number of actions on behalf of each child.

There is some overlap within the criminal categdry and within the -
juvenile category. In the criminal area, myltiple defendant and
multiple count indictments may not contain all defendants and all counts
of the same case type. For examp1a, all counts against a single defendant
may not be felonies. A defendant may have one felony count and two
misdemeanor counts against him on the same charging document. Since
there is a qualitative difference between a misdemeanor or traffic
count contained as lesser included offenses on a felony indictment, and
a misdemeanor that is the most serious charge against a defendant, they
~ were counted‘separate1y. ConsequentTy, the data pertaining to counts
are separated according to the‘original charging documents. Misdemednor
and traffic counts listed on felony charging documents are separated
from mfsdemeanor and traffic counts which appear as the most seriousy
charge on separate docket entries. STmT1ak1y? Juvenile counts may‘
overlap. Unruly, deprived, traffié, and special proceedings counts may
be separated, associated with a delinquent filing, or‘intefchanged among
*thémselves. Like the crfﬁﬁnal data, this data was also collected according

to how the counts were filed,
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Dispositions

Separafe operational definitions are again required for criminal,
civil and juvenile filing types. The one standard applicable to all
dispositions is that each required a formal order from the court which
was either entered in the docket or filed with the original case. In
certain types of civil cases this standard was difficult to maintain;
discretionary judgements were often made to determine if a case was
open or closed. As a general rule, however, in the absence of a

formal order, the case was counted ogpen.

Criminal: Disposition data was collected for each element of a
criminal case: docket entries, defendants and counts. Docket’entries
were considered disposed only when all counts against all defendants
listed on the docket entry were completely disposed. Similarly, a
defendant was not consideredfdisbosed until all counts against the
defendant were completely disposed. Since counts were collected
individually and have no further sub-division, each disposed count

was simply recorded appropriately.

Methods of Disposition: Although aggregate disposition data was

collected on each element of a criminal case, criminal dispositions by
method were collected only by counts. The most detailed criminal

dispositions that appear in this report are 1isted and defined as follows:

Cash Bond: In certain cases, the forfefture of a bond is
accépted.by the ¢0urt és a form of disposition for the. charges
and thereby terminates the case. This occurs most frequently
for'traffic cases and often fdr,some minor'misdemeanors.

Under certain conditions, the forfeiture of a bond can be
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accepted as a disposition for a felony case, but this is rather
unusual. It is important to note that only cash bonds which

terminate proceedings have been counted in this categoky. Cash

bonds should be distinguished from "recognizance bond forfeitures"

where the court issues a bench warrant on the defendant.

Dead Docket: Counte that were placed on the dead docket,
either as indicated on the docket or by an order filed with
the original case, were those in which all prosecuﬁora1 and
judicial involvement in the case were discontjnued; It
should be understood that, although dead dockets were counted
as dispositions, counts placed on the dead docket may be

reopened at a later time.

Nolle Prosequi: A nolle prosequi is "[iln practice, a formal

entry uﬁon the record,. . .by the prosecuting officer in a
criminal action by which he declares that he will no further

prosecute the case." (Black's Law Dictionary, Revised Fourth

Editien, p.1198, (1968)). It is important to note that a nolle
prosequi must be initiated by the prosecutor and accepted by

the court.

Dismissal: A dismissal is “[aln order or judgment finally
| disposing of an action, suit, motion, etc., by sending it out
of court, though without a trial of the issues involved." |

(Black's Law Dictionary, Revised Fourth Edition, p.555, (1968)).

Dismissals are distinguished from a nolle prosequi_ in that a

nolle prosequi is initiated by the prosecutingVattorney.‘ ’



For the purpose of comparing criminal and civil dispesition methods,
the following two disposition categories,'noh-tr1a1 judgment and non-
jury trials have been combined to form one_disposition category, |
4"judgment;" but non-jury trials are also stated separately so that the

reader can visualize the judge time spent in handling full-blown trials.

Non-trial Judqement: A non-trial judgment refers to the disposi-
tion of a qﬁhrt prior to the case going to trial and which is exclusive
of the abo$e-mentioned categories. The vast majority of non-trial
judgments are guilty pleas. Also included are cases where the defen-

dant was extradited, deceased or declared insane and unable to stand trial.

Non-jury Trial: When a count goes to full trial on the issues

before a judge without a jury, and where a final judgment is reached

by the judge, the disposition is that of a non-jury trial.

Jury Trial: Cases that were heard by a jury and terminated by a

jury verdict were considered jury trials.

Open Cases: A1l cases that had not been completely disposed of
were counted as open. Separate collection was made on open docket

entries, defendants and counts.

Civil: Since there are no derjvatives of a civil case similar to
those of criminal cases, a civil case had to be closed to all parties
and all claims before it was considered&disposed. If any part of the

case was unresolved, the case was counted open.

Methods of Disposition: When several actions appeared to be equally
responsible for the final disposition, only the most time-consuming

”dispositiod was4counted;’ The foT]owing is a list of a11vcivi1
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disposition categories and their oberationa1 definitions.

Settled: Cases settled out of court by the parties them-
selves without judicial determination of the issues were

considered settled.

Dismissed: Any case that was sent out of court by
judicial order without formal adjudication was counted as a

dismissal.

Administrative Termination: Cases dismissed by the

clerk of court because no written order has been taken for
a period of five years were counted as administratively

terminated cases. (Ga. Code Ann. § 81A-141(e)) o

Before Trial: Cases that were disposed on the basis

of the record prior to the case going to trial on the issues
were considered before trial dispositions. Included in this
category are consent judgments, summary judgments and default

judgments.

Non-Jury Trial: Cases that were disposed by full trials

f
on the issues before a judge without a jury were consideped

i
non-jury trial dispositions. Actions included in this

category are judgment and decrees, judgments for the plaintiff-

or defendant and final.judgments.

Jury Trial: Cases disposed by a jury verdict were considered

as jury trial dispositions.

Open Cases: Open cases were those cases which were not

completely closed as to all parties and~a11‘c1aims.'
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kThere is some over]ap among several of the civil disposition
categories which required qualification. It is often difficult to
distinguish between the sett]gd category and the dismissed category.
For example, many cases that are settled out of court by the parties
are aCcompanied by a "dismissed with prejudice" order from the court.
Also, in many counties, distinctions between fhe‘tWO types 6f disposi-
tion are not made in the docket books; a clerk may enter "djsmissed"
whether the case was settled or dismissed. There was also some overlap
between the "before trial" and "non-jury" categories. As a general rule,
the case counters were instructed to give precedence to a court order.
The civil disposition data presented in this study has combined the
overlapping disposition types. Settled and dismissed are presented
together as “"non-adjudicated," and before trial and non-jury trial

dispositions are presented as "judgment."

Juvenile: Juvenile dispositions appearing in this study are
aggregate counts processed by the juvenile court. Although there are
specific ﬁethod categories for juvenile dispositiohs, they dQ not appear
in this report. For the purposes of this study, only the number of children

disposed are repdrted.
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ADDITIONAL CRITERIA VARIABLES

The preceding has been a brief'out11néw6f the\base1oad data elements
employed in this study. Caseload 1s_qonsideréd the pr1mary indicator.
of the courts' workloads. This study also includes what are;considered
secondary indices: circuit population, circuit,popu]at{On per;judgé,‘
assistance from senior judges and’resideht active,attorﬁeys.‘ A secondary
index is defined as a variable which is associated with the caseload Tevel.
For example, cirbuit population is not a direct indicator of superior
court caseload, but one expects caselcad to increase as population
increases. The important point about these secondary indices is that
their import is secondary to that of the primary criteria, caseload per
judge figures. For example, an increase in population would be
meaningful only if the caseload was also increasing, and it would have

Tittle value if the caseload Wwas actualiy decreasing.
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- STATISTICAL TOOLS dF‘ANALYSIS

' The‘analyses of caselbad'and popu]at1on exh1b1ts in th1s study 1nvo]ve

" the use of four basic statistical to 15 rande “rank, meau, and standard

deviation.
The range-is defined as the difference between the highest observed

‘_va1ue‘andvthe Towest. 1Ih'fi1ings per judge, foh example, if the high-
est eircuit’had 500 filings per judge and the Towest had 100 filings

~ per judge, the range would 500-100 or 4C0.

7Cthcdits ahe ottéh ranked in descending order. The circuit with the
highest dbserved~va]ue is ranked number 1, and the circuit with the
1owest is number 42. Ties are indicatedkby fractiona1 ranks, for example3
215 means, tied for 21st and 22nd place.

The meah, or average, is the sum of all observations divided by the

,Q?i

number of obServations. In this study per judge circuit means are often
used. The per,judge circuit mean is obtained by dividing each circuit's
caseload by the number of Judges in the circuit and then averag1ng
: these f1gures The c1rcu1t,mean,d1ffers from the statewide average
“/ per Judge. The 1atter is obtained by dividing the state's caseload by

the number'of judges.

The standard dev1at1on is a measure of d1spers1on from the average
ijr‘ o t:' If a11 c1rcu1ts had the same number of f111ngs per Judge,‘the standard
‘ | 'devlat1on~wou1d.be equa]‘to zero. The greater the differences in
- circuit perhjudge Case1oads,1the,higher the;standard deQiatioh wi]i_be.
The'traffie’columh in Exhibit‘I, for~examp1e reveals a great deal of
,hvar1at1on 1n the number of traff1c cases per judge f11ed in d1fferent
tfc1rcu1ts Two ctrcutts have over~awthousand traff1c cases per Judge
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several other circuits have no traffic cases at all in the superjor court,

~ With such'variatioh the standard deviation'is‘high'-:about 430. -In-

fe]ony filings per Judge, however, there is. much less differe ce<amohgelaﬁf*r>»‘df**

the,c1rcu1ts and the standard dev1at1on is much smaller "abOUt‘79m ‘
~ Mathematically, a standard deviation is,defined as the squére,rOQt of

- the arithmetic mean of the squared deviations from the circuit mean.

Iw=hany,.;$tances it was necessary to round off the entr1es 1n
the exﬁibj ‘,V The procedure was as fo]1ows iF ¢ f.e‘ 1g1t o be rounded
was not "5," the previous d1g1t was rounded off to the nearest number,"’
as appropr1exe;'1f the;d1th to be rounded was "5," then even numbers
kwere,rounded,down and odd numberskwere'rounded up. For exampTe,’when
only whole numbers appear in an exhibit, 26.3 is rounded to 26, 26.6 is ‘k

rounded to 27, 26.5 is rounded to 26, and 27.5 is rounded to 28.



REPORT DESIGN

This rebort eould best be described;as a eomparatiVe analysis of
hthevdemographic and caseload characteristics of the forty-two judicfa]y
';circetts in Georgia. The report 1skdivided into five chapters ef text’
_ w1th accompanying append1ces wh1ch 1nc1ude supp]ementa] data and other

re]evant 1nformat1on

t A11 chapters contain only information pertinent to the consideration
of additional superior court judgeships in Georgia. A1l material for
the general information and reference of the reader is provided in the

~ appendices.

The‘first chapter includes the 1979 Judicial Counci] recommendations
followed by brief circuitkreports on each of the circuits receiving
recommendations. The circuit reports often refer to the subsequent
chapters in Identifying the salient characteristies of each recommended

circuit.

bEach ef the next four chapters concehtrates on one‘generaIVCharag- :
f;tehistie of the'fohty-two circuits, while each exhibit in each chapter
eentehs onra more speeitic‘charactehistic ' Chapter IIais‘devoted‘entirer
~“{ tb‘ft]ingelin the Suberioh eourts Each of the four exh1b1ts in Chapter
1 centers on_one aspect of the super1or court filings, such as current
”FY1978jc1rcu1t~f111ng levels and 1ncreases or decreases in circuit

'f'filings,fhom‘1971'through 1978.

Chapter III is devoted ent1re]y to a compar1son of d1spos1t1on

character1st1cs of the caseIoad 1n the forty two c1rcu1ts The four
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exh1b1ts 1n this cnapter 1nc1ude on1y current (fisca1‘year 1978) :
dispositions. The placement of the exhibits in this chapter is designed
to focus on the more genera] aspects of~case disposition and proceed-

to the more specific aspects. Exhibit V illustrates aggregateZdisposi-f
tionsvas‘a function of filing levels and proceeds to Exhibits~VII and -
VIIT where criminal and civil dispositions are categorized by method'ef

disposition.

_ Chapter IV presents the demographic chdracteristics of the circﬁits.
Circuit population for 1970 and 1977 and percent‘change in cirCuitA |
population is iliustrated in Exhibit IX. In~additien,‘Exhibit IX ranks
the forty-two circuits on the basis of 1977 population per judge and - -
1977 population per judge essuming that an additional judge had been -

added to each circuit.

Chapter V contains the Tast two exhibits in the text of this repcrt.
This chapter contr1butes the final aspects of a ‘comprehensive study |
~‘on the need -for add1t1ona1 resources by concentrat1ng on potent1a1
sources of Jud1c1a] assistance other than new Judgesh1ps Exh1b1t X
observes the effective assistance from support1ng courts by observ1ng
‘the number of support1ng courts in each c1rcu1t and the percentages of
‘cases in the concurrent Jur1sd1ct10n categor1es heard by the support1ng ‘s
courts | C1rcu1t case]oad is presented 1n Exh1b1t XI for each c1rcu1t

w1th1n the ten adm1n1strat1ve d1str1cts

| ~ Within each"chebter,gthersequenCe:of eXhibitsV151errenged so~es'to‘~

proceed‘from the genera1 characteriStics to=the'more-specifiC';;Each.;.igncelszeezsel

exh1b1t is preceqea~ny a Dr1eT narrat1ve 1dent1ry1ng tne data elements ff*’f*rf‘jf”“

conta;ned 1nethe exh1b1t A1so 1nc1uded in th1s narratlve are appropr1ate
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kqué]ifications_and 1im1tationskuponvthe‘ihterpretation of the data.
Eaéh’éxhibit is followed by a brief analysis of ffsrcontent. Since all
availableﬂdgté;e1ements‘haVe been iﬁc]uded in thisbrepqrt, it'is very
:importéht that’the;readek study the”narrative preceding each exhibit
‘tq assgre:uﬁdergtanding of the contént. ‘In‘comparing databamong the
‘va}fous exhibits, it is 1mportaht that the data elements be the same.

’ Docket numberé‘in:one exhibit should not be compared to defendants in

‘another exhibit even though both types of elements qualify as "filings."

Filings in one exhibit should not be compared to dispositions in another;

‘eVen'though both elements could be charactekized as "caseload data."

Throughout this report the caseload data is standardized into the
case]oqd per judge'ih'each cfrcuit; This provides easy comparison of
- the actual judicial wokkToadramong the circuité. Fd% this type of study,
~ the absolute gircuit’case1oad is irrelevant'beéause it does_not QOntro1
for thé number of judges ih thé circuit. Therefore, unless othekwise
E specffied,~a]1 Case]oad data is expressed in terms bf the ratid of éases

to superior court judges in the circuit.

(T
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k_ circuit. This method facilitates comparison of the actual workload

CHAPTER 1
CIRCUIT REPORTS

The purpose of this chapfer is to present a brief anaiysis of the
circuit recommendations of the Judicial Council of Georgia; The
Judicial Council has recommended the creation of additional superior
court judgeships in three circuits. Listed in alphabetical order the
circuits are: |

EASTERN
OCMULGEE
TOOMBS
This chapter contains separate circuit reports for each %f the ,{J

three circuits recommended. They identify the salient characteristics

-of each circuit which precipitated the Council's recommendations. For

more detail, the reader is encouraged to refer to the exhibits set out
in the following chapters. Those chapters present data for all forty-two

judicial circuits.

As is the case throughout this study,the,cifcuit caseload data is

~standardized to express the caseload in per judge terms for each -

, o 9
among the judges in the various circuits. The same method is used

herein. Therefore, unless otherwise stated, all caseload figureS'cited

in the circuit reports are per judge figur95;~ The‘caseToad per judgé

_in a single circuit is often compared to other circuits as well as to .

the circuit‘averagesrfOrfthe'stafe as a whole;;



Another method often used in thé;fo]]owing cirguit reports is the
ranking of circuits according to a given Variab]e. JA11 rankings have
been arranged so as to place the circuit with the highest value as
humber oné and the circuit with the lowest value as number forty-two.

For examp]e; all circuits were ranked from one to forty-two on the

basis of the per judge values for total filings, fe]ony‘defendants,
kmisdemeanor defendants,‘traffic defendants, total criminal filings,
general civil filings, domestic relations filings, independent motions,
total civil filings, and for juvenile, the number of children. The
circuit ranked number one in domestic relations filings per judge has

the highest ratio of domestic relations filings to the number of superior
court judges. For convenience, such a figure may be cited in the circuit
‘report as “the circuit‘ranking number one in domestic relations filings."
Although it would be more accurate to specify domestic relations filings
per judge, the reader must remember that unless otherwise stated, all

caseload figures are per judge figures.
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EASTERN CIRCUIT

The -Eastern Judicial Circuit, one ¢f the six single-county
circuits in the state, encompasses Chatﬁéﬁ County. The c¢ircuit has
seen a 2% increase in population since 1970 (187,816 to 191,500). By
1980 it is estimated that the population wiT1 have risen by‘5.5% to
over 200,000. Presently, it ranks seventh in population per supérior
court judge with 63,833. The judicial resources currently available
in the circuit include three superior court judges, two full-time state court

judges, a full-time juvenile court judge and a juvenile court reféree.

In fiscal year 1978, the Eastern Circuit rénks thirteenth in
total filings per é%é}é with 1,857. With 1,246 felony and domestic
relations filings per jﬂdge, it ranks second, exhibiting a very
demanding caseload in‘tefms of time required to process cases. Sup-
pOrting courts provide a great deal of assistance in hearing dver 85%
of the misdemeanors, 95% of the traffic cases, 68% ofkgenéra1 civil

cases and 100% of juvenile cases filed in the circuit.

Overall, total filings in the Eastern Circuit have risen at an
average rate of 3;4% since 1971. Thié becomes more meaningfu] when it
; isvrealized that the number of felony defendants ha$ 1nckea$ed‘by 78%
sinée 1971, The circuit ranks fourth in domestic relations fi]ings

- per judge, which have increased 12% since 1971 to 446.

whilefthe total number of cases d%éposed (1,683) is above the"

mean,d€.1,585; the dispositionxrate,fok Eaﬁzérn Circuit is be}dw‘95%‘:,

. (90.6%). This means that dlthough;the superior court judges are

. Bt
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disposing of a gfeat number of cases, pending cases are accumulating
at a rate of 9%. The circuit ranks sixth in criminal counts heard

. by jury trfa1 and third in civil cases heard by jury trial. When this
is considered‘a1ong with-the Targe number of fi]fngs in the most |
demahding case types, the reader can realize the great guantity of

time involved in processing the circuit's caseload.

In summary, the Eastern Circuit has a high volume caseload in the
most demanding case types, felony and domestic relations. Although
supporting courts located in the circuit hear a large peréentage of
cases in the concurrent jurisdiction case types, they have not provided
the superior courts with sufficient resources to enable them to dispose
of 100% of their caseload. While dispositions of felonies and domestic
relations cases have approached 100%, dispositions in the other case
categories have remained low. So that it can effectively deal with an
excessive, increasing caseload in its exclusive jurisdiction case
types, the Judicial Councﬁ] recommends the creation of an additional

superior court judgeship in the Eastern Judicial Circuit.
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OCMULGEE CIRCUIT

The geographic jurfsdiction of the 6cmu1gee Judicial Circuit
includes Ba1dwin, Greene, Hancock, Jasper, Jones, Morgan, Putnam and
WiTkinson cownties. In 1977, the circuit had a population of 99,192,
and the population is expected to increase to 104,600 by 1980. The
current judicial resources in the circuit consist of two superior court

judges, six probate court judges and two part-time county court judges.

In the fiscal year 1978 total caseload per judée.iﬁ the Ocmulgee
dudigiai Circuit ranks tenth, considerably higher than its ranking of
fifféeﬁth in fiscal year 1977. The average caseload each of the
two superior court judges faced this year was greater by ninety addi-

tional filings than 1977.

The Ocmulgee Circuit ranks among the top ten circuits in terms of
filings per judge in three case categories: fourth in felony dockets,
sixth in total criminal fiilings, and ninth in general civil filings.

" The OcmulgeeUCifcuit is close to the circuit mean in the combined

number of felony, domestic relations and general civil cases;‘but

upward trends in filings for these categories over the period of calendar ~

year 1971 through fiscal year 1978 are inconsistent.

The Ocmulgee Circuit has a higher than average number of
dispositions per judge in several case categories and in total case
‘dispositions and has a Tower than average disposition rate h for all

case types except traffic and‘juveni]é. ‘This means that the twoy

;k AN e

- "Number of dispositions as a percent of filings
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superior court judges are disposing of a large number of filings, yet

- the high-volume caseload prevents them ffom méeting Case1oad_demands
without assistance. The total dﬁsposition rate is 83.5% which is twenty-
ninth in the state. This percentage indicates that in the Ocmulgee
Circuit, pending cases and backlog are accumu]ating at a rate of 16;5%

of filings.

The circuit receives adequate assistance from supporting courts in
criminal cases, but almost no assistance in hearing civil or juvenile
cases. There are two county courts with jurisdictions simi]ar’to
those of state courts, six probate courts, and no juvenile court
judges or refegeés.‘ Supporting courts hear‘71.7% of the misdemeanors
and 98% of the traffic cases, but only 0.2% of the general civil fiTings

and no independent motions or juveniie filings.

Although the county and probate courts hear 71.7% of the misde-
meanor cases filed in the circuit, each superior court judge heard
more than 375 miSdeméénoP cases, ninth in the state, in fiscal year 1978.
The 1ack’0f assistance from the supporting courts in other case types
‘means that virtually the entiré civil and juveni]é caseload, 1,078.5

. cases pér judge, must be heard by the superior court judges.

In summary, thé,Ocmu]gee Judicial Circuit ha;wa high casé1oad
“volume pek judge and'a higheféthan-average number of dispositions per
judge? but a very 10W-ranking‘dispositidn rate. The circuit‘rece?ves
",virtually no aséistante frdm‘supporting courts in civil and juve;ile
:casé categories The two superior court judges must spend a great deal”

of the1r t1me in trave11ng among the e1ght ‘county seats and in manag1ng

‘1 a11 the adm1n1strat1ve matters’ 1nvo1ved in-an e1ght county c1rcu1t D e

(¥}
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to these obstacles to the circuit's ability to handle its casé]oad,;

the Judicial Council recommends the creation of an additional superior .

court judgeship.
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TOOMBS CIRCUIT

"The geographic jurisdiction of the Toombs Judicia] Circqit 1hc]udes
: the six counties of Glascock, Lincoln, McDuffie, Taliaferro, Warren and
Wilkes. The 1977 population was 44,700 and iskexpected to increase to
46,200 by the year 1980. The current judicial resources in the district
consist of one supekior‘court judge and six probate court judges hearing

misdemeanors and traffic cases.

In fiscal year 1978, the Toombs Cikcuit~had the second highest
number of total filings per judge‘(4,059) in the state. In the two
previous fiscal years, 1977 and 1976, the'Toombs Circuftvranked fourth

and sixth, respectively, in total filings per judge.

i
it

The Toombs Circuit has an extreme1y high ffiing rate per judge in
both total criminal (2,621) and total juvenile (478) filing types.
A]though the Case types for which Toombs Circuit recorded the greatest
'f111ngs (m1sdemeanor t“aff1c and Juven11e) are not the most time
consuming casertyyeg the sheer vo]ume of tota] f111ngs impose a heavy}~

burdenfon'the sole superior court judge.

rrends in case]oad over the six year per1od ca]endar year 1971
through f1sca1 year ‘978, indicate (Exh1b1t IV) that thejsuper1or court
f111ngs are. 1ncreas1ng in a11 maJor f111ng types (criminal,‘c1v114and :

’ Juven1]e) In both total cr1m1na1 and total c1v11 fi]ihgs the avefagek
7"1ncrease per year is over 5% desp1te statewide average decreases 1n case
':\f111ng§ Cr1m1na1 case types have part1cu1ar1y 1ncreased (over 957)

G



between fiscal years 1977 and 1978. In fact, Toombs Circuit is the
‘onTy circuit fof which both the,number‘of felony filings and tota1
caseload fi]ings‘is gneater than one standard deviation above the mean
in both average change per year and the observed change 1977-1978 as

illustrated in Exhibit IV.

'.’The Toombs Circuit ranke second in tota] dispositions perfjudge,e
but‘the overall disposition rate (total dispositions per judge as a‘pefcent
of total filings per judge) is less than 85%. These figures ehow tnat
despite a high number of cases disposed, pending cases and backlog are
accumuiating in the superior court at a rate of over 15%. Toombs ranks'
fourth in percent of civil filings heard by the‘most time-comsuming
disposition method, jury trial (3;1%).~ Although the Toombs Circuit
does not have an equally 1ange percentege (1.2%) of criminal juky trial
“dispositions; it ranks’twe1fth in criminal non-jury trial dispositions

which also consume a great deal of‘judge time.

- In the Toombs Judicial Circuit the greatest proportion of the
caseload falls upon one superior court'judge ’The only judicia]
ass1stance ava11ab1e is from a probate court judge in each county.
These suppg“t1ng courts hear 32. 37 of the misdemeanors and 77.9% of
the traffic cases. This means that in addition to all fe]ony cases,
all civil cases and all juvenile cases in each of the six count1es,
, ’over 2, 300 misdemeanor and traff1c cases were a component of the

- superior court Judge sv1978 case]oad.

®

In summary, the Toombs Jud1c1a1 C1rcu1t is a one- Judge multi-
: county c1rcu1t for which there is a h1gh volume case]oad and 11tt1e

rfurther potentla]_for,expanded use of suppont1ngtcourtsr-asswstance,



G

- Since there are no state or juvenile courts, the sole superior court

judgeymust hear all civil cases and juveniie cases. With the second

highest caseload per judge, an-increasing caseload and no further relief

~available from supporting courts, the Judicial Council recommends that

an additional superior court judgeship be'created‘in the Toombs Judicial

Circuit..
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CHAPTER 11
INTRODUCTION

Ih,providﬁng a comprehenSive description of the workload confronting

‘Georgia's superior court judges, Chapter II investigates the number of

filings in each circuit. Considered as a whole, the following exhibits

~ speak not only in terms of total case]oad volume, but they suggest how

the distribution of case types can place constraints on the efficient

management of the courts

EXhibit I, "Superior Court Circuit Rankings by Total Caseload per

Judge: FY1978,“ displays the average number of cases filed per judgn

R

‘1n‘eaCh case type for each circuit in the 1978 fiscal year. In it are

ranked the forty- two c1rcu1ts in descending order of total f111ngs thereby

~pinpointing those circuits - and judges - faced with hand11ng the greatest |

number of cases. In other'words, Exhibit I‘iso1ates those circuits with

an. excessive caseload volume.

- Exhibit IT scrutinizes the total criminal caseload of each circuit.

Inf"Superior Court Criminal Filings: FY1978," the actual number of

- docket entries, defendants and cdunts filed in the superior courts can

be obserVed.  This exhibit also shows the ratio of counts to defendants

~for.each circuit.

In Exhibit III, "Superior Couht‘Circuit Rankings by Felony and

deestic'Re1ations Fi]ings per Judge: FY1978," the circuits are arranged

' ~:u-accord1ng to the sum of fe]ony and domest1c re]at1ons f111ngs per Judge

. "] It is. here that the constraznts on Judge t1me are espec1a11y ev1dent since



a high fe}ony/domeStic relations caseload is a very time-consuming
caseload. These two case types must be heard in the superior court

at the

+

rial level,

From the 1a$t exhibit in this chapter, “Average and Observed Rate
of Change 1in Superior Court Filings per Judge: CY1971-FY1978 ahdj
FY1977—FY1978,"~the,readér is able to discover whether or hot a trend of
1ncreasfng caseload has developed for the judges in a circuit. The rates
of change in per judge filings are4given in absolute numbers and as
percentages to provide for a rapid evaluation of recent and currentv

filing patterns.

Of course, Chapter II does not purport to give the complete pictﬂrek
of what has happened in the courts in FY1978. However, it does give~somé
explicit information about the volume and types of cases filed during the
~ past year, and Whether the cése]oad has increased; deCreased or stabilized
from previous years. By paying close attention tthhe'purposes and
qualifications of the next four exhibits, the reader‘can easily grasp the

statistical descriptions of the filings in Georgia's supérior court.



"~.diVidedﬂamohgteach>of.the~judges: In multi-judge circiiits this may not

EXHIBIT I

~ Superior Court Circuit Rankings by Total Caseload per Judge: FY1978

i+

" The total caseload per:judge and the distribution of case]oad’among

“the criminal, civil and juvenile filing categories are presented in Exhibit I

for each of Georgia's forty-two judicial circuits. The circuits are ranked

in descending order on the basis of total caseload per judge (i.e., the

circuit Tisted last»haskthe Towest total casé]oad per judge). The caseload
pef judge figures were calculated for each circuit by simply dividing the.
total number of cases filed in each of the respective categories by the :
number of superior court judges. Criminal and civil.filings are defined
for thié exhibit as docket entries and can be interpreted as the number

of criminal indictments or accusations, or the number of civil suits filed

~during FY1978. The crimiha] figures do not account for defendants or

counts listed on the indictment or accusation (Exhibit II in this chapter

contains this information), and civil suits do not account for cross-claims,

'Eounter-c1a1ms or number of part1es. Juvenile cases are children who had
oné or morevcharges‘fi1ed against them at one point in time. Only

: ijeniTe‘cases from countieé‘in which the superior court judge has no
,assistance from either a juvéni]e court judge or referee are fhc]uded in

~ the figures for Exhibit I.

Thé data in Exhibit I‘canfbe'interpreted as the total per Judge caSe]oad

- in the ckiminal, civil and juvenile filing categories for each of the forty-two

"judiciaT‘cir;uits.; The presentation of the data in this manner makes an as-

SQmption that requires,exp]anation. By dividing. the total circuit caseload by

~ the number quSUperiorﬁbourt judges,_it is assumed that the caseload is evenly

2

e ‘actually be %he»case, since the.jUdges'are f?@g;to divide the caseload



in whateVer'mannervthey please. For example, the chief judge in a circuit
may assign all criminal cases tb ohe judge and‘a11 civil cases to‘another. e
‘Also, the chief Judge in a multi-judge; multi-county circuit may a55191 cases
so that one judge hears a]] cases in one county, but none of the cases 1n
another county. Independent of the ass1gnmen% practices of the various
circuits, the data in Exhibjt I can be 1nterpfeted as the caseload per judge

in each cwrcu1t assuming the cases in each filing category are evenly divided

among the Judges

A fina] interpretativekqualifﬁcation,of the data in Exhibit I concerns

the rankings of the circuits on the basis of tota1‘ case1oad per judge. While .
total caseload per QUdge is important as an indicator‘ofbhigh caseload | |
volume courts and 16% caseload volume courts, other 1ndicators must be examined
to identify the actua1 workload which confronts any one court. In order to
make any inferences regarding the ke]ative workload of’the:judges in each
circuit, one would need to observe the distribution of cése1oad,among the

various case types Overa11, the reader should c0nsider the'entire distribution
of case]oad among a11 the cr1m1na1, civil and juvenile case types Particu1ar

| attention should be given to those types of‘cases (felony and domestic
re]ations) generally considered to consume a greater proportion of judge time.

- Excessive workload is of primary 1nterest -high volume case]oad 1s one of

several  factors ut111zed to Tocate courts with excessive work]oads

SRS



EXHIBIT -1t

SUPERIOR COURT CIRCUIT RANKINGS BY FY1978 TOTAL CASELOAD PER JUDGE

CRIMINAL |

~ " *WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS

NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE JUDGE OR REFEREE.

