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INTRODUCTION 

The following pages r_epresent the sixth report
a 

offered to the State 

of Georgia by the Judicial Council
b 

rf=garding the need for additional 

superior court judgeships in the state. This Sixth Annual Report Regard~ 

.t"9 thr= Need for Additional Superior Court Judgeships in Georg;aC is offered 

1':0 the 1979 General Assembly and to Governor George Busbee as an objective 

analysis (If the need for additional superior court judgeships in Georgia. " 

It is the strong belief of the Judicial Council that the addition of a 
~ ~ 

judgeship is a matter of gr~at gravity and should be approached through 

careful inquiry and deliberate study. The creatiQ,n Qf new judgeships not 

only requires the comp~nsation of additional judges, but also of assistant 

district attorneys, secretaries, bailiffs, and, ot.her personnel as well as 

expenditures for and the provisio~ of offi~e space, courtroom sp~ce, 

furniture and other innumerable items. The public is entitled to have a , 

thorough and i n··depth st\~dy made of such matters before\ action is taken,. 

The data for the 1979 Judgeshi.p Study was con~cted by the nine 

district administrators in the distric¢; in which such a pos;ti911 had 

been fi lled at the time of the study and by members of the Administrative 

Office, 9f the Cou.rts' research staff in the remaining dist\"ict with 

assistance and cooperatipn of local cpurt personnel'~ The definitions 
~ 

used for the collection and compilation ?f the data in this report are 

provided in the Methodolo'gy ,section of this introduction. 

,a See p. 10 for a summary of past Judjcial Council recommendations con­
cerning the need for additional supe'rior court judgeships. 

b See AppeTldix,One for a list of the duties of the Judicial Council/ 
Administrative Office of the Courts. 

c See Pl~ 7 for a summary of the 1979 Judiei a 1 Council recol1111endati ons 
concerning the need for additional superior Gourt judgeships. 
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The present study includes a. comprehensive evaluation of the need for 

additional superior cour't judgeships in all forty-two (42) judicial s.ircuits 

in Georgia. All data was collected for the 1978 fiscal year in ihe superior, 

state, probate and juvenile courts of Georgia. The 1978 fiscal year was .~ 

selected as the time period for this study so that the recommendations to 

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

be ~ollected using a manual system. 

In. the proGess of formulating these recommendations, the.Judicial Coun­

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

each cirG~it, but also by using a perspective based on the newly created 
" ',:> 

Administrative Districts which were established to increase flexibility of 

judicial manpower. By using both perspectives, the Judicial Council seeks 

to achieve a balanced and equitable di~tribution of court work among the 

judges of the state. 

4 



STATEMENT OF POLICY 

The Judicial Council has stated a policy that multi-'judge circuits" 

should be established whenever possible to capture the benefits assQf 

ciated with multi-judge courts, that is, improved court administration, 

caseload and jury management efficiencies and economies of personnel 

and administrative costs. 

Some of the particular advantages of a multi-judge court are that 

it: 

1. Allows division,ofresponsibility or internal specialization-­

a multi-judge court can establish necessary divisions or specialization 

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

etc. 

2. ·Provides for accommodation of judicial absences--multi-judge 

circuits allow efficient:· management in the absence oJ a judge from the 

circuit due to illness, disqualification, vacation, and the demands of 

other responsibilities such as continuing legal education. 

3. Makes possible more efficient use of jurors--better uSe of 

jury manpower can be effected when two judges hold court simultaneously 

in the same county. ,gnJ'~ judge in a multi-judge circuit ~~y use the 

other judge's excess jurors for a trial ofa second case rather than 

excusing them at an added expense to the .. county. Present courtroom 

space in most counties may not permit two trials simultaneously, but 

such a practice, if implemented, may justify the building of a second, 
0" 

smaller courtroom by the county affected, or the making of other 

arrangements. 
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4. Promotes greater impartiality through flexibility in c-ase 

assignment~-a multi-judge circuit may permit a case, where the judge(s) 

is acquainted with the party or parties involved, to be considered by 

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

is avoiding responsibility.~=-~ 

5. Improv~s court administration--multi-judge circuits tend to 

promote impartiality and uniformity of administrative practices and 

procedures by mak.ing court administration something more than the 

extension of a single judge's personality. Multi-judge circuits also 

permit economies in the employment of auxiliary court personnel. 

6. Expedites handling of cases--probably most important of all, 

under the arithmetic of calendar management, the judges of a multi-judge 

court can handle substantially more cases than an equal number of judges 

operating in separate courts. 

6 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 1979 

The Judicial CDuncil Df GeDrgia recDmmends that additiDnal judgeships 

be created in three Df GeDrgia's fDrty-twD (42) judicial circuits. In 

alphabetical Drder, these circuits are~ 

1. EASTERN 

2. OCMULGEE 

3. TOOMBS 

It is the opintDn Df the Judicial CDuncil that an additiDnal judgeshtp 

is warranted in each Df the three recDmmended circuits. 

The fDllDwing pages Df thisrepDrt include the results Df a detailed 

survey Df caselDad and demDgraphic characteristicsDf all fDrty-two(42) 

judicial circuits in GeDrgia. All circuits are evaluated Dn the basis 

Df an estab 1 i shed set Df cri teri a (see RepDrt Desi gn, p. 34 ) and the three 

circuits receiving recDmmendatiDns generally exceed the Dther thirty-nine 

circuits '~n the re.levant categDr'ies Df analysis. RecDmmendatiDns are 

mqde with the general Dbjecti"ve Df achieving a balanced and equitable 

distributiDn Df CDurt wDrk amDng the judges Df the state. 

To. these ends the Judicial CDunci.l Df GeDrgia has sDught to. reduce 

disparity incaselDad per judge amDng the variDus circuits. The task 
" 

requires that the recDmmendatiDns nDt Dnly keep up with increasing case-
" 

lo.ads, but also. place judgeships in circuits where the co.urtwo.rk is 

such th'at existing judges are fo.rced to. assume a djS'prDpo.rtio.nateamo.unt 

o.f the state's judicial worklo.ad. 

7 
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One method of eva 1 uatfng the current recorrrnenda ti ons o·f the 

Judicial Council is to compare the circuit mean caseload per judge 

for the three circuits receiving, recommendations with the state­

wide circuit mean per judge. Below is a comparison of the circuit 

mean caseload per judge of the three circuits receiving recommendations 

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

Statewide 
Recommended Ci'rcuit 

Circuits Mean 

Felony 383 269 

Misdemeanor 417 203 

Traffic 569 172 

Total Criminal 1,369 ··645 

General Civil 350 355 

Dom. Relations 537 526 

Ind. Motions 227 194 

Total Civil 1,114 1,076 

Juvenile 192 46 

TQtalFil i ngs 2,675 1,767 

Note that in every filing category except genera lei vil, the circuit 

mean of the recolTITIended ci rcujtsexceeds the statewi de ci rcui t mean. The 

effect of creatihg'additional judgeships i.n these three circuits will 

be to equal i ze the easel oad of these circui ts wi th the current ci e~ui t, ... 

!j, mean caseload per judge for the entire state. This would be in keeping 

with the stated policy of achieving a "moreequitable distribution of 

. court work. among try~ judges in the s ta te. II 
\. ... ) 

8. 
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Of course~ the current caseload was not the sole criteria for making 

the recommendalions. Other factors considered were increases in filings 

in each case category, djspositions, demographic trends in the circuits, 

assi stance from support; ng courts, .and distri buti on of casel Dad among 

circuits within a district. 
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PAST RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL 

For the past six years the Judicial Council has recommended the 

creation of additional judgeships based on caseload and population 

data prepared by the Administrative Office of the Courts. Past recom-

mendations have been made for the following circuits: 

1974 1975 -1976 1977 1978 

ATLANTA* COBB CHEROKEE CHEROKEE CHEROKEE-I!: 

CON ASAUGA* SOUTHERN * CLAYTON MIDDLE* SOUTH GEORGIA* 

COWETA* FLINT* COBB GRIFFIN* ALCOVY* 

DOUGHERTY* GWINNETT TALLAPOOSA* COBB* 

WAYCROSS * MIODLE ALAPAHA* LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN* 

NORTHERN NORTHERN* OGEECHEE* 

OCONEE* CLAYTON* 

TALLAPOOSA COBB 

WESTERN* GWINNETT* 

CHATTACHOOCHEE* 

*Circuits in which an .additional judgeship was actually created 

Over this six-year period the caseload~~\~J1d populations in Georgia's 
'/\ 'i 

'- -:' 
.~-. 

forty-two judicial circuits have continued to increase. Not only is the 

workload in the courts on the rise, but the increase is faster in soine 
\. 

circuits=than"-inothers. It seems appropriate at this time to evaluate 

the Council's past recOI11TIendations in the light of their impact on state­

wide and average caseload. The question that must be considered is 

whethe;" the additional judgeships have been placed in circuits in a . 

manner that has provided a more equitable distribution of the judicial 

. workload among the circuits and judges in the state. 

10 



There is no single statistical indicator of judicial workload • 

. Although caseload data providfas .the primary criteria for evaluating the 

need for additional judgeships~ even caseload is only an approximation 

of workload. The case types that make up the total caseload, the 

number and difficulty of dispositions, pleading practices of local 
- ':! ' 

attorneys, and efficiency of support personnel can affect the judicial 

workload without affecting the caseload. Therefore, the distribution 

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

One method for evaluating the placement of additional judgeships 

is observing the degree to which the caseloads inrecornnended circuits 

exceed the average caseload. The following table shows .how the per 

judge caseload averages for recomnended circuits compare to circuit 

averages for the entire state. d 

a Averages for 1975 an,d 1976 recommendat.ionsare omitted because state-
wide data is not available for those years. . 

11 
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1914 1977 1978 1979 

FELONY 
-- MISDEMEANOR 

TRAFFIC 
TOTAL CRIMINAL1 

GENERAL CIVIL 
DOMESTIC RELATIONS 
TOTAL CIVIL2 

JUVENILE 

TOTAL FILINGS 

RECOM. 
CIRCUITS 
AVG. PER 

JUDGE 

318 
354 
192 
864 

734 
904 

1,638 

9 

2,511 /1 
«" 

STATE 
CIRCUIT 3 RECOM. 
AVERAGE CIRCUITS 

PER AVG. PER 
JUDGE JUDGE 

266 343 
343 356 
216 471 
825 1,170 

520 592 
536 692 

1,056 1,284 

34 26 

1,915 2,480 

STATE STATE 
CIRCUIT:

3 
RECOM. CIRCUIT RECOM. 

AVERAGE CIRCUITS AVERAGE3 CIRCUITS 
PER AVG. PER PER AVG. PER 

JUDGE JUDGE JUDGE JUDGE 

269 465 301 383 
289 395 215 417 
224 359 169 569 
781 1,219 686 1,369 

482 567 379 350 
540 742 528 537 

1,023 1,309 907 887 

35 67 35 192 

1,839 2,595 1,628 2,448 

1 All criminal case types are based on th~ number of defendants on separate indictments or accusations. 

2 Total civil does not include independent motions. 

3 State circuit average per judge is adjusted for additional judgeships created. 

STATE 
CIRCUIT 
AVERAGE3 

PER 
JUDGE 

269 
203 
172 
645 

355 
526 
881 

46 

1,572 
N .... 
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From the table it can be seen that the recorrmended circuits have '0 

o averaged consider.ab1y higher total caseloads per judge than the state 

as a whole. Generally this difference has be~n 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 for total filing'( 

of 1,915 in 1974 to 1,572 in 1979, the circuit mean for the recommended 

circuits exceeds the~tate circuit average by over 875 filings 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 trends in statewide cas~load as 

well as providing a comparison figure for the recorrmended circuits. The 

statewide circuit average for each case type, excluding juvenile cases, 

has declined since 1974. The domestic relations average has remained 

almost constant. The state circuit average for total filings has 
.1 

decreased by over three hundred cases pl~rjudge. Therefpre, it .appears 
\' 

that on a statewide basis the creation of additional judgeships is nOw 

keeping pace with increase~ in filings. Despite this, the average 

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

One effect of the placement of additional judgeships according to 

Judicial Council recorrmendations has been a more equal distribution of 

caseload among superior court judges in the state. More of the; circuits 

exhibit per judge caseloads that are closer to the state mean. This 
, , . : 

IIc1usteringll about the m~an, or reduced dispersion from"the mean,~'is 

shown in the generally decreasing standard dev.iation in the distribution 

13. 
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of per judge f,ilings for each case type~ Standard deviation is a measure 

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

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

The followiong table gives standard deviations for the caseload distribution 

in each of the case types: 

CY1973 FY1976 FY1977 f; FY1978 I, 
\, 

FELONY 101 105 130 ~\ )) 84 
MISDEMEANOR 356 277 232 218 
TRAFFIC 390 578 339 -.,/ 431 
TOTAL CRIMINALl 685 757 536 596 

GENERAL CI'YIL 223 195 141 102 
DOMESTIC RE~ATIONS 231 196 204 196 
TOTAL CIVIL 375 298 264 211 

TOTAL FI LI NGS 808 897 681 633 

1 Number of defendants on separate indictments or accusations 

2 Does not include ind~pendent motions 

Another effect of the placement of additional judgeships has been a 

decrease in and an equalization of 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. 

MEAN 
STANDARD DEVIATION 

1973 1 

61,512 
19,632' 

1975 2 

58,076 
13,608 

52,010 
13,690 

1978 1 

48,524 
13,067 

1 Based on the previous year's population statistics and the number 
of superior court judges in the current year. ' 

2Sased,on the sameyear's population statistics and number of 
superior court judges 
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The mean population per judge has been reduced by almost l3~OOa since 

1973. 
~, 

The decrease in the standard deviation since 19:Z,3 indicates greater 

equalization in the size of the population served by each superior court 

judge. 

,1 " 

Recommendations do not automatically result in additional judgeships. 
~ 

"Nevertheless, each year the Judicial Council makes recorrrnendations con­
d) 

cerning additional judgeships based'\pr1I1laTily on caseload data and sec­

ondarily on demographic data. Recommended circuits have consistently 

been' above the-average in th-e number of fi 1 i ngs per judge and the 

recommendations, if implemented, can contribute to the achievement of 

a more equitable and manageable distribution of judicial workload. 

15 



..:: 

o 

" o 

o 

'" 

o ' 

\~ 

o 
METHODOLOGY 

The data for this report was collected under the direction of ,the 

"Administrative Offic~ of the Court~ and with the cooperation of the 

Administrative Judges from the Judicial Districts. The data was 

collected by the Administrative Assistants in the nine districts which 
,~ 

had filled such a "pos i ti on at, the ti~eof th.e study andj6Y "membersof' 
~ . 

the research staff of the Administrative Office of the Courts in the I 

remaining district with the cooperation of local court personnel. All 
" 

data collection conformed to a single methodology which was sanctioned 
4 . 

by the Judicial Council of Georgia as recommended by a study cornnittee 

of superior court judges. 

The methods of datacq.11ection used were designed for broad applica­

tion to accohlnodate the numerous docketing systems and court practices 

throughout the state. The main objectives" of the methodology were to 

assure that the caseload data was collected'uniformlythroughout the 

state and the data would accurately re~Ject the judicial workload in 

all courts under study •. Since variation in docketing systems and court 

practices has been the most serious obstacle,:to these objectives, great 

ca re has been taken to defi ne terms for uni vet'sa 1 ap¢~l rca tion. 