CIVIL JUVENILE*
FILINGS , FILINGS FILINGS
, . TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL {DOMESTIC [INDEPENDENT TOTAL TOTAL
, CIRCUIT FILINGS FELONY [MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL _|RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENTLE
1) CHEROKEE 4328 383.5 479 2319 | 3181.5 | 432 416.5 208 | 11465 | o0 ¢
2) TOOMBS . 4061 276 749 1596 | 2621 | 333 447 180 | 960 | 480 .
3)ROME = 2333 189.5 | 809 46.5| 1045 450.5 | 419 418.5 | 1288 0
4) ALAPAHA 2198 231 721.5 633.5| 1586 230 223.5 80.5 | 534 78
5) CONASAUGA _ 2165.5 234.5 244.5 91 | 570 523.5 | 731 282.5 | 1537 | 58,5
6) MOUNTAIN 2133 158 174 66 | 398 526 | 694 230 1500 235 !
7) CORDELE 2104 245 689 33 | 967 407 | 451 189 | 1047 90
8) TIFTON 1971 299 152 21 472 511 602 352 1465 34
9) COWETA 1966 202.5 86 100 | 388.5 | 491 742.5 333 1566. 5 11
10) OCMULGEE 1948.5 305 378 88.5| 771.5 444.5 | 363 271 1078.5 98.5
11) BLUE RIDGE 1946 228.5 323 568.5 | 1120 217 522.5 | 86.5 826 0o |
12) TALLAPOOSA 1906.7 186.7 296.3 |  182.7| 665.7 592.3 | 399.7 225.3 | 1217.3 23.7
13) EASTERN 1857 446 86 22 554 273.3 | 800 229.7 | 1303 0
14) PIEDMONT 1852 179 202 378 759 435 364 294 1093 0
© 15)coBB ~ 1818.5 425.2 2.2 0 | 427.5 296.8 | 982.8 111.5 | “1391 0
 16)WAYCROSS 1814 223.5 170 206 599.5 | 3935 | 598 189.5 | 1181 33,5
 17)NORTHEASTERN 1754.5 232.5. 157.5 209.5| 599.5 367.5 | 497 229.5 | 1094 T
18)STONE MIN. | 1677.6 282.7 14.6 1.9] 299.1 | 374.7 | 782 221.7 | 1378.4 0
19) HOUSTON 1675 228 1 0 229, 301 | 85 | 280 | 1446 0
~ 20)CHATTAHOOCHEE |  1652,5 | 275 98.8 88.8 | 462.5 | 269.8 | 749 163.8 | 1182.5 7.5
21) SOUTHERN 1644 - 267 1127 ‘1,3 f 381 [ 278.3 | 800.7 | 181.7 | 1260.7 2.3



EXHIBIT I:

SUPERIOR COURT CIRCUIT RANKINGS BY FY1978 TOTAL CASELOAD PER JUDGE

* WHERE THE: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A dUVENILE JUDGE OR REFEREE

CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE™
FILINGS FILINGS FILINGS
: o TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL {DOMESTIC |INDEPENDENT TOTAL TOTAL
‘ __Cl&ﬂ“l - FILINGS FELONY MISDEMEANQOR TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENTLE
22) LOOKOUT MTN. 227.7 379.3 99.3 | 706.3 | 287 465.7 152.3 905 0
23)_BRUNSWICK 169.5 134 1 '“7""4304.5 | 367.5 736.5 169 1273 0
24) PATAULA 283 | 381 24 |- 688 | 408 247 181 | 83 36
25) MACON 297 95.7 5.7 | °398,3 | 281.7 659 200.7 | 1141.3 16.3
26) AUGUSTA | 185.5 125 1.5 | 312 | 269 795.2 143.8 | 1208 9.8
\§f7) SOUTHWESTERN 172 55 11 | 238 | 515 458 236 | 1209 80
28) GRIFFIN 189.5| 228 141 ~558,5 | 300 459 181 | 940 0
29) OCONEE 180.5 228 149.5 330 228 170.5| 728 5 135.5
30) DUBLIN 227 1 0 484 42 | 236 | 11421 41
31) ATLANTA 409.2 2.8 0 371.6 498.8 1026 ° \97,3,.13 0.
32) CLAYTON 210.3 22.7 3 226 799 87| 31103 7l 0
33)_ALCOVY 263 265 61.5 282.5 | © 293 134 _709, 5 ji 0
34) ATLANTIC 224.5 26 6.5 390 |  439.5|  103. 5;2 933 gf L1055
35) NORTHERN 132.5| 151 36.5 341 " 296.5 182,50 820 | 39.
36) SOUTH GEORGIA 298.5 - 134 4.5 250  278.5 130,5%5}:"75'59": ‘
37) DOUGHERTY ©206.5 0 0 201 592 168.5| ‘9615 | -
38) FLINT 114 94.5| 13.5 423.5 300.5 144 | ‘e8|
39) MIDDLE 155 1.5 0.5 270 471.5 _ 161.5p 903
40) OGEECHEE 123 |19 2.5 358 325 1045} 7! ‘.
41) WESTERN 198.5 55| 1 256 ~ 360.5 132 f 8
“42) GWINNETT. "109.3 0.3 0.3 151 531.7 71 [ "853, g 0
"CIRCUIT MEAN 1.726.2 235.1 197.5. 171.8 604.4 355 ,526‘.4» 194.8 1 076.2 45.7
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 EXHIBIT I ANALYSIS

ATthoUgh Exhibit I ran&s”the circuits by total caseload per judge,

this category is not a sufficient indicator of circuit workload. It identifies

circuits'with a high volume of cases withoutvconsidering how demanding in
terms of time and difficulty that Case1oad'actua11y 15. The majority of
traffic cases is summarily disposed of; so a high voTume of these cases may
inflate the total filings far out of proportion to actual circuit workload.
‘A good indicator of cifcuit workload, as opposedkto circuit caseload, is
the number of filings in the more demanding case types. Geneka11y, the
time donsuming cases will be felony, domestic relatidns, general civil

and juvenile cases.

The mean number of filings per judge in each case type for all
forty-two judicial circuits is shown on the last line of the exhibit. While
the exhibit shows seventeen (1-17) circuits ranked above the mean in total

filings, only two circuits have éxtreme1y nigh volume caseloads. The two

c1rcu1ts that exceed the mean (1 ,726) by more thnn a certain crﬂt1ca1 va]ue o

(ih this case, one standard dev1at1on) and the1r total f111ngs are:

. CHEROKEE 4,328
TOOMBS 4,059

When f111ngs ln the more demand1ng case categor1es are evaTuated, it

is found that d1fferent circuits move into the extreme end of the d1str1but1on}" co

Those c1rcu1ts surpass1ng the mean for fe]ony f111ngs \235) byfmore than two d

standard dev1at1ons are

o EASTERN . 446
. CpBB 425
ATLANTA 409 T



In domestic relations filings, the fo]]ow1ng circuits are more

than one standard deviation above the mean of 526:

~ CONASAUGA 731
COWETA 742 ,
EASTERN 800 S
C0OBB 983 :
STONE MOUNTAIN 782
HOUSTON 865
CHATTAHOOCHEE 749
SOUTHERN 301
BRUNSWICK 736
AUGUSTA 795
CLAYTON ; 799

The c1rcu1ts exceed1ng by more than one standard deviation the

genera] civil mean of 355 are:

CONASAUGA b24
MOUNTAIN 526
TIFTON 511
COWETA 491
TALLAPOOSA 592
SOUTHWESTERN 515

DUBLTH 484

Although not all circuits show juvenile filings in their
'respectiVe superior courts, it is important to view the juvenile
caseload ih the context of its effect on the tota] judicial workload.
When a superior court judge must allocate time to hear juvenile cases,
judge time is expended that could be spent to process the remainder of
‘ h1s rase]oad Two of the twenty-six circuits whose superior court |
ffJudges hear Juven11e cases have a Juven11e caseload that exceeds the
c1rcu1t mean i Juven11e filings by more than two standard deviations
B and are ranked in the top ten c1rcu1ts in terms of case vo]ume per
Judge. ; |
| TOOMBS 478
MOUNTAIN 235

60



Although several circuits exhibit»a;high volume caseload, fhey
-are not necessarily the'circuits with the’most‘déménding workload.
Exhibit I presents the total per judge cése1oad‘in the criminal,
civiiyand~jUVén11e filing categories and identifies both’thOSE
circuits with excessive fiTings and those_cichits with a demanding

caseload.

6



EXHIBIT II
»

Superior Court Crimina]*Fi1ings: FY1978

Exhtbit I1 has been incTuded in order to providekmore detailed

information on the superior court criminal caseload. There are three

© units of the criminal caseload: the number of indictments or accusations
- filed in supekiof court, the number of defendants Tisted on separate
““indictments or accusations,kand,the number of counts against each

~ defendant listed on an indictment or accusation. Each unit of a

criminal case provides valuable 1nsight into the actual workload of
the criminal filing type. vThis data intends to clarify the entire

criminal workload by illustrating the number of indictments or

‘accusations filed in the superior courts, as well as the number of
I o

defendants 1isted on the charging document and the total number of

;counts filed against the defendants. While considering these numbers,
the reader must remember that they are not per judge figukes; rather,
» "they'are tota]Syof the docket entries, defendants and counts filed in

“each circuit.

Exhibit I is divided into four major categories: felony, misdemeanor;

: f,traffic and total criminal Docket entrtes »defendants, and counts‘_

are listed 1n the appropr1ate columns under each of the respectxve

Vesubhead1ngs Note that under the Count subhead1ng in the felony category
i «there are fe]ony, m1sdemeanor ‘and traff1c counts. These ‘misdemeanor
'-.and traffic counts are 1esser 1nc1uded offenses on a fe]ony docket entry

1551m11ar1y,7the m1sdemednor category separates ‘the traff1c counts conta1ned

sas lesser 1nc1uded offenses on a m1sdemeanor docket entry Obv1ous1y,ﬂ

(e ‘6,2'



there are no- 1esser 1nc1uded offenses in a traffic case 'Finally the

Total Cr1m1na1 category 1nc1uoes the sum of a11 docket numbers a11

“defendants, and a]] counts.

One final p1ece of 1nformat1on conta1ned in Exhibit II s the
ratio of counts to defendants. This is a quant1tat1ve indicator of

the practices of the district attorney in composing charg1ng documents,

A ratio of one would indicate that the district attorney generally

brings only one count against each defendant on a charging document .
A ratio of two would indicate that on the average, the district
attorney files two counts against each defendant on the charging

document.

: . X . : 'ﬂw‘,\\ | ‘ .
~ The value of the counts-to—deﬁenﬁants,ratio can best be observed

by evaluating the extent to which the information on counts 1ncreases'

" our understanding of crimfna1 activity. Where the ratio equals one,

the 1nformat1on on counts prov1des no more information than the data
on defendants. When the ratio is greater than one, know]edge of

the number of counts~becomes~more va]uab]e in understand1ng theﬁactua]

 criminal workload.

The final qualtfication of EXhibit 1I concerns the instanCes Where* -

‘the*ratio is equal to one It is then poss1b1e that the f1gures on ’
a docket entries and defenoants may be somewhat exaggerated k In such
'1nstances it may be that tha d1str1ct attorney 1s separat1ng mu1t1p1e

.charges aga1nst the same defendant 1nto d1fferent 1nd1ctments

It s not p0551b1e from th1s data to 1nfer sp ‘f1ca11y and W1th

.conf1dence what each data element offers about the caseload Var1ous

h'factors such as: those ment1oned above can d1stort the compar1son of the""
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, Circuits on the basis of thevdatavpresented'in‘Exhibit IT. Therefore,

the reader shoU1diﬁonsider the values in all categories--docket entries,

~ defendants, and counts--in evaluating the circuits with the mosi imposing

criminal caseload. . T R
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EXHIBIT IT : SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL FILINGS: FY1978

FELONY MISPEMEANOR ) TRAFFIC TOTAL CRIMINAL
. ) DOCKET COUNTS éé&r{l?s DOCKET COUNTS %EIEJQS/ DOCKET TRAFFICE\SEH{J?S/ DOCKET~ }éé:rjrl,(‘[)'s/
"CIRCUIT ENTRIEY DEFEND| FELONY | MISD. [RAFFIC|DEFEND.[ENTRIES [DEFEND.| MISD, |TRAFFI( ‘D_I.EEEND ENTRIES| DEFEND{COUNTS | DEFEMDJIENTRIES| DEFENDICOUNTS |DE==HD,
ALAPAHA a62 | 479 | 477 | 17 o [0 1843 ] 140314571 o b %o 1,267 11,267 |1,267 | 1.0 | 3,17213,189 | 3,218 | 1.0
ALCOVY ~ 526 | 534 | 581 4 | 0 530 | 531 | 544 0 | 123 | 123 | 123 | 1.0 | 1,179 )1,188 | 1,252 1.1
- ATLANTA 4,501 |5,247 {7,590 | 193 0 a3 nlo 0ol o 0 | 0. | 453528 |7.85] 1.5
ATLANTIC 449 | 493 | 537 | 22 | 10 52| 56 771 2 13 131 14l 1.1 514 s62 | 662| 1.2
AUGUSTA 742 | 857 |1,428 4 1 500 | 503 | 520 6 6 6| 6] 1.0 |1,248]1,366 | 1,965] 1.4
BLUE RIDGE 457 | 564 | 814 2 0 646 | 650 | 763 | 3 1,137 11,137 | 12700 1.1 | 2.240 (2,351 | 2,852 | 1.2
BRUNSWICK | 339 | 399 | 481 2 1.0 268 | 280 | 279 | 1 2 2 2| 1.0 609 681 | 765] 1.1
cHATTAHoOCHEE 1,100 1,420 1,671 [ 119 | 24 395 | 447 | 462 | 2 0| 355 | 355 | 357] 1.0 | 1,8502,222 | 2,635] 1.2
CHEROKEE 767 | 854 11,004 | 14 | 56 958 | 996 11,033 | 4 {4,638 | 4,638 | 4,726| 1.0 | 6,363 |6.488 | 6.837 ] 1.1
CLAYTON 631 | 774 [1.894 | 36 2 681 82 | 113| 3 9 9 9] 1.0 708 | 865 | 2,057 2.4
- coBB 1,701 _|1,875 [3,301 3 1 9 9 15 ] 0 0 0 ol o0 1,710 | 1,884 | 3,320 1.8
CONASAUGA | 469 | 506 | 661 2 0 489 | 503 | 726 | 2 g2 | 189 | 288] 1.5 | 1,140]1,198 | 1,679} 1.4
CORDELE 245 | 284 | 328 | 7 0 689 | 699 | 709 | © , 33 | 33 33| 1.0 967 1,016 | 1,077 | 1.1
COMETA 405 | 512 | 716 3 2 172 180 | 181! 0 1200 | 200 201} 1.0 777] 892 | 1,103 1.2
DOUGHERTY 413 | 437 | 695 1 0 0 0 ol o 0 0 o| 0 a13] 437 | 696] 1.6
DUBLIN 227 | 303 | 389 6 | o 1] 1 1l 0 0 0 ol 0. | 228] 308 | 396] 1.3
EASTERN 1,338 [1,453 1,515 1| o0 258 | 260 261 | 0 66 | 66 69| 1.0 | 1,662 {13772 | 1,846 | 1.0°
FLINT 228 | 291 | 424 1 3 189 | 200 | 230 9 27 | 21 36| 1.3 464 | 518 | 703] 1.4
GRIFFIN. - | 379 | ‘430 | 569 | 5 0 456 | 466 | 540 | 17 282 | 282 | a33| 1.5 [ 1710787 1,564 ] 1.3
ewinesTT | 328 | 389 | s57 | 1 0 1l 1] o 1l 1fwo |30 391 se0| 1.4
 HOUSTON__ 228 | 270 | 457 | o | 0o 1 1 1| o 0 0 0| 0 229| o7 | 438] 1.6



WESTERN

EXHIBIT 11 SUPERIOR COURT. CRIMINAL FILINGS: FY1978
FELONY MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC TOTAL CRIMIMAL

DOCKET COUNTS %éﬁrﬂ‘%s DOCKET COUNTS %S&?S/ DOCKET | TRAFFICE(’)\&I:(T)S/ DOCKET : %é‘T !9

CIRCUIT ENTRIEY DEFEND FELONY | MISD. TRAFFIC|DEFEND.ENTRIES IDEFEND.| M1SD. TRAFFI(J‘ DEFE:‘E@TR]ES DEFEND ICOUNTS : DEFEMD JENTRIES! DEFEMDICOUNTS DE:-Z"-:‘
LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN 683 | 719 790 1 0 1.1 11,138 | 1,141 11,165 0 1.0 298 | 298 301 | 1.0 2,119 | 2,188 2,257 | 1.0
MACON 891 11,032 {1,284 14 1 1.3 287 290 300 0 1.0 17 17 18 1.1 1,195 | 1,339 1@7' 1.2
MIDDLE 310|375 449 0 0 1.2 3 3 3 0_[1.0 1 1 1] 1.0 314 379) 453 | 1.2
MOUNTAIN 153 . 199 245 1 2 1.2 174 193 | 226 6 1.2 66| 67 100 | 1.5 398 4591 580 | 1.3
NORTHEASTERN 465 | 559 653 0 0 1.2 315 320 | 328 0 1.0 419 | 419 419 | 1.0 }1,199 | 1,298 | 1,400 | 1.1
" NORTHERN 265 | 336 425 0 0 1.3 | 302 | 318} 376 5 1.2 { 73 1 718 124 1 1.7 640 728 930 | 1.3
OCMULGEE 610 | 732 828 | 1 1 1.1 756 789 | 797 | 0 | 1.0 177 | 177 183 | 1.0 [1,543 | 1,698 1,810 [ 1.1
OCONEE. 361 398 458 2 0 1.2 | 456 464 | 573 L 4 | 1.2 299 | 299 381 1.3 1,161 1,161,418 1.2
OGEECHSE 246 | 285 307 5 18 vl 38 44 | 46 1 1.1 "5 | 5 "7 [ 1.4 289 | 334 374 | 1.1
PATAULA 283 | 293 305 o | o 1.0 | "381:| 381 | 385 2. | 1.0 24 24 24 | 1.0 683 | 698 | 716 | 1.0
PIEDMONT 179 234 256 2 0 1.1 | 202 202 | 209 0 {1.0 378 | 378 398 | 1.3 759 814 | 865 | 1.1
— 379 | 305 P . 17 11618 |1.618 [1.9s8 | 1 | 1.2 a3 94 144 | 1.5 12,090 {2,097 {2,760 | 1.3
SOUTH GEORGIA . 597 | 603 | 619 | o | o [ 1.0 | 268 | 268 | 270 | 0 " 1.0 9 9 9 | 1.0 874 | 880 | 898 | 1.0
SOUTHERN . 801 | 836 11,419 | 40 | 2 1.7 338 | 339 | 375 | 0 1.1 4 4 4 [1.0 {1,143 11,179 {1,840 | 1.6
 SOUTHWESTERN 172 | 221 258 1 1 | e 55 61 65 0 1.1 K 11 | 1.0 238 293 | 336 | 1.1
STONE MOUNTAIN | 1,979 P,413 13,389 | 36 0 1.4 | 102 | 102 | ms | o 1.2 | 13 | 14 | 2 |1.9 |2,004 |2,5293,569 | 1.4
TALLAPOOSA 560 | 694 =L 999 | 48 16 1.5 ] ‘889 926 [1,105 | 36 1.2 548 | 564 769 | 1.4 (1,997 12,188 02,973 | 1.4

TIFTON 299 | 358 |'439 | 3 0 1.2 {152 | 157 157 | o |10 |2 21 22 [ 1.0 ] 472 | 53| 621 | 1.2 .
TOOMBS 276] 298 | 30 | 5 4 1.3 | 749 | 769 | 795 | 7 1.0 f,596 {1,597 f.761 | 1.1 2,621 | 2,664 [2.942 | 1.3
WAYCROSS. 447 | 539 783 5 0o }.1.5 ) 380 | 3594 414 0 1.2 | 42 2 | 422 {1.0 1,199 {1,310 1,624 | 1.2
397 | 424 | 627 | 1 2 1.5 N n m | o |1.0 2 2| s.{25 | a0 37| 646 [ 1.5
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EXHIBIT I1 ANALYSIS

In this exhibit the three elements of the criminal caseload
are displayed as total figures for each circuit. Sﬁnce the pregentéd.”
data does not account‘for the number of superior court judges in each
circuit, it should not be used for comparison among circuits. - The
relevant indicator here is the ratio of counts to defendants, which
can be used to better understand the criminal caseload in-any one

circuit.

The ratio of counts to defendants contributes to our information
on criminal workload to thé‘extent that the ratio significantly exceeds
one. There are seven circuits in which the ratio of total criminal
counts to total criminal défendants is 1.5 or more. The same seven
circuits along with six others, have a felony count to felony
defendant ratio greater than or equal to 1.5. It also appears that
the metropolitan circuits are more 1ike1y to have high count/defendant
ratios. Six of the eight single-county c{rcuits record 1.5 or more
felony counts for each felony defendant. By viewing the data in
this manner,it can be seen that‘the criminal WOrk1oad in some circuits
could be underrepresented 1if only docket numbers or defendants were

considered for analysis.

When caseload per judge figures are calcuiated for total criminal
counts, two circuits have extremely high values in the distribution.

With the mean number df total criminal counts per judge as 771, two

circuits exceed this mean by more than two §tandard deviations. They are:

CHEROKEE - =
~ TOOMBS ‘ , ~

67



When felony counts per judge are calculated to determine which
circuits have a more demanding workload in terms of time required to
process their respective cases, the picture alters. Five circuits
show a felony (count) caseload higher than one standard deviation above
the mean of 357: , |
ATLANTA
CHEROKEE
CLAYTON

C0BB
EASTERN

< iy
AN
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EXHIBIT TIT -

'SuperiorkCourt Circuit Rankings by Felony and Domestic Relations

Filings per Judge: FY1978

- The FY1978 circuit caseload per judge by case type is again
presented in Exhibit III (see Exhibit I foryprevious presentatioﬁ);
The circuits in Exh%bit III are ranked on the basis of total felony
plus domestﬁc relations filings per judge'(i.e., the circuit with the
highest felony plus domestic relations caseload per judge is ranked
number one, while the circuit with the lowest felony plus domestic
relations caseload per'judge is. ranked number foftystwo), The data
elements, or docket entries, are the same as those in Exhibit I, and -
the numbers indicate the absolute caseload divided by the number of

judges in each circuit.

The formatﬁof;Exhibit ITI is designed 50 thé réader‘can’fbcué
on the felony plus domestic¢ relations caseload of each c1rcu1t Th1s
 format was selected for several reasons F1rst fe]ony and domestic
re]at1ons cases are cons1dered two of the most time- consum1ng‘case type
in terms of judge time: requ1red for disposition.. Second, the fe]ony olus ;
domestic relations case1oad 1nc1udes most cases within ‘the exc]us1ve
jurisdiction of the superior court. Finally, the cgse]oad in the,
remaining case types (1.e., misdeméanor, traffic,lgéﬁera1féivi1,
independent motiéns and juvenile) repkesent~case]0ad that could be_:'

shared by a supporting court.

e ’v”‘-}\‘:x o

There is one general quaTification”regafding.thekintérpfetati6n1hﬁf“ 2

5 of the data in Exhibit 1. This'is that félogy‘casés,and~domestic,f o




s

~_relation cases do not comprise the entire exclusive jurisdiction of

the superiorVCOUrts; many of the cases that are counted as general

='¢ivi] cases also fall under the exclusive jurisdiction of the superior

Cqut. Such cases include those respecting title to land, complaints
in‘equity and appeals from lower courts. Therefore, it should be

notedrthat the sub-totals for the felony plus domestic relations

caseloads do not inc]ude all cases under the exclusive jurisdiction

of the superior courts. These figures do, however, offer the best

;eszﬁafe*bf the proportion of the superior court's exclusive

jurisdiction caseload.

-The data in Exhibit III provides a valuable ihsight 1nto two very

Jimportant aspects of the consideration of an additional superior court

judgeship, Circuits that rank high in felony and domestic relations

- cases per judge have a heavy caseload in very time-consuming categories

tﬂat cannot be shared by supporting courts. Therefore creation of a

state court 1n such a c1rcu1t would not help a]]thate the heavy vo]ume

in the fe]ony and domest1c re]atlons categories. Conversery, if most of
the case1oad vo1ume fa]]s in the other case types, the expanded use of

‘-support1ng courts may be cons1dered as an aTternatlve to- an add1t1ona1

f~super1or court Judgesh1p e S : | 'n, 'J§ j

"‘70', :‘:1j;v; 1‘;,;1 . e‘;'  ; c»;ie
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EXHIBIT I1I:

SUPERIOR COURT CIRCUIT RANKINGS BY FY1978 FELONY AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS FILINGS PER JUDGE

 CIRCUIT

CORDELE -

245

FELONY
e e e

DOMESTIC

SUBTOTAL

% OF

GENERAL
CIVIL

linDEPENDENT
41 SDEMEANOR

TRAFFIC

JUVENTLE *

SUBTOTAL

OF
OTAL _

—oe

RELATTONS

451

696 .

TOTAL

407

MOTIONS - f
189

689

33

90

1.408

LOOKOUT MTN.

228

466

694

287

152

379

99

0

917

66.9

57

’ QCMULGEE

305

363

668

444

271

278

88

98

‘ ATLANTIC

224

340

664

390

104

26

&

106

1,279

632

'465$7EEE

DUBLIN

227

422 .

_B649

484

236

T

D :

. 4]

_A8.7 |

_GRIFEIN

190

459

649

300

181

228

0

GWINNETT

109

532

| e |

151 |

171

0.3

141

SQUTHWESTERN _

172

458 |

530 =

515 |

236

55

11

80

MIDDLE

| 155

472

- 6272?’”?} 3

_162

2

36

ROME

130

89

609 | 2

450

418

809

46

Q-

TALLAPOOSA

187

: 40@

‘587 E'

592

225

296

183

_SOUTH GEQRGIA
_MESTERN _
_ALCOVY

298

218

Losrg |

250

130

134

72

198

360

558 | 57,

‘256,

132

6,‘,

263

‘Zgé‘f

'“;556?5:ib ;,‘ L

282 |

134

265

62

12
O to

‘PIEDMONT

179

543 |

:435>Q,, 

294

202

378

- O>"

: PATAULAE

B 408

flALAPAHA“'

283
231

_ 224

,247 

855 1

230

T80

181 |

381

722

o4
634

36
CL78

OGEECHEE: -

|23

325

PR

358

104

19

102

],NORIHERN
CELINT

L

a9 by

1132

300

296 |

428
414 -

341

g

182,1
o144

151
94

e
-

o1 I g7

 QCONEE

180

114 ?‘f“

'ELZZS"'

.$408;?951i

Zd. 330

1;170,’

E¥'3228't‘

50

T 136

 CIRCUIT MEAN~ f

T

EE235 ]

“526 4

Sy

761.4.

S

s

E\ 3553f‘

194 8

| ~7197 5
']*WHEE; THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A dUVENILE dUDGt OR: REFEREE ‘_f;

nj71?85f

L

l:%%é{il}“-k .&‘
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(EXHIBIT I1I:

g

SUPERIOR COURT CIRCUIT RANKINGS BY FY1978 FELONY AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS FILINGS PER JUDGE

;CIRCUIT
i{COBB

EASTERN

" HOUSTON

~_SOUTHERN

STONE MTN.

CHATTAHOOCHEE

CLAYTON

AUGUSTA

MACON

_COWETA

_ATLANTA
BRUNSHICK

TIFTON .

MOUNTAIN

~ _WAYCROSS

_CHEROKEE

~ _DOUGHERTY

~ _BLUE RIDGE 50281
fNORTHEASTERN iz

_TOQMBS

'DOMESTIC
RELATIO S SUBTOTAL TOTAL

_GENERAL-
CIVIL

INDEPENDENT
MOTIONS ~ MISDEMEANOR

)

297

/

112

2

TRAFFIC

‘10

JUVENTLE® st

273

230

86 -

22

301

280

1

0

278

182

113

1

375

222

2.

270

164

15
99

89

226

79

23

269

144

125

224

282

244 -

91

282

201 ..

9%

491

86

372

333 |

100

368

103
169

134 |

511

3859

152

21

596 |

280 |

174

66

235

190

206 .

432,

394::

298

170
479,

2,319

34

168

a7 |

86

323

568 |

368

230 -

158 .

210

61

333

180

749

1,59

A
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S
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. EXHIBIT III ANALYSIS

In reviewing the subtotals of felony and domestic relations filings

per judge, it is clear that the following ¢ircuits have higher than average -

£

filings in the demanding case categories:

COBB’

EASTERN
HOUSTON
SOUTHERN
STONE. MOUNTAIN
'CHATTAHOOCHEE
CLAYTON

-y

The general civil category also includes cases that can be very
time-consuming as well as cases that may beApart of the superior courts'
echusiVe jurisdiction. 1If felony, domestic relations, and general civil
fiiings per judge are added together to establish the number of filings
per judge in the most demanding categories, the mean for all circuits is
1,116. Circuits which exceed this mean by more ‘than one standard deviation
are: | | |

COBB oW
EASTERN
HOUSTON
" STONE MOUNTAIN
CONASAUGA
L "~ COWETA
o TIFTON
. MOUNTAIN

Just as Exhibit I focused on vo]ume w1thout regard to d1ff1cu1ty,

Exh1b1t 111 h1gh11ghts c1rcu1ts w1th the most cases in the demand1ng

, categorles w1thout cons1der1ng the prob]em of sheer vo]ume By compar1ng

the above mentioned c1rcu1ts w1th those c1rcu1ts in Exh1b1t I wh1ch had o
exce551ve f111ngs, 1t can be seen wh1ch ones have both a demand1ng and

REN

h1gh volume case]oad
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EXHIBIT IV

Avekqge,and Observed Rate of Change in Suggrior Court Filings per Judge:

CY1971-FY1978 and FY1977-FY1978

Ekﬁibt IV presents the average rate 6f;change in filings per
judgekbetweén calendar year 1971 aﬁ&qfiscal year 1978, and the'rate
of change between fiscal year 1977 and. fiscal year 1978. The average
Faté of change between 1971 and 1978 gep;esents the estimated annual
average fate of change in fiTings per judge between 1971 and 1978.
The kate of change between 1977 and}1978 is simply the percent of
increase or decreasé in case filings as compared to the previous year.
The numeriga] change in caseload per judge is also included in .
Exhibit IV, The numerical change between 1977 and 1978 is simply the
observed différence. The numerical change between 1971 and 1978 is
the average annual 1ncreasggor~Aecrease in caseload for eaCh,year,k

between 1971 and 1978.

The unit of the criminal case used in this exhibit is the number
of defendants Tisted on separate charging'documents (i.e., indictments

or accusations). It should be noted that this is a change from the

- criminal unit used in Exhibit I which reports the number of indictments

- or accusations filed.

The”number‘df defendants was selected as the criminal unit for
: ’ R ‘ ’

~ this exhibit because it iS‘the only criminal unit for which data has

“”’ been gathered for each year. Also, it should be noted’thaﬁ;th§_qa$e  o

typei“lndependent Motions? is not included in the ciVil‘?i]ings'on this

exhibit.. “Independent motionS",is\a new'case'type‘defined for the_fiscalv

&
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year 1977 data collection effort, and therefore no historical data exists

for comparison in this category.

, Therekare several 1nterpretative qualifications that shou]d
be noted in this exhibit. The rate of change was ca]cu]éted on the
basis of the caseload per judge in each circuit for CY1971, FY1977 and
FY1978.‘ The ca]cu]ations reflect the Changes in the number of judges
in each circuit over the eight years. Therefore, if Circuit A had one
judge in 1971 ang two judges 1q:1978, the fi]iﬁgs per judge in 1971
would equal phe&tota1 caseload divided by one, while the 1978 figures woiida
equal the 1978 caseload divided by two. Corisequently, any abrupt q?crease
in the rates’of change as reported in Exhibit IV may not be attributable
to a decrease in f11fngs, but mayhbe the resu]t‘of an’increase in the

number of judges.

Abrupt changes in caseload per judge maycaTso reflect changes in
the distribution ofvsuppéfting‘courts.  If a state'or‘jUVenile court
nhas been created or abo]ished in the circuit (thereby either subtracting : //
from or adding to the supérior'court case1oad), there would be’an abrupt  G
'chahge'in the misdemeanor, traffic, genera1 civil, or juvenile figures

in Exhibit IV.

Note that appropriate notation has been made in Exhibit IV to
“identify circuits that have received an additional superior court judge
‘between 1972 and 1978, as well as those in which a state court has been

';created‘or'aboTisﬁediauring‘this time périod.‘

e
FinaTiy;'thf reader should note not only the“bgrcéutage‘Qhahge, ey
bht‘also the numerica1;change'in‘thefcase]qu‘périjudgeVin each circuit{
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When the numeriCal change is a small n{éber and the}initia! caseload
is Jow, the percentagé change may serve to exaggerate the aétua]
varig;ibn in caseload per judge. qu examp]e,}if there were two
misdemeanors’fi1éd in Circuit A during 1977 and four ﬁisdemeanor cases
fj]ed in 1978, the appropriate figure in’Exhibit IV would ﬁndicate'a‘
100 percent'inéreasé in misdemeanor cases’peh judge. Thé reader

should look for both high percentage changés and high abso]ute‘changés.

The format for Exhibit IV is designed to locate increases in
circuit caseload per judge for the purposes of this yeaf's,éudgeship study.
Therefore, any abfupt decreases in caseload can be‘functionéily dis-
reg;rdedc Any abrupt increases in the number and percentage of caseload
per jque should be noted and compared to the actual caseload reported

in Exhibit I. The reader should particularly note circuits whose current

caseload is high and whose trends indicate that the caseload is increasing.