Data Collection 

"All caseload data included in this report was collected directly 

from the· clerks, I offi ces of the respecti vecourts under ~ tudy • In thi s 

sense, the data"collection method can be de~cribed as a manual system,' 
. . . ' q 

that, is, the data was collected withQ.lJt theassistance'of any computerized 
'\"', , ' " ", ~" c.' , , • 

information system. The research staff of the AdministratiVe Office of 'the 
,:. .- U 

(} 
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Courts presented the methodology and:collection techniques to those persons 
, , 

responsible for the collection of the data,,,at a seminar held ~:.~ Atla'nta on 

June 30, 1978. The seminar was followed by a pre,testin each of the ten 

judicial districts. During the pretest a di:,stric,~ administrative assista.nt 

or a member of the research staff conducted a practice case count. The 

case counters were shown the vari ous types ofdocketi ng' sy's;fems they 

would encounter and hOw to establish uniform Couhting practices. 

Data collection began on July 1,1978, a'nd officially ended on 

September 30,1978. Each district,administrative ,assistant was responsible 

only for the data collection in circuits within his district. The data 
, ~ 

j~~~ returned to the Administrative Office of the Co~rts where members /'" " , 

of the research staff verified the counting forms prior to creating, 

computer files ,of all' the data. 

Courts 

The data collection efforts were directed toward the four principal" 

trial courts of record in Georgia: the superi()r,probate~_state and 

o 

juvenile courts. Included in this study ar~the superior courts i'neath····· ... -- .. '"' 

of Georgia's 159 counties, the 92 probate courts that exercise concurrent 

jurisdiction in misdemeanor and traffic cases, and the 64 state courts in " .. ,. ". 

Georgia. e Data eollection in the 159jJv.enile· courts was complete in all 

but one co~nty. f ." 

r· ., 

~ eCounty';\col.lrtsliave·'been;tteatedqs state courts in this '·s~udY. 
.There are county courts in Baldwin, Echols arid Putnam counties. 

c";:l 

Dispositions for casesfiledinthe ;StateCourtorD.~K(Hj;t.C_Qun.ty(~· ,'~" _~, _~~-= 
. from GY1,973-to FY1977'were' -e'stt,ma;teq' 5a,seo;-'on-st&-tewi'O~;:;;a~j~rGg~$'i=;='-_'='=-'., ~c,' 

:;j..f,<. •• . '., _ :) --"; .' " . ,' ... "',. ,,' _ '~" '~ .. ,'; iJ.·:. ,', ,._., '",.... ,. __ .. _....,.,....,...---
.. i)lSPOS 1 tl on data .W(l~_yn~~'i~11able.-.:;for.~W~u~e,;;CountYii~,=-,9lSPOS'1't,j;OnS",,:were~:' 
·estimated'-bYTfs'i'fig the"statewide ratio Of. children disposed· to children· fi led. . ',. . '.. 
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Th~j courts represent,edi n thi sstudy are: 

159 superior courts 

92 probate courts 

64 state courts 

159 juvenile courts 

474 

The ,entire universe of cQurts is 474. This study is the first study 

in which usable data has been available-from all of these trial courts. 
,) ~ 

The only data thatw~sunobtai'na:ble was~certai n di sposiM,9n data~ (See'-"- -,~ 

footnotese and f~ 'P. 17.1 However, since disposition data was available 

for all other courts, reliable estimates could be made for the unobtainable 

data. 

Unit of Analysis 

The basic"unit of analysis in the present study is the judicial circuit. 

Although· caseload da~a was collected' at the countyle'lel for each court 
'd ' q 

under study, the data has been compiled lnto totals for the judicial 

circuits. 

Counting Period 

The cpunting period for this study was, the 1978 fiscal yeqr (JulyJ, 1977. 

through June 30 , W7~r.g~~iheObjective of the d~ta",coll ection effort was to 
, .. '. . /"\l'" . ,'; .'. .' . 

meaSUre "the 'level ofJudicial,ac~ivity in each court during the counting'='-7 .. "",.~ ... ' 

period. Therefore,iall cases;' filed between Ju;ly 1, 1977' and June· 30,19'Z8,,<,~,='=~=~~~ 

. ,:...-:: 

.• '"." --- _-c!"--'"~" .. -:: '"''";'''=~'.~ ___ '-~, 

:,p 18 
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incl usi ve, were consi dered wi thi n the counti ng period. All cases di sposed 

"betwg"en'co,Ju\Y:~~~~i=g77~antJ~n'~ "36-~-T918~~intlC~-~i-;~ ~~;r r~;a i n-i ng open as of 
",-~=, __ -"-"~='__ -,o-,,,,~-=~:-:::: , __ '>_ 

June 30, 1978, Were also cons; dered with; n the ''counti ng peri od.. In order 

to locate al1dfSP9s;tions'during'fiscal year 1978 and open 'cases as of 

,June,30,197.8~. the cas.ecounters were instructed toseCi.Y'ch all docket books 

, ' as far as five years prior to the beginning of the counting period.' Since 

man,Y of the disposed and open cases Were from filings in previous years, 
"\\ 7,::; ,-,_! ... -:;:;~-;.--.-..:.,--.:~-.. ~; • .,--~,-~ -~.>,~~; -'<-:::~. "-"" -

'~the ;,Hisptrsft,on~arrd:oopen data should not be interpreted as the status 
, Ii 

of"h'1978 fi Hngs''"asof'}une'30. 19.78. 

Variables 

The following is a list of the data elements and case types collected 
-- ,-"-

for the study along with -their definitions. It should be noted that the 
-. - '.' t: 

case. For example, a misdemeanpr counted in~ ,sJate <;:P~r:t,QrRro~b_ate 

court was counted accord; ng to th~ same instructions asa misdemeanor' 
d:~ 

counted in the superior court. 

'\ 

Fil; ng Types: There are three genet~a,lfi1 i ng categori es ~ , criminal, 

. .cfvi 1 ,and "juveni Ie. 
.>~- ."~."" ' 

, ,~Cas e. Types: , E~ ch,fi litl.g~.t.¥pe~i~-~sujj:-dti~"(:fecr~lntQ .~af!ambe~' of: ,,' 
F . . ,"- < ,: .;"., "'.<; .. ;~ :.::_ .. .:.-~-::-~--' -;~'~;"~" c.;.-O'~~-,''',:-'-''--:- ' ':.' . ;._~ -', .~ -<.:~\~<, .. ,. ~.,-.>~' -'.0' " 

__ ~=7~,:,,,,,,~==~,,-,d-,==--;~t~e:~'tY~~~s:" The crini'ina 1 -ca5eotyp~s3n~ez" " 
, -';.."\.:"- ." 

Felony: IIA cr:,1me puni shableby death,~\~Qr,by 
':--' ".', "':i' " " 'I' "\.,:,', _, :P':, "'" .~-,:,~,':- .. : ". ',' '\""" ' "," , 

rn,~nt~.f1)r=-JjJe-'cio~by ;inlprisonmenl for more :tha'\ twelve' 
'~ , 

.. '~\'" 
. " '-tv ;;:!,/' 
.. '~'.'.B-;';> 
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Misdemeanor: In general, lI any crime other than a felony.1I 

(Ga. Code Ann. §26-40l(g» For the purposes of this report, 

IImisdemeanor ll refers to any non-traffic misdemeanor. 

Traffic: Violations of motor vehicle laws except violation 

of motor vehicle laws that are serious charges and which may be 

punishable as a felony (e.g., vehicular homicide). 

The ci vil case types are 1 i sted and defi ned as: 

Domestic Relations: All original litigation 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: All other original civil cases such as 

torts, contracts, complaints in equity and land condemnation. 

Independent Motions: This case type is the 

most difficult to define. Generally, independent motions 

are those actions 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 

c; vil case types and are cons i dered to be routi ne proceedi ngs 

are also placed in this category. Examples of the former 

definition are post-judgment contemp~s and modifications. 

Examples of the latter are dispossessory warrants and fore-

closures. No motion in a case filed prior to final disposi­

tion (motion to the proceedings) was counted as an indepen­

dent motion or included in any other case type • 
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There arc five juvenile case types which are listed ,pelow and defined 

in the following paragraph: 

Delinquent 

Unruly 

Traffic 

Deprived 

Special Proceedings 

The delinquen~, unruly and deprived case types are defined in the 

Georgia Code Ann. § 24A-401. Traffic offenses are Violations of any 

motor vehicle law by a child under the age of sixteen. Special pro-

ceedings are a11 juvenile cases that do not fan into any of the other. 

case types. 

Juveni1 e cases may be~ hand 1 ed i nforma lly or may be hea rd in court 

before a judge. A complaint is handled without adjudication, and 

petitions require a court hearing. Both complaints and petitions have 

been counted for the purpose of this study. 

Because there. is a variety of methods for recording complaints 

. throughout Georgia, collection of juvenile data is difficult. A 

greater effort was made is fiscal year 1978 to ensure a more accurate 

count of complaints than in previous years. As a result, there may 

have been some inflation of juvenile caseload this year. 

Additional Categories: Several categories have been created from the 

raw data used in the compilation of this report. They, too ,requi re cle-
" 

finition, as they are frequently cited in the text of this report without 
" 

prior qualification. 
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Caseload: This term has a very broad and, therefore, 

ambiguous usage. It can refer to all cases filed, disposed 

and open during a given counting period, or it can refer to 

"' anyone case type or fi 1 i ng type separateiy. When used 

alone, the reader can generally expect the term to have a 

broad interpretation. Often it is used with a modifier, as 

in "felony caseload," which clarifies its meaning in a more 

specific context. 

Filings: These can best be defined by distinguishing 

them from disposed and open cases. Filings, for any given 

period, refer to the number of actions (whether criminal, 

civil or juvenile) 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 

exclusively 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 exclusive jurisdiction ~f the superior court. However, 

all the actions within this case type are not within the 

exclusive jurisdiction, and therefore, cannot be included 

in the lIexclusive jurisdiction category" as defined for 
> 

this report. 

Concurrent Jurisdictipn,Gategory: In general, 

. concurrent' juri sdi ctien is lithe juri sdi ction of several 
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different tribunals, each authorized to deal with the same 

subject matter at the choice of the suitor.1I (Black's 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 the superior courts, as explained above, and 

juvenile jurisdiction ;s not legally shared by the juvenile 

and superior court as isfhe 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 absen(~ of a juvenile court, thes~ 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 

Fil i ngs 

Separate operational definitions are required for each filing type. 

All case types of the same filing type adhere to the same operational 

definitions. For example, misdemeanors are counted in the same manner 

as felonies, and domestic relations the same way as general civil. 
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Criminal: There were three data elements collected for every criminal 

case. The basic unit of a criminal case is an indictment or accusation. 

The derivatives of this unit are docket entries, defendants and counts. 

Docket entries are defined so as to correspond with indictments or 

accusations. Defendants are defined as the number of defendants listed 

on separate indictments or accusations, and counts are defined as the 

aggregate number of charges against each defendant listed on the charging 

document. An indictment filed against one defendant charged with one 

count would be counted as one docket entry, one defendant and one couQt. 

An indictment filed against two defendants with two charges against each 

of them would be 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 

co 11 ected thi s data in tenns of docket entrj es, 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 part'ies, counter-claims or cross-claims and issues '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 fp) 1 into thei ndependent motions case type do not appear as 

separate docket entries. Such actions may be filed with the original 

case. Case counters were instructed to read through the motions on 

each docket entry to ensure that no independent motions were missed. 
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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 el~rnents \'1hich were collected for a juvenile 
oj 

/ / 

case, the number of children i)~roduced into the system at a given time 

and the number of acti ons on behalf of each chi ld~ 

There is some overlap within the criminal category and within the 

juvenile category. In the criminal area, multiple defendant and 

multiple count indictments may not contain all defendants and all counts 

of the same case type. For example, 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 .')eparately. Consequently, the data pertai ni ng to counts 

are separated according to the original charging documents. Misdemeanor 

and traffic counts listed on felony charging documents are separated 

from misdemeanor and traffic counts which appear as the most serious 

charge on separate docket entri es. Simtl arl.y ~ j uveni'l e counts may 

overlap. Unruly, deprived, traffic, and special proceedings counts may 

be separated, associated with a delinquent filing, or interchanged among 

themselves. Like the criiTi'ina1 data, this data was also collected according 

to how the counts were filed. 
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Dispositions 

Separate 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 Qpen. 

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 considered disposed 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 listed and defined as follows: 

Cash Bond: In certain cases, the forfeiture of a bond is 

accepted by the court as a form of disposition for tbe. charges 

and thereby terminates the case. This occurs most frequently 

for traffic cases and often for some minor misdemeanors. 

Under certai n condi tions, the forfei ture 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 category. Cash 

bonds should be distinguished from "recognizance bond forfeitures" 

where the court issues a bench warrant on the defendant. 

Dead Docket: Counts 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 prosecutoral and 

judicial involvement in the case were discontinued. It 

should be understood that, although dead dockets were counted 

as dispositions, counts placed on the dead docket may be 

reopehed at a later time. 

No 11 e Prosequi: A no'l1 e Qrosegui is II Ii] n practj ce, a forma.l 

entry upon the record, ... by the prosecuting officer in a 

criminal action by which he declares that he will no further 

prosecute the case. 1I (Black's Law Dictionary, Revised Fourth 

Edition, p.1198, (1968)). It is important to note that a nolle 

prosegui must be initiated by the prosecutor and accepted by 

the court. 

Dismissal: A dismissal is 1I[a.Jn order or judgment ftnally' 

disposing of an action, sui.t~ motton, etc., by. sendi'ng It out 

of court, though without a trial of the issues involved. 1I 

(!lJack'~ Law Dictionary, Revised Fourth Edition, p.555, (1968)J. 

Dismissals are distinguished from a nolle prosequi in that a 

nolle prosequi is initiated by the prosecuting attorney. 
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For the purpose of comparing criminal and civil disposition methods, 

the following two disposition categories, non-trial judgment and non~ 

jury trials have been combined to form one disposition category, 

"judgment," Qut non-jury trials are also stated separately so that the 

reader can visualize the jud~e time spent in handling full-blown trials. 

Non-trial Judgement: A non-trial'judgment refers to the dispos;­

ti on of a ~:ourt pri or to the case going to tri a 1 and whi ch is excl us i ve 
Ii 
i! 

of the above-mentioned categories. The vast majority of non-t.rial 

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 fi,nal 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: All cases that had not been completely disposed of 

were counted as open. Separate collection was made on open docket 

entries, defendants and courl~s. 

Civil: Since there are no derivatives of a civil case similar to 

those of criminal cases, a civil case had to be closed to all parties 
. ~ 

and all c·laims before it was considered'i)disposed. If ·any part of the 
II 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 

disposition was .counted. The following is a list of all civil 
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disposition categories and their operational definitions. 

Settled: Cases settled out of court by the parties them­

selves without judicial determination of ti~ issues were 

considered settled. 

Dismissed: Any case that was sent out of court by 

judicial order without formal adjudication was counted as a 

dismissal. 

Adm-inistrative 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)) 

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" defau1t 

judgments. 

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

on the issLles before "a judge without a jury were considered 
\\ 

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 wh-j ch were not 

completely closed as to all parties and all claims. 
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There is some overlap among several of the civil disposition 

categories which required qualification. It is often difficult to 

distinguish between the settled category and the dismissed category. 