Finally, the data in the exhibit controls for additional judgeships that

have been created in the past by dividing by the actual number of judges

~in each circuit each year.
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EXHIBIT IV :

AVERAGE AND OBSERVED RATE OF CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS
PER JUDGE CY1971-FY1978 AND FY1977-FY1978

=

CRIMINAL CIVIL CJUVENILE ***
FILINGS | FILINGS FILINGS
TOTAL ‘ TOTAL GENERAL | DOMESTIC TOTAL TOTAL
FILINGS FELONY |MISDEMEANOR| TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS CIVIL JUVENILE
~.CIRCUIT # % # % # % # % i % # % # %
ALAPA!-‘I&. QWCE 1971-1978 -0.6] -0.2 ?l 14 =8 o e — =1 9,5.6.5
00S. Qe 1977-1978 34 17.3 70| 10.6| 148 29.2 74 0 7613,800°
- AVE, O¥NGE 15T1-1978 15 7.5 L Q-5 — 12.2 -9
005, CHAKGE 19771378 -204 | -43.3{-315| --54.2] -61 -42.7 76] =45 o
ATLANTA* -2 | -0.5 -81-32.4 -1 130 1.l el
AVG. OWEGE 1971-1578 - ; g : s
06S. OWHE 1977-1978 -3 ~0.6] =21 -33.3 22.4 57 s T o)
ATLANTIC Y Ao
. AVG. OHNGE 1971-1978 17 9.7 . -6 -11-4 i ‘ 3.7 2 ‘.: . 9
. . 085, CHAGE 1977-1978 -25 -9,3] ~43] -58:9] -8 ~14.1 7
AUGUSTA - 2 - , B U R E IR I
£ . e 7Ly 8 3.3 11 ;4..4 -0.1 1. 26) 3.7 28| 3}7 B .
| oos, owweE 197-191 2 0.9 28| 28.6 3.5] 144) 22.11 153]|°'16.8] ol o
- BLUE RIDGE ** , R RS RS B T
AV, OWKE 1971-1978 20 10.6 f96 -14.81-123 -9.1 47| 15.2 - 181 2.6} -8 A‘O :
o fes. owae 19171918 48 | 20.5| 217 |200.9}-149 -2.3|- 138| 35.9| 134} 22.1] -148|-100_
BRUNSWICK ‘ , PR R DO R
AVG. GWEE 18711978 6 3.6 6 4.9| -6l =1.7} 31] 5.3 24| 2.4} O 0
‘ 06S. GUNGE 1977-1318 127 |-39.1 30 | 27.3F1,146 15 20| 2.8| 681 6.6 ol o
CHATTAHOOCHEE * T v - : R -
AVG. CGWGE 1971-1978 1 2.3, -8 =4.9 Zl.4 -4 f0'6 =8 ._—078, Q.4 1.2
~ 08, OWNGE 19771378 36 |12 -49 |-27.8) 80, 9.3] " 96] 14.7{ 1i9|13.2 -4 ] -33.3
CHEROKEE * Y 1 L R - ‘
A5, Gwee 1971-1978 25 | 8.11-40 1 -6.11 =3, -8.4] =20) -a.1) -731-6,5] O} 0O
Lo o6s. oweE 1977-1978 183 |-30.1 {-408 |-45. | 516 37 |-55.4| <323 |-43.7|-860 }50.4 | 7 0] o
' AVG. CHANGE 19711978 13 ‘6'5 =3 =7.9 5.3 26 ‘ .,3.8‘ 12 1."2 O -
085, CHAGE 1577-1578 -32 k11, | -3 |-10 2.7 101 }14.5 107 §11.7 ol 04
- COBB ™ e owae sarnesre 25 | 6.8| -8 |-37.9 0.3 ~22]-2.1}-2i|-1.6] 0] o
085 QWEE 1977-1978 -11 . | -2.3 2 | - -15.4| =251 [-20.3 =305 E19.2 | .0 { 0



EXHIBIT IV @ AVERAGE AND OBSERVElj RATE OF CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS

PER JUDGE CY1971-FY1978 AND FY1977-FY1978
CRIMINAL | -~ CIVIL I JUVENTLE***
FILINGS , . : FILINGS FILINGS
TOTAL ' TOTAL GENERAL | DOMESTIC TOTAL TOTAL
FILINGS FELONY |MISDEMEANOR| TRAFFIC | CRIMINAL | . cpyi. | RELATIONS CIVIL JUVENILE
CIRCUIT _ # % # % | # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
CONASAUGAS 0 1orieran -269 -9.3 10 4.7| -51-11.8| -140| -29.4| -181|-15 -100(-11.4 9| 1.2 -92{ -5.7 54 14.1
003, QWKL 1977-1974 154 8.8, 123] 94.6| -34/-11.9] -25} -21 64| 12 "1 114} 27.¢ 251) 52.3 364| 40.9] 28 ! 93.3°
CORDELE e 1amioers L 223 8.5 25] 14.4) 61| 14.6] -5/ -9.21 82] 12.5| 4y 1 | 27 8.3 31 _4.3] 10| 24
oes, Oowde lan1-1378 | . 173 9.7] -108 |-27.6] 243| 53.3 171106.31 1521 17.6| 26| 6.8 62| 15.9] 88| 11.4] 42 | 87.5
COWETﬁW. owce i =158 6.9 -32| -8.5] -13| -9.4| -16/-10.1) -60 | -0.1) -56| -8 | -43|-4.7| -osl-6.1] 0.6.6.7
ces. awxe 197-5575 ) ~234 | -12.2| -48 |F15.8 -91,-50.3| 22| 28.2{=117 | -20.8] 43 9.6 381 5.4 g2l 7.1 5.1 g3.3
* [ k% ‘ ' : S ]
DOUGHERTY */** | <173l —10.¢l 2| 0.7] —28| - -77} - |+103)|-1ggl -3a|-30.5| -36| -4.9! -go| -6.6] 0 0.
tas, owee -l 323 0 —04.2) _gn t-26.3 -6 100 0 O -86 | -28.3 ~61}-23.3} -10} -1.7| =71} -8.2} © 0 .-
DUBLINM. oWt 19711978 20 1.7 23] 11.6] -3 -30.3 ol - | 20 9. -22| -3.9] 18| 5.2/ -4]|=0.5]| 4 19.2°
cos.owse - | -110 | -8.1 ] 48] 18.9| -6 {-75 0| o | .42] 16| 75| 18.3] -46] -9:8] 201 3.3] 2 5.1
EASTERN - 3l - - ) o | T
R toriotons |50 3.4 30| 8.6 3 3.2 3 30| 65 7| 2.8) 12] 1.7} 19| 1.9] o o
Cos. oWt 19714978 | 482 |-22.4 | -79|-14 -8l |-48.2| 22 - =138} -18.9 -30| -9.9| -190(-19.2]|-220 |17 Q_ o__
FLINT * | | | B T = N ity — ™
: wo. owae gneons | =202 |-11.8 | -22| -9.8| =75 |-23.1) -17 |-27.7}-115 | ~18.2 -67|-10.1| -23| -5.9| -90|-8.64 3 | o !
o ssowewrn| -29 | 9.8l 17/13.2)-18 |-35.3} -1 | -6.7| -3} -1.3 32| 8.2] 50} 20 82 112.8) 9 175
GRIFFIN * co b o.gg | =5,1 | =-7|-2.9} -4 | -1.6{-17 | -8.2] =27} -3.9 =40} -9 | -18] -3.5] -59-6 0
AVG. CHNGE 1971-1978 | - - - — —— - = . e
oss. owwe wyr-tn] 0 | O 47| 28 71 | 43.8| -2 -1.4] 116 24.8 12| 4.2/ 9} 2 | 21} 2.8] O
'G‘“NNETT* o4 =71 -6.6 | -33-13.5] -18 |-49.9) 0.-33.1] =51 |-172] -12] -5.9] -8| -1:4] -19|-2.5] o
S AVG, OVWGE 197151978 : — _ T i g i ‘ R e
‘ ons. owike tom178 | 193 1133 | ~15(-10.4] -5 [-83.3| -0.7-70 | -21i-139] =gl -5 754 16.4! 671 10.91 0
~ “HOUSTON o S , B . IR R N N e N
S i e i 39 3.11 14| 6.6| -51(-39.8] 0o - 9 "3;,_9; ~23| -5.9] 53] 8.4 30| 2.90 0
s Coos. owee ssmaen | ~99 | ~6.4 | -1131-29.5 1 - | 0 0 '1~1121-29.2 -108|-26.4! 206}-31.3] o9g| 9-2] 0
) LO,OKOUIWMJE‘: Yar1-1078 60 49 ' 19‘v 12.5) 36 ] 16.8] 10 | 19.21 65| 1521 -13| -4 .84 1.8 -61-0.71 0
" ws, owee it | -898 | -37.9 | -48]-16.7}-220 |-36.7] 13 | 15.1}-255} -26.2 -160|-35.8] -258{-35.6{-418{-35.7| 0
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EXHIBIT IV ¢

AVERAGE AND OBSERVED RATE OF CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS

- PER JUDGE CY1971-FY1978 AND FY1977-FY1978

e\ W

CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE***
FILINGS FILINGS FILINGS
TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC TOTAL: TOTAL
FILINGS FELONY - |MISDEMEANOR| TRAFFIC CRIMINAL * CIVIL RELATIONS CIVIL JUVENILE
. CIRCUIT $ % 4 5 | # % 4 % £ 1% 4 % | & % 1 i 13
MACON ‘ oo e Y
AV OWGE 1971-1970 -3 -2.9 3.4 22| 3 30 ?"23 i 1 6'9
7 ces, owse 1977-1978 | 24 32 14.2 92| 16.34- 1274 15.6f . -3|-15.8
MIDDLE™ _ ~ ST SRS D
AVG, OWNE 19711978 ~1).=20.3 ~10.1 ! 28 2 - 49
: 00S. CHWKE 197741573 | -9 -81.8 17.4 234 74| 58.5{ . -2b -5.3
T . ot 1e71cem | 77 -17.4 2.1 50 _391 3.6 C 15.1‘) :
cas. Gwee 1977-1978 | -2 -1 6.8 102} 17.24 ~134} 12.3] 132{128.2
'NORTHEASTERN A  wol e a2l e
AVG. CHOGE 1971-197 ~23 -9.5 4.9 37 11.2‘.{,‘_ 22 .8"’1‘ 6 .'19‘;
. 085, oweE 1977-1978 | 6] 3.9 2.8 46| 10.2) 55| 6.8] 35|134.6
NORTHERN * ) \ ST R R R
AV, QWCE 1971-1978 =9 =-4.6 ‘ -l7 E
o €05, GUNGE 19771978 | 34{ 27.2 RS
OCMULGEE ‘
. T AV, CHNGE 19714197 -87 ~12.5
, NS, OWEE 1977-197 55 16.2
OCONEE *
' AVG. OWGE 1971-1978 | -45 '11-5‘
NS, CHANGE 1977-197 : =21 ~8.3
OGEECHEE * : «
) AVG. OVWGE 1971-1978 | -6l -13.6
085, OWWGE 1977-1978 b =58| =72.5
“PATAULA o
AvG, oW 1971-1978 L 16 5.2 -
o 005, OwKE 1977-1978 | 46| 13.7}4
- PIEDMONT ok ,
AVG. OWNGE 1971-1378 f -51]| -13.5
o 085, CHANGE 1977-1978 | 61 3.1
- -ROME * /%% , :
AVG, CWGE 19711978 [; .115§101.5
" 088, CWNCE 1977-197 21 2.7



EXHIBIT IV

PER JUDGE CY1971-FY1978 AND FY1977-FY1978

AVERAGE AND OBSERVED RATE OF CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS

JUVENILE***

CRIMINAL CIVIL
FILINGS FILINGS FILINGS
TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL | DOMESTIC TOTAL TOTAL
FILINGS FELONY = {MISDEMEANOR| TRAFFIC CRIMINAL _ CIVIL RELATIONS CIVIL JUVENILE
CIRCUIT # % # % # % # % i % # % # % # % # %
SOU-IH ‘GWE‘OQE'&Iﬁ’.-“7. ¥ "'68 "'5-2 O 0 "'13 "‘7 --6 . -29 "18 -—3.6 "'48 -11.5 -2 —0.6"'50 "'7 . "‘O‘. 3 "’O ‘;4
ous. owee lwr-tns L1314 | =55,8) -262| -46.5]  -70| -34.3r123 |-96.9 | =455|-50.8] -307| -55.1-273 | ~49.5 ~580|=52.3|-101 |-58.4]
SOUTHERN * IO S - - onl o I aoale -
w. owe wniasne |14} 1 4 -9l -2.9 2 2.4] -0.1 -9.4 =7 ‘,-1:.6 -19| -5.4 39 6.1:‘ .20‘ ,2  o..};\ s
oes, weE Is77e1375 | 1251 ~7.8] -86|-23.6 57/ 101.8] © 0 ~29| #6.9] =41 -12.9 89 12.5 . 48] 4.7} -2 -]+50
SOUTHWESTERN | R ' B R ‘ SN RO RN DR
ac. owee wriigns o381 3 -3| -1.2 =6| -7.2] 0.6 6.7]. -8 -2.6 19 2l 24 6.9 43 5‘.4‘ L3 i, 5
ons. owae 1977-1978 | - =380 | =11 -10| -4.3 -4/ -6.1| 10 [1,000{: ~4] -1.3 14 .8 -30. | -6.1 ~16|"-1.6] 53 l196.3
STONE MTN, * R ' T T — TSN R Nepen
e, ovce s | 11| 4 1.4 1] 12.3] © 0 6l 1.7 5 1.3 0.1y O , s 0.4 o | o
. oss.ower m-nns | 37 8| “ 2.4 4| 28.6] 1 |100 13| 3.7, 45| 13.4 63 8.8 108] 10.3; 01 o
TALLAPOOSA* o BN _ I . P R
. owee 1n-137e o =12 10l 5.6l -13 -3.7] 2 1 5 51 -0.1 =-18 -2.8 8 2.2) -11) -1 | -0.6 ;‘2'2
€S, OWGE 1977-1973 | ‘ 4] 1.8 8 2.7\ 36 | 23.5 .49 7.2 11 - 1.9 37 10.2 48} 5.1} 8 | 50 °
TIFTON R R SR AR o
wv. owe 1yrietsne |5 10 3 5 3.8 0.4 2.2] 15| 732,2 2l 0.5 38 8.8 41| 4.3] 1 4.5
ous. Owee 1977-4376 | -79|-18.1| -26| -14.2| 2 | 10.5|-2103]|=16.1 48| 10.4] 70 13.2| 118} 11.9f 17.2
TOOMBS 23] 12.1] -2y =0.3] 70 | 5.3 o1 4 5| -1.5| 39 | 145 34| 5.3] 66 | 59.8
AYG, OWNGE 1971-1978 - “ . e ‘ 1
ces. owe 1971-i573 | 1, A91 100| 50.5 42| 5.811,174|277.5 {k,316] 97.6 23|  7.4-124 | -21.7 -101]{-11,5| 390 | 443.2
- WAYCROSS* 1 0.4 -9 -4 16| 12.4] of 1.5| -24/ -4.9 -19 | -2.9 -43] -3.7] -0.1 -0.4
AVG. OWNE 1971-1978 - . "
o8s. OWNGE 1977-1578 42| 18.6 1} 6.5 40| 24.1 93] 16.5 o 29.6 90 17.7 180f 22.21 O 0
WESTERN * ; s ’ ‘ B ~ '
i Gwvice T8Tiivie 5l 2.7, -22 -37.6 -11-29 =19] -6.5 =70 -14.2 -13 -3.3) -84} -9.1| 1 21.9
083, OWKE 1977-1574 31 17.1 -8} =57.1 -1 =50 21} 10.7] -14) -5.2} 87 319 73} 13.4] 12 0 .
~STATEWIDE 1l 0.3 -9 -4.7| ol -5.4} -17| -2.6] -14 -34] 6 1.4 -8} -0.8] 2 7.1
AV, OwcE 1971-1978 - F - - - -
083, OWEE 1977-1978 -19{ -6 4| -2.5| 10] 8.6} =13} -2.2 -1 -0.3 10 1.8 8] 0.9} 5 20.8

*CIRCUITS WHERE -SUPERIOR COURT JUDGESHIP HAS BEEN ADDED BETWEEN‘1972 AND 1978.

 **CIRCUITS THAT HAVE EITHER ABOLISHED OR CREATED A STATE COURT.
**+WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE JUDGE OR REFEREE.






EXHIBIT IV ANALYSIS

One way to view the data presented in Exhibit IV 1is to compare
the statewide average changes found on the last line of the last page
of this exhibit with any of the individual circuit average changes.
These averages show that the creation of additional judgeships over the
past several years has actually reduced the average number of filings
per judge despite generally increasing caseloads. The two exceptions
are domestic relations and juvenile filings, which have risen consistently

since 1971 at a rate faster than additional judgeships were created.

While the number of total filings per judge has decreased steadily
since 1971 and more rapidly between 1977 and 1978, the caseload in one
circuit has steadily risen. The circuit that has shown an increase of
more than one standard deviation above the mean average and observed
increases is:

TOOMBS

Using the same criteria to isolate any circuits whose number of
felony filings per judge increased from 1971 to 1978 and 1977 to 1978,
the one circuit that is found to be in the extreme range is:

TOOMBS

In domestic relations fi]ings, several circuits have greater
average increases than the statewide'avenage per year increase since
calendar year 1971. The circuits in which the average increase 1971~
1978 exceeds the circuit mean increaée by more than one standard

deviation are:
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HOUSTON

MOUNTAIN

BLUE RIDGE

TOOMBS

SOUTHERN

ATLANTIC

TIFTON

NORTHEASTERN

The circuits with the greatest increases in domestic relations

filings per judge, 1977-1978, are:

CONASAUGA

MIDDLE

HOUSTON

AUGUSTA

There is a qualification for this exhibit that must be made in

regard to any consideration of trends in general civil filings. The
decrease in general civil filings, particularly in the average change
figures, may be due in part to an alteration of the methodology used
to gather caseload data since 1977. 1In 1977 the civil case type, in-
dependent motions, was first counted. It is possible that some portion
of the filings counted as independent motions in 1977 and 1978 were
collected as general civil cases in prior years (see Methodology,
pages ). As a result of this methodological change, the 1978
data used to calculate general civil average change and observed

change may be low.

In general civil filings, the only circuits that exceed the mean
change 1971-1978 by more than one standard deviation are:

SOUTHWESTERN
NORTHEASTERN
_ ROME
v | ATLANTIC
MACON
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There were no circuits that showed both average and observed
changes of more than one critical value above the mean, emphasizing

the apparent statewide decrease in general civil caseload.

Only two of the circuits displayed extreme increases in juvenile
filings per judge from 1971 to 1978 and 1977 to 1978. They are:
TOOMBS
MOUNTAIN
These abrupt increases should be qualified since a more extensive
effort in locating juveniie f11jngs was made in the fiscal year 1978
data collection, and therefcre; could have the inflated statewide and

each circuit's average change and especially the observed change.

An increasing caseload is not necessarily an excessive caseload.
If there are significant increases in both absoiute and percentage
terms, the caseload may still be relatively Tow. The circuits which
peed attention are those in which the caseload is both high and
increasing. Exhibit I should be used in conjunction with Exhibit III
to identify those circuits whose caseloads are excessive and still

increasing.
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CHAPTER I1 SUMMARY ANALYSIS

The purpose of the four exhibits in Chapter II has been to
identify circuits with excessive wokk]oad as defined by filing
levels. There have been three criteria of particular concern in
this regard: excessive caseload volume, excessive volume in the
more demanding case types, and historical trends in caseload

indicative of a stable or increasing caseload.

Exhibit I ranks the top ten circuits in total filings per

judge as:

CHEROKEE
TOOMBS
ROME
ALAPAHA
CONASAUGA
MOUNTAIN
CORDELE
TIFTON
COWETR

S OCMULGES

For eight circuits, the criminal caseload becomes more out-
standing when counts, instead of docket entries, are considered
the filing element. Exhibit 11 shows these circuits arei

ALAPAHA
ATLANTA
BLUE RIDGE
CHEROKEE
LCLAYTON
COBB
EASTERN
TOOMBS

| When felony, domestic relations and general civil fi]ingé are
aggregated to determine excessive caseload volume in the most
demandingJCaSe types (Ethbit III), the circuits which exceed the

mean of 1,116 by more than one standard deviation are:
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COBB
EASTERN
HOUSTON |
STONE MOUNTAIN
CONASAUGA
COWETA

TIFTON
MOUNTAIN

A few of the aforementioned circuits displayed trends of
increasing caseload (Exhibit IV). Toombs was the only circuit
that showed an average (1971-1978) and observed (1977-1978) dincrease
in felony filings and «in total filings per jUdge. Increases in
‘domestic relations filings in Houston, Mountain, Tocmbs and Tifton

circuits exceeded the circuit mean average increase by more than

one critical value.

While filing information is of primary concern in the decision

to recommend an additional judgeship, the information in this chapter
must be viewed together with disposition data (Chapter III), assistance
from supporting courts and administrative districts (Chapterbv), as
well ‘as with the number of counties and the current number of judges

in the circuit before firm conclusions can be reached. In addition,
several additional Council policies affect the final recommendations.
For example, all other things being equal, a multi-county, one-judge
circuit included in the above Tists would be more favorably considered

for an additional judgeship than a sing1e-county, mu]ti—judge circuit.
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CHAPTERIII- Caseload in the Superior

EXHIBIT \%

EXHIBIT \'2!

EXHIBIT VII

EXHIBIT VIII

g e

Courts: FY1978 Dispositions

TOTAL FY1978 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND
DISPOSITIONS AS PERCENT OF FILINGS PER
JUDGE ‘

TOTAL FY1978 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND PER-
CENT DISPQOSED BY EACH METHOD

FY1978 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY
CASE TYPE AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH
METHOD

FY1978 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE
TYPE AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD
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'CHAPTER III - INTRODUCTION

'Chapter III presents the data accumulated on FY1978 dispositions
in three different ways. -In‘Exhibit V, "Total FY1978 Dispositions
per Judge and Dispositions as Percent of Filings per Judge," the
- reader can observe each circuit's superior court activity in
reTatioh to the caseload with which the circuit has been éha11enged.
Special attention should be given to the differences in dispositions

as percent of filings figures among thé circuits.

Exhibit VI, "Total FY1978'Dispositions per Judge and Percent
Disposed by Each Method," goes one step further in breaking down
the disposition data. It provides information in pertentages for
the actual criminal and civil caseloads on the specific methods of
disposition. The implications of the exhibit with,reSpéct to judge
time can be evaluated by observing the percent heard by non-jury tria1'ﬁ

and by jury trial.

Exhibit VII, "FY1978 Criminal Disbositions per’Judge by Case
Type and Percent Disposed by Each Method," and Exhibit VIII,
MFY1978 Civil Dispositions per Judge by Case Type and Number
Disposed by Each Method," describé dispositionsbin terms of actual
‘caseload using criminal‘counts and civil cases dﬁsposed. In prdyidiﬁg ,
a detai]edupicture:of the methods by which judges dispose of cases,
the two exh?bit5~c§n also be used to cohpare ¢he differences in amduﬁts‘

of judge time USedito handle Simi1ar‘numbers of certain'caseitypes.
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EXHIBIT V

Total FY1978 Dispositions per Judge and Dispositions as Percent

of Filings per Judge

The total FY1978 dispositions per judge and the dispositions
as a percent of the total filings per judge are presented in N
Exhibit V for each of the crimﬁné], civil and juvenile filing
types. The figures indicate the total number of criminal and civil
docket entries and the number of juvenile casesiythat were comp1efe1y

disposed of during FY1978 in each circuit.

Tota1'dispositions per judge and dispositions per judge for
each case type are presented as percents of total FY1978 filings in

the respective case type.

There are several important qualifications required for the
interpretation of the data in Exhibit V. First, the criminal and
civil dispositions refer to docket entries which were completely
disposed as to all parties, all couhts and all claims. Criminal
and civil cases which were part1a11y closed (e.g., closed as to
one defendant but pending as to the other defendants) are not
included in these figures (see Exhibits VI, VII, VIII and A-1I of

this report for more detailed information).

Secondly, these figures include dispositions regafdless of
the method by which the case‘was‘terminated. Here, the emphasis is
only on the toté} vo]ume of‘disp0sitions per judge. ‘DiSpositions’

by method are presehted'in'Exhibits VI, VII and VIII.

7 Juvenile case dispositions are presented in this study‘in terms of
children processed through the system. - '
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The purpose of presenting total dispositions in this manner
is to enable the reader to appreciate the total volume of cases
disposed in one year as a percentage of the cases filed. The

disposition figures in Exhibit V refer to cases that were disposed

‘of during the 1978 fiscal year. It should be noted that these cases

could have been filed at any time between July 1, 1972 and June 30,
1978, not only during the past fiscal year.

For purposes of comparison the dispositions per judge have been
presented as a percent of the caseload per judge for each case type.
In this way, the reader can compare the number of cases disposed with
filings per judge to determine the demand on the court. For example,
if the felony dispositions per judge equal ninety-five percent of
the felony filings per judge, one could conclude that, barring any
excessive accumulation of open cases, the court can adéquately handle
its case]oad; On the other hand, if this percentage indicates a
capacity of the court, one could also expect that there would be an
accumulation of open cases of at least a five percent of filings each

year.

To locate circuits that are in need of an additional superior
court judge, attention should be paid,to_circuits with Tow disposition
percentages. Low percentages in this exhibit might indicate a current

and cumulative problem in processing the caseload. Essentially,

| however, Tow percentages here indicate‘that many more cases are filed

in one year than are concluded.
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The data in this exhibit must be read with several Timitations
in mind. First, high disposition rates alone shdu1d not be accepted
as proof that there is.no need for an additional judicial position.
The judges may be working nights and weekends in order to Keep up
with their caseload and may need a judge as much as aﬂzircuit with
Tow percentages. Secondly, the percentages in the civil categories
can be misleading due to the fact that many civil cases are settled
out of court and the clerk is not notified. Therefore, because the
possibility of further involvement with the court still exists, many
civil cases that are effectively .closed remain open upon the court
records. One would expect the percentages in the civil categories
to be somewhat Tower than those in the criminal categories without

necessarily indicating a problem with processing cases in the circuit.
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EXHIBITYV : TOTAL FY1978 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND DISPOSITIONS AS PERCENT OF FILINGS PER JUDGE
CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE *
DISPOSITIONS | DISPOSITIONS DISPCSITIONS
DISPOSITIONS | FELONY [MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC | CRIMINAL L RELATIONS | MOTIONS | CIVIL | JOVENTLE
CIRCUIT y | e | | 8] 8l |4 s 1o |l w s ls s [ 4] ls s
ALAPAHA _ 1170 177.8| 656 90.9| 644 180|78.3]| 190 | 84.8| 65 | 81.2) 435 | s1.5] 74 loa.9
ALCOVY 203 | 77.2| 254 | 95.8] 61 212{75.2| 263 | 89.8/118 | 88 | 593 | 83457 vy | - o
ATLANTA 428 |104.6| 4.0133.3] 0 351 | 94.4| 587 |117.6 168 |1631}1,1061113.7|x.0/| -~
ATLANTIC | 241 1107.6] 33{1%.9 & d- 30afo1 | 474(107.7 97 | 93.3 9e5(103 | 99 [93.4,
AUGUSTA 1176 | 94.6] 104) 83.2 1 190| 70.6| 655|82.4 136 | 94.4 981/ 8L.2) .8 |80
BLUE _RIDGE 196 | 86 283| 87.6] 521 '195(89.9| 458 | 87.7| 83 96.55;736”‘891,1 0 1-
BRUNSWICK 134 [ 78.8} 122 | @ 1j100 | 25 276| 5 | 69995 |125 | 74 511;,,11'03 ©6.4] 0 [-
CHATTAHOOCHEE 225 | 81.8| 85 85,9 74| 83.1 384/83.1) 174 |64.4| 580 | 77.4| 97 | 59,1 85472 | % |50
CHEROKEE 294 | 76.6| 420 87.712,942|126.93,656{114.9| 344 [79.6| 344 |g2.7|217 | 72.8] o0s{80 | O | -
CLAYTON 234 [111.4f 35|152.2 271l114.4 216 |95.6] 67L |84 | o1 [115.2 978 88.6| O | -
cOBB | 376 | 88.5| 2100 3 201 {67.7| 938 | 95.4] 77 | 68.801,21487.4 o | -
CONASAUGA 234 100 | 280|114.8 539 [102.9] 843 |115.2] 310 |109.91,692/110.1] 49 84.5
CORDELE 208 | 84.9]| 558| 81 426 |104.7| 481(1066| 158 | 83.61,065101.7 88 [97.8
__COWETA | 206 [102 76| 88.4| 390 | 79.4| 658 88.7 203 | 61 [1,251 79.9] 10 [90.9
DOUGHERTY 186 | 90.3] o] - 161 1 80.1] 608 [102.7f 120 | 71.4 889 92 | O | -
DUBLIN 1178 | 78.4]  1]100 .5 373 | 77.1| 340 | 80.6| 149 | 63.1] 862] 75.5| 33 |s0.5
EASTERN 446 [100 90104 6 7 212 | 77.7| 771 | 96.4| 153 | 66.591,136 87.2] © | -
FLINT 93 | 81.6] 97|103.2 .1 201 |68.6| 252 |84 |120 | 83.3 663 76.4] 16 |76.2
GRIFFIN 176 | 92.6| 207] 90.8 9.6 230 | 76.7] 370 | 80.6| 110 | €5.7 719 |76.5] . & | -
GWINNETT 122 j111.9]  1{333.3 154 102 | 553 jlo4 | 197 |115.2 904 |105.8] O | =
HOUSTON {237 fLoa o] - 5331 Juio | 745 [s6.1256 | o1.41,330 %2.1] 0 [ -
 *WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE JUDGE OR REFEREE.
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EXHIBIT V

*WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO

ASSTSTANCE FROM A JUVENILE JUDGE OR REFEREE.

TOTAL FY1378 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND DISPOSITIONS AS PERCENT OF FILINGS PER JUDGE
CRIMINAL _CIVIL JUVENTLE®
: DISPOSITIONS DISPOSITIONS DISPOS [T 10NS
TOTAL , TOTAL | GENERAL |DOMESTIC |INDEPENDENT  TOTAL TOTA
DISPOSITIONS | FELONY |MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC | CRIMINAL | CIVIL  |RELATIONS | MOTIONS | CIVIL | JUVENILE
CIRCUIT s | os ¢ | als s (% |9 | ¢ ls |8 [% [ 4% [ |3 | #]5% |z |5
LOOKOUT MTN. | 1,529 94.9 | 194 85.1] 411|108.4] 61 |61.6/666 | 94.3] 279 {97.2| 455 97.6| 129 | 84.9| 863|95.4] O -
MACON 1,687./108.4 | 346/116.5 106/110.4 66.7] 456 h14.6| 272 | 96.5| 773[117.3] 170 |84.671,215106.5 16;100 °
' MIDDLE go3| 81.5 | 170 |109.7  2|100 0 |172 [109.6 200 | 74.1| 386| 81.8] 101 [62.3]| 687] 76.] 34] 94.3
MOUNTAIN 5 w38] 109.64 115 | 72.6 162] 93.1 55 |83.3332 | 83.4 640 J121.7] 774|121.5 351 h2s5.4|1,765117.7) 241|102.6
NORTHEASTERN | 1,942 110.7 | 231 | 99.6 178 [112.7) 258 [122.9|667 [L11.2| 404 1.09.8| 559 1125/ 269 [L17 |1,233112.6/ 43 | 70.5
NORTHERN 1,272] 107.9] 108 | 80.3| 108 | 71.5 46 {27.8|260 | 81.2] 441 [[29.3| 328 [L10.§ 206 {113.2] 975(118.9 37 |94.9,
OCMULGEE 1,626| 83.5] 255 | 83.6|342 | 905 75 |85.2({672 | 87 | 375 |84.5| 325 | 80.5 170 {62.7| 870 80.7] 84 [85.7
OCONEE 1,235} e6.8] 154 | 85.6 224 | 96.2[ 183 P22 |561 [100.5 298 [90.3| 185{81.1| 75 [44.1] 558(76.6 | 116 185.3,
OGEECHEE " g77| 84.8] 110 | 80.4| 16 | 84.2] 1 |50 |127 | 88.2 203 |81.8] 296 91.1] 65 [62.5| 654 (83 | 96 [94.1!
o ATAULA 1,193 76.5 | 235 |83 [293 | 76.9] 21 |87.5|549 | m.d 317 [77.7] 199 | 80.6] 95 [52.5} 611]73.1} 33 |91.7
PIEDMONT 1,522| 82.2 | 202 |112.8 187 | 92.6 340 |89.9| 729 |96 | 351 |80.7| 291 79.9| 151 {51.4| 793 |72.6| O | -
ROME 1,042| 83.2 | 125 | 65.8| 796 | 98.4 57 [23.9{978 | 93.6 374 |83.1] 350 | 83.5| 240 |57.4| 964 [74.8| O | -
SOUTH GEORGIA | 1,043| 89.2 | 230 77.2{100 ; 74.6| 2 |50 332 |76 4232 }92.8]| 320 |118.3] 97 | 74.6] 658)99.6| 53 ;73.1
SOUTHERN | 1,478| 89.9 | 249] 033| 97 | 85.8 o | 0o |346 | 90.8| 250 |{89.9| 755 | 94.3 126 {69.2{1,13189.7 | 1 50
SOUTHWESTERN | 1,456| 95.4 | 166 | 96.5] 59 {107.3 10 |90.9|235 | 98.7 483 |93.8| 472 |103.1'193 |81.8|1,148 95 | 73 {91.2
STONE_MTN. 1,928(114.9 | 272| %) 16 1106.7 1 |50 |289 96.7 388 [103.501p34 [1322] 217 |97.7]1,639118.9] o | -
TALLAPOOSA 1,526] 80 | 163| 87.2| 352 |118.9(194 [106 | 709 [L0B.5 410 |69.3| 269 | 67.2 125 |55.6| 804| 66.1| 13 p4s2
TIFTON 1,530| 77.6 | 228 76.3] 118 | 77.6| 17 |81 |363 | 76.9| 468 | 91.6|483 | 80.2 187 |53.1}1,13d 77.7] 29 [e5.3
TOOMBS 3,296| 81.2 | 237|85.9] 622 | 83 {1,181 74 b, o0 77.8 282 |84.7357 | 79.9 142 [78.9] 781 81.4] 475 [99.4
WAYCROSS 1,702 93.8 | 22¢]98.2| 178 |104.7] 212)02.9}610 |101.7| 310 | 78.7|561 | 93.8 193 [LOL.611,064| 90.1] 28 |82.4
 WESTERN 1,058[109.5 | 159|80.3] 2 | 33.3 1[100 |ie2t 79 | 327 [127.7] 364 lo1.1] 152 145.5 883 118 ES) 08?3
CIRCUIT MEAN 1,585.3 91.9 212.8 90.6 182.8 102 175.9 84.9 571.5 94.3 315.1 88.8 500.6 94.2 156 83.2 971.7 90,2 42 85"






EXHIBIT V ANALYSIS

As expected, civil dispostion rates averaged several per-
centage points below criminai disposifion rates. The mean for
each of the crimina] categories except traffié is over 90% while
each of the civil categories except domestic relations averages .

less than 90%. Total dispositions average 91.9% of total fifings.

Although the total dispositions category,”1ike the tota fi1ings
category, identifies circuits with volume caseloads rather than
difficult caseloads, the imposition of high disposition'§o1umes
on the judge in such circuits cannot be ignored. Circuits in which
Téhé total number of dispositions exceeds the mean by more than one
standard deviation are:

CHEROKEE
CONASAUGA

MOUMTAIN
TOOMBS

A large number of dispositions, however, is nof in and of
itself a good indication of strain’on court capacity. For instance,
if the majority of the caseload is composed of certain case types less
time mayvbé consumed per case than another court in Whiéhkthe case
type compositicn of the caseload is differént;fﬂlf the majority of the
caseload can be processed by methods such as defaﬁ1t judgment o e
guilty plea, 1ess time will be cohsumed«{han if a 1érgé number ofi
the dispositions were by’tria1.’ Thus,fih either‘of the two prééediﬁg
situations a Eourt could proééSS a larger volume of cases in a»giveh

amount of time.
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Neither does & Tow disposition rate necessarily signal a
strain on the court because the court may not be operating at full
capacity. If a circuit has both a high number of dispositions and
a low dispbsition rate, howeVer, it may indicate that the court is
operating at full capacity and is still unable to meet the demand.
Circuits in which the total number of dispositions is above the mean
and the disposition rate is below 90% are the following:

BLUE RIDGE
C0BB
COVETA
OCMULGEE
ROME
TOOMBS

Of these circuits Toombs has the highest volume of dispositions

(3,296) with one of the lowest disposition rate (81.2%).

Toombs and Alapaha are the only two circuits in which total
criminal dispostions per judge are greater than one standard deviation

above the mean and for which the disposition rate is less than 90%.

The fb]]owing table illustrates for each criminal case type

the circuits in which dispositions exceed the mean by more than one
standard deviation. Those circuits which alsc have a disposition rate

of Tess than 90% are followed by an asterisk (*).

FELONY ' MISDEMEANOR ~ TRAFFIC

- ATLANTA ALAPAHA - CHEROKEE
CHEROKEE* ~ CHEROKEE* | TOOMBS*
COBB* ~CORDELE* - |

- EASTERN | LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN

~ MACON | ROME
e TOOMBS*
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There are four circuits for which the total civil
dispositions are greater than one standard deviation above
the mean. The four circuits are:
CONASAUGA
HOUSTON
MOUNTAIN
-STONE MOUNTAIN
By utilizing the same Criteria, it appears that there fs one

circuit whose domestic relations caseload is causing some strain.
HOUSTON

Thé reader should keep in mind that both the number of
dispositions and the dispositioh,fates«are subject to a number of
internal variables that 1imit the usefulness of this e*hibit for
identifying circuits needing édditiona1'judgeships.v Case difficulty,
terms of court, filing practfces of,the district attorney, and

judges' methods of operating can all affect the disposition data.
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EXHIBIT VI

~Total FY1978 Dispositions per Judge and Percent Disposed

by Each Method

This exhibit illustrates the percentages of criminal and

"civil cases disposed by methods for each circuit. They were

calculated on the basis bf the total number of cases disposed
per judge which is located in the second column. The criminal
dispositicns a;e Tisted first on the left side of each column
and the civil‘dispositions are listed second, on the right

side of each column.

There are two important qualifications to make on this
exhibit. First, the criminal and civil dispositions have not

been added together to get a circuit total. This is because the

“dispositions were collected on criminal "counts" and civil docket

entries. The dispoSitjon of a crimina] count is not strictly
comparable to the disposition of a civil case. For example,

a civil jury trial almost always refers to one case (i.e., docket
entry) where a jury issued a verdict; but in a criminal trial,

a jury could render several verdicts on multiple counts‘on the

same indictment against the same defendant at one time.

The second qué]ification concerns the method of combining

al criminal filing categories into the criminal dispositions and

~all civil categories into the civil dispositions. The criminal

diSpositioné inc]ude_thosé of traffic cases and the civil dispo-

sitioné‘inc]udé those of "independent motions."
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Since jury trials in each of these case types are very' unusual,
the percentage disposed by jury trials, which is higher forrfeTony

and general civil cases, will be reduced.

There are three general disposition categories included in
this exhibit: non-adjudicated, judgment, and jury trial. To
obtain these categories, some of the more specific disposition

types were combined.

The civil non-adjudicated category includes all cases that
were terminated by a settlement,'dismissa1, or administrative
termfnation. The civil judgment category includes cases that
were terminated before a judgment was entered on evidence heard
and cases that were full-blown trials without a jury.v The civil
jury trial category includes those cases terminated by a jury

verdict.

The criminal non-adjudicated dispbsition category'includes
cash bonds, dead dockets, nolle prosequi, and dismissals; the
‘ judgment~dispositions include guilty pleas, "non-trial other"d
dispositions and fu115b1own'trials without a jury. The judgment
column for criminal dispositions includes akspecia1 notation for
the percent of counts disposed specifica]iy'by‘a non-jury trial.
The jury trial category for crimina] dispositions is the same‘aéf

for civil dispositions.

| A non- tr1a1 other d1spos1t1on 1nc1udes criminal charges for

- which the defendant was found to be deceased or not quilty
by reason of insanity, the defendant was extrad1ted or the
case was transferred to another court ' : ‘
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‘The value of the exhibit is to present the total dispositions
of the superior éourt during FY1978 and to illustrate the methods
of'diSposition;' Exhibits VII and VIII detail the distribution
of case dispositions by method for each of the criminal and
civil filing types. After obsérving the detail of Exhibits VII
and VIII, the reader will have an opportunity to refer to

éxhibit VI and observe the total picture of the dispositions.
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EXHIBIT VI : TOTAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AMD PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD
# % % %
CIRCUIT DISPOSED  NON-ADJUDICATEQ JUDGMENT? JURY TRIAL _
T e , | S o
CRIMINALL COUNTS |« 1.4 60_8 38.5 (0.1) 0.7
CIVIL CASES g 33.4 51 . 2.5
ALCOVY ) R
CRIMINAL COUNTS | 10.8 87. (2) 16
CIVIL CASES G 30.9 67.5 1.6
ATLANTA -~ ;
CRIMINAL COUNTS | 18 76.3 (0.5) 5.7
CIVIL CASES ‘ 31 66.8 2.2
ATLANTIC : :
CRIMINAL COUNTS | 28.6 66,4 _ (3.8) 5
CIVIL CASES : 37.8 60.6 1.6
AUGUSTA X
CRIMINAL COUNTS | 42.2 48.1 (0.4) 9.7
CIVIL CASES _15.9 81,3 ‘ 2.7
BLUE RIDGE
CRIMINAL COUNTS 11.3 84.9  (1.2) 3.8
CIVIL CASES 28. 1 68.8 , 3,1
BRUNSWICK '
CRIMINAL COUNTS 40.7 51.3 (0.5) 8
- CIVIL CASES n o 28.9 68.9 2.2
CHATTAHOOCHEE I3 :
CRIMINAL COUNTS ' 399 63.4 (1) 4.4
CIVIL CASES 17.7 - 80.9 ) 1.5
CHEROKEE ‘ ‘
CRIMINAL COUNTS 76.2 22.8  (0.4) 1
CIVIL CASES 17.5 79.7 ' 2.9
CLAYTON - ;
CRIMINAL COUNTS 31,5 65.1 (4.2) 3.4
CIVIL CASES 30.1 67.7 - 2.2
CRIMINAL - COUNTS 40,1 57.9  (0.6) 2.1
CIVIL CASES. 28.7 70.5 0.8
CONASAUGA - o » "
CRIMINAL COUNTS 44,2 53.5  (0.1) 2.3
CIVIL CASES 40.4 57.6 | 2
CORDELE : . _
CRIMINAL COUNTS | 6.9 90.1 _ (0.1) 3
CIVIL CASES 33.3 64,6 2.1
COWETA - . S o
CRIMINAL COUNTS [&& 5371 26.4 67 . (8) 6 6 L
CIVIL CASES 251 ' 21 5 B 77 - ‘1 4

g % IN- PARENTHESES ARE % OF CRIMINAL COUNTS PER JUDGE DISPOSED BY NON*JURY TRIAL. :
CIVIL DISPOSITIONS NOTED IN THE % JUDGMENT COLUMN INCLUDE NON—TRIAL AND NON-JURY

TRIAL DI°POSITIONS SINCE DATA COLLECTED IS NOT SUFFICIENT TO MAKE AN ACCURATE
DIVISION BETWEEN THESE SUBCATEGORIES e :



EXH!BIT;VI : TOTAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AMD PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD

‘ # ‘ % - % % ‘
LIRCUIT - _ DISPOSED NON-ADJUD I CATED JUDGMENT® | JURY TRIAL _
DOUGHERTY
CRIMINAL COUNTS | 25.8 64.9  (0,3) 9.2
~ CIVIL CASES | 28.2 70.7 A 1.1
DUBLIN »
CRIMINAL COUNTS | 23.1 ' 68.6  (2.3) 8.3
CIVIL CASES 30.9 67.2 2
EASTERN , ,
CRIMINAL COUNTS |© 20.8 72.3 (1) 6.9
CIVIL CASES . 19.1 77.8 3
FLINT e ,
CRIMINAL COUNTS f- 29.3 58.7 _(0.8) | 12
~CIVIL CASES 28.4 70 1.7
GRIFFIN e 7
CRIMINAL COUNTS || 58.1 38,1 (0.4) 3.8
CIVIL CASES 30.4 67 1] 2.5
GWINNETT ' L : ~
CRIMINAL COUNTS | - ° 15.2 75.5  (Q) 9.2
- CIVIL CASES { 32.9 64 ‘ 3.1
HOUSTON ‘ o
CRIMINAL COUNTS |- 42.7 48.4  (0) 8.8
CIVIL CASES : 29.4 68.7 2
L OOKOUT MOUNTAIN s . =~ L
CRIMINAL COUNTS fo 716 - 69.9 27.4  (0.3) 2.7
CIVIL CASES | . B63 . . 32 4 65 5 5
MACON | ’ i}:;' P i B :- : )
__CRIMINAL COUNTS || - 609 . - 38.2 56.1 - (0.2) 5.7
CIVIL CASES 1,215 38.5 60.4 1.1
MIDDLE SUNRELE R SRR -
CRIMINAL COUNTS .~ - 256 - |  20.9 69.7 (0) 9.4
CIVIL CASES 687 1. 30.6 67 8 1.7
MOUNTAIN . - ‘ _
CRIMINAL COUNTS | -464 | 25.6 _64.4  (1.7) 9.9
_CIVILCASES °. ¥ 1,765 | 459 52.7 1.3
NORTHEASTERN s ~ 1 .
- CRIMINAL COUNTS . 790 .. 28.5 1 '63.9 (0.1) 7.7
_CIVIL cAsES | 1,232 | 38.5 58.2 3.3
- "NORTHERN ] o - o ‘ -
__CRIMINAL COUNTS |- 382 1 30,6 67,8 (0.8) I 1.6
CIVIL CAsEs | o756 ~ | 318 | 64,1 ' 1.2
OCMULGEE = SO T : ;
CRIMINAL COUNTS |. - - 35.9 } 60,7 (0,3) 3.4
*  _CIVIL CASES _24.1 74.4 ~ 1.6



EXHIBIT VI : TOTAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AMD PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD

———

# -

% % %
_CIRCUIT DISPOSED NON-ADJUD ICATED JUDGMENT* JURY TRIAL
OCONEE I ,
CRIMINAL COUNTS [ 40.1 58.5 (T) 1.5
CIVIL CASES : 3.5 64.5 1
OGEECHEE :
CRIMINAL COUNTS | 8.6 81.1 _(2) 10.3
CIVIL CASES 22.2 75.6 . 2.2
PATAULA i h
- CRIMINAL COUNTS | - 17.2 70.4 _ (1.6) 12.5
CIVIL CASES ; 28.8 71 0.2
PIEDMONT
CRIMINAL COUNTS | 43 52.3  (0.1) i
CIVIL CASES 22.3 75.9 1.8
ROME
CRIMINAL COUNTS 50.4 46.9 (2.8) 7
___CIVIL CASES 23.9 74.4 1.7
SOUTH GEORGIA ; ,
CRIMINAL COUNTS 14,7 82.7 (D) 2.6
CIVIL CASES 30.6 68 1.4
SOUTHERN
CRIMINAL COUNTS 37.3 55.3  (0.6) 7.4
CIVIL CASES 19 80 ' 1
SOUTHWESTERN
CRIMINAL COUNTS | 3.9 87.2 (0.6) 8.9
CIVIL CASES : 35.7 61.4 ' 2.9
STONE MOUNTAIN
CRIMINAL COUNTS { 22.7 75.2 - {1.3) 2.1
CIVIL CASES 29.9 68 2.2
TALLAPOOSA
CRIMINAL COUNTS 69.2 28.4  (0.1) 2.4
CIVIL CASES 26.8 71 2.2
_TIFTON ‘ ‘ o _
_ CRIMINAL COUNTS 26 69.6 (1.1 4.4
- CIVIL CASES - 25.7 72.3 : 2 .
TOOMBS ) -
T CRIMINAL COUNTS 73.1 25.5 (1.2) 1.4
CIVIL CASES : 25.2 71.7 3.1
WAYCROSS R
CRIMINAL COUNTS 36.5 59.8 (1) 3.7
CIVIL CASES ¢ ] 39.4 59.5 1.1
_WESTERN : - , .
CRIMINAL COUNTS E 27.3 61.6. (2.8) 11.2
CIVIL CASES 40.5 55.9 3.6
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EXHIBIT VI ANALYSIS

The most salient feature of this exhibit is the last
column, percent of dispositions handled by a jury'trial. It
should be noted that a low percentage of dispoSitons by jury
trial doés not necessarily mean that jury trials are few in

number; if the total number of dispositions is large, even a

large number of jury trials will show up as a small percentage.

Circuits with the Targest number of criminal counts per judge

disposed by jury trial are:K

PATAULA
NORTHEASTERN
BLUE RIDGE
MOUNTAIN
ATLANTA

Circuits with the largest number of civil cases per
judge disposed by jury trial are:K
NORTHEASTERN
STONE MOUNTAIN
EASTERN

CONASAUGA
SOUTHWESTERN

The total number of dispositions identifies circuits with

large volume but not necessarily difficult case1oads} Percent

~disposed by jury trials identifies circuits with a greater

k Numbers of dispositions by jUry trial can be calculated
directly from the exhibit by dividing the percentage by 100
‘and multiplying by the total number disposed.
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porticnw of time-consuming dispositions without controlling for
small absolute numbers. Particular attention should be paid to
those circuits with both a high number of dispositions and a high
percentage of jury trial dispositions. Ciréuits in which both
the number of total criminal dispositions and the percent
disposed by jury trial are above the mean in criminal counts

are:

ATLANTA
AUGUSTA
COWETA
EASTERN
FLINT
HOUSTON
MACON
MOUNTAIN
NORTHEASTERN
PATAULA
SOUTHERN
SOUTHWESTERN
WESTERN

There are seventeen circuits (40%) in which both the number
of civil cases disposed and the percent disposed by jury trial
are above the mean. In five of these circuits, the number and
percent of civil cases disposed by jury trial exceed the
circuit mean by more than one standard deviation:

EASTERN -
~ GWINNETT
. NORTHEASTERN
SOUTHWESTERN
WESTERN
In criminal cases the data for comparison among circuits of

the number of counts disposed by a non-jury trial was available.

The number of non—jary tria1s,are important:since this method of

1
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disposition requires a considerable amount of judge time and may
require almost as much judge time as jury trials. The c¢ircuits
with the largest number of counts disposed by non-jury trial

are:

EASTERN
ROME
TOOMBS
CLAYTON
BLUE RIDGE

Eight circuits are above the circuit mean of both the number

and percent of non-jury trial dispositions:

ALCOVY
ATLANTIC
CLAYTON
EASTERN
MOUNTAIN
PATAULA
ROME
WESTERN
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EXHIBIT VII

FY1978 Criminal Dispositions per Judge’ by Case Type and

Percent Disposed by Each Method

Exhibit VII provides more detajled information on criminal
dispositions by presenting dispositions both by case type and
method. The total number of criminal dockets, defendants and
counts disposed are Tisted in the first two columns. The case
types are listed under each circuit name, and the totals are
Tisted on ﬁhe final row for each circuit. The percentages of
courits disbosed by each method are 1isted across the top of
the page and the methods are noted as: Cash Bonds, Dead Dockets,
Nolle Prosequi, Dismissed, Non-trial (i.e., guilty plea), Non-

jury and Jury.

There are no major qualifications required for interpreting
the data for this exhibit. The total number of dockets listed in
the first column indicate the number of indictments and accusations
for which all defendants and counts Tisted on each indictment or
accusation are disposed. The total number of defendants 1isted
in the first column indicates the number of defendants which had
all counts against them completely disposed. The reader will recall
that criminal disposition methods refer to counts disposed and not

to defendants or docket entries,

The data in Exhibit VII can be interpreted as the pro-
portional distribution of.all criminal dispositions among the
major case types (felony, misdemeanor, and traffic) and the

individual methods of disposition. Particular attention should
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'be giveh to high percentages of jury trials in the felony case
‘type, and the reader should keep in mind that the "non-trial®

category includes all counits disposed by a guilty plea.
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\‘\ . . : »
FY1978 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE
AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD :

CEXHIBIT VII:

# OF DI%POSED

% OF COUNTS DISPOSED BY:

"TOTAL | 3

13,704 E

DEFEN- ‘CASH DEAD ' NoL | DIis—  |NonN-  INon- T
- CIRCUIT DOCKETS DANTS ~ COUNTS  BOND ~ DOCKET ~ PROS | MISSED | TRIAL |JURY  |JURY
“ALAPARA . ' , -
FELONY 179 188 189 . 0 0 30,2 5.3 58.5 . 0 5 .
___ MISDEMEANOR: 656 656 658 31.4 0 15.1 5.3 47.9 0.2 0.2
TRAFFIC 644 644 | -644 73.8 0 2.6 0.6 22.8 0.1 1 0@
TOTAL 11,479 |1.488 |1.49] 45.7 Q 11.6 3.4 38.4 0.1 | 0.7
ALCOVY S ,
FELONY 203 210 227 0| 0.4 15.2 0 __78.4 3.5 2.4
- MISDEMEANOR 254 255 260 0.4 1 5.8 0.4 90 1.2 1.3
TRAFFIC 61 - 61 61 0 0 6.6 0 - 93.4 0 0 .
_ TOTAL 518 h26 | 548 Q.21 Q.6 9.8 0.2 85.6 2 1.6
ATLANTA .
FELONY 428 498 F 741 0 15.2 | 2.8 0.1 75.6 | 0.5 5.8
MISDEMEANOR 4 5 3 1.2 10.8 2.4 0__ 85.5 0 0
TRAFFIC Q Q 0 Q Q 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 432 502 749 0.01 15.1 2.8 0.1 /5.7 0.5 5.7
FELONY 241 269 305 0 6.9 19.8 2 64.3 2.6 | 4.4
MISDEMEANOR 33 36 46 0 12 17.4 0 57.6 3.3 1.9.8 -
TRAFFIC 6 6 6 16.7 0 0 0 16.7 66.7 0
TOTAL 280 31 357 0.3 7.4 19.2 1.7 62.6 3.8 5
AUGUSTA ‘ ~ ‘
FELONY 176 201 317 0 0.7y 25.3 1.1 59.9 0.2 :112.8
MISDEMEANOR 104 104 108 82.2 0 ‘1.6 2.8 11.8 0.9 0.7
TRAFFIC 1 ] 1 0 0 -0 25 75 0 -0 '
TOTAL 781 306_| 426 20.9 0.5.1 19.2 1. a7, 0.4 | 9.7
BLUE_RIDGE ,
FELONY 196 260 384 0 0 19.9 2.1 63.7 2.5 111.8
MISDEMEANOR "} . 283 289 320 Q 0 9.1 3.8 85,3 1.1 0.8
TRAFFIC 521 1 521 574 Q Q 2.8 0.5 96,3 0.4 10
TOTAL __ §1,000 {1,070 11,278 0 0 9.5 | 1.8 [ 83.7 1.2 | 3.8
~ BRUNSWICK : » : T SNSRI BRI SR
FELONY - 134 152 182 -0 0.3 22.7 0.8 62.7 1 0.8 12.6
MISDEMEANOR 122 126 1 125 14.4 0 49.2 2. 33.2. Q 1.2
TRAFFIC 1 1 1 0 0 0 Q. 100 -0 0
TOTAL 1 257 278 308 - 5.8 Q.2 1 33.4 1.3 50 8 055‘ 8
CHATTAHOOCHEE , : a - 1 ' s
 FELONY ~ 285 | 29] 370 0 3.2 | 20.7 0.1 68.7 0.9 6.3
MISDEMEANOR [ 85 96 | 101 4 1.2 | 32.9 1.2 68.7 1 1.5 ¢ 0.5
TRAFFIC 74 74 1 75 - 46.2 3.3 13 . 0.3 - 36.1 0.7 0.3.
TOTAL 384 1 461 | 546 | 7 2.8 | 21.9 | 0.4 | 62.4 1 4.4
CHEROKEE - | . , RRRRIE R = S _
FELONY 294 | 327 1 396 ‘0 113,11 22.9 2.1 54.,5.1 0.6 | 6.7
MISDEMEANOR = [ 120 3o [ 455 I 0 10.7 4.19.8 | 1.4 64 1.7 | 2.4
“TRAFFIC 2,047 2,942 P.973 | 86.4 | ~0.3 | ET 1 0. 1.8 0.1 ] 0.0
‘ 3,656 i B8 | 67.2] 28] 56 | 06 [ 2241 03] T



. EYHIBIT VII:

FY1978 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE -
AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD

# OF DISPOSED:

% OF COUNTS DISPOSED BY:

SR , DEFEN-| CASH |DEAD NOL | DIS= | NON- | NON-
~CIRCUIT 1 DOCKETS| DANTS. | COUNTS | BOND: |DOCKET PROS { MISSED| TRIAL | JURY -JURI_

CLAYTON o L . .
FELONY _ 0 6.8 22.9] 0.4 61.4 | 4.7 1 3.9
MISDEMEANOR 0 2:1 | 40, 0 56.9 | 1 0
“TRAFFIC 0 0 16.7 | 0 83.3 | 0 0

TOTAL 0 6.2 | 25 0.4 61 4.2 | 3.4

CoBB _

FELONY 0 7.8 10.2 | 22.1 57.2 | 0.6 | 2.1

MISDEMEANOR o1 0 0 26.7 73.3 [ 0 0

_TRAFFIC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 7.8 10,2 22,1 |.57.2 | 0.6 | 2.1

CONASAUGA

_FELONY 0 0 28.9 | 3.2 63.3 | 0.3 | 4.3
" MISDEMEANOR 0.1 ] 0 16,6 | 1.1 51.7 1 0 0.5
TRAFFIC 15.7 1 0 39.6 | 2.2 40.3 1 0 2.2
TOTAL 3.6 | 0 38.5 7 2.1 53.4 | 0.1 | 2.3

CORDELE :

___FELONY 0 0 7.1 1.4 82.7 | 0.3 | 8.5
MISDEMEANOR 1.9]1 0 4,31 0.2 93.6 | O 0
TRAFFIC 0 0 0 0 93.5 | 0 6.5

TOTAL 1.21 0 5.1 | 0.6 90 0.1 | 3
__COWETA ,

—_FELONY 0 0 10.2 ] 0.1 80.4 | 0O 9.3

_ MISDEMEANOR 18.11 0 11.91 0.6 66.9 | O 2.5
TRAFFIC 79 | 0 3.11 0 17.9] 0 0

TOTAL 17 1 0 9.1 | 0.2 67 0 6.6

DOUGHERTY - ,

FELONY 0 1.6 11.3 | 12.9 64.6 |- 0.3 | 9.2

MISDEMEANOR 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
TRAFFIC 0 0. 0 0 0 0 0

| —_ TOTAL 0 T.6 1.3 | 12.9 64.6 | 0.3 | 9.2

DUBLIN : _ . 5
_ FELONY 0 0 22.5 | 0.7 66.2 | 2.3 | 8.3

i MISDEMEANOR 0 0 0 0 100 Q- 0
TRAFFIC 0 0 0 0 0 0 |0

__TOTAL 0 _ 0 22.4 | 0.7 66.3 | 2.3 | 8.3
_EASTERN | » .

_FELONY 7 0 6.3 15 [ 0.3 66 4.3 | 8.2

_ MISDEMEANOR 0 0.4 3.3 1 14.4 33 1485 | 0.4
_TRAFFIC_ 0 |3 1T " 91] 0© 75.8 [12.1- 10

_TOTAL 0 5.3 ] 1311 2.4 61.2 | 11} 6.9
~_FLINT - o . , 5 ~

lﬁ;*FELONY" | 0 [0 64.7 | 0.8 115.2

"MISDEMEAN0R1 8 1 0 46,6 1 0.8 | 8.4
TRAFFIC 7.7 | 0 6541 0 1@
__TOTAL 3.3 10 57.0 1-0.8 |12~
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EXHIBIT VII: FY1978 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE
AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD :

% OF DISPOSED : - " % OF COUNTS DISPOSED BY:

| DEFEN-  CASH DEAD  NOL  DIS~ NON= NON-
cmcurr DOCKETS DANTS ~ COUNTS = BOND DOCKET PROS  MISSED TRIAL JURY  JURY

GRIFFIN

O FELONY. 0 837 0.7 #6.6 1.1 8.4
MISDEMEANOR 0 28 7 33 0 6

_ TRAFFIC 78 58 0 3.9 8
TOTAL ) 5

(]
™N
~di
~

- GWINNETT

FELONY 0 151 0 756 0 -
_ MISDEMEANOR B ! B
TRAFFIC o oo oo

- TOTAL.

HOUSTON

FELONY .. ...-25 02 484 0 = 8.8
- MISDEMEANOR 0 B “7ﬁ0” . 07,_7 *Oﬁ g o
" TRAFFIC |
TOTAL 0 42.5 0.2 48.4 QO 8.8

'LOOKOUT MT.

"~ FELONY 48.1] 3.4 ~ 40.5 0.9 7.1

' MISDEMEANOR 01 39.51 2.7 19.9 0 0.5
~ TRAFFIC_ 0o 38 o~ - o
o ~ TOTAL 0,05 421 331y 2. O T

'MACON

~ FELONY ,
_ MISDEMEANOR
TRAFFIC

MIDDLE
" FELONY

MISDEMEANOR

~ TRAFFIC

TOTAL

_MOWNTAIN
CFELONY
' MISDEMEANOR

T IRAFFIC
~ ToTAL

NDRTHEASTERN
FELONY
MISDEMEANOR
 TRAFFIC

TOTAL '

,,,L L S U S P ,ﬁiﬁ ERa
0.6 63.8 .1 7.7

NORTHERN
" FELONY
MISDEMEANOR

TOTAL S 37 2057 1.8 67 0.8 1.6




CEXHIBIT VII: FY1978 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE
Lo .~ AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD .

" # OF DISPOSED: % OF COWNTS DISPOSED BY:

: ' ‘ DEFEN- ' CASH |DEAD | NOL DIS- | NON- | NON- ,

CIRCUIT | DOCKETS | DANTS | COUNTS | BOND | DOCKET PROS | MISSED| TRIAL| JURY JJURY

OCMULGEE ! ; —

FELONY 0 0 25.6 | 1.6 | 65.2 4 0.4 | 7.2

~ MISDEMEANOR 23.1 1.4 14.5 0.1 604 0.1 10.3

TRAFFIC 46.2 8.3 4.5 0 -39.7 0 1.3
TOTAL 15.3 1.5 18.3 1 -0.8 60.5 0.3 3.4

OCONEE
FELONY 0 6.5 10.7 0 77.5 1.6 3.7

" MISDEMEANOR 15,5 | 6 13.1 2.1 61.4 0.9 1.1
TRAFFIC 57.1 2.3 5.4 0.2 34.2 0.7 0

TOTAL 24.1 5 10 0.9 57.4 1 1.5

OGEECHEE ,

" "FELONY 0 0 631 0.3 | 79.9 1.7 1.9
MISDEMEANOR 7 0_ 11.6 2.3 76.7 2.3 0
TRAFFIC 5 0 0 0 50 25 0

TOTAL 1.1 0 6.9 0.6 79.1 2 10.3

PATAULA :

. FELONY 0 0 21 0 62.6 0.8 |15.6
MISDEMEANOR 1 0 13.4 0 74.9 0.3 [10.4
TRAFFIC 4.8 0 4.8 0 57.1 28.6 4.8

TOTAL 0.7 0 16.5 0 68.8 1.6 112.5

PIEDMONT
FELONY 0 10: 2] 1 55.7 0 12.3
MiSDEMEANOR 4 52.8 3.6 8.2 0.5 -33.3 0 1.5

. TRAFFIC * 137.5° 0 2.8 0 -1 59.4 0.3 0

. TOTAL _ 27.8 4.3 10.4 0.5 |.582.2 0.1 | 4,7

ROME = . ;

' FELONY- 0 12.8 9.7 0.6 65.8 5.3 5.9
MISDEMEANOR 27.5 4.9 27.8 0.2 36 2 1.5
“TRAFFIC 0 5.8 _13.6 0.5 69.] 4.2 6.8

TOTAL 1 20.3 6.5 | 23.3] 0,3 44, 2.8 2.7
- SOUTH GEORGIA , : s
FELONY 0 0 5 - 9,5 82,6 0 2.9
MISDEMEANOR -9 0 3.5 9.9 82.7 0 2
TRAFFIC ’ 0 0 0 0 1100 1o 0
TOTAL 0.6 0.5 4.5 9.6 82.7 1 0 2.6
. SOUTHERN

_FELONY 0 0 23,61 8.3 58.5 0.5 9
MISDEMEANOR 0 0 27.2 | 32,4 38.9 [0.9 0.6
TRAFFIC 0 0 0 a 0 0 0

o TOTAL 0 Q 24.3 113.1 54,7 0.6 7.4

SOUTHWESTERN : : o _ L
FELONY - 0 0 3.9 0 - 84.4 0.8 10.9
MISDEMEANOR, 0 0 2.9 1.4 | 95.7 0 0

- TRAFFIC - 0 0 0 0 &0 0 20

T TOTAL - | 0. | 0 3.6 | 0.3 [786.6 | 0.6 | 8.9




FY1978 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER dUDGE 8Y CASE TYPE
AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD

EXHIBIT VII:

# OF DISPOSED: % OF COUNTS DISPOSED BY:
, DEFEN- CASH | DEAD NOL DIS- NON- | NON-
CIRCUIT DOCKETS | DANTS | COUNTS | BOND | DOCKET [ PROS | MISSED| TRIAL | JURY. [JURY
STONE MOUNTAIN |- poociT 4
FELONY 0 7 13.8 0.2 75.6 1.2 2.2
MISDEMEANOR | .- 16 T 16 16.8 14.1 29.5 0 38.3 1.3 1 0
TRAFFIC B T R 0 13,6 { 18,2 1 0 59.1 9.1 0
TOTAL B ] 364 ] 0.7 7.4 14.5 0.2 73.9 1.3 2.1 .
TALLAPOOSA ISR IRt S , ~
FELONY . 163 | 2071 278 1 O 8.4 40.2 0.1 43.9 0.4 7.1
MISDEMEANOR 352 372 450 f 24.2 5.3 49.8 0.1 19.9 0 0.7
TRAFFIC 194 194 258 | 38.8 3.1 31.4 0.1 26.1 0 0.4
TOTAL 709 | 773 986 | 21.2 5.6 42.3 0.1 28.3 O 1 2.4
TIFTON N Sy S
FELONY 228 267 310 { O 0 20.6 1.6 69,7 1.6 6.5
MISDEMEANOR 118 11231 123 1 O 0 35.8 0 64.2 0 0
TRAFFIC 17 | 17 | 17 | 5.9 0 17.6 | 0 76.5 0 0
TOTAL 303 407 “F 450 1 0.2 0 24.7 1.1 | 68.4 11,1 4.4
FELONY 237' - 259 . ‘7‘331 1 0 0 32.3 0 58 1.8 7.9
MISDEMEANOR | 622 643 1 687 -1 14.6 0 45,7 0 36.1 2.9 0.7
TRAFFIC 1,181 L‘.& 11,296 ] 81.9 0 8.3 0 9.4 0.2 10,2
TOTAL u 040 2 ,084 2 314,:.-‘:» 50.2 0 22.9 0 24.3 1.2 1.4
. WAYCROSS , s
FELONY 0 3.8 12.7 1 0,1 73.8 11.6 8
MISDEMEANOR 52 0 12.2 0 34.9 05 0.5
TRAFFIC 36.3 0 5.9 0 57.1 0.7 )
TOTAL 124 1.7 10.6 0.1 58.8 1 3.7
. WESTERN , :
FELONY 0 0 17.6 9,2 59.1 2.9 111.3
MISDEMEANOR 0 0 71.4 0 28.6 0 a
" TRAFFIC 0 0 0 0 100 0 Q
TOTAL 0 0 18.2 9 58,8. 12.8 111.2




EXHIBIT VII ANALYSIS

Since Exhibit VI has already dealt with criminal cases in
the aggregate, the reader should focus in Exhibit VII on felony

Qdispositiohs by type and number.

The circuits for which the number of felony counts disposed
exceeds the mean by more than one standard deviation are:
ATLANTA
CLAYTON
COBB
EASTERN
MACON
STONE MOUNTAIN
Notice that these are all one-county circuits except for Macon

~and Stone Mountain.