For example, many cases that are settled out of court by the parties 

are accompani ed by a IIdi smissed with prejudi celli order from the court. 

Also, in many counties, distinctions between the two types of disposi­

tion are not made in the docket books; a clerk may enter "dismissed ll 

whether the case was settled or dismissed. There was also some overlap 

between the IIbefore trial ll and IInon-juryll categories. As a general rule, 

the case counters wer~ instructed to give precedence to a court order. 

The civil disposition data presented in thi$ study has combined the 

overlapping disposition types. Settled and dismissed are presented 

together as IInon-adjudicated,1I and before trial and non-jury trial 

dispositions are presented as IIjudgment.1I 

Juvenile: Juvenile dispositions appearing in this study are 

aggregate counts processed by the juvenile court. Although there ar'e 

specific method categories for juvenile dispositions, they do not appear 

in this report. For the purposes of this study, only the number of children 

disposed are reported. 
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ADDITIONAL CRITERIA VARIABLES 

The preceding has been a brief outline of the caseload data elements 

employed in this study. Caseload is considered the primary indicator 

of the courts' workloads. This study also includes what are considered 

secondary indices: circuit population, circuit populat{on per judge, 

assistance from senior judges and resident active attorneys. A secondary 

index is defined as a variable which is associated with the caseload level. 

For example, circuit population is not a direct indicator of superior 

court caseload, but one expects caseload 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 thecaseload was also tncreastng$ and it would have 

little value if the caseload was actuallY decreasing. 
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STATISTICAL TOOLS OF ANALYSIS 
" 

The analyses of caseload and population exhibits in this study involve 

the use of four basic statistica] tools:range~ rank, mean~ and standard 

deviation. 

Therange'is defined as the difference between the highest observed 

value and the lowest. In filings per judge, for example, if the high­

est circuit had 500 fi1'rngs per judge and the lowest had 100 filings 

per judge, the rangewQuld 500-100 or 400. 

Circuits are often ranked in descending order. The circuit with the 

highest observed value is ranked number l~ ,and the circuit with the 

lowest is number 42. Ties are indicated by fractional ranks, for example, 

21.5 mean~ tied for 21st and 22nd place. 

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

humber 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 averaging 

these figures. The circuit mean differs from the statewide average 

per judge. The latter is obtained by diViding the state's caseload by 

the number of judges. 

The standard deviation is a measure of dispersion from the average. 

If all circuits had the same number of filings per judge, the standard 

deviation woul~ be equal to zero. The greater the differehces in 

~ircuit per judge caseloads, the higher the standard deviation will be. 

The traffic ,column in Exhibit I, for· example, reveals a great deal of 
, , 

variation in the number of traffic cases per judge filed in different 

ci.rcuits. Two circuits have over a thousand traffic cases pe.r judge 
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several other circuits have no traffic cases at all in thesuperioY' court. 

With such variation, the standard deviation is high - about 430. In 

felony filings per judge, however,there is much less difference among 

the circuits and the standard deviation is much smaller ~ about 79. 

Mathematically, a standard deviation is defined as the square rb~t of 

the ari thmeti c mean of the squared dey; ati ons from the ci rcui t mean. 

In many instances, it was nec-essary to round off theenttles -in 
-, .- . 

the exh i bi ts. The procedure was as fo 11 ows : if the digit to be rounded 

was not "5,R the previous digit was rounded off to the nearest number, 

as appropriat~r; if the digit to be rounded was 115,11 then even numbers 
./ 

were rounded down and odd numbers were rounded up. For example, when 

only whole numbers appear in an exhihit, 26.3 is rounded to 26,26.6 is 

rounded to 27, 26.5 ;s rounded to 26, and 27.5 ;s rounded to 28. 
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REPORT DESIGN 

This report could best be described "as a comparative analysis of 

the demographic and caseload characteristics of the forty-blO judicial 

circuits in Georgia. The report is divided into five chapters of text 

with accompanying appendices which include supplemental data and other 

relevant information. 

All chapters contain only information pertinent to the consideration 

of additional superior court judgeships in Georgia. All material for 

the general information and reference of the reader is provided in the 

appendices. 

The first chapter includes the 1979 Judicial Council recommendations 

follow~d by brief circuit reports on each of the circuits receiving 

recommendations. The circuit reports often refer to the subsequent 

chapters in identifying the salient characteristics of each recommended 

ci.rcuit. 

Each of the next four chapters concentrates on one general chara~­

teristic of the forty-two circuits, while each exhibit 1.n each chapter 

centers on a more specific .characteristic. Chapter II is devoted entirely 

to filings in the superior courts. Each of the four exhibits in Chapter 

II centers on one aspect of the superior court filings, such as current 

FY1978 circuit filing levels and increases or decreases in circuit 

filings from 1971 through 1978. 

Chapter III is devoted entirely to a comparison of disposition 

cha"racteristics of the caseload in the forty-two circuits. The four 
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exhibits in this chapter include only current (fiscal year 1978) 

dispositions: The placement of the exhibits in this chapter is designed 

to focus on the more general aspects of case disposition and proceed 

to the more specific aspects. Exhibit V illustrates aggregate dispo$i­

tions as a function of filing levels and proceeds to Exhibits VII and 

VIII where criminal and civil dispositions are categorized by method of 

disposition. 

Chapter IV presents the demographic characteristics of the circuits. 

Circuit population for 1970 and 1977 and percent change in circuit 

population is illustrated in Exhibit IX. In addition, Exhibit IX ranks 

the forty-two circuits On the basis of 1977 population pet judge and 

1977 population per judge assuming that an additional judge had been 

added to each circuit. 

Chapter V contains the last two exhibi.ts in the text of this report. 

This chapter contributes the final aspects of a comprehensive study 

on the need for additional resources by concentrating on potential 

sources of judicial assistance other than new judgeships. Exhibit X 

observes the effective assistance from supporting courts by observing 

the number of supporting courts in each circuit and the percentages of 
.. 

cases in the concurrent jurisdiction categories heard by the supporting 

courts. ~ircuit caseload is presented in Exhibit XI for each circuit 

within the ten administrative districts. 

Within each chapter, the sequence of exhibits is arranged so as to 

proceed from the general characteri sti cs to th~ IllJI.t:e speciJj c .. ~ .Each.c~ ... 

exhibit ispreceded~;by'a'briefnarratNe itientffyfn'go"tn"e' ·dataceleme'il·t$=o~:-=-,,:,~,", 

contained in the exhibit. Also included in this nar-rattve areappropri.ate 

\) 
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qualificatio.ns and limitatio.ns upo.n the interpretatio.n o.f the data. 

Each exhibit is fo.llo.wed by a brief analysis o.f its co.ntent. Since all 

available d.ata elements have been included in this repo.rt,it is very 

'impo.rtant that the reader study the narrative preceding each exhibit 

to. assure understanding o.f the co.ntent. In co.mparing data amo.ng the 

vario.us exhibits, it is impo.rtant that the data elements be the same. 

Do.cket numbers in o.neexhibit Sho.Uld no.t be compared to defendants in 

another exhibit even tho.Ugh bo.th types o.f elements qualify as "filings.1I 

Filings in o.ne exhibit Sho.Uld no.t be co.mpared to. dispo.sitio.ns in ano.ther, 

even tho.Ugh bo.th elements co.uld be characterized as IIcaselo.ad data. II 

Thro.ugho.ut this repo.rt the caselo.ad data is standardized into. the 

caselo.ad per judge ineath circuit. This pro.vides easy co.mpariso.n o.f 

the actual judicial wo.rklo.adamo.ng the circuits. Fo.r this type o.f study, 

the absolute circuit caseload is irrelevant because it do.es no.t control 

for the number of judges in the circuit. Therefo.re, unless otherwise 

specified, all caselo.ad data is expressed in terms of the ratio. o.f cases 

to. superio.r co.urt judges in the circuit. 
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CHAPTER I - Analysis of Judicial Council 
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CHAPTER I 

CIRCUIT REPORTS 

The purpose of this chapter is to present a brief analysis 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 
. 

ci rcuits are: 

EASTERN 
OCt·1ULGEE 
TOG~IBS 

Ii 

Thi s chapter contai ns separate ci rcuit reports for each of 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 ~ircuit caseload data is 

standardized to express the caseload in per judge terms for each 

circuit. This method facilitates comparison of the actual workload 
\) 

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

herein. Therefore, unless otherwise. stated, all case}oad figures cited 

in the circuit reports ~re per judge figures. The caseload per judge 

.ina single circui.t is often compared toothercir.cuits as~weJlas to 

the circuit averages for the state as a ~Jhole. 
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Another method often used in the following circuit reports is the 

ranking of circuits according to a given variable. All rankings have 

been arranged so as to place the circuit with the highest value as 

number one and the circuit with the lowest value as number forty-two. 

For example, all circuits were ranked from one to forty-two on the 

basis of the per judge values for total filings, felony defendants, 

misdemeanor 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 lithe 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 

Thetastern JUdicial Circuit, one of the six single-county 

circuits in the state, encompasses Chatham County. The circuit has 

seen a 2% increase in population since 1970 (187,816 to 191,500). By 

1980 it is estimated that the population will have risen by 5.5% to 

over 200,000. Presently, it ranks seventh in population per superior 

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 referee. 

In fiscal year 1978, the Eastern Circuit ranks thirteenth in 

total filings per 'S~~CSde with 1,857. With 1,246 felony and domestic 

relations filings per judge, it ranks second, exhibiting a very 

demanding caseload in terms of time required to process cases. SUp­

pbrting courts provide a great deal of assistance in hearing over 85% 

of the misdemeanors, 95% of the traffic cases, 68% of general 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. This becomes more meaningful when it 

; s real; zed that the number of felony defendants has increased by 78~& 

since 1971. The circuit ranks fourth in domestic relations filings 

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

-" 

Whi 1 e the tota 1 number of cases d 1,5 posed (1,683) is above the 

mean of 1,585, th~ d'isposition rate for Eastern Circuit is below 95% 

(90.6%). This means that aJ though the superior court judges :are 
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disposing of a great number of cases, pending cases are accumulating 

at a rate of 9%. The circuit ranks sixth in criminal counts heard 

by jury trial and third in civil cases heard by jury trial. When this 

is considered along with the large number of filings in the most 

demanding case types, the reader can realize the great quantity 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 percentage 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 Council recommends the creation of an additional 

superior court judgeship in the Eastern Judicial Circuit. 
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OCMULGEE CIRCUIT 

The geographic jurisdiction of the Ocmulgee Judicial Circuit 

includes Baldwin, Greene, Hancock, Jasper, Jones, Morgan, Putnam and 

Wilkinson cOlllties. 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 c~urt 

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

In the fiscal year 1978 total caseload per judge in the Ocmulgee 

JudiG..i~.1 Circuit ranks tenth, considerably higher than its ranking of 
::~ - ~, 

fifteenth 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 filings, and ninth in general civil filings. 
II 

The Ocmulgee Circuit is close to the circuit mean in the combined 

number of felony, domestic rela!tions 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 

di spos; ti ons per judge i n ~evera 1 case categori es and in tota:' case 

dispositions and has a lower than average disposition rate h for all 

case types except traffi c and,juvenil e. This means that the two 

\' 

"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 from meeting caseload demands 

without assistance. The total disposition rate is 83.5% which is twenty­

ninth in the state. This percentage indicates that in the Ocmulgee 

Circuit, pending cases and backlog are accumulating 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 similar to 

those of state courts, six probate courts, and no juvenile court 

judges or referees. Supporting courts hear 71.7% of the misdemeanors 

and 98% of the traffic cases, but only 0.2% of the general civil fil"ings 

and no independent motions or juvenile filings. 

A lthough the county and probate cow~ts hear 71. 7% of the mi sde-

meanor cases filed in the circuit, each superior court judge heard 

more than 375 misdemeano~ cases, ninth in the state, in fiscal year 1978. 

The lack of assistance from the supporting courts in other case types 

means that virtually the entire civil and juvenile caseload, 1,078.5 

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

In summary, the Ocmulgee Judicial Circuit has a high caseload 

volume per judge and a higher-than~average number of dispositions per 

judge, but a very low-ranking disposition rate. The circuit receives (\ "" 

virtually no assistance from supporting courts in civil and juvenile 

case categories. The two superior court judges must spend a great deal 

of the.ir time in traveling among the e;ight county seats and in managing 

all ()the administrativernatters involved in an eight-c~uhty circuit. Due 
o 

44 



\ " , 

to these obstacles to the circuit's ability to handle its caseload, 

the Judic.ia,1 Council recommends the creation of an additional superior 

court judgeship, 

45 

___ '. 



TOOMBS CIRCUIT 

The geographic jurisdiction of the Toombs Judicial Circuit includes 

the six counties of Glascock, Lincoln, McDuffie, Taliaferro, Warren and 

Wilkes. The 1977 population was 44,700 and is expected to increase to 

46,200 by the year 1980. The current judicial resources in the district 

consist of one superior ~ourt judge and six probate court judges hearing 

misdemeanors and traffic cases. 

In fiscal year 1978: the Toombs Circuit 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 Circuit ranked fourth 

and sixth, respectively, in total fil i ngs per judge. 
(:.:( <,., 

The Toombs Circuit has an extremely high filing rate per judge in 

both total criminal (2,621) and total juvenile (478) filing types. 

Although the case types for which Toombs Circuit recorded the greatest 

filings (misdemeanor, traffic and juvenile) are not the most time 

consuming case types, the'sheer volume of total filings impose a heavy 

burden on the sole superior court judge. 

Trends in caseload over the six year period, calendar year 1971 

through fiscal year 1978, indicate (Exhibit IV) that the superior court 

filings are increasing in all major filing types (criminal, civil and 

juvenile). In both total criminal and total civil filings the average 

inbreaseper year is over 5% despite statewide average decreases in case 

filings. Criminal case types have particu11;l,rly increased (over 95%) 
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between fiscal years 1977 and 1978. In fact, Toombs Circuit is the 

only circuit for which both the number of felony filings and total 

caseload filings is greater than one standard deviation apove the mean 

in both average change per year and the observed change 1977-1978 as 

illustrated in Exhibit IV. 

The Toombs Circuit ranks second in total dispositions per judge, 

but the overall disposition rate (total dispositions per judge as a percent 

of total filings per judge) is less than 85%. TheSe figures show that 

despite a high number of cases disposed, pending cases and backlog are 

accumulating in the superior court at a rate of over 15%. Toombs ranks 

fourth in percent of civil filings heard by the most time-cnmsuming 

disposition method, jury ~rial (3.1%.). Although the Toombs Circuit 

does not have an equally large percentage (1.2%) of criminal jury trial 

dispositions, it ranks twelfth 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 judicial 

assistance available is from a probate court judge in each county. 

These sUPR:0Tting courts hear 32.3% of the misdemeanors and 77 .9% of 

the traffic cases. This means that in addition to all felony cases, 

all ctvil cases and all juvenile cases in each of the si~ counties, 

over 2,300 misdemeanor and traffic cases were a component of the 

superior court judge's 1973 caseload. 

In summary, the Toombs Judicial Circuit is a one-judge, multi­

county circuit for which there is a high volume caseload and little 

further potential for expanded use of supporting courts' assistance. 

47 



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

judge must hear an civil cases and juvenile cases. With the second 

highest case16ad per judge, an-increasing caseload Bnd 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 II 

I NTRODUCTI ON 

In providing 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 caseload volume, but they suggest how 

the distribution of case types can place constraints on the efficient 

management of the courts. 