The percentage of felony counts disposed by jury trials
is more than one standard deviation above the mean percentage

in the following circuits:

AUGUSTA
BRUNSWICK
CFLINT
MOUNTAIN
NORTHEASTERN
PATAULA |

.Circuits which rank above the mean in poth the number of

felony counts disposed and the percentage of felony counts

disposed by jury trial are:
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BLUE RIDGE
COWETA
HOUSTON
NORTHEASTERN
SOUTHERN
The circuits for which misdemeanor counts disposed exceed
the mean by more than two standard deviations show the circuits
with an extremely high volume of dispositions for this case type:
ALAPAHA
ROME
TOOMBS
The circuits for which traffic counts disposed are greater
than two standard deviations above the mean are:

CHEROKEE
TOOMBS
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EXHIBIT VIII

FY1978 Civil Dispositions per Judge by Case Type an&}Number

Disposed by Each Method

Exhibit VIII presents the civil dispositions per judge by method
and case type for each circuit. The different methods of dis-
position are listed across the top of the page and include settlement,
dismissal, five year administrative termination, judgment, and
jury. The total numbers of disposed cases are listed in the
second column. Under each circuit are listed the case types -
domestic relations, general civil, independent motions and total

civil.

It should be noted that the figures in this exhibit refer to
actual cases which were disposed by each method. Collectively,
these figures can be interpreted as the total number of civil
dispositions per judge during the 1978 fiscal year. As previous
disposition exhibits explained, the cases disposed during the
fiscal year could have been filed any time between July 1, 1972
and June 30, 1978. These fiqgures should not be interpreted as
only the diépositions for the cases filed during fiscal year

1978.

' The major qualification of the data in this exhibit concerns
the categories "Five year administrative termination," and

"judgment." Under Georgia Law, the clerk of court is authorized
to dismiss administratively those cases in which there has been

no actiVity for five years. In some counties the clerk takes care
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to mark these cases in the docket books. In other counties

the clerks do not. It can not be assumed that cases are
terminated administratively unless the clerk has officially marked
the docket books. Therefore, the number of administrative
terminations may vary according to the clerks' practices.

In general, many more cases could be administratively

terminated than the data in Exhibit VIII shows. Two civil
disposition methods, before trial judgments and non-jury trial
dispositions, have been combined into one category "judgments,"
for purposes of this study since the data collected in 1978 does

not clearly separate the before trial and non-jury trial dispositions.

The number of jury trials per judge is most significant
because it is"%%é;most time-consuming method of disposition.
The settlements, dismissals and administrative terminations are
considered the least time-consuming methods. Judgment (before
trial and non-jury trial) dispositions are considered intérmediate

in terms of required judge time,

Inferences regarding the total workload per judge in each
circuit on the basis of the data in Exhibit VIII should be avoided.
ﬁowever, the relative number of jury trials is interpreted as an
indicator of the demand in the circuit for this very time<consuming

type of disposition.-
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EXHIBIT VII1 ¢ FY1978 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE
AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD

TOTAL |

# OF # OF CASES DISPOSED BY:
. DISPOSED , ADMIN, ,
CIRCUIT CASES SETTLEMENT| DISMISSAL TERMINATION JUDGMENT JURY
Alapaha .
DOMESTIC REL. 190 1 42 0 144 3
GENERAL _CIVIL 180. 3 a1 0 108.5 8
INDEP. MOTIQNS 65: 0.5 38 0 26 Q
TOTAL 435 . 4.5 141 0 278.5 11
Alcovy
DOMESTIC REL, 263 54 12 2 194_. 0.5
GENERAL CIVIL 212 63 5 0.5 135 8.5
INDEP, MOTIONS 118 41 1.5 4 71 0.5
TOTAL 593 158 18.5 6.5 400 9.5
Atlanta
' DOMESTIC REL. 587 5.8 85.8 0 493.7 1.4
GENERAL CIVIL 351 22.6 209.2 - 0 6.7 22.6
INDEP. MOTIONS 168 4.6 15 0 148 0.6
TOTAL | 1,106 33.1 310 0 738.4 24.6
Atlantic I
DOMESTIC REL. 474 77 47 0 349.5 0
GENERAL CIVIL 394 70.5 134.5 0 174 15.5
INDEP.  MOTIONS 97 18 17.5 0 61.5 0
TOTAL . 965, 165.5 199 0 585 15.5
Augusta
DOMESTIC REL. 655 42 14 0 594 5.2
GENERAL CIVIL 190 89.2 2 0 78 20.8
INDEP. MOTIONS 136 9.2 0 0 126.2 0.8
TOTAL 981 140.5 16 0 798.2 26.8
Blue Ridge
DOMESTIC REL. 458 33 57 0 266 2.5
GENERAL CIVIL | 195 23.5 68 0 83 20.5
INDEP. MOTIONS 83. 4 21.5 0 51.5 Q
TOTAL 736 60.5 ~ 146.5 0 506.5 23
Brunswick
DOMESTIC REL. 49.5 117 0 529 3.5
GENERAL CIVIL |- 47.5 72.5 0 135.5 21
INDEP. MOTIONS |- 17 14 0 94 0
‘ TOTAL 114 203.5 0 758.5 - 24.5
Chattahoochee
_ DOMESTIC REL. 4 42.5 [1] 531.2 1.8
GENERAL CIVIL 4 79.5 . 0 80.8 9.5
~_INDEP. MOTIONS f:. 3.2 17 0 75.8 1.2
gy TOTAL | 11.2 139 0 687.8 12.5
Cherokee
DOMESTIC REL. 31 20.5 0 289 3.5
GENERAL CIVIL e 00 20 n 0 231 22.5
INDEP. MOTIONS. {+ 5 10.5 0 201 0
56 102 0 721 26

-



EXHIBIT VIII @ FY1978 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER WUDGE BY CASE TYPE
AND NUMBER DISPOSED 8Y EACH METHOD

# OF # OF CASES DISPOSED BY:

CIRCUIT Déﬁgggso SETTLEMENT| DISMISSAL Lr.saﬁ"&'lo‘x JUDGMENT JURY

Clayton .
DOMESTIC REL. 671 54 94,3 g 513.7 9.3
GENERAL CIVIL 216 9.3 127.3 0 67.3 12.3
INDEP. MOTIONS 91 0 ' 9,3 0 81.7 0

TOTAL 978 . 63.3 231 0 662.7 21.7

Cobb ‘

DOMESTIC REL. . 938 0.2 217.5 0 719.2 1

GENERAL CIVIL 201 - 32 124 0 65.2 8.8
INDEP. MOTIONS | . 77 0.2 3.8 0 72.8 0

' TOTAL 1,216 3.8 345.2 0 857.2 9.8

Conasauga
DOMESTIC REL. | 843 23 275.5 32 511 1
GENERAL CIVIL . 539 52.5 144 < 61 249 32
INDEP. MOTIONS | 310 .1 13 55 27.5 215 0

TOTAL 1,692 = | 88.5 474.5 120.5 975 33

Cordele :

__DOMESTIC REL. | 481 5 118 o 353 5
GENERAL CIVIL | : 426 Z 168 0. 239 17 .
INDEP. MOTIONS I 158 . 7 55 ) 96 )

TOTAL | 1,065 1 14 341 0 688 22

Coweta .

DOMESTIC REL. - 658 - 1 715 31 0 553.5 1.5
GENERAL CIVIL | -.390 179 42.5 0 254 15

_ INDEP. MOTIONS | . 203 . 30.5 15 0 156 1.5
TOTAL | 1,28%.. 1 181 88.5 0 963.5 18

Dougherty L
DOMESTIC REL. | -~ 608 "7 0 142.5 0 462 3
GENERAL CIVIL - 16% 0 - 79.5 0 74.5 7
INDEP. MOTIONS | - 120- . . 0 28.5 Q 92 0

TOTAL 889 0. 250.5 0. 628.5 10

“Dublin ; .

DOMESTIC REL. | . 340 . -3 54 0 281 2
GENERAL CIVIL 373 9 121 0 228 15
INDEP, MOTIONS | -149. >} 12 67 0 70 0

TOTAL | - 862 | 24 242 Q 579 .1 17

Eastern T
DOMESTIC REL, i TS 15 1 653.7 5.3
GENERAL CIVIL 212 - ¥ 043 7.3 0.3 81.3 29
INDEP. MOTIONS 153 ] 1.3 2 0 149.3 0 ~

TOTAL 'T?leL 1 191.7 24.3 1.3 884.3 4.3

Fiint IS :

DOMESTIC REL, } - 252 -1 4D 3.5 0 ~ 206.5 -2
GENERAL CIVIL 291 - 1101.5 8 0 172.5 g
INDEP, MOTIONS | -~ 120 - -] 33.5 1.5 0 84.5. 1 0

TOTAL | 663 | 175 13 0 463.5 | 11

2

Y
_;
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® EXHIBIT VIII : FYI978 CIVIL DISPGSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE
AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD

¥ OF § OF CASES DISPOSED BY:
DISPOSED ' ADMIN. .
CIRCUIT CASES  |SETTLEMENT| DISMISSAL TERMINATION JUDGMENT JURY
Griffin T
DOMESTIC REL. 370 57 17 0 293.6 2.5
GENERAL CIVIL 230 88.5 20 Q. 106 15
INDEP. MOTIONS 119 30.5 5.5 1 @ 83 0.5
TOTAL 719 176 42.5 - 0 . 482.5 18
Gwinnett ) b
DOMESTIC REL. 553 119 % 31.3 0 387.7 .
GENERAL CIVIL 154 74.7 12.3 ] 19 .3 11.7
_ INDEP, MOTIONS 197 24.7 29.3 0 141.7 1.7
TOTAL 904 218.3 78 1 578.7 28
Hous ton
DOMESTIC REL. - 745 1 146 _0 588 10
GENERAL CIVIL 331 1 173 0 145 12
INDEP. MOTIONS | 256 0 70 0 182 4
TOTAL | 1,332 2 389 0 915 26
Lookout Mountain :
DOMESTIC REL. 455 6 115.3 0 332.3 1
GENERAL CIVIL 279 9.7 109.7 0 143.3 16.3
INDEP. MOTIONS 129 - 6.2 32.7 0 89.7 | 0.3
. TOTAL 863 22 257.7 0 565.3 17.7
Macon :
DOMESTIC REL. | ~ 773 0.3 263.7 0 504.3 4.7
GENERAL CIVIL 272 2 131 0 132 7.3
INDEP. MOTIONS 170 13 57.3 0 98 1.7
TOTAL | 1,215 15.3 452 0 734.3 13.7
Middle .
DOMESTIC REL. 386 0 98 0 286.5 1
GENERAL CIVIL | 200 0 74 Q 116 10.5
INDEP. MOTIONS | - 101 0 38 0 63 0
TOTAL 687 = 0 210 0 465.5 11.5
Mountain
DOMESTIC REL. 774 147 103 43 480 ]
GENERAL CIVIL 640 196 88 39 295 22
INDEP. MOTIONS 351 92 71 32 156 0
_TOTAL | 1,765 435 262 114 93] - 23
Northeastern: i
DOMESTIC REL. 559 76 87 4.5 ~383.5 8
GENERAL CIVIL 404 139 47,5 3 183,5 3.5
. INDEP. MOTIONS 269 47 ] 66.5 4 150 1
T TotAaL 11,232 262 201 11.5 717 40.5
 Northern . ‘ -
1 DOMESTIC REL, 328 . 76.5 21.5 0 228 2
_GENERAL CIVIL. | - 441 122.5 53.5 0 256 9.5
_INDEP. MOTIONS ' 206 - 53 12 0 140.5. 0
TOTAL 975 252 87 0 624.5 11.5
W, . .
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EXHIBIT VIII

AND NUMBER DISPQOSED BY EACH METHOD

FY1978 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE

# OF CASES D

# OF ISPOSED .BY:
DISPOSED ADMIN.

CIRCUIT CASES SETTLEMENT| DISMISSAL [TERMINATION JUDGMENT| ~ JURY
DOMESTIC REL. 398 - 0 39.5 g 285.5 0
"GENERAL €IVIL |- 375 . 1.5 - 110.5 0 249.5 13.5
INDEP. MOTIONS )i . 170 1.5 56.5 0 112 0

TOTAL | 870 3 206.5 0 647 _13.5

Oconee ~
DOMESTIC REL. 1.5 41.5 0 141.5 1
GENERAL CIVIL |- S 3 109 0 181 4.5
INDEP. MOTIONS §& 75 & . 5.5 32 0 37.5 0

TOTAL | -558 .. 10 182.5 0 360 5.5

Ogeechee :

DOMESTIC REL. 17.5 26.5 0 248.5 3

GENERAL CIVIL 56.5 31 0 195 11

INDEP. MOTIONS 9.5 4 0 51 - 0.5
TOTAL 83.5 61.5 0 494.5 14.5

Pataula :
DOMESTIC REL. 0 36 0 163 0
GENERAL CIVIL -1 78 0 237 1
INDEP. MOTIONS | - 0 61 0 34 0

_ TOTAL 1 175 0 434 1

Piedmont
DOMESTIC REL. 30 1 0 260 0
GENERAL CIVIL 105 2 0 231 T3
INDEP. MOTIONS 38 1 Q 111 1

TOTAL 173 4 0 602 14

Rome :

DOMESTIC REL. 1.5 46 0 303 [1}

GENERAL CIVIL 38.5 87.5 0 231.5 16.5

INDEP. MOTIONS 315 25.5 0 182.5 0
TOTAL 71‘.5 159 4] 717 16.5

South Georgia ) .
DOMESTIC REL. 0 /5.5 0 253 0.5

_ GENERAL CIVIL e 0 77.5 0 146 8.5
INDEP. MOTIONS MG /%5 0 48.5 0 “48.5 0

TOTAL  [ireas 6585 38R 0 201.5 0 ~447.5 g
DOMESTIC REL. - 7eehatadl  19.7 65 0 668 2.3
GENERAL CIVIL ISHRIPEON® 4.7 79 0 158 3 B
_INDEP. MOTIONS KdiSioena®l - 0.7 45.7 0 79.3 0
TOTAL: - [R3)0N 25 - 188.7 0 905,3 11.3‘

Southwestern :

. DOMESTIC REL. 47 82 0 340 -3
GENERAL CIVIL 82 100 0 273 28
INDEP. MOTIONS 52 47 0 92 2

TOTAL 181 229 0 705 33




EXHIBIT VIIT :

FYI1978 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS,‘kPER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE
AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH :METHOD

4 OF # OF CASES DISPOSED BY:
DISPOSED ADMIN. ]
CIRCUIT CASES SETTLEMENT| DISMISSAL TERMINATION JUDGMENT JURY
Stone Mountain i ' :
DOMESTIC REL. 1,034 60.7 128.4 40.4 799.6 5
GENERAL CIVIL 388 80.1 126.6 17.3 125.4 28.9
INDEP. MOTICONS 217 1 9.9 5 189.3 1.7
TOTAL 1,639 161.9 264.9 62.7 1,114.3 35.6
Tallapoosa
DOMESTIC REL. 269 1 38 Q 29,3 0.7
GENERAL CIVIL T 410 5 149,3 0 239" 16.3
INDEP. MOTIONS | 125 0 22 0 102.3 0,7
 TOTAL 804 . 6 209.3 0 570.7 17.7
Tifton
DOMESTIC REL. 483 0 95 4] 386 2
GENERAL CIVIL 468 0 132 0 315 21
INDEP. MOTIONS 187 2 63 0 122 )
' TOTAL 1,138 2 290 0 823 23
Joombs
DOMESTIC REL. 357 47 ] 0 307 2
GENERAL CIVIL 282 93 ] 0 166 29
INDEP. MOTIONS 142 1 54 ] 0 87 0
TOTAL 781 194 3 0 560 24
Waycross
DOMESTIC REL. 561 91.5 108 0 361 0.5
GEIERAL CIVIL 310 - 98 38 0 162.5 11
INDEP. MOTIONS 193 23 60.5 0 109.5 0
TOTAL 1,064 212.5 206.5 0 633 11.5
Western
DOMESTIC REL. 364 67 26.5 0 266 5
GENERAL CIVIL 327 159 20 0 122 25.5
INDEP. MOTIONS 192 50 35.5 0 105.5 1
TOTAL 883 276 82 0 493.5- '} 31,5




EXHIBIT VIIT ANALYSIS

Exhibit VIII differs from the previous exhibit (Exhibit VII)
in that the entries in the disposition~categories are actual number
of cases rather than percentages. It is similar to the previous
exhibit in that the number of disposed cases per judge is one
indicator of court workload. In these circuits the number of

civil cases disposed exceeds the mean by more than one standard

deviation:

CONASAUGA

HOUSTOMN

MOUNTAIN

STOME MOUNTAIN

Since jury trials place much heavier demands on court time

than other types of dispositions, a high number of civil cases
disposed by jury trial may indicate a strain on.court resources.
The number of civil cases per judge disposed by jury trial exceeds
the mean by more than one standard deviation in these circuits:

CONASAUGA

EASTERN

GWINNETT

NORTHEASTERN

SOUTHWESTERN

STOME MOUNTAIN
WESTERN

The number of dispositions per judge identifies circuits with
a high volume caseload while the number of jury trials indicates’a‘f ‘
| more difficult or time-cdnsuming caseload. Circuits with both a |
high volume and a high number of jury tria]skafe,those‘mQSﬁiliké1y

to need assistanée in handling the civil caseload. The following e
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circuits are above the mean in both the number of civil cases

disposed and the number of civil cases disposed by jury triaT:

ATLANTA HOUSTON
AUGUSTA MOUNTAIN
BRUNSWICK NORTHEASTERN
CLAYTON SOUTHWESTERN
CONASAUGA STONE MOUNTAIN
CORDELE TIFTON

EASTERN 4 WESTERN
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CHAPTER II1 SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Chapter III has attempted to place in perspective the
current dispositions per judge for each of the fo}ty—two judicial
circuits. Dispositions have been evaluated in terms of their
demands on court time due to high vsiume or time-consuming methods
of processing (i.e., jury trials). Thfee criteria have been useful
in identifying circuits with excesSsive disposition work]oads:
current dispositions per judge, both as an absolute number and
as a percentage of filings, aggr89ate dispositions by method, and
number or percentage of dispositions by each method for each

criminal and civil case type.

The following six caseload disposition characteristics are
among those that have been used to identify circuits that might

be in need of an additional superior court judgeship:

1. Above the mean in total number of dispositions;
Total dispositions Tess than 90% of filings;

Above the mean in number of felony counts disposed;

S W™

Above the mean in number of felony counts dispoSed by
jury trial;
5. Above the mean in number of civil cases disposed; and

6. Above the mean in number of civil cases disposed by jury trial,

The following circuits exhibit at least five of the above six
caseload disposition characteristics: |

BLUE RIDGE I
COWETA | S <
 EASTERN' | L
~ NORTHEASTERN
TOOMBS
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In no c%rcuit should the judicia] work]oad be évaluated ih

‘ terms,of,disﬁbsition data alone.” The number of filings, more than

any other single caseload characteristic, is indicative of external
f /. i

demands dh judicial resources. Disposition data provides useful
estimates of present performance and perhaps eveﬁ current capacity,
buf is influenced by a number of interné] variables. Disposition
data must be examined in the 1ight of filing aata and secondary

indicators such as popu]ation‘and potential judicial assistance.
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CHAPTER IV- Circuit Population: 1977

EXHIBIT IX CIRCUIT POPULATION, RATE OF CHANGE AND
: POPULATION PER JUDGE -
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EXHIBIT IX

1970 and 1977 Circuit Population, Rate of Change'ahd 1977 Popd]ation

Per Judge

In Exhibit IX the 1970 and 1977 circuit populations are presented

along with the percent increase or decrease'in circuit pophlation between
o ;o 1970 and 1977. The 1977 circuit population per superior court judge is
v:', also included in Exhibit IX and the forty-two circuits are ranked in descending
H .order on the basis of 1977 population per judge (i.e., the circuit with
;ghe highest population per judge ranks>ﬁumber one: and the circuit with the

'E?QWest population per judge ranks forty-two.)

The additional data elements in this exhibit are the,1977 population
pek'gydge with an additional judge and the éircuit ranking on this variable.
The n@rpose of this data element is to illustrate the effect on the popu-
k1atiohéper judge ratio of‘adding'an'addifﬁona]’judge to the circuit. To
accomp1i§h this, an additional judge has been added to all circujts and

the new population per judge ratios have been recorded.

o Befofé caseload data became generally available, a ratio of approx1¥ 
mate]y 50,000 people per supékior court judge wds used as a.rule of thumb by
théiGeneral AsSemb]y in creating additional judgeships. Altho&gh popu-
Iation per judge is not necessarily strongly corre]ated;@ﬁih~workload;
the probability of increasing caseloads with increases in population
is retognized The 1977 popu1ati0n per judge ratio should be combared

’ to both the current ranking, and the 50 000 popu]at1on per Judge
i‘standard and to the effect of add1ng an additional Judge. For
i exgmp]e, a twq—Judge circuit may hgve a current ratio of 60,000 people
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for each superior court judge, a figure which exceedg the standard of

50,000 people per judge by 10,000. However, if an additional judge
* were added, the current population to,judqekratio would be 40,000kpedp1e

‘per judge orilo,OOO less than the 50,000 standard. On the other hand,

another two-judge circuit may have a population per judge ratio of

78,000 and the effect of an additional judge would reduce the ratio

to 52,000, a figure which 1s‘more in Tine with the 50,000 standard.

The major qualification of the exhibit is that the population per
judge ratios must be considered in conjunction with the rate of increase
or‘agcrease in population as well as in conjuhction withkthe current
and historical trends in caseload. An additiona] judgeship should not

be awarded to a circuit solely on the basis of popuiation.

Circuit population would support the reéommendation of an additional

judgeship in circuits where it was determined that current caseload was

hor

I

* high and increasing while the population was increasing and the popu-

~ Tation per judge ratio exceeded 50,000.

t(}
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EXHIBIT IX : CIRCUIT POPULATION, RATE OF CHANGE, AND POPULATION PER JUDGE
4 OF ~» 1977 1977 POP. PER
JUDGES 1970 1977 % CHANGE POPULATION _ JUDGE WITH
CIRCUIT 70 78 POPULATION POPULATION 70-~77 PER JUDGE + RANK ADD. JUDGE RANK
ALAPAFA 1| 2 41,000 41,800 1.95 20,900 42 13,933 42
ALCOVY 0| 2 49,686 59,700 20.15 29,850 40 19,900 40
ATLANTA 9 |11 605,210 576,800 -4.69 52,436 15 48,067 4
ATLANTIC 1| 2 59,072 72,000 21.89 36,000 36 24,000 35
ﬁfAUGUSTA 3 | 4 | 203,009 1 212,100 4.47 53,025 13 42,420 8
' BLUE RIDGE 2 | 2 79,920 102,200 27.88 51,100 18 34,067 13
BRINSWICK 2 | 2 101,871 106,600 4.64 53,300 12 35,533 11
CHATTAHOOCHEE 3 |4 224,299 214,600 -4.32 53,650 11 42,920 6
CHEROKEE —"" 1| 2 56,481 65,200 15.44 32,600 38 21,733 38
CLAYTON 2 | 3 | 98,126 1295900 32.38 43,300 27 32,475 o 17
- coBB 2 | a 196,793 263,000 33.64 65,750 5 52,600 D3
" CONASAUGA 1] 2 68,094 80,800 18.66 40,400 29 26,933 27
CORDELE 1|1 48,660 52,300 7.48 52,300 16. 26,150 31
COWETA 1 |2 146,995 162,600 10.62 81,300 1 54,200 2
DOUGHERTY 1|2 89,639 99,000 10.44 49,500 20. 33,000 16
DUBLIN 1 [ 1 54,334 55,200 1.59 55,200 10 27,600 26
EASTERN 3 | 3 | -187,816 191,500 1.96 63,833 7 47,875 . 5
FLINT 1 | 2 55,963 64,500 15.25 32,250 39 21,500 39
GRIFFIN 1|2 81,699 94,200 - 15.30 47,100 22 31,400 19
GWINNETT 1 |3 72,349 134,300 85.63 44,767 25 33,575 15
 HOUSTON 0 |1 62,924 78,900 25.39 78,900 2 R

%
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EXHIBIT.IX

:  CIRCUIT POPULATION, RATE OF CHANGE, AND POPULATION PER JUDGE

R . #OF - ] 197 1977 POP. PER
o d JUDGES 1970 1977 % CHANGE POPULATION ' | JUDGE WITH '
- CIRCUTT 70 78 POPULATION POPULATION 70-77 PER JUDGE # RANK ADD. JUDGE RANK
 LookouT MonTAInl 2 ] 3 109,413 120,300 9.95 40,100 31 30,075 22
© MACON 3] 3| 168,104 171,200 3.69 57,067 9 42,800 7
MIDDLE 1| 2| 78,574 80,600  2.58 40,300 30 26,867 28
MOUNTAIN 1] 1 60,725 67,600 11.32 67,600 4 33,800 14
NORTHEASTERN | 2 | 2 79,514 91,000 14.45 45,500 24 30,333 21
. NORTHERN. 1| o2 66,975 * 72,200 7.80 36,100 35 24,067 34
 OCMULGEE 2 | 2 99,192 104,600 5.45 52,300 16. 34,867 12
OCONEE 1| 2 56,104 57,700 2.84 28,850 _ 41 19,233 T
OGEECHEE 1] o2 66,140 “72,800 10.07 36,400 34 24,267 33
PATAULA _ 11 1 52,131 52,600 .90 52,600 14 26,300 T2
PIEDMONT 1)1 44,785 - 49,500 10.53 49,500 20 26,750 + | 32
ROME 1 ]2 73,742 778,800 6.86 39,400 32 26,267 | 30
" SOUTH GEORGIA. 1] 2 69,573 71,600 2.91 35,800 37 23,867 36
SOUTHERN 2| 3 137,639 152,300 10.65 50,767 19 38 &5 10
SOUTHWES TERN 111 58,878 58,800 -0.13 58,800 | 8 55,400 23
 STONE MOUNTAIN | 5 | 7 433,539 - 500,800 -~ 15.51 71,543 . 3 62,600 T
TALLAPQOSA 1| 3 91,762 115,500 25.87 38,500 33 28,875 28
TIFTON 1] 1 58,884 64,600 9.71 64,600 "6 | 32,300 18
- TooMBS 1)1 42,727 . 44,700 4.62 44,700 | 26 | - 22,350 37
- .WAYCROSS 1] 2 ''85,487 94,000 . 9.96 47,000 | 23 | 31,333 20
;s WESTERN-‘ "1 2 73,092 86,200 o 17.93;, 43,100 | 28 | 28,733 5

ii.

: +1977 CIRCUIT POPULATION DIVIDED BY THE NUMBER OF SUPERIOR COURT dUDGES IN 1978.

- SOURCE:

),,l
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ANNUAL ESTIMATE OF POPULATION FOR THE SIATE OF GEORGIA (OFFICE OF PLANNING AND BUDGET SEPTEMBER
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EXHIBIT IX ANALYSTS

The 1977 popu]at1on per Judge ranges from 20,900 (A]apaha C1rcu1t)
to 81,300 (Coweta C1rcu1t) " The difference between the two,rat1os
{the range) is 60,400. This difference is less than that observed in‘

1977 (62,517) and is also thé lowest difference observed since 1970.

The circuit mean of 48, 524 peop]e per super1or court Judge when
compared to the 1970 1975 and 1976 averages (67,470, 56,408 and 52 201,
respectively) shows that the trend of a declining average population per
Jjudge continoes;"Ihis is also the first'yeariin which the statewide
aVerage pOpu1ation'per superior court judge has been less than 503000.
This deerease in average popu1ation per judge is in large pant,a prodget

of‘the additionvoffsupenior‘court judgeships from 1973 through 1978.

- The 1977 pobulation per judge ratio exceeds the 50,000’standahd in

nineteen circuits and'is,higher-than the statewtde”aYerage'in twenty-one °

circuits.«

In order to extract the most usefu] 1nformat10n from th1s exhibit,
‘the reader shou]d 1solate those circuits w1th both a h1gh popu]at1on per
judge and a rap1d1y~1ncreas1ng popu]at1on These two var1ab1es are
operat1ona11y def1ned as a popu]at1on per Judge rat1o of more than
48,524 and a percentage change in popu]at1on of at 1east 10 39%, the :

Statewide average popu]at1on growth from 1970 to 1977

N1ne c1rcu1ts d1sp1ay f1gures h1gher than the statew1de averages on

| bOth var1ab1es In descend1ng order of 1977 popu1at1on per Judge, they are:g“”'"””
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COWETA
‘HOUSTON - ,
STONE ‘MOUNTAIN _
- MOUNTAIN
-COBB
BELUE RIDGE
SOUTHERN
PIEDMONT
* DOUGHERTY
,‘Despitevthe‘fact that the three recommended circuits are not above
v'wthe statewide circuit mean population per judge and statewide average
percentage popu1atibn ‘change, two of the circuits, Eastern and 0ch1gee,,are
~above both the‘étatewﬁde circqjt méan popu]ationyper Jjudge and the 50,000
standard set by the legislature. A1l three recommended circuits are

experiencing positive popu]atioh growth.

Exhibit IX alone is not a basis from which any overiding conclusions
for recommending superior court judgeships can be drawn. It does,
however, have some value when viewed in conjunction with caseload

,statistics‘for anticipating the future caseload of é circuit.
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CHAPTER V Potentlal sources of jud|c|al

assistance: supportmg courts

“and administrative dlstrncts'

EXHIBIT X ANALYSIS OF SUPPORTING COURTSf STATE, COUNTY
: PROBATE, AND JUVENILE: "FY1978-
EXHIBIT XI ‘ "/SUPERIOR COURT FY197)8 CASELOAD BY ADMINISTRA-—
"TIVE DISTRICT ,/
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CHAPTER V - INTRODUCTION

Chapter»V‘suggests two alternatives to creating an additiona]
superior court judgeship in any circuit. Exbibit X, "Analysis of
Supporting Courts: State, Probate and Juvenile: FY1978," displays

the number of state, probate and jUVeniie courts in each circuit which

exercise concurrent jurisdiction with the superior court. In addition,

it gives the reader an idea of the extent to which the courts provide
Judicial assistance. These courts a]]eviate‘some of the‘demand~on

the superior courts, but it is sometimes difficult to determine Just
where expanded use of supporting courts would be most effective

Exhibit X 111ustrates potential benefits to be derived from an increased

reiiance on state; probate or juvenile courts in various circuits.

Exhibit XI, "Superior Count FY1978 CaseToad by Administrative
District," presents filing and case type data'fok each district. An
ana]ysis of it is important to find out 1f temporary asSistance, the
»assignment of judges from another'circuitfin the same district to
certain courts in specia1 instances, wogid be a feasib]eﬁa]tennative
to the creation of-an'additional superior court judgeship~ xIt'ShOUId
- be noted that temporary a551gnment of Judges w1th1n a district wou]d
oniy be suggested in circuits exper1enc1ng temporary prob]ems
Temporary assignment of Judges wou]d not be suggested 1n c1rcu1ts w1th
ipermanent problems requ1r1ng a permanent so]ution

il
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EXHIBIT X

Analysis of Supporting Courts: State, Probate and dJuvenile: FY1978

The circuit caseload in the misdemeanor, traffic, general civt],
independent'motions and juvenile case types is presented in Exhibit X.
The absolute figures for each case type are the.sums of the caeeload
figures from the superior, state,~probete, and juvenile courts. High
percentages (over 50%) indicate that the majority of cases in the
reSpective‘categpry are heard by a supporting court. Conversely, low
percentages indicate that the superior court receives relatively little _

assistance from supporting courts in the circuit.

The number of support1ng courts is defined as the number of courts
in the circuit that exercise concurrent Jur1sd1ct1on with the superior
courts. Therefore, probate courts are not counted in circuits where
‘there are state courts or in counties where, in the absence of a state
court, the probate court does not hear criminal cases. In addition,

a juVenile court is considered a supporting court in counties where |
there 1> a juvenile court Judqe or referee or where a state court

Jjudge hears‘Juven11e cases.

The value of the data in this exhibit is predicated upon the
assumptioh’that a11'casesﬁwou1d be filed in the superior court;in the
absence of k:| support1ng court This is ndt an unfoundé& asSumption;

but it 1s one that requ1res some qua11f1cat1on 1n order to correct]y

i 1nterpret the data. Support1ng courts are general]y created with the

1ntent10n of reduc1ng the caseload in the superior court Exh1b1t X



is designed to meaSure,‘at least proportionately, the“poténtia] of
supporting courts to reduce the superior court-caseioad in areas where
concurrent jurisdiction is shared among the courts. Many courts
which might affect superiorkcourtxcase1cad are not included in this
ana]ysis of supporting courts. For example, many counties have traffic
courts, magistrates' courts, mayors' courts and/or civil courts (to
mention a few) that could conceivably be included in this analysis.:
However, since at present the Administrative Office of the Courts does
not“have the’resqurces to collect caseIoad data on all supporting courts,
only the four principal trial courts of coUnty jurisdiction are 1nc1udéd
in Exhibit X. Although oﬁly three courts are inc]Uded on the exhibit,
the reader Wfll note’that the‘number of state courts includes county

courts.

The interpretation of the data in Exhibit X serves two important
purposes regarding the need for additional superior court judgeships. If
the superior court hears a high percentage of cases in any of the case
types listed in Exhibit X (1 e., supporting courts hear a 1ow percen-
tage) then the expanded use of the supporting courts may be a %ore
efficient solution to the conditions in the circuit. On the other hand,
if the superior coQ}t 1s cutu,gtly rece1v1ng a great deal of ass1stance
from supporting courts and is st111foverburdened part1cu1ar1y in
the felony and domestic re1at1ons case types, or there are no support1ng |
courts in the circuit, then the expanded use of the support1ng courts -
;cankbe e11m1nated as a poss1b1e alternatlve to an add1t1ona1_syperjor‘f

e : ; - b
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EXHIBIT X ¢ ANALYSIS OF SUPPORTING COURTS: STATE, PROBATE AND JUQENILE: FY1978

| * JUVENILE CASES HEARD BY OTHER THAN THE SUPERIOR CT. UUDG
. ** NUMBER OF STATE COURTS INCLUDES COUNTY COURTS.

o

.SUPPORTING COURTS MISDEMEANOR | TRAFFIC ‘GE¥$§6L IN38$ESR§NT JUVENILE*
| | _TOTAL B HEARD | TOTAL TOTAL [% HEARD | TOTAL |% HEARD | TOTAL |5 HEARD
CIRCUIT JUVENILE*gEQBATE STATE [FILINGS [SUPP.CT. {FILINGS |SUPP.CT.{FILINGS |SUPP.CT.] FILINGS]I SUPP.CT.IFILINGS [SUPP.CT.
ALAPAHA 0| .3 1| 2,008 163 ] 1.2 | 186 |- 0
ALCOVY 2.1 2 0 787 268 1 569 | 100
ATLANTA 1 0 1 {7,716 1. ls.853 | 100,
ATLANTIC 0 1. 5 1,085 246 115.9 211 0
AUGUSTA _ 2 | 1 2 | 7,185 | 612 953 | 959
BLUE RIDGE 5 1 3 1.1 2,637 337 626 | 100- |
BRUNSWICK 5 2 3 2,870 1,509
CHATTAHOOCHEE 1 .5, 11 2,80 2,233
CHEROKEE 2 1o Jiem} 1,064 .
CLAYTON ‘1 1.0 1 | 2,768 2,100
COBB - 1 0 1 {303 f 2,099
~CONASAUGA 1 2 0 671 649
CORDELE. 1 4 0| 758 241
COWETA i 4 2 3 |.3,646 756
 DOUGHERTY % | 1 o 1 | 3.687 634
DUBLIN ~ © | 1 .| 1 3 | 715 | 269
- EASTERN- 1 0 1 2,080 11,755
FLINT 2 4. 0 574 198
 GRIFFIN s |3 | 1 147 377
GWINNETT 1] o0 1 | 2,278 : 312 1,021
 HOUSTON 1 ] o 1 | 2,432 943 585 157

E (I.E., STATE CT. JUDGE, PART OR FULL-TIME JUVENILE CT. JUDGE).



EXHIBIT X !

ANALYSIS OF SUPPORTING COURTS:

STATE, PROBATE AND dUVE?J\:jILE: FY1978
SUPPORT ING COURTS MI SDEMEANbR - TRAFFIC GEI}I\E)%L IN%?%SRENT ~ JUVENILE *
CIRCUIT JUVENTLH PROBATE STATE F¥E¥ﬁés*§UgEA§T F¥8¥QES SUE§A§? FILINGS §UQEAE$ FILINGS §UEEAE$ FIDINGS SUPB.CT.
LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN 4 3 1 1,666 | 31.6 | 11,332] 97.4| 915 | 5.9 | 488 | 6.4 | 474 | 1 :
MACON 1 | 2 1 | 3,45 | 91.7 | 5,523  99.7 11,328 | 36.4 | 693 | 13.1° | 846
MIDDLE 3 0 5 | 2,367 | 99.9-] 6,919/ 100 | ss0 | 18.2 | 372 } 13, 7 273 74
MOUNTAIN _ 0 3 2 | 1,346 | 87.1 | 3,008 -97.8| 698 | 24.6 | 343 | 18.4 | 235 0 "
* NORTHEASTERN 1 3 1 1,997 | 84.2_} 5,773} 192.7 1,265 41,9 | 660 | 30.5 -1 660 81.5
'NORTHERN 1 4 1 gog | 63.5 | 5.941] 98.8] 699 | 2.4 | 377 | 3.2 | 144 | 5.8
OCMULGEE ** 0 6 > | 2,660 71.7 | 8,857 98 | 80 | 0.2 | sa2 |- 0 | 197 | 0O
OCONEE Q 6 0 780 | 41.5 1 4,904] - 93.9] 660 |- 0 | 341 0 J 2t | 0
OGEECHEE .o | o 4 816 | 95.3 | 8,3010 99.901,03¢ | 30.8 | 267 | 21.7 | 205 | 0
PATAULA 4 5 2 | 16431 76.8 1 5,012] 99.5| 434 6 | 187 | 3.2- | 120 | =70
PIEDMONT 3 2 i 535 | -62.2 | 4,546f 91.7)] 541 | 19.6 | 360 | 18.3 | 205 | 100
ROME R ] 0 1,765.] 8.3 1 4,223} 97.81 om 0 837 | 0 | 825 | 100
SOUTH GEORGIA 0 2 3| 2,089 | 1) 4,798 99.8| 543 | 7,9 | 291 |10.3 | 145 | 0
SOUTHERN ** 3 ] 4 | 3757 {701 | 1a531] 100 1,013 | 17.6 | 610 | 10.7 468 98.5
SOUTHWESTERN 1 4 2 {027 | 951 4 3,904 99.7| 678 | 24 | 284 |16.9 | 319 | 74.9
STONE_MOUNTAIN 2 1 1 8,001 | 967 | 9,707) " 99.9i7,217 | 84.8 N3,361 | 88.4 |5,203 | 100
TALLAPOOSA 2 3 ] 1,145 | " 22,4 | 6,914] 92,1 1,961 94 1 728 { 7. 230 |  69.1
TIFTON 2 2 2 | 2,424 | 93.7 | 10,444 99.8] 715 | 28.5 | 402 | 12.4 186 81.7
 TOOMBS 0o | s o | 1,006 | 32.3 | 7,233} -77.97 333 0o | 180 | o. | 4 0
WAYCROSS 2 3 3 | 2,247 4.9 | 7,060f 94.2(1,111 | 29.2 | 454 | 16.5 | 597 88.8
WESTERN 1 o 1 454 | 97.6 890| 99.8.| 667 | 23.2 |- 401'\';34 2 ] 559 | 95, 5{

y
/

x * JUVENILE CASES HEARD BY OTHER THAN, THE SUPERIOR CT JUDGE (I.E., STATE cT. dUDGE, PART OR FULL.-TIME dUVENILE CT. JUDGE).
M’BER OF STAT"-' COURTS XNCLUDES COUNTY COURTS.

&
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- Jurisdiction in the civil area is affected by statutory or customary

EXHIBIT X ANALYSIS

The presentation of data in Exhibit X indicates there are several
circuits which might benefit from the ‘increased use of existing

supporting-courts.

Before drawing any conclusions, however, the reader should note
that the filing of cr1m1na1 cases (i.e., m1sdemeanor and traff1c) in
supporting courts occurs in greater percentages’than the filing of
civil cases and motions. This is part1y due to the differences in
Jjurisdiction: some supporting courts have no true civil jurisdiction
(juvenile courts); some have limited civi].jurisdiction (state courts);
and some have civil jurisdiction in caSe tybeS'different from those
counted in this study (probateﬁcourts”- estate and guardianship matters).

Supporting -court jurisdiction ofxmisdemeanor and traffic offenses is

~generally the same for all courts, whereas the eXteht oi""concurrent

limitations.

The percent of’misdemEanor filings heard b§ supportihg courts
rengee from 6.2 to 100. In twenty seven of the forty-two c1rcu1ts (645),
more than 75% of the total m1sdemeanors are filed 1n a support1ng court, ,
in fourteen of those circuits. (or 33% of a]] the c1rcu1ts)-95—100% °f7tf;r(
~the tota] m1sdemeanors are heard in a support1ng court 51x of theseugﬂ*f;t’fgy :
are one-county circuits w1th a state court. Four c1rcu1ts (107) havegeu f |

1ess tban 25% of tota] m1sdemeanors heard in a support1ng court
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~ assistance from supporting courts.

R case]oad (99-100%) .

v,state court has concurrert Jjurisdiction but this may be limited

the state court must be filed in super1or court.

<

Cherokee (6.2%), Corde1e (8. 6%) Rome (8.3%), and Tallapoosa (22.4%).

The circuit7mean percentage of misdemeanor cases heard by supporting

7 courts is 73.2%.

The high proportion of traffic cases heard by a court other than a

superior court in almost every circuit, is evidence of a great deal of

Indeed, in only four circuits are

,1ess than 90%;of total traffic cases heard by a supporting court, with

44 .8% as the Tow extreme in a range extending to 100%. Twentxftwo

ﬁcﬁrcuits (52%) naVe supporting courts which hear the entire traffic

The circuit mean perCentage of traffic cases heard

by supporting courts is $5.5%.

‘The majority of general civil cases are filed in superior court.

In matters involving equity or title to Tand the superior court has

~exclusive jurisdiction, and the case cannot be filed in a supporting

court. In matters involving persona] 1n3ury, contracts or torts, the

)/'

Jur1sd1ct1on Cages that exceed the maximum jurisdictional amount for °
In many counties

w1th part t1me state court judges, a h1gher percentage of genera] c1v1?

'icases are f11ed in super1or court, even though the ﬁtate court may have

concurrent Jur1sd1ct1on Only. e]even c1rcu1ts (26%) have SOA or more *

of tota] genera] c1v11 cases fited 1n a state court

~ATLANTAT \92;1% ‘

. BLUS RIDGE - 62.5%
o DBRUNSWICK =~ 67.3% N
e TLVTONE s BRER e R
e s -;~;\*3s., 86 e e :
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- 87.9%
CONETA | - 53.1%
DOUGHERTY T - 76.8%
EASTERN] - 68.1%
GWINNETT? - 83.9%
HOUSTONT - 68.1%
STONE MOUNTAIN - 84.8%

1One-county c1rcu1t hav1ng a state court“

At the‘other extreme there are eight circuits (19/) which have no

state court and in wh1ch a11 general c1v11 cases are f11ed in the super1or

jlcourt A tota1 of twenty—f1ve c1rru1+s (60%) have less than 25%. of

\k

the1r total genera] c1v11 case]oad heard in a support1ng court Theyé
c1rcu1t mean percentage of genena] c1v11 cases heard by a support1ng

court (state court) 4s 29.5%

The independent motidnsfcase type, which includes such independentf‘

- actions as gdrn1shments:and forec]osures as well as mot1ons f11ed in -

conjunctjon with cases prev1ously f11ed (e g. ,ccontenpt), is somewhat

kldifficu]t'to aSSess A strong poss1b111ty ex1sts that many 1ndependent

motions will be f11ed in the same court as the or1g1na1 case Of the

n1ne c1rcu1ts 1n wh1ch~state courts hear more. ‘than 50% of tota1 1ndepend§nt :

‘ mot1ons, all are among the above-ment1oned c1rcu1ts where state courts

hear the ma30r1ty of genera] c1v11 cases. There are twenty—e1ght c1rcu1ts
Hin. which state courts hear 1ess than 25% of tota1 1ndependent mot1ons,
and twenty—four of these c1rcu1ts were tho e wh1ch also heard 1ess than E

- 25% of the genera] c1v11 case]oad The 01rcu1t mean percentage of

1ndependent mot1ons heard by the support1ng courts (state courts) is 25 4/'ﬁf o
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'Tthdata‘in'Exhibit X indicates that appointed juvenile court
i : “

;ejudges and referees' hear a higﬁﬁpercentage of the state's juvenile

“caseload. Twenty-seven circuits (64A) ut111ze them to assist the 0.

| “super1or courts with at least 80% of the tota] Juven11e cases f11ed

‘vHowever, 1n e1ght c1rcu1ts, the super1or court Judges hand]e all ‘the

' Juven11e cases In on1y one circuit where there is some assistance is

more than 50% of the Juven11e cases neard by the superior court Jjudge.

This 1s understandab]e since it is a multi- county circuit in wh1ch the

assistance is ava1]ab1e»from'on1y one referee. The_c1rcu1t mean .

'perCenfage»of'the‘juveﬁileﬁcase1oad heard by SupbOrting courts is 73.2%.

; ’a-

(L

a 1The term "appo1nted Judges ‘and. referees" 1nc1udes state court Judges

-~ appointed to hear Juven11e cases. There are six state court judges in .
five circuits serving in this capacity. Elght referees assist super1or
court Judges in proce551ng Juven11e caseload in four ¢ircuits.
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| circuits that may be exper1enc1ng on]y temporary prob]ems, it may be

EXHIBIT XI

Superior Court FY1978 Case]oadyby Administrative District
The superior court caseload of the ten administrative districts is = 2
‘presented by circuit in Exhipit X.. The distribution'of'filings.amohg'the

case types, as well as among the circuits in each district, can be

"observed for each district. Also, the average‘case10ad per judge for each

d1str1ct is ca]cu]ated on the bas1s of the tpta1 case1oad and the tota] ‘

number of super1or court Judges in" the d1str1ct

The purpoSe-of4this eXhibit'is,totdemenstrate the potential for
intra-district judicial assistance. If the caseload per judge is very
demanding in all circuits in the dietrict, it canhot'reasonably be

expected that the Jjudges w1]1 be ab]e to ass1st each other A]so‘“fdP

‘suggested that judges from other c1rcu1ts 1n the d1str1<t can t111’1n

tunt11 the temporary prob]ems are e11m1nated

t“ It shou1d be notedathat“the‘primary value of Exhibit?XIfis as a f»f

:,supplement to other~exhibits The ana]yses of current c1rcu1t case1oad

‘ h1stor1ca1‘trends in case1oad and ass1stance from support1ng courts ' 0;7‘

V‘are all prerequ1s1tes to the proper use of Exh1b1t XI Essent1a11y, the

'exchanqe of Judges w1th1n a d1str1ct shou]d be 11m1ted to temporary

prob]ems wh1]e permanent probTems requ1re an add1t1ona1 Judgesh1p in

the c1rcu1t ; “'ng j“:7gm"" 3‘f,‘;h ‘f;;hr"'-f':ems_:s;jvf}jf_;"‘ .
R T ’\X\s;i/ e 5
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* EXHIBIT XI : SUPERIOR COURT FY1978 CASELOAD BY ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT

SUPERIOR
CT. JUDGES

NUMBER . OF |

TOTAL

CRIMINAL
FILINGS

CIVIL
FILINGS

JUVENTLE

TN ETLINGS

FELONY

TOTAL

DOMESTIC

[ NDEPENDENIT
MOTTONS

1" TOTAL

JUVENTLES:.

© CIRCUIT

DISTR

ICT I

FILINGS

MISDEMEANGR TRAFFIC

CRIMINAL

RELATIONS

 ATLANTIC

Sz

2

2,591

449

52

13

514

879~

211

OGEECHEE

2,069

246

38

650

205

EASTERN

5,571

1,338

258

2.400

3,155

339

268

1,473

BRUNSWICK

.~ WAYCROSS

N o o o

_3.628

447

340

1,196

_TOTAL

~ AVG. PER JUDGE
L DISTRICT II

© PATAULA _

-

1,560

283

381

688

247

36

' SOUTH GEORGIA.

2337

| B9z

‘874

557

145

~ DOUGHERTY

2;33@;

413

268

413

1,184

ALAPAHA

4,396

|_467

1,443

3072

447

" f]56f_   ?‘

 TIFTON

1,971

299

152

T 4§9327v 

- SOUTHERN

" TOTAL

= e = o i bo

AVG. PER JUDGE [

17,5321

_ 801

[

Cpl

SO R



EXHIBIT XI

SUPERIOR COURT FY1978 CASELOAD BY ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT |

CIRCUIT -

NUMBER OF
SUPERIOR
CT. JUDGES

TOTAL
FILINGS

CRIMINAL
FILINGS

CIVIL
FILINGS

JUVENILE
FILINGS -

FELONY

MISDEMEAN(

R TRAFFIC

TOTAL
CRIMINAL

DOMES
RELAT

TIiC

[NDEPENDEN
MOTIONS

[ONS

TOTAL .
JUVENTLE®

-
= i
L._:-: o

DISTRICT 111

- CHATTAHOOCHEE -

4

6,610

1,100

395

355

1.850

2,996

655

30

MACON

4,668

891

287

1,195

602

49

,HOUSTON

1,675

228

17
o

229

1,977
865

- 280

0

SOUTHWESTERN

1,527

172

55

Ti

238

458

236

80

TOTAL

o P

14,480

2,391

738 |

383,

3,512

6,296

1,773

159

‘,‘11;6D9  ,

";;82’3

ez

390 |

18 s

AVG PER JUDGE |-

‘:f266§f'

DISTRICT 1V
SToNE MOUNTAIN

11,743

1,279 1

102

2,004

2,623

 5§474

12252

281 - 15 |

[RESRSIEENE R

13

le;ﬂ7§2f

TR

AVG. PER JUDGE |
" DISTR

{e

?fﬁﬁgazeisfg,ifff

299 |

A

375

ATLANTA

15 236

4,501

f31 -

4,532 -

4,088

5,487

1,129

1,385 |

AVG. PER JUDGE f* . '
| DISTRICT VI

409 |

ﬁ?' ;ff4]2i;‘f

372 |

,]eagg

L.

FLINT

2,202

189

27

444

847

601"

288

1,736

‘GRFFFIN

79 i ;——’ ’-{-OO -

2

787"

TV

- 600“.d_r

918’

1,880 |

COWETA

3,932

172

'f 2OO

177

S
55

982

1,485

666

3,133

CLAYTON

4,019

68

‘708,,:

678

2,397 |

236

3,311

- TOTAb==$$

13 170

885 |

518

3 046

3,107“

5,4011'

1,552

10,060 |

%bk.a

838

’Ayc. PER JUDGE:

1,463 of 0 1

58

¥ﬁ?;34ﬁtifé

% WHERE ‘THE SUPERIOR COURT

D%

L

JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A

JUVENILE JUDGE OR REFEREE.



. -
EXHIBIT ¥1': SUPERIOR COURT FY1973 CASELOAD BY ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT ) .
CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE
NUMBER OF| FILINGS _FILINGS "FILINGS
CIRCUIT -3 5obeks | FILINGS | FELONY MISDEMEANAR TrarErc] CRIMIRAL | Cerert 1B ESTaGs PETENRENT (VA | 00mA e
DISTRICT VII |
TALLAPOOSA 3 5,720 56Q . 889 548 1,997 1,777 1 1,199 676 | 3,652 | 71
LOOKOUT MTN. 3 1,834 683 1,138 298 2,119 861 1,397 457 2,715 |
CHEROKEE. 2 8,656 | 767 958 | 4,638 6,363 864 833 596 | 2,293
ROME 2 4,666 379 ‘1,618 | 93 2,090 901, 838 | 837 2,576 0
coBB 4 7,274 1,701 9 0 1,710 | 1,187 3,931 446 5,564 0
TOTAL 0| 8,198 3.012 | 16800 | 71
AVG. PER JUDGE | @ 7 T sasl. 2151 12001 5
DISTRICT VIII , - ,
CORDELE 1 2,104 245 689 33 957 407 451 189 | 1,047 90
2 DUBLIN 1 1,411 | 227 1 0 228 484 422| 236 1,142 | 41
OCMULGEE _ 2 3,897 610 756 177 1,543 889 726| 542 | 2,157 | 197
OCONEE 2 2.844 361 456 1. 299 1,116 660 456 | 341 | 1,457 | 271
¥ MIDDLE 2 2,191 310 3l 1 314 540 943{ 323 | 1,806 | 71
| TOTAL ' y 5 ‘ |
o AVG.. PER..JUDGE._
s ]

9

% WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE JUDGE OR REFEREE.

o
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CEXHIBIT XI .: SUPERICR COURT FY1978 CASELOAD BY ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT |

CRIMINAL T B CIVIL N JUVENILE
NUMBER OF | FILINGS FILINGS __| FILINGS
CIRCUIT -3 bR | FIoINGS | FeLony IMIspEmEANdR TRAFFIC| CRIMINAL GETE?QF R AT st S e Y ST
DISTRICT IX o Lo | | | ,
CONASAUGA 2 ] 4,331 469 489 182 | 1,140 | 1,047 | 1,462 | 565 | 3,074 | 117
BLUE RIDGE 2 3,892 457 646 | 1,137 2,240 434 | 1,045 173 | 1,652 0
© GWINNETT 3 2,891 328 1 1 330 | 453 }.1,595 .| 513 | 2,561 | 0
| MOUNTAIN __ 1 2,133 158 174 66 398 526 | 694 | 280 | 1,500 | 235
NORTHEASTERN 2 _3.509 465 315 419 | 1,199 7351 994 | 459 | 2,188 | 122
TotaL | 10 |16,756 |1.877 | 1,625 1,805 5,307 | 3,195 5,790 | 1,990 | 10,975 | 474

" AVG. PER JUDGE |

1.676 | 188 162 | 180 { 531 | 30| 579 | 199 | 1,008 |-

DISTRICT X | L . | o
Acow | 2 | 2,508 | 52 530 | 123 | 1,179 | 565 586 | 268 | 1,419 | 0
WESTERN | 7 1,932 | 397 11 2 | om0l 512 | 721 | 264 | 1,497 | 25
PTEDMONT ” 1852 | 179 | 200 | 378 759 | 435 | 364 294 | 1,093 0
© NORTHERM 2,358 | 265 302 | 73 | ea0| es2 | 593 365 | 1,640 | 78
AUGUSTA 6,119 | 742 500 | 6 | 1,748 | 1,076 | 3,181 | 575 | 4,832 | 39
 TooMBS 4,050 | 276 | 749 | 1,596 | 2,621 | 333 | 447 | 180 | 960 | 478
. TOTAL 118,918 [2,385 2,204 | 2,178 | 6,857.| 3,603 | 5,892 | 1,946 | 11,441 | 620 .
(AVG. PER JUDGE 1576 | o109 | ovor | 182 | s | so0 | e | ez | 953 ] 52 .

,fﬁ~wHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO AssISTANcE~FRoM.AQQUVENILE‘JUDGE'OR’REFEREE.
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EXHIBIT XI ANALYSIS

Fiscal year 1978 marks‘the second year in which the efforts
of Georgia's Administrative Judges and their assistants in prd-
viding intfa-district judicial assistance can be studied. Their
'success in managing their respective judicia] resources can on]ykbe
evaluated, however, in terms of the distribution'of'filihgs'among
dfcircuits‘fn any one'disfkict. Should the average filings per judge
be approximately equal for all circuits‘in a district, the’admin-
istrative judge and the court administrator may be assured that the
‘district caseload is evenly distkibuted. Temporary reaséignment'of

judges can help alleviate uneven distribution in caseload.

A problem arises, howeQef, when the average caseload per judge
is high for‘alleudges in a district. Exhibit XI pinpoints suchia
problem. - The important indieator is the last row of figures for‘

- each district (average per judge).' The reéder.shou1d@be particuTar]y
aware of the average total fi]ings perejudge,’which range from’a Tow
of 1,385 for District V to a high of 2,225 for-bistrict VII. Those

| d1str1cts with the 1argest number of f111ngs per Judge are ev1dent

when the reader cons1ders each district's tota] per judge case]oad 1n

relation to the d1str1ct méan of 1,630.9. 0n1y three d1str1cts‘recordiw i

"a h1gher per Judge case]oad

5 DISTRICT IV - 1,678
x, DISTRICT VII - 2.225

DISTRICT IX‘ - 1,676 o

Seven of the ten d1str1cts have average tota] f111nqs per Judge

w1th1n one hundred cases of ihe d1str1ct mean

Y

158




© per judge above the mean.

=

It might appear that tne p]acement of add1t1ona1 Judgesh1ps

wou]d be most effect1ve in those d1str1cts with average caseloads

However, a judge from one CTPCU1t may be

loaned to another circuit or the services of a senior judge may be

used to solve a temporary problem of a high-per judge caseload.

155



" CHAPTER V SUMMARY ANALYSIS

~1In evaiuating the judicial assistance from Supportingtcourts

and the 1ikelihood of sharing judges;'Chapter V locates those,

circuits whose excessive caseload warrants either temporary or.

permanent aid,

- Exhibit X shoWs the circuits which could benefit from an

increased reliance on supporting courts for the disoosition of

m1sdemeanors ti.e., those uhose supporting courts hear 1ess than 25% -

of total m1sdemeanors)

CHEROKEE -
CORDELE
ROME
TALLAPOOSA

kThe four circuits which have less than 90% of total traffic
cases heard in a supporting court are:
ALAPAHA
BLUE -RIDGE
CHEROKEE
TOOMBS

" To perce1ve the overa]] p1cture, however, the reader must

p1npo1nt those c1rcu1ts whose support1ng courts offer the 1east

poss1b1e ass1stance> For examp1e, of the four c1rcu1ts 115ted

dbove as hav1ng 11tt1e misdemeanor case]oad ass1stance on1y one
‘ c1rCu1t, Tal1apoosa has a state court ava11ab1e'tofhear such cases'
veror traff1c case]oad ass1stance it appears the Cherokee c1rcu1t cou]d

: rely more heav11y on 1ts probate courts.

186  v,1 o ";,kt b ._:;Qe¥‘ 11 K
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Circufts withoutystate courts also ranklbw in assistance in the
civil case categories. These circuitsuare:'
ALCOVY
CHEROKEE -
CONASAUGA
'CORDELE
FLINT
- OCONEE
- ROME
TOOMBS
A]though‘these circuits rank low in”assistance the volume and
difficulty of thé caseload in each circuit must be reviewed along
with the figuhes in this exhibit before a recommendation for an

additional judgeship would be valid.

~ Exhibit XI-is helpful in determining whether case1oadvprgssures
are'district-wide~or could. be resoTvéd through jntra—district temporary
assistance measures’sqgh as é tempbrany loan of a judge from one
“circuit to another. In ]978;‘the“range of the avéragé caseload per
jhage by district (1,38552,225) WasJnot'especia11y'1arge. Only in
three districts (Districts IV, VII, and IX) did the average per
Jﬁudge‘figﬁre exceed the di%trict‘ﬁean}" Of these'thkeé only one
- district, bistﬁictfvzx%usegmé to have su5§%antia] district caseload

~ pressures.

_'”ERhib{t XI should be read as a secondary criterjon to be used in

~conjunction with'circuit-]eve] caseload data before‘a‘judgment can be

b ~mgde:that an{aqgitibna] judgeship rather than temporary assistance, is
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/ | APPENDIX ONE

DUTIES OF JLDICIAL COUNCIL/
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS

"The Judicial Council of Georgia and the Administrative Office of
the Courts were created by Ga. Laws 1973, p. %88, upon recommendation
of a blue ribbon judicia] processes study,commission appointed by
Governor Jimmy Carter in 1971 called the Governor's Commissioh on
JudiciaicProcesées; Most recently, on dJune 12, 1978, the Judicial
Council was established as an administrative arm of the Georgia

SUpréme Court by judicial order.

The responsibilities and duties of the Judiciai Council and the
Administrative Office of the Courts, as set out in Act Number 178 of
the 1973 General Assembly, are as follows: “

Section 5. Under the supervision and direction of
‘ the Judiciai Counci1 the Administrative Office of the
‘Courts shall perform the following duties
(a) Consult with and assist Judges, administratons,
cievks of court and‘otherfofficers and employees of the -
court pertaining to matLers reiating to court administia-
tion and provide such serVices as are requested
(b) Examine the administrative and business methods
~and systems empiayad in the offices related toaand’serving i
the»bourts and make recommendations for necesaany improve-
ment. o | “ _ ; |
(e) Compiie statistica1 and finanC1aI data and other

kinformation on the Judic1a1 work of the courts and on the

ieo
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work of other offices related to and serving the courts,

Which shall be provided by the courts. s »

(d) Examine the state of the dockets and pracfices
and procedhres of "the coﬁrtskand make recommendations
for the expedition of litigation.

(é) Act as fiscal officer and prepare and submit
budget estimates of state approprjations necessary for
the maintenance and operation of fhe judicial system.

(f) Formulate and submit recommendations for the
improvement of the judicial system.

(g) Perform such additional duties as may be
assignéd by the Judicial Council.

(h) Prepare and publish an annu;%‘report on the

work of the courts and on the activities of the

Administrative Officé of the‘C¢urts.

The first members of the Judicial Council were sworn in during ﬁéy;
1973, and the Administrative Office of the Courts began operations on
July 1, 1973, although a Director and most of the staff were nut em-
pTdyed Until October; 1973f Before and during the_1974 Session of thé

General Assembly, the Judicial CounciT received several requests in

’various\judiciaT circuits across the State to determine the need for

additional judicial manpower, whether the circuits should be divided,

“or whether any other apprgpriate change was needed. These requests

came from the Governor's dff}ce, judges, and legislators, and were

 made pursuant to Ga. Laws 1973, p. 288, paragraphs 5(c) and 5(f),

..whiCH charge the Judicial Counci1~of‘GeorQia and the Administrative

161
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Office of the Courts with the responsibility of compiling statistical
data and other information on the judicial work of the courts, and

with formulating and submitting recommendations for the improvement

of the judicial system. The Council performed the requested studies

and five new superijor court judgeships were created by the General
Assembly in 1974. Since that first study in 1974, the Council and

Administrative Office of the Courts has annua11yocondueted a study

of theAnee@ffor additional superior court judgeships and the following (

number of judicial positions have been created: 1975- two, 1976 - two,. .

1977 - eight, and 1978 - six. ‘Sihce 1977 the caseload data included in

the judicial manpower study has been collected on a statewide basis.

i
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APPENDIX TWO

JURISDICTION OF THE SUPERIOR, STATE, PROBATE AND
JUVENILE COURTS OF GEORGIA

In recommending additional superior court judgeships, the Judicial”
Council takes into consideration the concurrent jurisdiction and mutua?l

interdependences of the superior, state, probate and juveni1e}couvts.

For ease of reference and for clarity, the general constitutional and

statutory provisions which define the jurisdiction of the superior,

state, probate and juvenile courts are briefly described.

SUPERIOR COURT

The superior court is a constitutionaily established
court. This is the trial court of general jurﬁsdiction in

Georgia, and there is a superior court in each of the one

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

Echusive,Jurisdiction: The superior;court’has exclusive

jurisdiction in the following subject areas; divorce, equity,

title to land and felonies. (Ga. Code Ann. §2¢3301 and $2-3304)., )

Exclusive statytory jurisdiction:. This is a type of

jurisdiction which, at the present time, is placed exclusively
ih the superior court by statute. There would probably be o Aﬁ
~constitutional objection to the extension of all or a’p5¥t of it

to other courts, but this has not been done. Such mattefs as.

declaratory judgments, mandamus, quo warranto and prefiibition

64
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WOu1d appeérﬂto fall Within this category;‘but réther by virtue

of Code prov1s1ons creat1ng the remed1es than by any const1tu-'

tional requ1rement that they be conf1ned to the super1or court

'(see Dav1s and Shu]man,_ﬁg. Practice and Procedure §o-4~.

. Concurrent Jurisdiction: The superior court can hear all_

BN
N

cases not ﬁheciftcally reserved to other courts. Thus, the

superior court generally has. concurrent trial jurisdiction

= with all the 1imited jurisdiction trial courts in the state,

JUvenile matters and hrobate and estate matters are anwexception
to the rule. Thetjuveni]e court and probate court, respectively,

have exclusive original jurisdiction in these subject matters.

AppeTlate Jurisdiction: The superior court is an appellate

body as well as a trial court. Its ré%few,power extends to all
the "1gferidr.jud1catories,";these trtal courts of limited

jurisdiction which have not beenfprovided‘by statute or by the

- Constitution with a right of direct review to the court of

appeals or supreme court.

' The‘application for a wril of certiorari from the superior

‘courttis a constitutional right general to all such "inferior

Jjudicatories” (Ga. Code Ann. $2-3304). On the other hand, the

Constitution requires that specific legislation must define the

‘right of d1rect appea] to the super1or court, 1f any, from these o

el

Tower trjalvcourts, Various statutes have provided direct

appeal: - Ga. Code Ann. §6 201, the probate courts, Ga. Code

 Amn, 86-101 and 86-301,. Just1ces of the peace, and Ga Code;
‘:.Aﬂﬂ; §92A 510 p011ce and recorder s courts. Appea1 proceedings

“in the super10r court arising from cases 1n1t1ated in one of the :

165
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“1nferier judicatories":are genera11y deenovokphoCeedanSQ

In addition, the superior ceurtihas the authority tohreview
decisions by certatn administrative bodies (Ga. Code Agg, §3A-120""
and §1i4-710). These broeeedings are in’the,nature of an anpeail

- although they are not designated as such.

" STATE COURT

' Original Concurrent Jurisdictionf In 1970, Ga. Code Ann.
Chap. 24-21a was enacted for the purpose of unifying a grodp
df courts of similar jurisdiction. Originally many of these
courts were created as city courts by 10ca1 lTegislation to
yre]ieve the caseToad pressures of a’particu1ar superior
court. They were not estab1ished statewide. Ga. Code Ann.
Chap. 24-21a states that these courts are of’cou;nty-nidewt
jurisdietionfand sharerconcnrrent subject matter jurisdiction '
| 'withwthe superiorvcourt‘in most civil cases and misdemeanors.
‘There ts nokuniformity ofﬁjurisdjction of these'courtsyin
f ex de11ct0 (tort) actions. The'1oea1 act creatingkeach court
and any amendments thereto control the extent of ex delicto
3ur1sd1ct1on These courts have no or1g1na1 exc1us1ve :

Jur1sd1ct1on and genera11y no appe1late Jurlsd1ct1on

Right of R view of Decis fon- f ”tate'CourtS/; Vet1t1oners

, 1n the state courts have the r1ght of d1rect rev1ew by the ,,'A'
court of appea1s and supreme court (Ga Code Ann §24 2]07a)
The 1970 ]egws1at1on des1gnated the state courts as. "other |

' 11ke courts “ which. refers to that term 1n the Jud1c1a1 Art1c1e

'of the Const1tut1on (Ga Code Ann §2 3108) The state courts e



B

Acourt Judge, heard the Juven11e cases.

are courts. below the 1eve1 of and hav1ng spec1f1ed concurrent

.dJur1sd1ct1on w1th the super1or courts

County'CourtS' Aﬂthough the three county courts in Georgia

(Ba]dw1n Ecno]s and Putnam countles) do‘not, strictly speaking,

fall within the c]ass of state courts, these courts have s1m11ar

Jur1sd1ct1on and were created for s1m11ar purposes as the

state courts. They are counted as state courts fon the purpOses

of this study. In contrast to the state courts, an appeal must

be taken to the superior court from these county courts.