Exhibit I, IISuperior Court Circuit Rankings by Total Caseload per 

Judge: FY1978,1I displays the average number of cases filed per jl!cigf ; 

in each case type for each circuit in the 1978 fiscal year. In it are 

ranked the forty-two circuits in descending order of total filings, thereby 

pinpointing those circuits - and judges - faced with handling the greatest 

number of cases. In other words, Exhibit I isolates those circuits with 

an excessive caseload volume. 

Exhibit II scrutinizes the total criminal caseload of each circuit. 

In IiSuperior Court Criminal Filings: FYl978,1I the actual number of 

docket entries, defendants and counts filed in the superior courts can 

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

for each circuit. 

In Exhibit HI, IISuperior Court Circuit Rankings by Felony and 

Domestic Relations F.ilings per Judge: FYl978,1I the circuits are arranged 

according to the sum of felony and domestic relations filings per judge. 

It is here that the constraints on judge time are especially evident since 
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a high felony/domestic relations caseload is a very time-consuming 
o 

caseload. These two case. types must be heard in the'superior court 

at the trial level. 

From the last exhibit in this chapter, "Average and Observed Rate 

of Change in Superior Court Filings per Judge: CY1971-FY1978 and 

FY1977-FY1978," the reader is able to discover \'1hether or not a trend of 

increasing caseload has developed for the judges in a circuit. The rates 

of change in per judge filings are given in absolute numbers and as 

percentages to provide for a rapid evaluation of recent and current 

filing patterns. 

Of course, Chapter II does not purport to give the complete picture 

of what has happened in the courts in FY1978. However, it does give some 

explicit information about the volume and types of cases filed during the 

past year, and whether the caseload has increased, decreased or stabilized 

from previous years. By paying close attention to the purposes and 

qualifications of the next four exhibits, the reader can easily grasp the 

statistical descriptions of the filings in Georgia's superior court. 
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EXHIBIT I 

Superior Court Circuit Rankings by Total Caseload per Judge: FY1978 

The total caseload per judge and the distribution of caseload 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 listed last has the lowest total caseload per judge). The caseload 

per 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 this 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 criminal figures do not account for defendants or 

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

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

counter-claims or number of parties. Juvenile cases are children who had 

one or more charges filed against them at one point in time. Only 

juvenile cases from counties in which the superior court judge has no 

assistance from either a juvenile court judge or referee are included in 

the figures for Exhibit I. 

The data in Exhibit I can be interpreted as the total per judge caseload 

in the criminal, civil and juvenile filing categories for each of the forty.rtwo 

judicial circuits. The presentation of the data in this manner makes an as­

sumption that requires explanation. By' dividing the total circuit caseload by 
, , 

the number of superior 'court judges, it is assumed that the caseload is evenly 

divided among each of the judges: In multi-judge circufts this may not 

actually be the"case, since the judges are fre~1 to d;v;d.e the caseload 
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in whatever manner they please. For example, the chief judge in a circuit 

may assign all criminal cases to one judge and all civil cases to another. 

Also, the chief judge in a multi-judge, multi-county circuit may assign cases 

so that one judge hears all cases in one county, but none of the cases in 

another county. Independent of the ass i gnmen{; practices of the various 

circuits~ the data in Exhibit I can be interpreted as the caseload per judge 

in each circuit, assuming the cases in each filing category are evenly divided 

among the judges. 

A final interpretative qualification of the data in Exhibit I concernS 

the rankings of the circuits on the basis of total caseload per judge. While 

total caseload per ~udge is important as an indicator of high caseload 

volume courts and 10;~' caseload volume courts, other indicators must be examined 

to identify the actual workload which confronts anyone court. In order to 

make any inferences regarding the relative workload of the judges in each 

circuit, one would need to observe the distribution of caseload among the 

various case types. Overall, the reader should consider the entire distribution 

of caseload among"all the criminal, civil and juvenile case types. Particular 

attention should be given to those types of cases (felony and domestic 

relations) generally considered to consume a greater proportion of judge time. 

Excessive workload is of primary interest; high volume caseload is one of 

several factors utilized to locate courts with excessive workloads. 

\\ 
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EXHIBIT I: SUPERIOR COURT CIRCUIT RANKINGS BY FY1978 TOTAL CASELOAD PER JUDGE 

2 
3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

r:l Rr.lJU 

) CHEROKEE 

YTOOMBS 

) ROt-IE 

) ALAPAHA 

) CONASAUGA 

)MOUNTAIN 

) CORDELE 

,) TIFTON 8 

9 

10 
11 

) COWETA .. 

) QQ\1ULGFE 

) BLUE RIDGE 

) TALLAPOOSA 

:) EASTERN 

12 
13 
14 
15 

) PIEDMONT 

) COBB 

) WAYCROSS 16 

17 
18 

19 
20 
21 

) NORTHEASTERN 
, 

,) STONE MTN. 

,) HOUSTON 

) CHATTAHOOCHEE 

) SOUTHERN 

TOTAL 
FILINGS 

'4328 

4061 
2333 
2198 
2165.5 

2133 

2104 
1971 
1966 
1948.5 
1946 

1906.7 
1857' 

1852 
1818.5 
1814 

1754.5 
1677.6 
1675 

1652.5 
1644 

CRIMINAL 
FILINGS 

FELONY MISDEMEANO ~ TRAFFIC 

383.5 479 2319 
276 749 1596 

189.5 809 46.5 
231 721. 5 633.5 
234.5 244.5 91 

158 174 66 

245 689 33 

299 152 21 

202.5 86 100 
305 378 88.5 
228.5 323 568.5 

186.7 296.3 182.7 
446 86 22 

179 202 378 
425.2 2.2 0 
223.5 170 206 
232.5 157.5 209.5 
282.7 14.6 1.9 

228 1 0 

275 98.8 88.8 
267 112.7 ' 1.3 

',--. 

CIVIL 
FILINGS 

TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDEN 
CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS t·lOTIONS 

318L5 ' 432 416.5 298 
2621 333 447 180 

1045 450.5 419 418.5 
1586 23,0 223.5 80.5 

570 523.5 731 282.5 

398 526 -- 694 280 
967 407 451 189 

472 511 602 352 

388.5 491 742.5 333 
771.5 444.5 363 271 

1120 , 217 522.5 86.5 

655.7 592.3 399.7 225.3 
554 273.3 800 229.7 

759 435 364 294 
427.5 296.8 982.8 111.5 

599.5 3q1 s 598 189.5 
599.5 367.5 497 229.5 

299.1 374.7 782 221. 7 

229, 301 865 280 

462.5' 269.8 749 163.8 
381 278.3 800.7 181. 7 

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

JUVENILE* 
FILINGS 

TOTAL TOTAL 
CIVIL JlJVFNTIF 

H46.5 
", -', ' 0') 0 , i 

960 480 ,:;.- ; 

. " 

: 1288 0 

534 78 1 

1537 58.5 . 
1500 235 I 

1047 90 -': 
1465 34 

1566.5 11 
, 
I 

1078.5 98.5 1 

826 0 j 
1217.3 23.'7 
1303 0 

1093 0 
1391 0 

1181 33.5 
1094 6{~----'-. 

"\ '1~;~'~~ 

1378.4 o ~~..) 

1446 0 

1182.5 7~5 

1260.7 " 2.3 
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EXHIBIT I: SUPERIOR COURT CIRCUIT RANKINGS BY FY1978 TOTAL CASELOPD PER JUDGE _______________________ .r ________________________ _ 

23) 169.5 367.5 
24 PATAULA 283 381 408 
25) f'AACON 297 95.7 5.7 281. 7 16.3 

185.5 125 1.5 269 795.2 143.8 9.8 
172 55 11 515 458 236 1209 80 

189.5 228 141 300 459 181 940 0 
180.5 228 149.5 330 228 170.5 728.5 
227 1 0 484 422 236 
409.2 2.8 0 371.6 498.8 102.6 

32 CLAYTON 210.3 22.7 226 "799 

33 ALCOVY 263 282.5 293 
34) ATLANTLC 224.5 26 390 439 5 
35) NORTHERN 151 36.5 341 
36) SOUTH GEORG IA 134 4.5 
37) DOUGHERTY 0 0 
38) FLINT 114 94.5 13.5 
39) 155 15 o 5 

19 2.5 
5.5 1 256 360.5 132 

'42 GWINNETT 0.3 0.3 151 531.7 171 
CIRCUIT MEAN 1.97.5 171.8 355 526.4 

* WHERE THE\; SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FR01'-1 A JUVENILE JUDGE OR REFEREE. 
\) 
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EXHIBIT r ANALYSIS 

Although Exhibit I ranks 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 without considering how demanding in 

terms of time and difficulty that caseload'actually i,s. The majority of 

traffic cases is summarily disposed of; so a high volume of these cases may 

inflate the total filings far out of proportion to actual circuit workload. 

A good indicator of c.;rcuit workload, as opposed to circuit caseload, is 

the number of filings in the more demanding case types. Generally, the 

time consuming cases will be felony, domestic relations, general civil 

and juvenile cases. 

The mean number of fil i ngs per judge in each case type for a 11 

forty-two judicial circuits is shown on the last line of the exnibit. While 

the exhibit shows seventeen (1-17) circuits ranked above the mean in total 

filings, only two circuits have extremely high volume caseloads. The two 

circuits that exceed the mean (1,726) by more than a certain cr:itical value 

(ih this case, one standard deviation) and their total filings are: 

CHEROKEE 
TOOMBS 

4 r_328 
4,059 

~Jhen filings in the more demanding case categories are evaluated, it 

is found that different circuits move into the extreme end of the distribution. 

Those circuits surpassing the mean for felony filings (235) by more than two 

standard deviations are: 

EI~STERN 
COBB 
ATLANTA 

59 

446 
425 
409 



In domestic relations filings, the following circuits are more 

than one standard deviation aboVe the mean of 526: 

CONASAUGA 731 
COWETA 742 
EASTERN 800 
COBB 983 
STONE MOUNTAIN 782 
HOUSTON 865 
CHATTAHOOCHEE· 749 
SOUTHERN 801 
BRUNSWICK 736 
AUGUSTA 795 
CLAYTON 799 

The circuits exceeding by more than one standard deviation the 

general civil mean of 355 are: 

CONASAUGA 524 
MOUNTAIN 526 
TIFTON 511 
COWETA 491 
TALLAPOOSA 592 
SOUTHWESTERN 515 
DUBLIi~ 484 

Although not all circuits show juvenile filings in their 

respective superior courts, it is important to view the juvenile 

caseload in the context of its effect on the total 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 

his caseload. Two of the tw'enty-six circuits whose superior court 

judges hear juvenile cases have a juvenile caseload that exceeds the 

circuit mean in juvenile fil ings by mo\'-e than two standard deviations 

and are ranked in the top ten circuits in terms of case volume per 

judge. 

TOOMB~ 478 
MOUNTAIN 235 
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Although several circuits exhibit a high volume caseload, they 

are not necessarily the circuits with the most demanding workload. 

Exhibit I presents the total pe~rjudge caseload in the criminal, 

civil and juvenile filing categories and identifies both those 

circuits with excessive filings and those circuits with a demanding 

caseload. 
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EXHIBIT II 

II 

Superior Court Criminal Filings: FY1978 

Exhibit II has been included in order to provide more detailed 

information on the superior court criminal caseload. There are three 

units of the criminal caseload: the number of indictments or accusations 

filed in superior court, the number of defehdants listed on separate 

indictments or accusations, and the number of counts against each , , 

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

criminal case provides valuable insight into the actual workload of 

the criminal filing type. This data intends to clarify the entire 

crimi na 1 workload by i 11 ustrati ng the number of i ndi ctments or 

accusations filed in the superior courts, as well as the number of 

defendants listed 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 figures; rather, 

they are totals of the docket entries, defendants and counts filed in 

each circuit. 

Exhibit II is divided into four major categories: felony, misdemeanor, 

traffic, and total criminal. Docket entries, defendants, and counts 

are listed in the appropriate columns under each of the respective 

subheadings. Note that under the Count subheading in the felony category 

there are felony,misdemea'nor and traffic counts. These misdemeanor 

and traffic counts are lesser included offenses on a felony docket entry. 

Similarly, the misdemeanor category separates the traffic counts contained 

as lesser included offenses on a misdemeanor docket entry. Obviously, 
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there are no lesser included offenses ina tra ffi c case. Fi nally the 

Total Criminal category includes the sum of all docket numbers, all 

defendants, and all counts. 

One final piece of informati.on contained in Exhibit II is the 

ratio of counts to defendants. This is a quantitative indicator of 

the practices of the district attorney in composing charging 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 woul~ indicate that on the average, the district 

attorney files two counts against each defendant on the charging 

document. 

. "j 

The value of the counts-"to-defeddants ratio can best be observed 
"'~/ 

by evaluating the extent to which the informatlon on counts increases 

our understanding of criminal activity. Where the rati.o equals one, 

the information on counts provides no more information than the data 

on defendants. When the ratio is greater than one, knowledge of 

the number af counts becomes more valuable in understanding the actcial 
I~ 

criminal workload. 

The final qualification of Exhibit II concerns the instances where 

the ratio is equal to one. It is then possible that the figures on 

docket entries and defendants may be somewhat exaggerated. In such 

instances it may be that the distri.ct attorney iS$,eparating multiple 

charges against the same defendant into different i~dictments. 

It is not poss'~ble from this data to infers,p~pi,ficallY and with 
, ").tj.:~:' I~'tr~ , ";." 

confidence what each data element offers aboutthe ca,~eload~ Various 

. factors such as those mentioned' above can distort the comparison.;qf the 
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circuits on the basis of the data presented in Exhibit II. Therefore, 

the reader should:~onsider the values in all categories-~docket entries, 
/, 

defendants, and counts--in evaluating the circuits with the moS~t;.C:i,mposing 

criminal caseload. 
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EXHIBIT II SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL FILINGS: FY1978 

fELONY MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC TOTAL CRII-1INAL 
COUNTS RATIO COUNTS RATIO :F:TIO RATIO 

DOCKET 
DEfEnd FELONY 

COldNT~/ DOCKET 
MISD. TRAFFI( 

COUNTS/ DOCKET TRAFFIC OUNTS/ DOCKET CO'':'.7S/ 
CIRCUIT ENTRIE~ tllSD. RAFFIC DE:-END. ENTRIES DEFEND. DF-FEm ENTRIES DEFEND COUNTS , DEFEND E~JTRIES DEFEr-If) (~()LJms f)E::;::'.: . 

LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN 683 719 790 1 0 1.1 '1 138 1 14L i-L.1 65 0 1.0 298 298 301 1.0 2.119 2 158 2 257 1.0 
WlCON 391 1 032 1284 14 , 1 1 .3 287 290 300 0 1.0 17 17 18 1.1 1 195 1 339 1 617 1.2 
MIDDLE 310 375 449 0 0 1.2 -) 3 3 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 314 379 453 1.2 

1'\" 
158 I 1 2 1.2 174 193 226 I 6 1.2 67 100 1.5 398 459 580 1.3. MOliNTAIN 199 I 245 66 

'NORTHEASTERN 465 559 I 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 I 425 0 0 1.3 302 3'\El 376 5 1.2 73 74 124 
" 

J .7 640 728 930 1.3 
" '183 1.0 1,543 1 ,698 1,810 1.1 OCMULGEE 610 732 828 1 1 1.1 756 789 7';7 0 1.0 177 177 

OCONEE 361 398 458 2 I 0 1.2 456 464 573 4 1.2 299 299 381 1.3 1,116 l 1 ,161 1,41~ 1.2 

OGEECH;::E 2461 285 i 307 5 
. 

8 1.1 38 44 46 1 1.1 5 5 . 7 1 1.4 289 334 374 I 1.1 

283 293 ~ 305 0 0 1.0 " 381 381 385 2 1.0 24 24 24 1.0 680 I 698 716 1.0 PATAULA -- -
PIEDMONT 179 234 256 2 0 1.1 202 202 209 a 1.0 378 378 398 1.1 759 814 865 1.1 
ROME 379 385 628 19 0 1.7 1,618 1,618 1 ,968 1 1.2 93 94 144 1.5 2,090 2,097 2,760 1.3 

SOUTH GEORGIA 597 603 619 0 0 1.0 268 268 270 0 1.0 9 9 9 1.0 874 880 898 1.0 

SOUTHERN 801 836 h 419 40 2 1.7 338 339 -- 375 0 1.1 4 4 4 1.0 1,143 • 1,179 1,840 1.6 
',-~' 

.SOUTH'v.'ESTERN 172 221 i 258 1 1 1.2 55 61 65 ! a 1.1 11 11 11 1.0 238 I 293 336 1.1 

STONE MOUNTAIN 1,979 ~ ,413 3,389 36 0 1.4 102 102 118 a 1.2 13 14 26 I 1.9 2,094. I 2,529 3,569 1.4 

TALLAPOOSA 560 694 '-~ 999 48 16 1.5 889 926 1 105 36 1.2 548 564 769 1.4 1,997 2,184 2,973 1.4 

TIFTON 299 358 \] 439 3 0 1.2 152 157 157 0 1.0 21 21 22 1.0 472 536 62J 1.2 

TooM3S 276 298 370 5 4 1.3 749 769 795 7 1.0 1,596 1,597 ,761 1.1 2,621 2,664 2.942 1.1 

WAYCROSS 447 -,;539 783 5 0 1.5 340 359 414 0 1.2 412 41,.2 422 1.0 1,199 1,310 ';624 1.2 --
WESTERN 397 424 627 1 2 1.5 11 11 11 0 1.0 2 2 5 2.5 410 437 646 1.5 
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EXHIBIT II ANALYSIS 

In this exhibit the three elements of the criminal caseload 

are displayed as total figures for each circuit. Since the pres,ented 

data does not account for the number of superior court judge$ 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 worklbad to the extent that the ratio significantly exceeds 

one. There are seven circuits in which the ratio of total criminal 

counts to total criminal defendants is 1.5 or more. The same seven 

cit'cuits 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 likely to have high count/defendant 

ratios. Six of the eight single-county circuits 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 workload in some circuits 

cou 1 d be underrepresented if only {locket numbers or defendants were 

considered for analysis. 

When caseload per judge figlH'es are calculated for total criminal 

counts, two circuits have extremely high va-lues in the distribution. 

\~i th the mean number of tota 1 crimi na 1 counts per ju'clge as 771, two 

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

CHEROKEE 
TOOMBS 
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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 
COBB 
EASTERN 
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EXHIBIT III\-' 

Superior Court 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 for previous presentation). 

The circuits in Exhib"it III are ranked on the basis of total felony 

plus domestic relations filings per judge (i.e.~ the circuit with the 

highest felony plus domestic relations caseload per judge ;s ranked 

number one, while"the circuit with the lowest felony plus domestic 

rel ations caseload pei'"' judge is ranked number forty-two). 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 formafof Exhibit III is designed so the reader can focus 

on the felony plus domestit relations caseload of ep,ch circuit. This 

format· was selected for several reasons. First, felony and domestic 
., 

relations cases are considered two of the most time-consuming: case tYP~IS 

in terms of judge time required for disposition. Second, the felony plus 

domestic relations caseload includes most cases within the exclusive 

jurisdiction of the superior court. finally, the caseload in the 
f, 

remaining case types (i .e., misdemeanor, traffic, genenl 'civil, 

independent motions and juvenile) repr.esent caseload that could be 

shared by a supporting court. 

There is one general qualification regarding the interpretation 
! ;:-' 

of the data in Exhibit III. This is that felopy cases and domestic () 
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~relation cases do not comprise the entire exclusive jurisdiction of 

the superior courts; many of the cases that are counted as general 

civil cases also fall under the exclusive jurisdiction of the superior 

coqrt. Such cases include those respecting title to land, complaints 

in equity and appeals from lower courts. Therefore, it should be 

noted that the sub-totals for the felony plus domestic relations 

caseloads do not include all cases under the exclusive jurisdiction 

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

estrm~ateo-(rf the proportion of the superior court1s exclusive 

jurisdiction caseload. 

The data in Exhibit III provides a valuable insight into two very 

important 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 

that cannot be shared by supporting courts. Therefore, creation of a 

state court in such a circuit would not help allev'iate the heavy volume 

in the felony and domestic relations categories. Converst",ity, if most of 

the case'load volume falls in the other case types, the expanded use of 
,', .J~\ 

supporting courts may be conside~ed as an alternative to an additional 

superior court judgeship. 
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EXHIBIT I II: SUPERIOR. COURT CIRCUIT RANKINGS BY FY1978 FEL()NY AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS FILINGS PER JUDGE 

DOMESTIC o. OF GENERAL INDEPENDEN '0 

~I SDEt-1EANO~ 0UVENILE* CIRCUIT FELONY RELATIONS SUBTOTAL TOTAL CIVIL tJOTIONS TRAFFIC 

CORDELE 245 4!il .696. 33 1 • 407 189 689 33 90 

LOOKOUT~1TN • 228 466 694 43 287 152 379 99 0 

~DCMU1GEE 305 363 668 34,3 444 271 178 88 _98 
C\ 

ATLANTIC 224 440 664 51.3 390 104 26 6 106 

DUBLIN ??7 4?? ~ful9. ah 48A 23.6 1 0 . 41 

GRTFFTN lqn 459 649 43.3 300 181 ??R 141 Q 

GWINNETT 109 532 641 66.5;;[ 151 11] 03 o 3 n 
,-, 

SOUTHWESTERN 172 458 630 41:3 ' 515 ' 236 55 11 80 

MIDDLE 155 472 627,2 '. ,51:2' 270 162 2 0.5 36 

Rm1E 190 419 609 '26.'" 450 418 809 46 0 

TALLAPOOSA 187 400 587 30'::8' 5~2 225 296 183 24 .• 

49.'d,' SOUTH GEORGIA 298 218 
, 

!i7El 250 i10 134 4 72 

WESTERN 198 360 558 51.9" 256 132 6 1 12 
.' , 

ALCOVY ,263 293 
.' 

"'·556 42.8 " 282 134 265 62 0 
.-

293': 435 PIEDMONT 179 364 -543 294 202 378 0 
e' 

':I( 

PATAULA 283 247 530 
. 34·:.···:~ '. 408 181 381 24 36 

.... 

ALAPAHA 231 224· 455 20,7i, 230 80' 722 634 78 
'OGtEcHEE ". 123, 325 448 43.3< "- 358 104 19 2 102 .. 

'. NORTHERN 132 ' 29.6 428 36,4 341 182 151 36 39 
" 

.' . , 

FUNT 114 i: . 300 A14 ;37.3 ,'424 \),144 94 14 21 
, . 

" 

OCONEE 180 .. '.',228 . .408.,- ;;28.2. ... : ,~ 330 170 228 i 50 )36 ',-
,-

ClRCUI TMEAN 235.1 526.4"761.4 47.3 '0',355 194.8 .. 197 . 5 J 71 .8 

*WHE[~ THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS. NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE JUDGt::OR REFEREE • 
..... 1 . '.,' . 

% OF 
SUB,OTAL TOTAL 

1 .408 66.9 

917 57 

1 ,279 65"7 

632 48.7 . 
762 !il\. 

R I1fl ' fin] 

~23 :n 5 

897 58.7 

470 
' . 

42.8 

1,723 73.9 

1-,320 69.2 :~ , 

590 50.6 .. 

407 42.1 
! 

743 57.2 .' 

1 309 70.7. ~ 

1,030· .. 66 ; .,~ 

1,744 '. 
> 

79S>') 

5BS," .... 
e " .......•• , 

··'56,,]··c,;4 ,", ,. ,,;.::': 1 
' '" .,,'; .: ::::~>·~1 

.'·749·: i/::.§3~6"1 
- .. -.... :~ ... : ..C.:-:; d. ,~".' ... '.: :'J 

~" •. 697.;,. · .... '·'62fr;;;1 
, ~1.·014 .' , ' .. \.; · .• ,.- ... }ri}3.~~:f 

'.0 

I 964.9 52.3 
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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 circuits have higher than average 

filings in the demanding case categories: 

COBB 
EASTERN 
HOUSTON 
SOUTHERN 
STONE MOUNTAIN 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 
CLAYTON 

The general civil category also includes cases that can be very 

time-consuming as well as cases that may be part of the superior c6urts' 

exclusive jurisdiction. 1f felony, domestic relations~ and general ciVil 

filings 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. Ci rcui ts whi chexceed thi s mean by mor£;- :than one standard devi ati on 

are: 

> :J 

COBB " 
EASTERN 
HOUSTON 
STONE MOUNTAIN 
CONASAUGA 
COWETA 
TIFTON 
MOUNTAIN 

Just as Exhibit I focused on volume without regard to difficulty, 

Exhibit III highlights circuits with th~ most cases" in the demanding 

categorles without considering the prdblem of sheer volume. By comparing 

the above mentioned cir~ults with those circuits in Exhibit I which had 

excessive fil ings, it can be seen whtch ones have both a demanding cl.nd 

high volume ~aseload. 
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EXHIBIT IV 

Average and Observed Rate of Change in Superior Court Filings per Judge: 

CY1971-FY1978 and FY1977-FY1978 

Exhibt IV presents the average rate of change in filings per 

judge between calendar year 1971 a~d0fiscal year 1978, and the rate 

of change between fiscal year 1977 and fiscal year 1978. The average 

rate of change between 1971 and 1978 ~epresents the estimated annual 

average rate of change in filings per judge between 1971 and 1978. 

The rate of change between 1977 and 1978 is simply the percent of 

increase or decrease in case filings as compared to the previous year. 

The numerical change in caseload per judge is also included in 

Exhibit IV. The numerical change between 1977 and 1978 is simply the 

observed differenca. The numerical change between 1971 and 1978 is 

the average annual increas.e or decrease in caseload for each year 

between 1971 and 1978. 

The unit of the criminal case used in this exhibit is the number 

of defendants listed 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 of defendants was selected as the criminal unit for 

this exhibit because it is the only criminal unit for which data has 

been gath~red for each year. Also, it should be noted that the case 

type lilndependent Motions" is not included in the civil/:fi1ings on this 

exhibit. "Independent motions'i isa new case type defined for the fi,scal 
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year 1977 data collection effort, and therefore no historical data exists 

for comparison in this category. 

There are several interpretative qualifications that should 

be noted in this exhibit. The rate of change was calculated on the 

basis of the caseload per judge in each circuit for CY1971, FY1977 and 

FY1978. The calculations reflect the changes in the humber of judges 

in each circuit over the eight years. Therefore, if Circuit A had one 

judge in 1971 and two judges it;L1978, the filings per judge in 1971 

would equal the total caseload divided by one, while the 1978 figures WOI'I~ 

equal the 1978 caseload divided by two. Consequently, any abrupt decrease 
A 

in the rates of c~ange as reported in Exhibit IV may not be attributable 

to a decrease in filings, but may be the result of an increase in the 

number of judges. 

Abrupt changes in caseload per judge may also reflect changes in 

the distribution of supporting courts. If a state or juvenile court 

has been created or abolished in the circuit (thereby either subtracting 

from or adding to the superior court caseload), there would be an abrupt 

change in the misdemeanor, traffic, general 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 abolisHed "during this time period. 

Finally,the reader should note not only the percentage. change, 
o ( 

but al so the numerical change in the caselooad per judge in each circuit. 

75 . 

I 

L:\ 



I': 

(I , 

o 

),1 





,6 

Ii 

When the numerical cha:,ge is a small n~3J1ber and the initial caseload 

is low, the percentage c!iange may serve to exaggerate the actual 

variqJion in caseload per jl:ldge. For example, if there were two 

" misdemeanors filed in Circuit A durinq 1977 and four misdemeanor cases 

filed in 1978, the appropriate figure in Exhibit TV wOl,lldindicate a ' 

100 percent increase in misdemeanor cases per judge. The reader 

should look for both high percentage changes and high absolute changes. 

The fonnat for Exhi bi t IV is desi gned to locate increases in 

circuit caseload per judge for the.~pt!rposes of this yearls /;udgeship study. 

Therefor~, any abrupt decreases in caseload can be functionally dis­

regarded. Any abrupt increases in the number and percentage of caseload 

per judge 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 JUD~E CYl971-FY1978 .AND FY1977-FY1978 " 

------------------------------------------------------------------=~.~,----------------------------------------------

.. CIRCUIT 

ALAPAHA * 

CRIMINAL 

TOTAL 
CRH1INAL 

CIVIL 

TOTAL 
CIVIL 

JUVENI LE *** 

loy;. QWU 1971-1?71 r:+.o+~++~+-~+_~;.;;,.,:;;t__:_~-~_t-...=.:+-...::...+~~1_"...;:..9~---=:~-~=t_--4_---::::..:::~-..;:.~--~~~~4..-...liZ..:..9i 

cos. OWU 1977-1978 

ALCOVY* 
"y;. owa 1971-197' ~~~*~~*....:.;.;:...-_i--.:...:...::+_-~---=:;..:...=;--:'--.::+-..::..:+;,;_.,.~+_7~f---=4--=:.=..:+--=t_---=::..:...:+_...;;....:..:::.t~.;....:::::.:::J.~....;...;~.-:..:~ 

ATLANTA * 
,.vG. QWGE 1911-1978 ~~~*"'f'~+--+_--i_-_t--_+--+--·+~~H~4--..:.r--.::-+--+--.:+_-'-=_4~.::;.~.:!1_---;..;..;4_.....::......j 

065. OWU; 1977-1971 

ATLANTIC 

CBS. OWU; 1977-1978 

AUGUSTA 
"VG. OI'lU; 1971-1973 ~~~*~~-rr---+_--+_-_t--_+-..;....-I_----~;F~~,.;,..,.;,~---+--'-+--+--:--..:.~-'-_=_+~..:.-_f.---~=_I_~:.......i 

. BLUE RIDGE 

BRUNSWICK 

CHATTAHOOCHEE 

o :0 

CleS. owa t977-1971 2 200 

COBB * 
AVG. OWa.lill-l'J7! o 
015. owa 1911-.lt71 o· 
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EXHIBIT IV AVERAGE Af\ID OBSERVED RATE OF CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS 
PER JUDGE CY1971-FY1978 Af\ID FY1977-FY1978 

.--__ ------~----___ ----------------------------------------------==----____________________________________________ u.'_ 

TOTAL 
FILINGS FELONY 

CRIMINI\l 
FILINGS 

MISDEMEAf\lOR TRAFFIC 
TOTAL 

CR I~~I N.L\L 
GENERAL 
nYU -, 

CIVIL 
FILINGS 
DOt<1E5TIC 
RELATIONS 

TOTAL 
CIVIL 

JUVENIl.E*** 
FILINGS 

TOTAL 
JUVENilE 

.CIRCUIT # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

CONAS1~~~ Im-1971 i--_-_2_!6E-+-__ -_9._.3;-_1_0;-_4_._7+-_-_51-t--_l_l_ .• _8+_--1_4-:0-t---2_9-.4-+--_1-8_1-t---1_5 ---'1---_1_0_0+--_1_1_._4;-__ 9-+-_1_" -12 f--_9_2...,r.-_-_5_o 7-+-_5 14.1 

cos. OWU 1977-1911 l!54 8.8 123 94.6 -34 -11.9 -25 -21 64 12 114 27.8 251 52.3 364 40.9 23 93.3 

CORDE~. OWU; 1911-197. 1--...., .. :!;,:::!2:.::3+-_...=8~.5:::r-__=2:,;5:..t-..::l=-4:..:.~4+----'6::.:1=+-..::1:;;..:4:..;:.;.;::;6+__-..;;54-_--9;;..;.,;. 2=+_...;;8;.;:;2+-~1;;.;.2~. 5_+__-4~_;.,;.1-j.-~2-.:.7+-. .....;;;.8.:... 1:.=J-~3 .... 14-.--;..4.;..' 3~_1_0--+_2_4 _ 

___ 08_5_, _OW_U_, 1_~7_7._1'_7a-t---.,.;1=-7:..;;3-+--_-",,'9., 7 -10 S - 27 • 6 243 53 .3 17 106. 3 152 17 . 6 26 6 , 8, __ ..:;;6.::;:2+-;;;;.15~. 9~_8;;"..;8~...;;;1_1_ • ...;:4+-_4.:.:2=-iI-"S:;.:7 .... /.-.5 . 