JUVENILE COURT

The juvenile court is a statutory court (Ga. Code Ann. §24-2401)
and purely a tria]'court. Technica11y, there is one court per

county. In actuality, the majority of these courts are“not'tru1y

'separate judicial bodies. Only in counties having avpopuTationf

of fifty thousand (50,000) persons or more and in a few other

~ counties upon special recommendation of two successive grand

Jur1es ‘are these courts treated as separate bod1es
In 1977 there were forty two count1es which had thirty-six (36)

independent-auven11e courts,1nfthe rema1n1ng counties a superior

court judge, or a state‘court’judge appointed by a superior"'

<O

whatever the structure of the court the Jur1sd1ct1on ofih

each court is 1dent1ca] VAR

e Exe1us1Ve JuriSdiction1 A11 proceed1ngs 1nv01v1ng any -

1nd1v1dua1 under the age of seventeen years and a11eged to be.



' delinquent'(except when the delinquent aet is éonsidereééﬁ“capi£a1,

«crime when committed by an adu1t) unru1y or in need of treatment

- for mental 11lness or under s1xteeneyears of age and al]eged to

have committed a traff1c offense are’ heard by “the 3uven11e court,
*The court has the author1ty to hear act1ons for term1nat1on of
‘parenta] r1ghts ‘and other spec1a1 proceedings. The juvenile
court also has exe1dsive'jurisdictioh'1ﬁ proééedihgs ai]eging‘any,
1na1v1dua] under the age of eighteen to be a depr1ved child (Ga.
‘cOde Anr. §24A 301) |

Concurrent Origina1 Jurisdiction: The juvenile court has

~ concurrent jurisdiction with the superior court to hear alleged
de}inquent acts which constitute capita1‘6ffenses‘when committed
by an’edu1t.  The‘juvehi1e eourt may'transfer a case involving -
conduct desfgnated a crime to the‘appropriete;tr1a1 court if»tﬁe':
“juvenile was fifteen (15) years old at the time the a11eged.crime"
was committedor if the child was thirteen (13) years or older-
and is charged with aWcapitelffe]ony;' ' | "
 In custody eases, concurrent jurisdiction is said’to/exist
sineeye'jUVenile court can’determine the tustody~and'suppent
issues of a case when it is transferred to the juvenile court‘i

by an order gf~the’5uperior‘c0urt;

R1ght of Rev1ow of Dec1s1ons of.. Juven11e Courts By‘

~virtue of spec1f1c const1tut1ona] prov1s1ons, the dec1s1ons of"},’
:'the Juven1]e courts are rev1ewed d1rect1y by the court of

k appea]s or-supreme court “The case of Wh1tman V. State, 96 Gaf t“'

\,}/‘.z
App. 731 (1957), reso1ved a conf11ct concern1ng appe11ate rev1ew

‘ from the Juven11e courts. Thlsacase‘struck down the_va]1d1tx,‘;eeA;

oot v



of gg:_£,1956; p;,69, as in conflict with a 1956 constttutiona1
‘ jamendment (QQJ‘L;_TQSG; p. 652); The dectsion esSured that

: juveni]e oourt decisions wou]d follow the same route of abpe]]éte

‘rev1ew whether the Juven11e court is a separate court or an arm

of the suoer1or court

CE

PROBATE COURT

The probate court is a limited jurisdiction trial court

‘established by the Constitution in each county (Ga. Code Ann.

$2-3501).

Exclusive Orlg1na1 Jurisdiction: Theiprobate court has o &

: exclus1ve or1g1na1 3ur1sd1ct10n, such Jur1sd1ct1on refers to

: probate and estate matters.

Concurrent Original Jur1sd1ct1on The probate court is

empowered to hear cases ar1s1ng from viotations of law re]at1ng -

to traffic upon pub11c roads (including litter violations) and

, violations of game and fish laws. This traffic subject matter

i

- jurisdictionkis concurrent with that of the superior court,

but there‘is nd»traffic‘jurisdiction exercised in the probate

: ,‘VCOUrt if a state court is 1ocated in that county. Traffic:

Jur1sd1ct1on is then exerc1sed by the state court (Ga Code Ann

"'§92A 501, §92A 502 and §92A 511).

For the purposes of th1s study only the cr1m1na1 Jur1sd1ct1on

‘ of the probate court which is concurrent w1th the super1or courts

'~;(m1sdemeanor and traff1c Jur1sd1ct1on)1s presented

'ht1697x~‘



~ APPENDIX THREE

EXPENDITURES FOR ANVADDITIONAL‘SUPERIOR COURT JUDGESHIP
79 o :
‘The Jud1c1a1 Counc11 a]so d1rected the Adm1n1strat1ve 0ff1ce of the

Courts to col]ect expend1ture information concernlng the costs associated .

“with the add1t1on of a superior court 3udgesh1p. For purposes of c1ar1ty,
‘the types of costs associatedﬁwithpthe addition of superior court jddge?

~ ships can be categorized using the following simp?e‘typotggy: i -

‘5_sstate fixed costs “
-- State variable costs

-- County fixed costs

County variab]e‘costs B }' A

: In this instance, f1xed costs are defined as those costs wh1ch W111
be incurred by the addition of a super1or court Judgesh1p and do not -

f]uctuate with the vo]ume of act1v1ty Var1ab1e costs, as here1n defined,

' are those costs 1ncurred by the add1t1on of a super1or court Judgesh1p wh1ch

fluctuate accord*ng to ‘change in the vo1ume of act1v.ty or 1oca1

~ preference.

The pr1mary concern of this sect1on 1/ the identificationsof stete S

fixed and var1ab1e costs. As a secondary goa1 types of county

Spec1f1c court cost 1nformat1on are 11sted The costs are as. follows:lif;f

co}rs :
| Saiafy:'nif?‘r" "_'Superlor Court Judge SN $38 500. OO{:fflb
SR PR - Secretary, Superior Court Judge y,f 1 8,967.00° .
AR T ,*Ass1stant District Attorney 14 500 00; ot
( ‘@‘




4 : ‘ i LA

Fringe Benefits '”Soper1or'Court Jodge'@ 22.18% ‘ 8,539.30
R . *Secretary, Superior Court Judge ‘

| @ 10.90% . 977.40
? ~Assistant District Attorney » ,

* | @ 4.002 . . 580.00

*x%Contingent Fee Court Reporters. w | ' 1,200.00

wkeslibrary o | | 3,570.00

| TOTAL RANGE o ; 76,833.70

* This is a maximum statutory salary f1gure, but represents the
actua] f1gure in virtually all cases. :

** Th1s is_an approx1mate figure and may vary.
***% Varies according to the number of counties in the circuit served.
**%* This represents a one-time fixed cost.

STATE VARIABLE COSTS

Range : Average

Judge's Travel Expenses $0.00 - $2,600.00  § 730.00

Ass1stant District Attorney s ) . , .
Travel Expenses ' $0.00 - $2,028.00 $ 848,09
o _ | $0.00. - $4,628.00  $1,578.00
TOTAL RANGE OF STATE COSTS: , $75;833.7o - $81,461.70

As previously noted county costs may vary great1y and are d1ff1cu1t

to compute Some of the costs attr1butab1e to the addition of a super1or

\\\\\\

e court Judgesh1p 1nc]ude

: COUNTY FIXED COSTS

Sa]ar1es

Superior Court Judge I
‘ Secretary, Superior Court Judge
... County Salary Supplement - Assistant District Attorney :
. County Salary Supplement - Court Reporter
- . County Salary and Fringe Benefits - Investigator
. “County Salary and Fringe Benefits (or Federal Match) - Law C1erk
"7 County Salary and Fringe Benef1ts - Secretary, Assistant
s S e e ' District Attorney
.~ County Salary and Fringe Benefits - Bailiffs

2

N County Sa1ary Supp1ement
County Salary Supplement



Eguig@entz ) _
Superior Court Judge
Secretary, Superior Court Judge

Office Equipment and Furniture -
Office Equipment and. Furniture -
{0ffice Equipment and. Furn1ture,— Court Reporter
e =+ 0ffice Equ1pmentfand Furniture - Assistant District Attorney
& - Office Equipment and Furniture - Law Clerk
5 Office Equipment and Furniture - Investigator
- Office Equipment.and Furniture - Jury Holding Room
O0ffice Equipment and Furniture - Courtroom
0ffice Equipment and Furniture - Witness ‘Holding Room

@ .

- COUNTY VARIABLE COSTS

Travel: =~ * " ~Supérior Court Judges - Expenses to Sem1nars, etc.
Court Reporter Travel Expenses
‘Law Clerk Travel Expenses '
Invest1gator s Trave] Expenses

Operating Expenses: Telephone and Te1egraph
‘ Electricity '
- LCost of Additional Office and Courtroom Space
* Reproduction Costs
,0ff1ce Supp11es

Sy e L
&

Sk
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\rfortyftwo (42) circuits.

i
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 APPENDIX FOUR \X

LADDITIONAL‘EXHIBITS N

The exh1b1ts presented in’ th1s appendix are 1ntended to serve as a

source of add1t1ona1 information and reference concern1ng Georgia' s

Exh1b1t A-1 1is "Tota] FYI978 Super1or Court Caseload by
U%F111ng Type.' ® . Since most of the circuit case]oad f1gures
(1nc1uded in the text of the report are per Judge f1gures this

;exh1b1t provides a reference for the total caseload in each

circuit regardless of the number of judges.

S1m11ar1y, data concerning state, probate and Juven11e

lt; courts:! caseIoads (Exhibits A-ILI, A-IV, and A-V respect1ve]y)

1s.prov1ded for reference to the absolute caseload in each

"ICOUrt~‘ Juvenile caseload provided in Exhibit A-V includes
.aII Juven11e cases whether heard by a super1or or Juven1]e

"fcourt Judge or referee

a~Exhihit~A—II,§“SuperIor Court Open Cases by Filing

: a‘Type:?FYIg78,ﬁ‘provides USefu1{information about pending
1cases'in thevsuperior‘courts;‘the data located here is used
’_,by the dudiciaﬁ Connc11 as a secondary criterion in recom-
' mending judgeshios Because it 1s cons1dered to be a tempo-ctu~
rary. cond1t1on the accumu]at1on of pend1ng ca n"¢eac.. aswww~"
; c1rcu1t cannot anne Just1fy ‘the creat1on of an add1t1ona1
‘Judgeshap - Exh1b1ts A- VII and A VIII, "Ass1stance from .
’«Sen1or Judges FY1978" and "Res1dent Act1ve Attorneys

.’November,1978," are also cons1dered as secondary CPItEPTa,

o

Each has its own part1cu1ar merit as follows:
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N ) ‘ R \ N ) i
as they do not directly re]ate to case work]oad ¥However,'they‘
do contr1bute to=the total picture in each c1ch1t\

Finally, "Population and Popu1at1on Change by (1rcu1t and

e

/\, s

County" and "Judicial Personne] Superlor State and\Juven11e

Courts by C1rcu1t and County December 31, 1978" (Exﬁlbxts A—VI -

\\ :
and A-IX) have been provided for genera] reference oni any .given

~county. If the reader w1shes to observe the var1at1on\1n county

‘\
popu]at1on within a c1rcu1t then Exhibit A- VI 1s the proper

reference. _ For 1nformat1on on county and c1rcu1t Jud1cﬁa1
pos1t1ons, Exhibit A IX is the proper p]ace to reference state
court judges {(full and part-time), Juven11e court judges (fu]]
and part-time) and juvenile referees. Exhibit A-IX is also
the centralized source of the number of sUperior‘court judges

by circuit.

wF
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- EXHIBIT A-I: TOQTAL FY1978 SUPERIOR COURT CASELOAD BY FILINGkTYPE

()7.

s ED

CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE *
FILINGS ’ __FILINGS 1 FILINGS
‘CIPFUiT F¥8¥QES FELONY MISDEMEANOL‘TRAFFIC CE?L?hAL GE?S?CL ggﬁi%¥é%s IN&FPENDENT TOTAL ‘ TQTAL
C — . R. i ) JTIONS : CIVIL JUVENTLE
ALAPAHA 4,396 462 1,443 1,267 | 3,172 460 447 161 | 1,068 156
ALCOVY 2,598 526 530 123 1,179 565 586 268 1,419 0
ATLANTA 15,236 4,501 31, 0 4,532 | 4,088 5,487 | 1,129 10,704 0
ATLANTIC 2,591 449 52 13 ], 514 | 780 879 207 | 1,866 211
_AUGUSTA 6,119 742 500 6 | 1,248 | 1,076 | 3,181 575 | 4,832 39
#=BIUE RIDGE 3,892 457 646 1,137 | 2,240 438 | 1,045 173 1,652 0
" _BRUNSWICK | 3,155 339 268 2 609 735 11,473 338 2,546 0
| _CHATTAHOOCHEE | 6,610 1,100 395 355 | 1,850 | 1,079 12,996 | 655 4,730 30
CHEROKEE 8,656 767 958 | 4,638 | 6,363 864 833 596 2,293 o
< CLAYTON 4,019 631 68 9 708 | 678 2 197 236 3,311 . a
coB8 7,274 1,701 9 o [ 1,710 | 1,187 13,03 446 | 5560 1% g
CONASAUGA 4,331 469 489 182 | 1,140 | 1,047  |1.462 665 | 3070 | 117
CORDELE 2,104 245 689 33 967 407 | 451 189 | 1,047 aq.
_COWETA 31932 405 172 200 777 | 982 11,485 566 | 3,133 20,
DOUGHERTY 2.336 413 0. 0 413 402 11,184 337 1,923 Q.
DUBL IN 1.41] 227 . 1 0 228 484 422 236 11 14?‘ AL
EASTERN 5,571 1,338 258 66 | 1,662 | 820 2,400 689 . | 3,900 0
| FLINT - | _~z.???:-~' 228 189 27 ans | 847 601 288 k ‘1,736 - 42
GRIFFIN 2,997 379 456 282 | 1,117 600 918 | 362 | 1,880 Q.
GWINNETT 2.891 328 1 1 1. 330 | 453 11,595 | 513 2,561 0.
 _HOUSTON 1,675 | 228 1 0 220 | 301 |7 ses. % 1 280 f1.ad6



EXHIBIT A-It TOTAL FY1978 SUPERIOR COURT CASELOAD BY FILING TYPE
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55

 *WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE.

4

S

N ',)}
L

7 - | " CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE*
D , | ___FILINGS . FILINGS FILINGS
L TOTAL o e | TOTAL GENERAL |DOMESTIC [INDEPENDENT - TOTAL TOTAL

MWML__ML:MQ TRAFFIC CRIMINAL ;_QAL_L:L: RELATIOL}I:S MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE
_LOOKOUT MTN. | 4 gaa. 683 1.138° 208 | 2,19 | 861 1.397° 457 2,715 0
_MACON 4,668 891 287 17 1,195 | 845 1,977 602 3,420 19

MIDDLE 2,191 310 3 1 314 | 540 943 ° -] 323 | 1,806 71

_MOUNTAIN 2,133 158 174 66 398 | 526 694 280 | %,500 235

NORTHEASTERN | 3,509 465 315 4191 1,199 | 735 994 459 2,188 122

NORTHERN 2,358 265 302 73| 640 | 682 593 365 1,640 | - 78

OCMULGEE 3,897 610 756 177 | . 1,543 | 889 - 796 582 | 2,157 167

OCONEE 2,844 361 456 209 | 1,116 | 660 456 341 1,457 271

OGEECHEE . 2,069 246 38 5 289 | 716 650 209 | 1,575 1 2058 ¥

PATAULA 1,560 283 381 24 688 | 408 247 {181 836 | 236
_PIEDMONT, 1,850 179 202 378 759 | 435 364 | 208 03/l
ROME 4,666 379 1,618 93| 2,000-| 901 838 837 | 2,576 0
SOUTH GEORGIA | 2,337 | 597 268 | o| -87a | 500 557 261 | 1,318 leo14s

SOUTHERN | 4,932 801 238 4] 114347835 | 2,400 545 | 3,782 7

- _SOUTHWESTERN | 1,577 172 55 11l 238l 515 458 236 | 1,200 | 80 -

STONE MTN. | 11,743 | 1,979 102 13 2,008 [2,623 5,474 1.552 9.649 0
_TALLAPOOSA 5,720 560 839 548 | 1,997 01,777 | 1,109 | 676 | 3652 | 71

TIFTON 1.971 . 299 152 21 a72 | 811 602 | 382 |-1.465 | 34 .

TOOMES 4,059 | 276 749 | 1,596 | 2,621 | 333 . | 447 180 960 | 478
~_WAYCROSS 3.628 447 _ 340 412 )" 1,199 | 787 1.196 279 | 2,362 foyal
| _MESTERN 1,932 397 ] 2| 4104 512 72 | 264 | 1,497 25

TOTALS 168, 446 26,893 T5,730 12,807 53,830 34,880 - 57,573 18,244 110,697 2,919
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CEXHIBIT A-II: SUPERIOR COURT OPEN CASES BY FILING TYPE: FY197§

s SRR R CRIMINAL o . ~ CIVIL - o louvenTies

o ST N . ____OPEN L _ - OPEN - -~ - .| OPEN

) ... .| TOTAL . . IRy K .| TOTAL | GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDENT ~ TOTAL = |  TOTAL. -
_CIRCUIT _| OPEN FELONY - [MISDEMEANOR TRAFEIC _CRIMINAL | CIVIL-. [RELATIONS | MOTIONS CIVIL P JUVENTLE

aearA” | 2045 | 319 | ‘7t | s 1,235 | 545 | 232 | 126 | g3 | M7 .
acovy | 2955 | g7y 227 | 31 505 | 797 |. 485 | 425 | 1,707 | 0.
amantA .| 9,373 | 1.580 | 27 | o | 1,607 | 4,937 | 2,231 | s | 7,766 | 0
ATLANTIC, "Ekhmf [ 155 | 24 | 2 | 181 | 508 |, 283 | 92 | ‘83 | 17

AueusTA_ | 7,006 | a9 | 288 | 7 | 714 | 2,230 | 3,083 |1,002. | 6,28 | 6

BLUE RIDGg\\ | 2,212 | 429 | 38 | 294 | 1,105 | 417 | 598 | 92 .| 1,007 | 0

BRwswrck ol 3,07 | es0 .| 138 | .1 | 794 | 89 | 971 | 383 | 223 | o

CHATTAHOOCHEE | 7,852 | 719 | g5 | 147 - 1020 | 1.002 | 3,838 | 9sa | 600 | a2

cHeRokeE |- 5,512 © | 425" | 612 | 4505 | 1,487 | 1,815 | 1,280 | 930 | 4,025 . 0

oavton | 2,96 | 364 | s | 6. | a4 | 650 | 1,770 | 132 | 2,552

COBB S 6,938 : 633 1o 0 . 634 12,573 ,3,39‘2 T 334 | 6,308

CONASAUGR 2,26 | 15 | 253 ..» 95 | 504 | 727 | - 613 | ‘256 | 1,59 -

coroELE | 1,379 | 181 654 | 304 | 200 | 203 | 716

o coweta | aim | 28 59 | 1,497 | 1,413 | 1,141 | 4,051
DOUG”ERTYJ | 1.8 | f4e ] 0 | 0.8 '“ff1hz”5f?ff406"v 406 | 428 | 1,240 |
EasTERN | 6780 1517 | a3 | 35 | 2, 02527 1,387 | 2,028 |1,340 | 4,75 | o
Funrc | o283 | 994 | sea | e | oas | 989 | ass | 420" [ 1,857 | 29
S GRIFFIN L vij_,gogfg',’,;Ev164‘°~‘r- 10 | 95 | . 39| o947 |-.919 | 644 '72 540;r;;jjfio”

| -éxi HOUSTON ,y‘*' B 6f9 1 153, 1 5 1 o0 1 15821E);’309,1.i=i: 898 ",‘ .j3141f{r 1, 521?‘
: 7"j7" WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT dUDGE HAS No ASSISIANCE FROM A dUVENILE,dUDGE OR REFEREE S

(e}




EXHIBIT A-IT: SUPERIOR COURT OPEN CASES BY FILING TYPE: FY1978

CRIMINAL

JUVENILE®

CIVIL
“OPEN OPEN OPEN
’ . TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL |DOMESTIC |INDEPENDENT TOTAL TOTAL
CIRCUIT OPEN FELONY MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIOMS CIVIL JUVENT LS
LOOKOUT MTN. 3,898 348 554 235 1,137 973 1,161 627 2,761 0
MACON: 4,260 531 156 35 722 979 1,818 678 3,475 63
MIDDLE 2,299 219 1 1 221 852 750 463 2,065 13
MOUNTAIN 1,150 118 145 67 330 349 285 172 806 14
NORTHEASTERN 1,337 142 84 - 100 326 497 308 164 969 42
NORTHERN 1,717 142 193 79 414 484 361 411 1,256 47
_OCMULGEE 3,486 558 472 116 1,146 841 613 853 2,307 33
~ OCONEE 1,749 179 164 | 77 420 465 280 545 1,290 39
OGEECHEE 2,076 180 70 7 257 871 552 370 1,793 26+
PATAULA 1,383 146 363 11 520 437 173 250 860
PIEDMONT 2,717 105 75 81 261 645 467 | 1,344 2,456
ROME 4,457 377 593 88 1,058 | 1,296 1,058 | 1,045 3,399
_SOUTH GEORGIA | 1,255 332 327 30 689 196 146 148 490 76
' SOUTHERN 3,202 346 112 | 462 669 - 1,447 621 | 2,737 )
SOUTHWESTERN 931 65 8 2 75 402 253 | 194 -| 849
STONE_MIN, 11,439 - 945 . 32 4 981" | 4,007 5,031 | 1,420 | 10,458 0
_TALLAPOOSA -~ | 8,935 762 978 545 2,285 | 3,414 1,819 | 1,367 | 6,600 - 50
TIFTON | 1.798 408 167 | 11 586 | 352 416 | - 43t | 1,199 9
TOOMBS 2,189 1190 412 | 591 1,193 296 425 267 988 8
_WAYCROSS 1,757 237 95 6 338 | 492 706 211 1,409 10
WESTERN 1,501 530 .. . .11 7 548 400 1353 198 - 951 2

% WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE JUDGE OR REFEREE.



EXHIBIT A-III : STATE COURT CASELOAD BY CASE TYPE FY1978
§ STATE MISDEMEANOR v TRAFFIC GENERAL CIVIL NOEPENDENT MO‘ILIONS TOTAL CASES
CIRCUIT ?'{Ecuﬁ FILINGS |DISPOSED | FILINGS |DISPOSED FILINGS |DISPOSED | FILINGS IDISPOSED FILINGS | DISPOSED
ALAPAHA N 256 256 644 644 6 6 2 1 908 907
ATLANTA ] 7,685 17,198 15,385 _ [13,428 47,937 149,389 | 37,462 |37,388 [108,469 [107,403
ATLANTIC 5 1,033 [1,012 11,423 [11,456 178 123 39 22 |12,673 112,613
AUGUSTA 2 | 6586 453 |10,847 | 9,061 143 98 37 64| 17,583 | 13.757
BLUE RIDGE 2 11,876 11,734 4,430 | 4,052 724 512 164 73 | 7,194 6,371
BRUNSWICK 3 2,441 2,046 8,023 }7,897 1,515 1,234 1,457 | 1,344 113,436 | 12,521
CHATTAHOOCHEE ] 2,219 11,749 12,740 2,592 | 259 181 8 0 5,226 4,522
CLAYTON 1 2,700 13,376 83322 | 8,174 3,711 2,747 959 523 115,692 | 14,820
COBB 1 3,129 3,202  [715,323 {13,621 8,628 73902 1,102 | 1,256 | 28,182 | 25,981
COWETA, 3 13,359 {3,177 [ 7,102 |6,992 1,112 839 378 73 (11,951 | 11,081
DOUGHERTY 1 3,687 3,633 2,502 | 2,445 1,333 1,316 | 2,144 | 1,593 9,666 8,987
~ DUBLIN 3 ‘678 562 | 6,958 | 6,662 195 146 99 | 49 7,930 7,419
EASTERN 1 1,822 2,136 1,190 | 1,672 1,754 1,215 | 1,684 730 6,450 | 5,753,
GRIFFIN B 858 862 2,429 | 2,434 37 27 9. 4 | 3,333 | 3,327
GWINNETT 1 2,277 12,219 979 695 2,355 | 1,898 799 226 6,410 | 5,038
HOUS TON ] 2,431 |2,308 4,938 | 5,144 642 464 305 233 8,316 8,149
LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN ] 462 478 2,354 2,404 54 100 31 25 2,901 3,007
MACON 113,048 3,031 2,469 | 2,445 483 461 91 56 | 6001 5,003
MIDDLE 5 2,364  |2,086 6,918 6,439 120 107 49 21 9,451 | 8,653
MOUNTAIN 2 1,004 816 1,847 1,731 172 119 63 42 | 3,086 2,708
~ NORTHEASTERN ] 1,602 11,890 4,101 4,663 530 537 201 174 6,434 7.264



EXHIBIT A-I1T1 : STATE COURT CASELOAD BY CASE TYPE : FY1978

§ STATE!  MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC GENERAL .CIVIL NDEPENDENT MOTIONS| — TOTAL CASES
CIRCUIT E}-gcuij,\[l FILINGS |DISPOSED | FILINGS |DISPOSED | FILINGS |DISPOSED | FILINGS DISPOSED | FILINGS |DISPOSED
NORTHERN 1 305 270 | 630 753 | 17 20 12 10 o066 | 1,083
OCMULGEE 2 1,800 | 1,800 2,189 | 2,188 2 0 0 0 | 3,991 | 3,988
OGEECHEE 4 778 568 8,296 | 7,811 | 318 | 187 58 | 16 | 9,450 | 8.582
PATAULA 2 670_| 529 1.059 868 | 26 26 & a | 1761 | 1,027
PIEDMONT 1 326 249 2,937 | 2,575 | 106 93 66 20 | 3,435 | 2,946
SOUTH GEORGIA 3 1,671 | 1,690 4,237 | 4,259 | 43 33 30 20 | 5,981 | 6,002
SOUTHERN 4 3,328 | 3,319 | 13,003 | 12,430 | 178 138 65 22 116,574 | 15,909
SOUTHWESTERN 2 964 914 2,046 | 2,008 | 163 157 48 26 | 3,221 | 3,105
STONE MOUNTAIN*| 1 7,749 | 6,835 6,387 | 5,533 {14,504 [14,051 [11,809 [10,948 | 40,539 | 37,367
TALLAPOOSA _ 1 188 175 433 421 | 184 175 52 12 857-. 783
TIFTON 2 1,868 | 1,482 6,303 | 6,091 | 204 175 50 9 | 8,425 | 7,757
WAYCROSS 3 1,876 | 1,454 .} 4,663 | 4.418 | 3024 265 75 56} 6.938 | 6.193
_WESTERN 1 392 | 410 112 92 | 155 | 180 137 105 1. 796 787

-*SOME DISPOSITIONS FOR DEKALB COUNTY ESTIMATED BASED ON STATE AVERAGES.






EXHIBIT A-IV: PROBATE COURT CRIMINAL CASELOAD BY FILING TYPE: FY1978
MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC TOTAL
CIRCUIT FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED | FILINGS DISPOSED
ALAPAHA 309 315 3,256 3,314 3,565 3,629
ALCOVY 257 256 3,803 3,780 4,060 4,036
ATLANTIC 0 0 2,011 2,011 2,011 2,011
AUGUSTA 99 99 3,184 3,184 3,283 3,283
BLUE RIDGE .. 115 92 1,279 1,258 1,394 1,350
BRUNSWICK 161 161 4,738 4,862 4,899 5,023
CHATTAHOOCHEE 216 216 - 6,049 5,955 6,265 6,171
CHEROKEE €3 61 3,768 3,875 3,831 3,936
CONASAUGA 182 167 6,080 5,864 6,262 6,031
CORDELE 65 52 9,280 7,853 9,345 7,505
COWETA 115 122 3,075 2,843 3,190 2,965
DUBLIN 36 36 1,340 1,339 1,376 1,375
FLINT 3856 - 401 15,022 15,154 15,407 15,555
GRIFFIN 103 106 5,305 5,186 5,408 5,292
LOOKOUT MTN, 64 73 8,680 8,539 8,744 8,612
MACON 121 121 3,037 3,037 3,158 3,158
MOUNTAIN ‘ 168 171 1,115 1,096 1,283 1,267
NORTHEASTERN 80 80 1,253 1.241 1,333 1,321
NORTHERN 221 231 5,236 5,344 5,457 5,575
OCMULGEE 113 113 6,491 6,470 6,604 6,583
OCONEE 324 324 4,605 4,604 4,929 4,928
PATAULA 592 590 3,929 3,927 4,521 4,517
PIEDMONT 7 9 1,23] 1,272 1,238 1,281
ROME , 147 119 4,130 3,934 4,277 4,053
SOUTH GEORGIA 120 120 552 552 672 672
SOUTHERN 9] 93 1,524 - 1,532 1,615 1,625
SOUTHWESTERN 108 104 1,847 1,738 1,955 1,842
STONE MTN, 150 168 3,307 3,263 3,457 3,431
TALLAPQQSA 68 56 5,933 5,453 6,001 5,509
TIFTON 404 404 4,120 4,120 4,524 4,524
TOOMBS 357 354 5,637 5,692 5,994 6,046
WAYCROSS 31 31 - 2,085 2,115 2,116 2,146
51 46 7176 699 827 745

_WESTERN



EXHIBIT A-V: JUVENILE éOURT CASELOAD BY FILING TYPE: FY1978

" ' ' \ SPECIAL
DEL.INQUENT UNRULY TRAFFIC DEPRIVED PROCEEDING TOTAL

: # _CHD, # CHD. - # CHD. 4 CHD. m CrD. % CHD.
=gIRCUIl:V V%EHILDREN DISPOSEE CHIEPREN DISPOSED| CHILDREN| DISPOSED | CHILDREN|DISPOSED CHE&QREN DISPOSED| CHILDREN| DISPOSED
Alapaha . 150 143 6 6. 0 0| 0 0 0 0 156 149
Alcovy 268 261 121 123 57 53 115 106 8 8 569 557
Atlanta 3,968 | 3,407 | 1,019 855 292 254 540 494 34 28 | 5,853 | 5,038
Atlantic 153 139 39 .| 4 3 2 9 9 Vi 7 211 198
Augusta 535 526 218 220 5 5 182 179 13 13 953 943
Blue Ridge 251 241 183 141 50 51 141 138 1 0 626 571
Brunswick 640 599 483 473 188 153 131 121 67 65 1,509 1,411
Chattahoochee | 1,131 | 1,203 605 620 162 17 191 193 144 153 {2,233 | 2,340 °
Cherokee 470 452 249 247 141 134 198 182 6 5 | 1,064 | 1,020
Clayton 958 | 896 565 552 133 120 434 474 10 10 | 2,100 | 2,052
Gobb 1,170 | 1,29% 551 572 118 135 189 201 71 64 | 2,099 | 2,268
Conasauga 362 351 161 146 5 5 120 106 ] 1 649 609
Cordele 172 155 39 34 2 2| 23 26 5 5 241 222
Coweta 410 369 76 70 37 35| 230 214 3 2 756 690
Dougherty 480 480 36 36 35 35 3 3] 80 80 634 634
Dublin - 149 | 129 38 32 9 9 71 55 2 3 269 228
Eastern 1,206 | 1,174 | 235 217 156 152 99 82| 59 56 | 1,755 | 1,681
Flint 124 107 15 11 4 3] 54 28| 1 ] 198 150
Griffin 180 169 . 59 54 2 1) 134 125 2 2 | 37 351
Gwinnett 595 534 265 245 86 . 78] 75 82| 0 0 | 1,001 | 939
Houston 125 119 6 5 0 0 26 19 0 0 157 143




ST T p—

EXHIBIT A-V: JUVENILE COURT CASELOAD BY FILING TYPE: FY1978

, SPECIAL
DELINQUENT UNRULY TRAFFIC DEPRIVED PROCEEDING TOTAL
. # CHD. # CHD. # CHD., i CHD, # CHD, # CHD.
CIRCUIT CHILDREN| DISPOSED| CHILDREN] DISPOSED | CHILDREN| DISPOSED { CHILDREN | DISPOSED | CHILDREN|DISPOSEDI CHILDREN|DISPOSED
Lookout Mt. 284 244 77 73 43 45 46 48 24 23 474 433
Macon 483 421 102 99 10 10 124 107 127 128 846 765
Middle 178 158 22 17 0 0 72 63 ] 1 273 239
Mountain 145 148 43 42 27 29 20 22 0 0 235 241
Northeastern 397 403 189 155 26 25 47 49 1 i 660 633
Northern 96 79 18 18 5 3 21 21 4 1 144 132
Ocmulgee 95 86 40 27 5 5 46 38 11 11 197 167
Oconee 154 14 62 53 6 5 29 19 20 14 271 232
Ogeechee 158 145 22 24 3 3 21 18 1 1 205 191
Pataula 107 100 3 3 0 0 10 10 0 0 120 113
Piedmont 118 116 44 51 5 4 31 26 7 10 205 207
Rome 347 340 256 254 33 30 188 189 ] 1 825 814
South Georgia | 118 83 9 6 1 ] 1 1] 6 ] 145 102
Southern 254 235 68 64 16 14 37 33 93 - 99 468 445
Southwestern 199 161 76 70 3 3 21 10 | 20 20 319 264
Stone Mountain | 2,852 | 2,801 | 1,427 |1,465 414 387 454 430 146 148 [5,293 |5,231
Tallapoosa 117 82 53 35 3 3 50 27 7 4 | 230 151
Tifton - 156 140 11 9 4 4 5 2 | 10 5 186 160
Toombs 66 | 64 | 3% 395 0 0. 16 13 | 2 3 478 475
Waycross: 300 280 122 116 12 11 145 137 18 18 597 562
Western 272 268 3] 216 207 28 30 9 8 559 | 538

34

%NUMBER OF CHILDREN DISPOSED FOR WARE COUNTY ESTIMATED, BASED ON STATEWIDE AVERAGE OF CHILDREN DISPOSED/CHILDREN FILED. .