COWET~:. OWU 19]1-1971 1--_-,::;,1::.,5 8~ __ -6..;..;..;' ~:..j~ _-.... 3:....2-+-_-.... 8 ......... 5+_--.... 1 .... 3_!_--.:;.9~. -=-4+_--...:1::.;:6~--=1:.::;0...:. . .::;.1+--...;6::;,;0--r_-::..9.:..;.1=+---...;5~6~--~8~+-_-4;;:.;3~_-..;;;4w.-!.7+_---.:..9o!.:8'4---.loI..Lo61 ...... -.::.O.:,.. E~,0..;;)6::..:.:..:7~ 
-234 -12.2 -48 r1S.8 -91 -50.3 22 28.2..!117 -20.8 43 9.6 38 5.4 82T.1 5 83~1. 

OOUGHERTY*/** 
-17.3 -10 6 2 ° . 7 - 28 - - 77 - ... 103 -18 .8 - 34 ' ::~,-=·O";,"' =-5 t--_-,;;;..3 6~---=4'-" . ..:;;.9; __ -~6~9 +---_6_06-+_0_" --,-_0_.,.-

___ ~_s_._~_U_l_~7_~_"_1.~_-~3~2:.::3~_-=2~4~.2~_-~M~-~2~6~.~B~~-~.6~.~1-_010_~_0~~0_~---S-6~_-~.~ ~61.~23.3 ~O -1.7 -71 -S02 0 0 

D~LI~.~~1911-"n~~2~!0~~~1~.~7~--=2~3~~1;.;:;1~.~6~~~~--~3~0~.~3~_0~~--~~2~~.~~9_.~---2-2~--_3-._9~~1-8~ 5.2 -4 -0.5 4 19.2, 

CIOS. OWU 197]-1918 -110 -8.1 48 18.9 -6 -75 0 ° .42' 16 75 18.3 -46 ":9;8 29 3.3 2 5.1 i 

'--r-~~+-~~1_~~r=~~~~~~--+_~~~~-+--,~'"~,~,~,.~.~~~~~~+-~~L-.~~.~. ~,--~4_~~r-~_+~~~ 

EASTERI'>l 50 3.4 30 8.6 -3 -3.2 3 - 30 6.5 7 2.8 12 ,- 1.:7 19 1.9 0 0 ( 
Av;.. OWGE 1971-1971 1----i---_!_--I----+---t---.-t---l.---+--+--..,.-i---I-~-+_~--t-'..;-_+--+_--4_~_+-';-'-', 

f~L-I-N-T~~~·-OW--~-1_97-7--l9-7B;---~4=8~2-r--2~2~.~4~---.~7~9~-~1~4~_r--~8~1-i.--4~8~.~2~~2~2~1---__ ~~~1~3~8~--~18~·'~.~T-_-~3~0~--~9~.9~--~1~9~01--z1~9~.2~-~2~2~O~-~.1~7 __ 1_~0~~~0~,~ 
",v-.. ow,c~ 1,71.-!On ~_2-t--_l_1_._8-+ __ -_2_2_!_-_9_·_~'.r_--:.?~ __ -_2_3_01-1-_-_1_7-j._-_2_7_._7t--_1_1_5-t-_, .. _1_8_.2_t_---6-7_+_-_1_0_"_1-+-_-_2_3-!-_-_5_,_9+--_9_0{)-I-_-_8_._6_+_-3-' _+-_o~...,l 

~.s.cXl~ 1977-!971 -29 -2.8 17 13.2 -18 -15.3-1 -6.7 _-....;3'--t'-"',,,...,,,-;J.;:;;.;... 1"t-_3~2-+-.--;;8...;...-2i-~5 .... 0~-2-0-~-8-2_+-1-2-.-8_!_ .... 9--_+.,..7-5 .... , -It 
GRIFFlN* ..,86 -5.1 -7 -2.9 -4 -1.6 -17 -8.2 ";27 -3.~ ~40 -9 -18 -3.5 -59 -6 0 0 I 

4\v;.. owa l,n-19~1 I----i---_t_~--:t__--I----t_----+_--+--_+_----~--t---I---+_-'---I--_.,..-+--+------~---_+-----! ° ·.0 47 28 71 43.8-2: -1.4 116 24.5 12 4.2 9 2 .21, 2.8 a 0 i 065. CHo\'U 1977-1978 

G\<JINNETT * ;, -71 -6.6 -33 -13.5 -IS -49.9 0.7 -33.1 -51 -17.2-12 -5.9 0_ I 
A'oI:. CHoV« i971~1'97B I----+---.--t---t__--I---'---i---+_--.-t----+-.---+--_t_--. 1--_-+ __ .-_8-+-_-_1_:_4+---_1 .... 9_, +--.,..2-.-5-+--.... ,_O-+-----li 
06.S.cwia 1911,.1978_123 -13.1 ..:15 -10.4 -5 -83.3 -0." -70 -21 . -13.9 ";s -5 75 16.4 6710.9' 00-1 --....,;.;-, , 
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EXHIBIT IV AVERAGE AND OBSERVED RATE OF C~JGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS 
PER JUDGE CY1971-FY1978 AND FY1977-FY1978 
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00$. owa 1977-1971 

Ayr;. owa 1971-1971 
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EXHIBIT IV AVERAGE AND OBSERVED RATE OF CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS 
PER JUDGE CY1971-FY1978 AND FY1977-FY1978 

,CIRCUIT # 

cos. OW" U77-197. 

ees. owa 1977.:-.;; 

em. OWU 1977-lili 

CRIMINAL 
FILINGS 

TOTAL 
FILINGS FELONY MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC 

% # % % # % 

TOTAL 
CRH1IN!'"L 

# % 

GENERAL 
ciVIL 

# % 

CIVIL 
FILINGS 
DOMESTIC 
RELATIONS 

# % # 

TOTAL 
CIVIL 

% 

JUVEN I LE*'k* 
FILINGS 
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JUVENILE 

# % 
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*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. 
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EXHIBIT IV ANALYSIS 

I( 
)j 

One way to view the data presented in Exhibit IV is 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 0hose 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 filings, several circuits have greater 

average increases than the statewide average per year increase since 

calendar year 1971. The circuits in which the average increase 1971~ 

1978 exceeds the circuit mean increase 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 civi1 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. In 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 
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 juvenile filings was made in the fiscal year 1978 

data collection, and therefore, 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 absolute and percentage 

terms, the caseload may still be relatively low. The circuits wh"jch 

~eed 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 II SUMMARY ANALYSIS 

The purpose of the four exhibits in Chapter II has been to 

identify circuits with excessive workload 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 toial filings per 

judge as: 

CHEROKEE 
TOO~1BS 
ROME 
ALAPAHA 
CON,Il.SAUGA 
MOUNTAIN 
CORDELE 
TIFTDN 
COWET~~. 
'\·<:I~MULGn.·c: 

r ....... >~, .: ~_ ~_':::'\.--=-" __ :::::-

For eight circuits, the criminal caseload becomes more out­

standing when counts, instead of docket entries, are considered 

the filing element. Exhibit II shows these circuits are: 

ALAPAHA 
ATLANTA 
BLUE RIDGE 
CHEROKEE 
CLAYTON 
COBB 
EASTERN 
TOOMBS 

When felony, domestic relations and general civil filing:; are 

aggregated to determine excessive caseload volume in the most 

demandinp case types (Exhibit III), the cirGuits which exceed the 

mean of 1,116 by more than one standard deviation are: 
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COBB 
EASTERN 
HOUSTON 
STONE MOUNTAIN 
CONASP,UGA 
COWETA 
TIFTON 
MOUNTAIN 

A few of the aforementioned circuits displayed trends of 

increasing caseload (Exhibit IV). Toombs was the nnly circuit 

that showed an average (1971-1978) and observed (1977-1978) increase 

in felony filings and in total filings per judge. Increases in 

'domestic relations filings in Houston, Mountain, Toombs 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 (Chapter V), 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 Counci1 policies affect the final recommendations. 

For example, all other things being equal, a multi-county~ one-judge 

circuit included in th£ above lists would be more favorab1y considered 

for an additional judgeship than a singl~-county, multi-judge circuit • 
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CHAPTER 111- Case load in the Superior 

Courts: FV1978 Dispositions 

EXHIBIT V 

EXHIBIT VI 

EXHIBIT VII 

EXHIBIT VIII 

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

TOTAL FY1978 DISPOSITIDNS PER JUDGE AND PER­
CENT DISPOSED 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 





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 

relation to the caseload with which the circuit has been cha1lenged. 

Special attention should be given to the differences in dispositions 

as percent of filings figures among the 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 percentages for 

the actual criminal and civil caseloads on the specific methods of 

disposition. The implications of the exhibit with respect to judge 

time can be evaluated by observing the percent heard by non-jury trial 

and by jury trial. 

Exhi bit VII, "FY1978 Criminal Oi spositions per Judge by Case 

Type and Percent Di sposed by Each Method, II and Exhi bit VI II , 

"FY1978 Civil Dispositions per Judge by Case Type and Number 

Disposed by Each Method," describe dispositions in terms of actual 

case10ad using criminal counts and civil cases disposed. In providing 

a detailed picture, of the methods by which judges dispose of cases, 

the two exhibits CM also be used to compare ;the differences in amounts 

of judge time used, to handle similar numbers of certain case 'types. 
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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 fil'jngs per judge are presented in 

Exhibit V for each of the criminal, civil and juvenile filing 

types. The figures indicate the total number of criminal and civil 

docket entries and the number of juvenile cases; that were completely 

disposed of during FY1978 in each circuit. 

Total dispositions per judge and dispositions per judge for 

each case type are presented as p~rcents 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 counts and all claims. Criminal 

and civil cases which were partially 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-II of 

this report for more detailed information). 

"t:. 

Secondly, these figures include dispositions regardless of 

the method by which the case was terminated. Here t the emphasis is 

only on the total volume of dispositions per judge. Dispositions 

by method are presented in Exhibits VI, VIl and VIIl. 

i 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 

coul d have been fil ed 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 adequately handle 

its caseload. 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 10cate circuits that are in need of an additional superior 

court ~udge, attention should be paid to circuits with low disposition 

percentages. Low percentages in this exhibit might indicate a current 

and cumulative problem in processing the caseload. Essentially, 

however, low 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 limitations 

in mind. First, high disposition rates alone should 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 a circuit with 

low 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 lower than those in the criminal categories without 

necessarily indicating a problem with processing cases in the circuit. 
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EXHIBIT V TOTAL FY1978 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND DISPOSITIONS AS PERCENT OF FILINGS PER JUDGE 

CRIMINAL 
DISPOSITIONS 

CIVIL 
DISPOSITIONS 

TOTAL 
DISPOSITIONS FELONY MISDEMEANO~ TRAFFIC 

TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDEN TOTAL 

JUVENILE * 
DISPOSITIONS 

TO!AL 
JUVENILE 

CIRCUIT # % 
:,:, ,:'~,;,:,<;,,: " 

.....:..lA~LA~P..!.A.!!..HA"'-'-__ --f,,::"li j988'.,90 ,;4 , 

ALCOVy;ir!1i:L"",'.a5~?:, 

# % # % # % 

2b3 77.2 

CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL 

# .II 
iT % # % # % # % u n 

428 104.6 4, 133.3 0432:i6.1~~ 351 94.4 587 117.E 168 163J.,1 .. 1061.113.7~~:gj)-' 

ATLANTIC 33 126.9 6 100 ',':2l3dloS?S ·394 01 474 107. 97 93.3 965103 99 93.4: 

AUGUSTA 83,.2 1 5028190'~1 190 70.6 655 82.4 136 94.~ 98181.2 ,8, 80 

195 89.9458 87.7 83 .96.5 736 89.1 o 

276 75 699 95 125 74 11 /. 1 o.:i 06.4, o 

CHATTAHOOCHEE ;,J.)2~9i"7s. 225 81.81 85 85.,.9 74 83.1" 384 83.1 174 1,64.4 580 77.4 97 59.1. 851 72 

.-...:::C::..:H=ER:.;;O~K.;.=E::E:--_-t".,...4~}"",5·6f>O":":',,,,,,.,+"'~i,;..o~'.5~.4,!,>+-. _2_9_4-t-7_6_._6t-4_2_0-t-_8_7._7+,f,2_,_9_4_21-1_2_6_.S+,'.,...3j...;:,6_$~6'l-l_14..;.._Q+' _3_4_4-+-7_9_._6+-344 82.7 217 72.8,90~ 80 

'li;24~:';93~2 234 111.4 35 152. 2 66 .. t.;27i~,i4.~ 216 95.6 671 84 91 115.2 97f a8~6 CLAYTON 

o 
o I ~ 

COBB 2 100 201 67.7 938 95.4 77 68.E 1,2lE 87.4 0 

CONASAUGA 280 114.f 152 167666116.8 539 ~02.9 843 115.2 310 109.9:1,692110.1 49 184.5 

558 81 CORDELE 
83 .. 6,1,065101. i 88 97.8 . " ,', 

31 93.S79782.~ 426 ~04. 7 481 106.6 158 

COWETA 206 102 76 88.4 97 97 658 88.7 203 ',61 11,25] 79.9 10 '90.9 

DOUGHERTY 186 90.3 0 o 186'90:3 161 80.1 608 102.7 120 71..4 889 92 cf 

DUBLIN 178 78.4 1 100 I o ';i'19~ igi'!? 313 I 77.1 340 80.6 149 63.1, 862 75.5 33 80.5 

EASTERN 446 100 90 104.61 11 50 ,;'947) 98'.71 212 77 • 7 771 96.4 153 66.5,!l.,136 87.2 o 
--. '-'.;" , 

FLINT:a7!:i:;7Q.l~?': 93 81.6 97 103.2 10 71.4 ~ot),90.i 291 68.6 252 84 120 83.3Y 663 76.4 16 76.2 ' 
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EXHIBIT V TOTAL FY1978 DISPOSITTot~S PER JUDGE AND DISPOSITIONS AS PERCENT OF FILINGS PER JUDGE 

~~~I----------------------------------------~---------'--------------------------------'------------------

CRIMINAL 
~'--> 

, CIVIL JUVENI U:* 
01 SPOS IT10NS DISPOSITIONS ISPOS £TIO~ ~S 

TOTAL TOTAL GENE~L DOMESTIC INDEPENDEN TOTAL I iOTAL 
D I SPOS I TI Oi~S FELONY t·1I SDEMEANO TRAFFIC CRIMII"JAL CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE 

CIRCUIT # % # 9; !l % # % % u % # % # % # % 
, gs ,v 1T ., 11' 

~ 

LOOKOUT MTN. 1,529 94.9 194 85.1 411 108.4 61 61.6 ~6El 94.3 279 97.2 455 97.6 129 84.9 863 95.4 0 - J 
MACON 1,687. 108.4 346 IH;.5 106 110.4 4 66.7 4$(:1 1114.e 272 96.5 773 1117.3 170 84.6 1 J 215j:hO~. 5 16 r loo ; 

f'lIDDLE 893 81.5 i 170 109.7 2 100 0 0 172 109.6 200 74.1 386 81.8 101 62.3 6871 76. 34 94.-
, ----.-

tv10UNTAIN ".~~R 109.6 115 72.t 162 93.] 55 83.3 332 83.~ 640 121. 7 774 111.5' 351 25.4 1,765 117.7 241 102.1 

NORTHEASTERN 1,942 110.7 231 99.6 178 112.7. 258 ~22.9 667 ~11.2 404 ~09.8 559 112.5 269 17 1 ,23~ 112.6 43 70.5 

NORTHERN 1,272 107.9 106 I 80.3\108 71.5 46 p-27.8 260 81.2 441 29.3 328 1l0.t 206 ' 13.2 975 118.~ 37 94.9; 

OCMULGEE 1,626 83.5 255 83.6 342 90.5 75 85.2 672 87 375 84.5 325 89.5 170 62.7 870 80.71 84 85.7 

OCONEE 1.235 86.8 154 85.6 224 98.2 183 22 561 100.5 . 298 90.3 :185 81.1 75 44.1 558 76.6 116 !85.3: 

88.2' 293 181 .8 
-\ 

OGEECHEE 877 84.8 110 89.4 16 I 84.2 1 50 121 296 91.1 65 62.5 654 83 96 94.1l 
' ... - I 

76.91 79 .f. PATAULA 1,193 76.5 235 83 293 21 87.5 549 317 77.7 199 80.6 95 52.5 611 73.1, 33 91.7 

PIED~10NT 1,522 82.2 202 112.t 187 92.E 340 ~9.9 729 96 351 80.7 291 79.9 151 51.4 793 72.6 ..0 -
ROME 1,942 83.2 125 65.8 796 98.4 57 p3.9 978 93.6 374 83.1 350 83.5 240 57.4 964 74.8 0 -

74.6\ 
• 

SOUTH GEORGIA 1.043 89.2 230 77.2 . 100 2 50 332 76 ~ 232 1 92 • 8 329 118.3 97 74.6 658 99.S· 53 173.1 

249\ 
I 

1 90.8 94 .~ 169.211,131 1 !sO SOUTHERN 1,478 89.9 93.3 97 85.8 0 0 346 250 89.9 755 126 89.7 

SOUTHWESTERN 1,456 95.4 166 96.5] 59 . 107.3 10 90.9 235 98.7 483 9~.8 472 103.1 '193 95 73 91.2 81. Sl",ME 

STONE MTN. 1,928 114.9 272 96 .1 16 1106.7 1 \ 50 289 96.'i 388 ~03.5 IP34 1132.2 217 97.7 ,1,635 118.9 0 -
TALLAPOOSA 1,526 80 163 87.2 352}118.9194 ~06 709 ~Oo.5 410169 •. 3 269 67.2 125 55.6 ' 804 66.1 , 13 ~4,,2. 

TIFTON .1,530 77.6 228 76.3 118 I 77 .6 17 81 363 76.9 468 91.6 483 80.2 187 53.1 f,1,13E: 77.7 29 85.3 

3,296 81.2 237 85.9 622 I 74 2.t.O~O· 77.8 84.7 357 79.9 142 78.9 
, 

78] 81.4 475 99,,4 TOOMBS 83 I,J,81 282 -
hlAYCROSS 1,702 93.S 220 98.2 178 104.7 212 02.9:'61,0 101.71 310 78.7 561 93.S 193 \101. 6 ~064 90.1 28 82.4 

WESTERN 1,058 109.5 159 80.3 2 33.3 1 100 '1.62: .79 , 327 127.7 364 jl0l.1 192 \145.5 883 118 .13 ll-08.3 
........... H. ".~.)- ,,;,.~ 

.'-, 

CIRCUIT MEAN 1,585.3 91.9 212.8 90.6 182.8 1:02 175.9 84.9 571.5 94.3315.1 88.8 500.6 94.2 156 B3.2 971. 7 90,,2 42 85" 
*\,:HERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSrSTPNCE FROM A JUVENILE JUDGE OR REFEREE. 
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EXHIBIT V ANALYSIS 

As expected, civil dispostioh rati~s averaged several per­

centage pOints below criminal disposition rates. The mean for 
,) 

each of the criminal categories except traffic is over 90% while 

each of the civil categories except .domestic relations average~ 

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

Although the total dispositions category,.like the tota'l filings 

category, identifies circuits with volume caseloads rather than 

difficult caseloads, the imposition of high disposition volumes 

on the judge in such circuits cannot be ignored. Circuits in which 

- the total number of dispositions exceeds the mean by more than one 

standard deviation are: 

CHEROKEE 
CONASAUGA 
r~OUNTAIN 
TOor~BS 

A large number of dispositions, however a is not 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 may be consumed per case than another court in which the case 

type composition of the caseload is different. If the majori·ty of the 

caseload can be processed by methods such as default judgment or 

guilty plea, less time will be consumed than if a large number of 

the dispositions were by trial. Thus, in either of the two preceding 

situations a court could process a larger volume of cases in a given 

amount of time. 
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Neither does ~ low 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 ~nd 

a low disposition 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 
COBB 
CmlETA 
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 following table illustrates for each' criminal case type 

the circuits in which dispositions exceed the mean by more than one 

standard deviation. Those circuits which also have a disposition rate 

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

FELO~N 

ATLANTA 
CHEROKEE* 
COBB* 
EASTERN 
MACON 

MISDn·1EANOR 

ALAPAHA 
CH~ROKEE* 
CORDELE* 
LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN 
ROME 
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 is one 

circuit whose domestic relations caseload is causing some strain. 

HOUSTON 

The reader should keep in mind that both the number of 

dispositions and the disposition rates are subject to a number of 

internal variables that limit the usefulness of this exhibit for 

identifying circuits needing addHional judgeships. Case difficulty, 

terms of court, filing practices of the district attorney, and 

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

c 
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EXHIBIT VI 

Total FY1978 Dispositions per Judge and Percent Disposed 

by Each ~1ethod 

This exhibit illustrates the percentages of criminal and 

civil cases disposed by methods for each circuit. They were 

calculated on the basis of the total number of cases disposed 

per judge which is located in the second column. The criminal 

dispositions are listed 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 IIcounts" and civil docket 

entries. The disposition of a criminal 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 qualification concerns the method of combining 

all criminal filing categories into the criminal dispositions and 

all civil categories into the civil dispositions. The criminal 

dispositions include those of traffic cases and the civil dispo­

sitionsinclude 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 for felony 

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, dismissal, or administrative 

termination. The civil judgment category ~ncludes cases that 

were terminated before a judgment was entered on evidence heard 

and cases that were full-blown trials without a jury. The civil 

jury trial category includes those cases terminated by a jury 

verdict. 

The criminal non-adjudicated disposition category includes 

cash bonds, dead dockets, nolle prosequi, and dismissals; the 

judgment dispositions include guilty pleas, "non-trial otherllj 

dispositions and full-blown trials without a jury. The judgment 

column for criminal dispositions includes a special notation for 

the percent of counts disposed specifically by a non-jury trial. 

The jury trial category for criminal dispositions is the same as 

for civil dispositions. 

j A non-trial other disposition includes criminal charges for 
whi ch the defendant was found to be deceased or not guil ty 
by reason of insanity, the defendant was extradited or the 
case was transfert'ed to another court. 
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The value of the exhibit is to present the total dispositions 

of the superior court during FY1978 and to illustrate the methods 

of disposition. Exhibits VII and VIII detai~ the distribution 

of case dispositions by method for each of the criminal and 

civil filing types. After observing the detail of Exhibits VII 

and VIII, the reader will have an opportunity to refer to 

Exhibit VI and observe the total picture of the dispositions. 
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EXHIBIT VI TOTAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AfoIO PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD . 

:~ % IN· PARENTHESES' ARE % OF CRIMINAL COUNTS PER JUDGE .oI'SPOSED BY NoN-JURY" T'RIAL. 
CIVIL DISPOSITIONS NOTED IN THE % JUDGMENT COLUt-AN INCLUDE NON-TRlAL'AND NON-JURY' 
TRIAL DISPOS,ITIONS SINCE DATA COLLECTED IS NOT; Sl:lffICIENi TO MA.!<EAN" ACCURATE 
DIVISION. BETWEEN THESE SUBCATEGORJES. 1 
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EXHIBIT VI TOTAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE A~~ PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

- it % % % 
CIRCUIT DISPOSED NON-ADJUDICATEC JUDGMENT:: JURY TRIAL 
DOUGHERTY ';';;lj}.·. /,:: •.•.•••..•.• <' .. ' '.' > .,.:i:·:~ 

CRIMINAL COUNTS l;\;,· ....•.. 310,:,.<' 25.8 64 9 (0 3) 9 2 
CIVIL CASES ;···· .. ,· •• ··889··· .' ; , 28.2 70.7 1 1 

DUBLIN f·, ... , ... ·•· .. ... :' . 

CRIMINAL COUNTS '303 '. " 23.1 68.6 (2.3) 8.3 
CIVIL CASES " ·86;:(···· ....• ::: 30.9 67 2 2 .... 

EASTERN " . '~.~ ',' . '. . 
CRIMINAL COUNTS ,'. "(605 .... ' 20.8 72.3 (11 ) 6.9 
CIVIL CASES I L136 ' .. ' 19.1 77 .8 3 ; 

...• 
FLINT :. 

CRIMINAL COUNTS r 316 29.3 58.7 (0 . .8 } 12 
CIVIL CASES 

, 
662 28 4 70 1 7 , 

~ " 

GRIFFIN I 

f 

CRIMINAL COUNTS 700 58.1 38 , (04) 3 8 
CIV.IL CASES l 719 30 4 67 , 2.5 -

GW·INNETT I 
CRIMINAL COUNTS; 188 1-52 75 5 (0) 9 2 
CIVIL CASES If 904 32.9 64 3 1 

HOUSTON It -CRIMINAL COUNTS i 419 42.7 48.4 (0) 8.8 
CIVIL CASES 1,332 29.4 68.7 2 

( OOKOUTMJUNTATN 
t 
t " 

CR I M I NAL '. COUNTS r 716 69.9 27.4 (0.3) 2.7 
CIVIL CASES ;" 

863 32 4 65 5 2 : ..... 
Ml\CON '.' 

CRIMINAL COUNTS 609 38.2 56.1 (0.2) 5.7 
CIVIL CASES \.,< 1 ~2·15 38.5 60.4 1 , 

MIDDLE l. • , 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 256 20.9 69.7 (0) 9.4 
CIVIL CASES ~ 687 ~Q.fi 67 8 l.7 

MOLNTAIN i 

CR I M I NALCOUNTS l . 464 25.6 6404 n.n 9 9 
. CIVIL CASES· " 1~765 45.9 52.7 l.3 

NORTHCASTERN 
CRIMINAL COUNTS i, 790 28.5 63.9 (0.1) 7.7 
CIVIL CASES t· . ~ 1.232 38.5 58.2 3 3 

NORTHERN .' .. 
~ r 

'--CRIMINAL' COUNTS 'r' 382 30 6 678 (08) 1 n 
CIVIL CASES 975 34.8 64 , , 2 

OCMULGEE .. . , 

.. 

CRIMINAL COUNTS f. ...• zza· -. " 35 9 .611 7 10.3) 3 4 
.:j CIVIL CASES' ,,~ !;:··:.;.370:~.'.;.(?·;T 24.1 74 4 , 6 



EXHIBIT VI: TOTAL DISPOSlTIONS PER JUDGE NIO PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

% 
JUDGMENT:' 

% 
JURY TRIAL 
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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 does 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 largest 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 caseloads. 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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.. 
Pb~tiorr 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. Circuits in which both 

the number of total criminal dispositions and the percent 

disposed by jury trial are !;t(bove the mea:n in criminal counts 

are: 

ATLANTA 
AUGUSTA 
CO!~ETA 
EASTERN 
FLINT 
HOUSTON 
I~ACON 
MOUNTAIN 
NORTHEAsTERN 
PATAULA 
SOUTHERN 
SOUTHvlESTERN 
WESTERN 

There are seventeen circuits (40%) in which both the number 

of civil cases disposed and the percent dispos~d 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 