EXHIBIT A-VI: POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANGE BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY

“o—— ™.

A

1980 POPULATION

TOTAL

179,300

: - 1970 1977 % CHANGE , % CHANGE
CIRCUIT COUNTY POPULATION POPULATION 1970-1977 PROJECTION 1977-1980
ALAPAHA ATKINSON 5,879 5,800 -1.34 6,200 6.90

BERRIEN 11,556 12,600 9.03 12,700 0.79
CLINCH 6,405 6,500 1.48 6,900 6.15
COOK 12,129 11,300 -6.83 13,900 23.01
LANIER 5,031 5,600 11.31 5,600 0.00
TOTAL 41,000 41,800 1.95 45,300 8.37
"ALCOVY NEWTON 26,282 31,700 20.61 34,400 8.52
WALTON 23,404 28,000 19.64 30,700 9.64
TOTAL 49,686 59,700 20.15 65,100 9.05
ATLANTA FULTON _ 605,210 576,800 -4,69 583,400 1.14
' TOTAL 605,210 576,800 -4.69 583,400 1.14
ATLANTIC BRYAN 6,539 7,800 19.28 8,500 8.97
EVANS 7,290 8,100 11.11 .9,000 11.11
LIBERTY 17.569 27.300 55. 31 27,200 -0.37
LONG 3,746 3,700 -1.23 3,900 5.41
MCINTOSH 7,371 7,400 0.39 9,100 22.97
TATTNALL 16,557 17,700 6.90 18,100 2.26
TOTAL 59,072 72,000 . 21.89 75,800 5.28
AUGUSTA “ BURKE 18,255 18.300 0.25 19,100 4.37
COLUMBIA 22,327 30.800 37.95 31,600 2.60
RICHMOND 162,437 163,000 0.35 179,500 10.12
, - TOTAL 203,019 212,100 4.47 230,200 8.53
BLUE RIDGE CHEROKEE 31.059 42,100 35.55 45,100 713
FANNIN 13,357 15,300 14.55 15,400 0.65
FORSYTH 16,928 22,800 34.69 24,900 9.21
GILMER ' 8.956 11,100 23.94 10,600 “<4.50
PICKENS 9,620 10,900 13.31 11,800 8.26
1. TOTAL | 79,920 102,200 27.88 107,800 5.48
BRUNSWICK | APPLING 12,726 13,900 9.23. 14,600 5.04
CAMDEN  © 11,334 11,200 -1.18 13300 18.75
GLYNN 50,528 51,400 1.73 59,200 1518
JEFF_DAVIS 9,425 11.100 17.77 17,600 - T30~
WAYNE L 17,858 ‘1%‘Qﬂﬂv 6.39 20,600 8,42
10T, 871 106,600 4,64 1791



EXHIBIT A-VI: POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANGE BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY

1970 ‘ 1977 % CHANGE 1980 POPULATION % CHANGE

CIRCUIT 1COUNTY POPULATION POPULATION 1970-1977 PROJECTION 1977-1980
CHATTAHOOCHEE . | CHATTAHOOCHEE 25,813 10,500 -59.32 _ 15,200 44 .76
HARRIS 11,520 13,100 13.72 13,100 0.00

MARION 5,099 5.000 -1.94 5,300 _6.00
MUSCOGEE 167,377 171,800 2.64 175,000 1.86

TALBOT 6,625 6,800 .64 6,600 ~ -2.94
TAYLOR 7,865 7,400 -5.9] 7.800 R.41
TOTAL 224,299 214,600 -4.32 223,000 3.91
CHEROKEE BARTOW 32,911 37,300 13.34 44,500 19.30
GORDON 23,570 27,900 18.37 28.900 3.58

TOTAL 56,481 65,200 15.44 73,400 12.58
CLAYTON CLAYTON , 98,126 129,900 32.38 147,100 13.24
| TOTAL 98,126 129,900 32.38 147,100 13.24
COBB | coBB 196,793 263,000 ' 33.64 274,100 4,22
' P TOTAL 196,793 263,000 33.64 274,000 4.22
CONASAUGA | MURRAY - 12,986 17,100 31.68 17,500 a 2.34
I WHITFIELD 55,108 63.700 ‘ 15.59 70,400 10.52
: TOTAL 68,094 ' 80,800 18.66 87,900 8.79
CORDELE BEN HILL 13,171 _ 14,200 7.81 14,600 2.82
' CRISP 18,087 19,400 ~ 7.26 21,300 9.79
DOOLY 10,404 11,300 .61 | 11,100 v -1.77
WILCOX 6,998 7,400 _ 5.74 7,200 -2.70
TOTAL 48,660 52,300 7.48 54,200 3.63
COWETA CARROLL 45,404 56,400 24.22 59,300 3 5.14
' _COWETA 32,310 37,400 15.75 38,900 ~4.01
HEARD ; 5,354 5,700 6.46 ~ 6,000 5.26
MER IWETHER 19,461 ' 20,600 : 5.85 24,100 - 16,99
TROUP 44 466 , 42,500 -4.,42 46,400 9.18
TOTAL 146,995 162,600 - 10.62 174,700 7.44

" DOUGHERTY 1 DOUGHERTY 89,639 99,000 ‘ 10.44 110,300 S 171.41
T TOTAL ~ 89,639 99,000 -~ 10.44 - 110,300 11.41
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EXHI’BIT 'A-VI: POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANGE BY €IRCUIT AMND COUNTY

o : - 1970 1977 % CHANGE - 1980 POPULATION % CHANGE
CIRCUIT  |COUNTY POPULATION POPIJLATION 1970-1977, PROJECTION 1977 -1980
DUBLIN _JOHNSON 7,727 7.700 _-0.35 8.000 _3.90
‘ o LAURENS : 32,738 . 33,400 ‘ ’ 2.02; 35,600 - 6.59
TREUTLIN 5,647 " 6,100 -~ 8.02__ 6,000 -1.64
TWIGGS ' 8,222 8,000 ’ - =2,70 8,700 8.75
T TOTAL | 54,334 ' 55,200 . . 1.59 58,300 5.62
EASTERN "CHATHAM _ 187,876 191,500 - 1.96 202,000 5.48
= - - T TOTAL 187,876 T9T,500 ; TT1.96 202,000 ' ~ 5.48
FLINT ' BUTTS , 10,560 , 12,800 1 21.21 -~ 14,200 |~ 10.94
HENRY 23,724 t. 28,300 . 19.29 31,900 - 12.72
L AMAR — 10,688 11,000 2.92 10,700 -2.73
~MONROE 1 10,991 12,400 ? —12.82 13,300 7.26
TOTAL |- 55,963 64,500 - 15.25 70,100 ~ 8.68
GRIFFIN- - | FAYETTE 11,364 18,400 s 61.91 19,800 ‘ : 7.61
- ~ PIKE 7,316 8,200 , - 12.08 8,000 -2.44
"SPALDING 39,514 = 43,600 3 10.34° 44,100 : - 1.15
UPSON 23,505 24,000 2. 11 26,800 ~11.67
TOTAL 81,699 94,200 . 15.30" 98,700 ~ 4.78
GWINNETT | GWINNETT 72,349 A 134,300 | 85.63. | 166,700 24.13
: . ~ TOTAL 72,349 - 134,300 - 85.63 ' | 166.700 24,13
'HOUSTON | HOUSTON 62,924 ' 78,900 ‘ - 25.39. " .. ~85,500 - - 8.37 -
- ‘ _ TOTAL| - 62,924 - . | 78,900 25,39 | 85,500 S| 8,37
LOOKOUT MTN. | CATOOSA 28,271 L - 35,200 - 24,51 | 36,700 426
' | CHATTOOGA . - 20,541 - 21,700 5,64 23,200 ol 6.9T
DADE 9,970 11,500 | 16.04 | 12,100 ‘ 5.22
WALKER - | _ 50,6917 571,900 ) ' 2.39 58,200 -~ | 12.14
i o TOTAL 109,413 | 120,300 9,95 | 130,200 _ - 8.23
 MACON BIBB - 143,366 - 146,000 - . 1.84 156,400 7.2
o S CRAWFORD - 5,748 . 6,400‘ R S 11.34 y 6,600 ) i 3,13
PEACH | 15,990 ~- 18,800 | 3 17.59 | 21,800 |  15.96 i
TOTAL | 165,104 1 171k200 -} - -3.69 184,800 _ - 7.94 ,*a’
— ;



EXHIBIT A-VI: POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANGE BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY
S ' ) 1970 o 1977 % CHANGE 1980 POPULATION % HAN
CIRCUIT ~|couNTY POPULATION .. |  POPULATION .1970-1977 " PROJECTION Tosre 1980
MIDDLE CANDLER ! -6,412 6,300 -1.75 . 6,800° 7.94
C ] EMANUEL 18,357 - 19,400 5.68 - 20,700 . 6.70 .
JEFFERSON 17,174 -16,900 -1.60 18,508 9,47
TOOMBS 19,151 21,100 10.18 . ° 22,500 . 6.64
~ WASHINGTON 17,480 16,900 _-3,32 17.60Q 4,14
. TOTAL 78,574 80,600 2.58 . 86,100 6.82 .
MOUNTAIN - | HABERSHAM 20,691 . 23,000 11.16 23,700 . _3.04
o ' RABUN 8,327 = 8,700 . 4.48 - - 10.500 - - | 20.69
STEPHENS 20,331 . 22,400 -10,18 23,200 . .. 3.57
TOWNS . - 4,565 5,300 16.10 5,200 -1.89
- UNION _ - 6,811 8,200 20.39 8,300 - o122
I TOTAL 60,725 67,600 - 11.32 " . 70,900 . -4.88.
NORTHEASTERN - | DAWSON oL 3,639 . 4,900 34,65 4,600 . . -6.12.
1 HALL 59,405 - 67,700 - 13.96 74,300 _9.75
| LUMPKIN 8,728 9,400 - 7.70 4 10,600 - 12.77
| _WHITE . 7,742 _9.000 16.25 <} - 9,400 444
. ! _ TOTAL | 79,514 91,000 14,45 - 98,900 8.68
NORTHERN ELBERT ‘ . 17,262 17,600 1.96¢ - | . 18,700 . 6.25
S FRANKLIN - . 12,784 ’ 13,700 7.17 14,200 . . . 3.65 .
HART. 15,814 . © - 16,200 2.4 [T 17,800 .. . ~9.88
| MADISON _ . 13,517, 15,800 " 16.89. . | 17,500 . 10.76 . ¢
_ OGLETHORPE “ | . . 7,598 8,900 1714 - - 8,500 4,49
RN . TOTAL | 66,975 . .72,200 . 7.80 | 76,700 . - | . 6.23 -
OCMULGEE , - BALDWIN ¢ 34,240 32,500 - -5.08 -4 36,600 - 4. 12.62
__GREENE 1,212 10,600 - - 3.80 {. 11,200 - '] .5.66
_HANCOCK =" ™ 9,019. .. 9,200 : 2,01 79,300 - - L.1.09
JASPER i 5,760 - 6,800 - 18.06- . -+ 7,100 .. s 4]
JONES .. i 012,270 15,700 . .27.95 ] . 17,000. o] 8.28.
MORGAN _ ,&',~1,;' 9,904 - 9,800 , . - 1,05 oo .o 01,0000 0 el 12424 Lo
2| PUTNAM - a»»a;;' .8,394 - .| - 9.700 - 15,56 .. © 10,000 . - i hoe 3,09 0 o
_ WILKINSON. - 29,393 L. 10,300 - 9.66 . 7] - 10, 200;' : T R0.97 . ..
.  TotAL | .99, 192 - 104600 - 5,45 |- 712 400 - 146 - e
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EXHIBIT A-VI: POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANGE BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY

‘ o , ‘ 1970 1977 ' % CHANGE 1980 POPULATION | % CHANGE
CIRCUIT COUNTY [/ POPULATION POPULATION 1970-1977 -PROJECTION 1977 -1980

‘OCONEE _ BLECKLEY 10,291 10,800 4.95 11,100 2.78
- DODGE_ . 15,658 15,900 ~ 1.55 17,400 9.43
. MONTGOMERY _ 6,099 6.500 _ 6,57 6.800 | 4,62

PULASKI __ 8,066 7.600 ~5.78 8,600 13.16
TELFAIR 17,394 | 11,800 | 3.56 12,900 9,32
WHEELER 4,506 | 5,100 10.97 5,200 1.96
- | —TOTAL 56,104 | 57,700 2.84 1. 62,000 7.45
OGEECHEE BULLOCH - 31,585 ’ 34,400 - 8.91 38,800 12.79
““ EFFINGHAM ~ 13,632 16,300 19.57 18,300 1o 12.27
JENKINS 8,332 8,300 -0.38 i 8,400 1.20
__‘SCREVEN . 12,591 i 13,800 . 9.60 _12.300 ~10.87
I TOTAL 66,140 72,800 10.07 77,800 6.87
PATAULA CLAY 1 3,636 | 3,800 4,51 _3.000 __-21.05
| EARLY | 12,682 12,600 | -0.65 13,200 _ 4.76
MILLER 6,424 6,500 1.18 6,500 0.00
QUITMAN . | 2,780 ' 1,900 -12.84 2,100 __10.53
_RANDOLPH 8,734 | —_ 9,200 5.38 8,900 1 -3.26
SEMINOLE . 7,059 7,900. 11.91 8,900 12.66
_ TERRELL - .46 10,700 __=6.27 1 11,500 7.48
L . b TOTALY 52,131 52,600 - ; 0.90 54,100 2,85
PIEDMONT | BANKS - 6,833 [ 8,000 Kl 17.08 7,200 _ -10.00
] poRROW o~ | 16,889 18,500 _9.73 21,100 14.05
1 JACKSON. T 21,093 - 23,000 | 9.04 25,600 11.30
S ~ "votAL] . 44,785 | 49,500 _10.53 53,900 [ 8.89

ROME T FOYD | - 73,742 78,800 . 6.86 | 84,400 711
R R 73,742 78,800 ~ 6.86 | 84,400 I in
' SOUTH GEORGIA | BAKER | 3,875 | 4,200 839 | 3600 - | -14.29
e | CALHOUN - | 6,606 " 6,300 | -4.63 | 6,900 . 1 9.52
| DECATUR _ 22,3100 23,000 4 354 | 23500 1.73
L GRADY | 17,826 | 19,500 | 9,39 1 19400 . | -0.5]
MITCHELL . | 18,956 18,500 | 241 -1 20,800 | | 12,43

~ TotALl . 69,5723 {71,600 - Tp.ol - |- 74,2000 0} 3.63

= b



EXHIBIT A-VI:

POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANGE BY CIRCUIT.AND COUNTY

‘ 1970 1977 % CHANGE 1980 POPULATION % CHANGE
CIRCUIT JCOUNTY POPULATION POPULATION 1970-1977 PROJECTION 1977 -1980
SOUTHERN _BROOKS 13,743 13,700 -0,31 14,100 2.92

- COLQUITT 32,298 33,200 2.79 34,700 4,52
ECHOLS __ 1,924 1,900 ~1.25 2,200 15.79
LOWNDES 55,112 67,400 22.30 72,700 7.86
THOMAS 34,562 36,100 4.45 39,900 ~.10.53
o TOTAL 134,639 152,300 10.65 163,600 -~ 7142
SOUTHWESTERN LEE 7.044 8,900 26,35 9,900 11.24
—MACON 12,933 12,400 -4.12 13,900 12,10
”" L SCHLEY 3,097 2,900 -6.36 3,200 10.34
STEWART 6,511 5,800 -10.92 6,000 3.45
SUMTER 26,931 26,800 -0.49 31,500 17.54
WEBSTER 2,362 2,000 -15.33 2,700 35.00
| TOTAL 58,878 58,800 -0,13 67,200 14.29
STONE _MOUNTAIN | DEKALB 415,387 473,200 13.92 500,200 5.71
ROCKDALE 18,152 27,600 52.05 29,600 7.25
__TOTAL_ 433,539 ~ 500,800 15.51 529,800 5.79
TALLAPOOSA | DOUGLAS 28,659 44,300 54.58 61,200 ' 38.15
| HARAL SON 15,927 18,000 13.02 18,000 0.00
PAULDING 17,520 22,400 - 27.85 25,000 11.61
POLK 29,656 30,800 3.86 34,200 ~11.04
C _____TOTAL 91,762 115,500 25.87 138,400 19.83
TIFTON IRWIN 8,036 8,500 5.77 8,900 4.71
i TTIFT ~ 27,288 30,900 ~13.24 34,200 10.68
“TURNER 8,790 8,700 -1.02 9,600 10.3%
WORTH 14,770 16,500 .71 17,700 7.27
o ] _ TOTAL 58,884 64,600 , 9.71 70,400 - 8.98
TOOMBS _GLASCOCK | - 2,280 2,600 " 14,04 2,300 =11 .54
B LINCOLN 5,895 6,600 11.96 | 6,800 - 3.03
| MCDUFFIE 15,276 - 16,800 9.98 | 17,900 6.55
| TALIAFERRO | 2,423 2,500 3,18 - 1,900 | -24.00
| WARREN T 6,669 6,000 . -10.03 6,600 —10.00_
WILKES 10,184 - 10,200 - __0.16 _ 10,700 __4.90
~ - TOTAL'| . 42,727 44,700 _4.62 46,200 _3.36



EXHIBIT

POPULATION AND POPULATIONiCHANGE

A-VI: 8Y CIRCUIT ANDVQOUNTY
; ; 1970 1977 — 5 CHANGE . [1980 POPULATION % CHANGE - ...
CIRCUIT COUNTY POPULATION POPULATION 1970~1977 .~ PROJECTION ‘1977 ~1980 s
WAYCROSS BACON 8,233 9,600 16.60 9,100 -5.21 e
~ BRANTLEY 5,940 8,300 39.73 7,700 -7.23
CHARLTON - 5,680 6,300 10.92 6,700 6.35
1 CcoFFEE 72,828 24,300 6.45 27,000 11,11
" PIERCE 9.281 11.200 20,68 10.600 -5.36
~ WARE __ 33,525 34,300 2.31 36,100 5,25
~TOTAL 85,487 94,000 9.96 97,200 3.40
WESTERN CLARKE 65.177 76,400 17.22 - | 86,900 ~13.74
OCONEE 7,915 9,800 23.82 .| 10,000 2.04
- TOTAL 73,092 86,200 17.93 96,900 L 12.4
STATEWIDE, TOTAL T, 587 930 5,064, 600"”' '10 39 5,429 ooo,' . 7.20

- SOURCE:

ANNUAL ESTIMATE OF POPULATION FOR THE STATE OF GEORGLA 1977 (OFFICE OF. PLANNING AND BUDGET, SEPTEMBER 1978) AND
POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR GEORGIA COUVTIES 1980-2010 COFFICE OF PLANNING AND BUDGET SEPTEMBER, 1977).

bl

A



/
I




EXHIBIT A-VII: ASSISTANCE FROM SENIOR JUDGES BY CIRCUIT: FY1978
s e R N

. 4 ,
CIRCUIT OF DAYS RANK
ALAPAHA 15 , 21
ALCOVY ; 5 26.3
ATLANTA o 399 1
ATLANTIC 4o 14.5
AUGUSTA 18 ~18.5

- BLUE RIDGE ' 75 7
BRUNSWICK _ 202 T2
CHATTAHOOCHEE 2 30
CHEROKEE 63 9
CLAYTON - 50 12

“COBB , 193 3
CONASAUGA 12 22
CORDELE ‘ 27 16
COWETA 0 32.1
DOUGHERTY 0 32,1
DUBLIN 23 17
"EASTERN 54 10.5

CFLINT ' 54 10.5
"GRIFFIN 5 ~ 26.3
GWINNETT , 16 20
HOUSTON 18 18.5
LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN 0 32.1
MACON 76 . b
MIDDLE 0 32.1

MOUNTAIN 9 24
NORTHEASTERN 40 14,5
NORTHERN : 7 25
OCMULGEE 0 32.1
OCONEE 0 32.1
OGEECHEE 1 31
PATAULA 4 29
“PIEDMONT 0 32,1
ROME N 49 13
SOUTH GEORGIA 5 26.3
SOUTHERN 11 23 &

— SOUTHWESTERN 0 32.1

" STONE _MOUNTAIN 155 n

 TALLAPOOSA 73 . 8
TIFTON =~ Sl 104 -5 :
TOOMBS T o0 2201 -
WAYCROSS R 32.1

~ WESTERN 10 ] 32.1
CTOTAL. oo L,905 o
- AVERAGE OF ALL CIRCUITS . 45,36

© AVERAGE OF 31 CIRCUITS =~ =
- WHICH USED SENIOR JUDGES ~ 61.45 -

SOURCE: GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES



EXHIBIT A-VIII: RESIDENT ACTIVE ATTORNEYS BY CIRCUIT: NOVEMBER, 1978

T , 1971-1978
- CIRCUIT 1971 ° RANK 1978 RANK [CRANGE | % RANK
ALAPAHA .23 40 28 41 5 21.7 40
ALCOVY ~ 30 34.5 54 3] 24 80 13
ATLANTA 2,326 1 4.346 1 2.020 86 .8 10
ATLANTIC 34 30.5 48 33 14 41.2 32
AUGUSTA , 186 5 268 6 82 | 44.] 29
BLUE RIDGE 32 32 72 22 40 1125 2
BRUNSWICK 84 10,5 139 10 55 65.5 18
CHATTAHOOCHEE 126 7 243 7 67 38,1 34
CHEROKEE 39 25 _ 59 28 20 51.31 24
CLAYTON 59 14 132 11 73 [123.7 3
COBB , 180 6 392 , 4 212 [117.8 4
CONASAUGA 47 24 74 20.5 33 80.5[ 11
" CORDELE ‘ 24~ | 39 34 37.5 10 41.7 31
- COWETA , 86 9 127 14.5 41 47.7 26
DOUGHERTY 77 12 127 14.5 50 | 64.9 19
DUBLIN 27 38 34 3751 7 25.9 37
EASTERN 262 3 404 3 142 54,2 21
FLINT 30 —34.5 60 26.5 30 {100 7.5
GRIFFIN 45 20 90 18 45 1100 7.5
GWINNETT 43 22 ‘ 131 12 88 [204.7 ]
HOUSTON 37 26.5 60 26.5 23 62.21 20
LOOKOUT MTN. 44 21 66 25 22 50 25
MACON 221 4 336 5 115 52 23
MIDDLE 51 17.5 71 23 20 39.2 33
MOUNTAIN 34 ~30.5 67 24 33 | 97.1 9
NORTHEASTERN 71 13 128 13 57 80.3 12
NORTHERN 42 23 56 30 14 33.3 35
OCMULGEE 5] 17.5 74 ~20.5 23 | 45.1 27
_ OCONEE ] - 29 | 36.5 38 35.5 ] 9 31 | 36
OGEECHEE ‘ 36 28 45 3 | 9 25 | 38
_PATAULA T 29 36.5. 33 ~39.5 4 1 13.8 42
'PIEDMONT N 19 42 33 39.5 12 | 73.7 16
ROME 54 15 97 16 43 [ 79.6 14
_SOUTH GEORGIA | — 35 - 29 50 32 15 42.91 30
SOUTHERN B 87 8 146 ‘ 9 | 59 67.81 17
SOUTHWESTERN .31 1 33 38 ‘ 35.5 1 7 22.6 39
“STONE MTN, ~ 342 2 723 1 2 381 {111.41 5
- _TALLAPOOSA ‘ 47 19 96 17 49 [104.31 6
~ TIFTON 37 | 26.5 57 ] 29 20 | 54.1 22
—TOOMBS BB E 22 4 126 47 4 ].18.2 41
“_WAYCROSS - 52 16 75 19 23 44.2 28
_WESTERN 1 8 | 10.5 148 8 64 | 76.2 15

~SOURCE: - GEORGIA BAR ASSOCIATION DIRECTORY LISTING OF ACTIVE ATTORNEYS



EXHIBIT A-IX: JUDICIAL PERSONNEL SUPERIOR STATE AND JUVENILE COURTS BY
- CIRCUIT AND COUNTY - DECEMBER 31, 1978 :

i SUPERI‘OR STATE - JUVENILE
; o , ‘ K FULL  PART ~ FUL  PART -
CIRCUIT COUNTY : TIVME  TIME . TIME  TIME REFEREE .
Alapaha Atkinson ST
- Berrien ' IS
Clinch , il
Cook
Lanier v o
Circuit Total 2 - 1
~Alcovy Newton ' R |
, Walton ‘ ‘ ~ 1
Circuit Total 2 ~ : 2
Atlanta Fulton 11 - 8 2 2
Atlantic Bryan 13
o Evans 1-
Liberty - 1
Long 1
McIntosh
Tattnall ' ‘ 1
Circuit Total 2 ~ 5
Augusta Burke 1 5 1
~ ‘ ‘ Columbia ~ : R R
Richmond - S Y § N
Circuit Total 4 T Z
Blue Ridge - Cherokee : . 1 2* - 1/5%
Fannin o : S o 1/b*
“Forsyth B Y/ 2* ' R Y5
G1lmer I ' ‘ ' L /5%
Pickens B R SIS IRG VA< \oRe
_C1rcu1t Total . 2 I T Y
Brunswick Appling S 1 e
Glynn ] L 1 e I R
Jeff Davis o \ N T e SRR T
Circuit Total , 2. 12 o 3

-+ COUNTY COURT

* FRACTIONS INDICATE THAT A SINGLE dUDGE SERVES MORE THAN ONE COUNTY
** STATE COURT JUDGE HEARING JUVENILE CASES .

- %k% JUDGES PRO Hl\C VICE :
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EXHIBIT A+IX; JUDICIAL PERSONNEL: SUPERIOR, STATE AND JUVENILE COURTS BY
: i CIRCUTT AND COUNTY -~ DECEMBER 31, 1978

SUPERIOR _ STATE JUVENILE ]

S R o .- FULL PART  FUL PART ‘
CIRCUIT - COUNTY o : TIME - TIME TIME  TIME REFEREE

-~ Chattahoochee ‘5Chattéhoochee

©.  Harris_..._.. .

~'Marion

Muscogee B B -1 —
Talbot =~ -

Taylor

Circuit Total 3 I T 1

' Cherokee ~ Bartow

. Gordon_

N fod [ ==

Circuit Total 2

Clayton

Cobb © -

Clayton

Cobb

~ Conasauga

Murray

qude]e |

Whitfield

~ Circuit Total

Ben Hill

‘ waeta'_fg-f

“Crisp

Dooly

“Wilcox

Circuit Total

Carroll

*k

Cee s

'g°ﬁbughéﬁty;>

Coweta

k%

‘Heard

“Meriwether: -

Troup

‘JC{rcu1t Totél‘

Dougherty‘ - "

o gkkk

. Johnson

— PN et

Dublin

Easterh 

“Laurens -

]

1f Treutlen .

Twiggs

C1rcu1t Total

. Chathém

+COUNTY COURT - - ' ‘ ‘ '
*FRACTIONS INDICATE THAT A SINGLE dUDGE SERVES MORE THAN ONE COUNTY.
**STATE COURT JUDGE HEARING JUVENILE -CASES.
dUDGES PRO HAC VICE. ’



EXHIBIT A=IX: JUDICIAL PERSONNEL: SUPERIOR STATE AND JUVENILE COURTS BY
© CIRCUIT AND COUNTY - DECEMBER 31, 1978 '

| R _SUPERIOR ___ STATE JUVENILE
CIRCUIT = COUNTY. B - Pk e PRE  reremee
Flint . Butts ST \ 1
: : : Henry ' ' L . 1
o e e ~— ,
~ Monroe . ‘ -
‘ Circuit Total 2 o ' . 2
Griffin Favette - o 1/4%* f
‘ Pike S ; : 1/4*
Spalding 1 1/4*
- Upson S - : ~ - 1/4%
Lircuit Total 2 1 L 1
Gwinnett Gwinnett 3 ] ]
Houston Houston 1 1 » IR - " v
Lookout Mtn.  Catoosa ; ‘ S 1
o Chattooga 4 3 v IR 1
Dade : , - 1
- Halker o _ -1 1
.. CGircuit Total} 3 , o -3 1
Macon Bibb o 4 1 , R
Crawford - e
) Peach : ' . , » :
: Circuit Total - _ 3 | 1 R
Middle _ Candler . ] | A
' - Emanuel -~ N 1 ’ ST 1
. Jefferson , , 1 R ,
TJoombs = - - . 1 LT ] 1
Washington : . 1 e 1
C1rcu1t Total 2 N 4 ST R £
Mountain B Habersham L : 1 ‘
‘ ‘ Rabun R G
Stephens . T T
Towns o '
Union N ‘ .
C1rcu1t Total = . 1 : 2

+ SR E L
COUNTY COURT/ c
*FRACTIONS INDICATE THAT A SINGLE dUDGE SERVES MORE THAN ONE COUNTY.'

**STATE COURTLUUDGE HEARING JUVENILE CASES.
*** JUDGES PRO HAC VICE.



EXHIBIT A-IX: JUDICIAL PERSONNEL SUPERIOR STATE AND JUVENILE COURTS BY
' : CIRCUIT AND COUNTY -~ DECEMBER 31, 1978

SUPERIOR_____STATE__ JUVENILE

FULL -~ PART ~ FUL PART

‘CIRCU?E:'::: coumr o E TIME  TIME TIME TIME FEFEREE

:[Northeastern ~Dawson

“Hall i N 1 — 7
Lumpkin » -

White

% - Circuit Total — i ; -

Northern Elbert 1 ]
R Franklin

Hart

Madison .

Oglethorpe

C1rcu1t Total 2 * ' T - ‘ ]

| - Ocmulgee Baldwin 1t
: o Greene

Hancock

Jasper

Jones

Morgan

Putnam S T 17
Wilkinson '

Circuit Total ) | ‘ 2
~ Oconee b -Bleckley

Todge

Montaomery

Pulaski

‘Telfair

Wheeler

; ,‘«Clrcult Total 2
dgeechee‘ : Bu]loch

- Effingham

Jenkins

Screven

Pttt ft

Circuit Total 7

B :COUNTY COURT
o FRACTIONS INDICATE THAT A SINGLE JUDGE SERVES MORE THAN- ONE COUNTY.,
STATE COURT JUDGE HEARING JUVENILE CASES.

' ***dUDGES PRO HAC VICE.
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EXHIBIT A-IX: JUDICIAL PERSONNEL:

SUPERIOR, STATE AND JUVENILE

COURTS BY

* COUNTY COURT

CIRCUIT AND COUNTY ~ DECEMBER 31, 1978 ,
SUPERIUR . STATE - JUVENILE
CIRCUIT | COWNTY Tre e Tie TR rererer
Pataula Clay - 1/3*
Early 1 1/3% .
Miller 1
Quitman ' '
Randolph 1/3*
Seminole
Terrell ' ]
Circuit Total 2 2
Piedmont , Banks 1/2%
Barrow: 1/2%
, Jackson 1 ok
Circuit Total 1 1
"Rome ¢ Floyd 1 aE
South Georgia = Baker
o ~ Calhoun
PDecatur 1
Grady 1
- Mitchell 1
Circuit Total 3
Southern _ Brooks ‘ ~
Colguitt 1 1
Echols 1+ .
Lowndes 1 1
. Thomas 1 T
Circuit Total 4 3
Southwestern Lee : AT
Macon _ T~ : e
Schiey B B o
Stewart T v
- Sumter T~ ] e
Webster s e S
CIrCUIt Tota] 2 1 :
Stone Mouwta1n DeKalb 3 2 ; 1 -
A Rockdale e - ] 1
Circuit Total 3 2 2

FRACTIONS INDICATE THAT A SINGLE'JUDGE SERVES NDRE THAN ONE COUNTY.

*:* STATE COURT JUDGE HEARING JUVENILE CASES.
™" JUDGES PRO HAC VICE.



‘EXHIB»IT.A—I_\,X} N dUDICIAL PERSONNEL SUPERIOR, STATE AND JUVENILE COURTS BY
‘ T CIRCUIT AND COUNTY = DECEMBER 31, 1978

_SUPERIOR ~____STATE  JUVENILE

‘FULL PART FULL ' PART

'CIRCUIT' L aCbUNTY‘. ' DR TIME TIME . TIME TIME REFEREE
TET]apoosa" Douglas . | ' R T T

Haralson

Paulding

Clrcu1t Total 3 1 h 1

Tifton’ - Irwin

" Tift ‘ ] . 1
Turner ‘ D

;7 Worth ' 1 - i O |

Creatttemt 1z 2

“Toombs . Glascock

Lincoln

McDuffie

- Talijaferro

Warren

 MWilkes R

Circuit Total ~ 1

"Waycross __ Bacon

Brantley . ‘ T T

Charlton

Coffee

“Pierce

ware EREE : REA—

) | st Yot
wo—t

Circuit Total = 2

—
—

Western - Clarke
‘ ' Oconee

. Circuit Total 2 T T

TOTAL . 02 29 . 50 8. 3% 2

+COUNTY COURT

**FRACTIONS INDIbATE THAT A SINGLE dUDGE SERVES MORE THAN: ONE COUNTY
4w STATE COURT JUDGE HEARING JUVENILE CASES.
JUDGES PRO HAC VICE. =
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