SOUTHvlESTERN 
\lJESTERN 

In crimin'al cases the data for comparison among circuits of 

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

The number of non-jury trials are ilJlPortant'since this method of 
(! 

!\ 
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disposition requires a considerable amount of judge time and may 

require almost as much judge time as jury trials. The circuits 

with th~ largest number of counts disposed by non-jury trial 

are: 

EASTERN 
ROME 
TOO~1BS 
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 
Ror~E 
WESTERN 
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EXHIBIT VII 

FY1978 Criminal Dispositions per Judg~ by Case Type and 

Perc,.§nt Di sposed bY,Each Method 

Exhibit VII provides more detailed information on criminal 

dispositions by presenting dispositions both by case type and 

method. The total number of criminal dockets, defendants and 

counts disposed are listed in the first two columns. The case 

types are listed under each circuit name, and the totals are 

listed on the final row for each circuit. The percentages of 

counts di spo£,ed by each method are 1 i sted 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 listed on each indictment or 

accusation are disposed. The total number of defendants listed 

in the first column indicates the number of defendants which had 

all counts against them completely disposed. The teader 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 dispositio"ns among the 

major case types (felony, misdemeanor, and traffic) and the 

individual methods of disposition. Particular attention should 
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be given to high percentages of jury trials in the felony case 

type~ and the reader should keep in mind that the IInon-trial ll 

category includes all counts disposed by a guilty plea. 
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EXHIBIT VII: FY1978 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 

M-lD PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

---- -- ----- -----------------
# OF DISPOSED: % OF COUNTS DISPOSED BY: 

--- -- ~ -~ ~ -._-- ~---- -- -- ---~ -- -------- , DEFEN- CASH DEAD NOL DIS-· NON- NON- .~ 

CIRCUIT DOCKETS DANTS COUNTS BOND DOCKET PROS MISSED TRIAL JURY JURY 
- - - - -- - ---- ------ ---~-- -- - - ---

ALAPAHA. 
FELONY 179 188 189 0 0 .JO 2 6_.3 58.5 0 5 
MISDEtltEANOR 656 656 658 31 ._4 _0 Jil 5 1 47.9 0.2 0.2 
TRAFFIC-- 644 644 '644 73.8 a 2 .6 06 22,8 0-' n 

TOTAL 1 .479 1.488 1 491 45.7 0 11·6 3.4 38.4 0.1 0.7 

ALCOVY 
FELONY 203 210 227 a 0.4 15.2 a 78.4 3.5 2.4 
MISDH1EANOR 254 255 260 0.4 1 5.8 0.4 90 1.2 1.3 
TRAFFIC 61 61 61 a a 6.6 a 93.4 a a 

TOTAL 518 526 548 0,2 0,6 9a 0,2 B~,6 2 1 ,n 

ATLPNTA 
FELONY 428 498 -741 0 15.2 2.a 0.1 75.6 0.5 5.8 
MISDEMEANOR 4 4 8 1.2 10 Ii 2.4 a 85.5 a a 
TRAFFIC 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 a a a 

TOTAL 432 502 749 0.01 15. 1 2.8 . 0.1 75.7 0.5 5.7 

ATLANTIC 
FELONY 241 269 305 0' 6.9 19.8 2 64.3 2.6 4.4 
M I SDEMEflNOR 33 36 46 a 12 17.4 a 57.6 3.3 . 9.8 
TRAFFIC 6 6 6 16.7 a a a 16.7 66.7 a 

TOTAL 280 311 357 0.3 7.4 19.2 1.7 62.6 3.8 5 

AUGUSTA 
FELONY 176 201 317 a 0.7 25.3 1.1 59.9 0.2 12.8 
t~I SDEtvlEANOR .' 104 104 108 82.2 a '1.6 2.8 n.8 0.9 0.7 
TRAFFIC 1 1 1 a a a 25 75 a 0 

TOTAL 281 306 426 20.9 o 5. _19,2 1.6 41.1 0.4 9.7 

8lUE RIDGE 
FELONY 196 260 384 0 0 19.9 2.1 63 7 2 5 11.8 
MISDEMEANOR 283 289 320 0 0 9.1 3.8 ~3 1 1 n Ii 
TRAFFIC 521 521 574 0 a 2.8 0.5 96 3 o 4 a 

TOTAL Yooo 1070 L,278 a a 9.5 1 8 83.7 1.2 3.8 . 

eRLNSWICK 
FELONY ,- 134 152 182 0 0.3 22.7 0.8 62 7 08 12 6 
MISDEtvlEANOR 122 125 125 14.4 a 49.2 2 332 n 1 .2 
TRAFFIC 1 1 1 a a a Q 100 n n 

TOTAL 257 278 308 5.8 0.2 33,4 1.3. 50.8 0.5 8 

CHATTAHOOCHEE 
FELONY 285 291 370 a 3 2 20.7 0.1 68 7 ' 0.9 6.3 
HISDEi'-iEANOR 85 96 101 4 1 .2 32.9 1.2 58.7 1.5 0.5 
TRAFFIC 74 74 75 46.2 3.3 13 0.3 36.1 0.7 . 0.3 

TOTAL . 384 461 546 7 2.8 21.9 0.4 62.-.4 1 4.4 
'-, 

CHEROKEE , 
;~ 

FELONY' 294 327 " 396 0 13.1 22.9 2.1 54.5 . 0.6 6.7 
MISDEMEANOR 420 43_5 455 0 10.7 19.8 1.4 64 1 . 7 -2 4 

TRAFFIC l,~4l 1i!,94i! ·~t.':J/j 86.4 " 0.3 LI Q.3 U.8 0.1 O.O~ 

TOTAL . ~ 3.656 3~704 ~.824 67.2 2.8 5.6 0;6 a.4 0.4 'l-
:: . : 



EXHIBIT VI I: FY1978 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHJD 

* OF DISPOSED: % OF COLNTS DISPOSED BY: 

DEfEN- CASH DEAD NOL DIS- NON- NON-
CIRCUIT DOCKETS DANTS COUNTS BOND DOCKET PROS MISSED TRIAL J~RY JURY 



EXHIBIT VII: FY1978 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND PERCENT 0 I SPOSED BY EACH· t-1E1"HOD 

it OF DISPOSED: 
- ---- OEFEN=--

,CIRCUIT DOCKETS D.ANTS CO\J\lTS 

HOUSTON 
--FE-Lor,h'-

- --MISDEMEAr\K)R- .-- -- -
--tAAFFIC --- .~.-,~~_~C 

- ---tOTAL 

LOOKOUT MT. 
-FELONY--·--

-MI sDEtl\E.ANOR -
---TRAFFIC 

--------------------------, 
% OF COUNTS DISPOSED BY: 

DEAD NOL -DIS--~N= - NON--CASH 
BOND OOCKET PROS MISSED TRIAL JURY JURY 

---_. - ----- - - ----
o o 15.1 0 

-- :--,----
o -- -O-J~O--

-- - ---- ----- - ---- -- ----

o 15.2 o 

75.6 

o 
-------

75.5 

o 
o 
o 

Q--
-------

9.2 

--c-- __ 0___ 48. n- --3.4 -~ __ 4_0._5- -:_Q.9-: 7.1-
o 1 39.5 '2.7 19.9 0 0.5 - ---- - ---0-- --38 - .... I' u___ 

··-o-----:-c·7, £4_! ~---=Q_.]l~ ___ - _42_1_.1...'__ --2 _.--- ~~[._~ ____ -:_--- --------

TOTAL 

MO.CON 
-FEc.....LON~Y--

--M1SDEr~ 
TRAFFIC 

---- - -fOTAl 

N:>RiHEASTERN 
FELONY 

---:-M..-;"I S'OEf4EANOR 
TRAFFIC 

-TOTAL 

0.1 
---0- ---4:1 - --4T. 6 ---0-

o ---5---- - -21.4 0 
~>--.--:--:c-c> - ----- ---- - - ---- --- --- - ----

32.3 0.1 

3 

22.1 0.7 
--- -'-8.5 - 0.5 

- --- ----

1 7 0 

57.3 0.1 
--49.7--0.6-
--------. 

71 .4 0 
-- - ----

55.9 0.2 
-------- -----

-0-:-3--
--3:4---
------

7. 1 
-------- - ---

5.7 

70 .. o 9.5 

o 9.4 

60.4 0.1 15.2 
51 3. ___ L-.-= 1.:4_= 

.9 
---11~8 Q.6 - -63.8 .1 ----'7~1 -
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EXH1BIT VII: FY1978 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
~D PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

# OF DISPOSED: % OF COLNTS DISPOSED BY: 

DEAD 
DOCKET 

NOL DIS­
PROS MISS 

NON- NON­
TRIAL JURY 

-



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

, 

I OF DISPOSED: % OF COUNTS DISPOSED BY: 

DE FEN- CASH DEAD NOL DIS- NON-
CIRCUIT DOCKETS D.ANTS COLNTS BOND DOCKET PROS MISSED TRIAL 
STONE MJUNTAIN i:~i":, ' ",'!\ i. _ >~' "'t;i<~': 1 :,. ,':' 

FELONY ·····,·272;' .; .. 336 .. 488·' . 0 7 13.8 0.2 75.6 
MISDEMEANOR 16: ., i16, ; '21 16.8 14. 1 29.5 0 38.3 
TRAFFIC " ]-' ··2 ' 3 0 13 ,6 18,2 0 591 

TOTAL ",.," 289 354 512 0.7 7.4 14.5 0.2 73 9 
; 

TALLAPOOSA " .< 

FELONY '163 207 ' 278 0 8.4 40.2 0.1 43.9 
MI SDEtv"EANOR 352 372 450 24.2 5.3 49.8 0.1 19.9 
TRAFFIC 194 194 258 38.8 3.1 3l.4 0.1 26.1 

TOTAL 709 773 986 .. ' 21.2 5.6 42.3 0.1 28.3 
" 

TIFTON 
FELONY .228 267 310 0 0 20.6 1 6 69 7 
MISDEMEAt-X:>R ;118 ' 123 123 0 0 35'.8 0 64.2 
TRAFFIC 17 17 17 "'.; 5.9 0 17.6 0 76.5 

T01AL 363 407 450 0.2 0 24.7 1 .1 68.4 

TOOMBS 
FELONY 237 '259.' 331' ,.'. 0 0 323 cO Sf! 
MISDEMEANOR 622 6'43 .. 68'7 14.6 0 45,7 0 361 ' 

-TRAFFIC 11 .181 1 .. 182 '. i 1.296';, B1 9 0 8.3 0 9.4 
TOTAL 12.040 . 2~OB4 2.314 ' ... "" 50.2 0 22.9 0 24.3 

'.' 

" 

WAYCROSS . ".' . ", ' 

FELONY 220 256. 351 
" 

0 3.B 12.7 0->.1 73 8 
MISDEMEANOR ' 178 .. lBfi 205 52 0 12 __ 2 Jl 34 Q -TRAFFIC : '212 212 2]2 .' , 36 .3 0 5.9 0 57 1 

TOTAL ' 610 ' .. ,,653 ,"'775 24. ,1 ] 10.6 0.1 58,R 
, '. ~ . 

"'f' 
". ,: . . .)... 

WESTERN i,{,,' ',.:> > •.. '... :.,. 
FELONY ·>159': 172 '1 278 0 0 17 ,6_ 9.2 59.1 
MI SDEMEAf'.K)R <. '2" :' ',>2·; 

• 4· 0 0 71.aA Q 28.6 
TRAFFIC .; . 1 ·.·.'1'· ""1.,', ' 0 0 ~ 0 100 

TOTAL ":",)16Z,," ',175,): ".t283', , ' 0 0 1B.2 9 58 R. 

NON-
JURY JURY 

1 2 22 
1.3 0 
ql n 
1 .3 2.1 

0.4 7.1 
0 07 
0 0.4 
0 .. 1 2.4 

1 6 6.5 
0 0 
0 0 
1 1 4 ~-4 ,. 

1 ,f! 7Q 
?,Q 0.7 
D,? D,? 
1.2 1.4 -

,1 .Ii R 
n " o-S-
o 7 0 
1 ~.7 

2.9 Tl 3 
n n 
0 0 
2.R 11.2 
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EXHIBIT VII ANALYSIS 

Since Exhibit VI has already dealt with criminal cases in 

the aggregate, the reader should focus in Exhibit VII on felony 
/.' 

~dispositions by type and number. 

The circuits for which the numb~r of felony counts disposed 

exceeds the mean by more than one standard deviation are: 

ATLANTA 
CLAYTON 
COBB 
EASTERN 
M,ll.CON 
STONE r~OUNTAIN 

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 
FLINT 
MOUNTAIN 
NORTHEASTERN 
PATAULA' 

Circuits which rank above the mean in both 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 VII I 

FY1978 Civil Dispositions per Judge by Case Type and' 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 figures should not be interpreted as 

only the dispositions 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 admini,strati ve 

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 /ljudgments,1I 

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~~e(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 intermediate 

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. 

However, the relative number of jury trials is interpreted as an 

indiGator of the demand in the circuit for this very time~consuming 

type of disposition. 
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EXHIBIT VIII FVI978 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH '-lETI-IOD 

" OF 
" OF CASES DISPOSED BY: 

DISPOSED ADMIN. 
CIRCUIT CASES SEITLEMENT DISMISSAL EPJ-lI NA Tl 01' JUDGMENT 

Alapaha 
DOHESTIC REL. 19Q 1 42 0 144 
GIONERAL CIVIL lM.: ~ ", 0 f08.5 
WDEP. MOTIONS 65: 0.5 38 0 ?" 

TOTAL 435. ; 4.5 141 0 ??lUi 

A1covy " . 
DOI-1ESTI C REL. 263 54 12 2 'Q4 
GENERAL CIVIL 2,12' 63 5 0.5 "35 
INDEP. MOTIONS 118 41 1 .5 4 71 

TOTAL 593 158 18.5 6 5 400 

At1 anta 
DOI-1ESTI C REL. 587 5.8 85 8 0 493 '1 

GENERAL CIVIL 351 22.6 209.2 0 96.7 
INDEP. MOTIONS 168 4.6 15 0 148 

TOTAL T.l06 33.1 310 0 738.4 

Atlantic 
DOMESTIC REL. 474 77 47 0 349.5 
GENERAL CIVIL 394 70.5 134.5 0 174 
INDEP. MOTIONS 97 18 17.5 0 61.5 

TOTAL .965, 165.5 199 0 585 

AUQusta 
DOMESTIC REL. 655 42 14 0 594 
GENERAL CIVIL 190 89.2 2 0 78 
INDEP. MOTIONS 136 9.2 0 0 126.2 

TOTAL 981 140.5 16 0 798.2 

Blue Rldge 
DOMESTIC REL. 458 33 57 0 366 
GENERAL CIVIL , Ql; 23.5 68 0 83 
INDEP. MOTIONS 83· 4 21.5 0 57,5 

TOTAL 736 60.5 - 146.5 0 506.5 

Bt'unswick 
DOMESTIC REL. 699 49.5 117 0 529 
GENERAL CIVIL 276 47.5 72.5 0 135.5 
INDEP. MOTIONS ~ 125 17 14 0 94 

TOTAL .~ 1 .100 .' 114 203.5 0 758.5 
, 

Chattahoochee 
DOMESTI C REL. ~" 5sP 4 42.5 0 531.2 
GENERAL CIVIL 174 4 79.5 0 80.8 

,:~; .. INDEP. MOTIONS 97 3.2 17 0 75.8 
TOTAL ~~.851! 11.2 139 0 687.8 

~, 

Cherokee . ',. -:-
DOI-1ESTIC REL. < '344' m, 31 20.5 0 289 
Gl!hfERAL CIVIL " 344 ." 20 71 0 231 
INDEP. MOTIONS :) 217 .. ,"'. 5 10,5 0 201 

TOTAL i .9OS-'oc .•. ' 56 102 0 721 
'.': 

~~\':"""';"" : ' 

JURY 

3 
-i 
n 

11 

n I; 

R:Ii 
01; 
9 5 

1.4 
22.6 
0.6 

-24~ 

0 
15.5 
0 

15.5 

5.2 
20.8 
0.8 

26.8 .---

2.5 
20 5 
n 

23 

3.5 
21 
0 

24.5 

1.8 
9.5 
1.2 

12.5 

3.5 
22.5 
0 
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EXHIBIT VII r FY1978 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER 0UOGE 6Y ~SE TYPE 
AI'!) NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH ~\ETHOD 

"". '=...-

o 

K OF # OF CASES O.ISPOSED BY: 
DISPOSED ADMIN. 

CIRCUIT c.4SES SETTLEI>1ENT DISMISSAL ,ERM I NAT 10 JUDGMENT JURY 

Clayton 
DOMESTIC REL. '6n 54 '94.3 0 513.7 9.3 
GENERAL CIVIL 216 9.3 127.3 0 67.3 12.3 
WDEP. MoT toNS 91 0':. 0 9.3 0 81. 7 0 

TOTAL 978 " 63.3 231 0 f;f;? 7 21,1 

Cobb 
~,ESTIC REL. 938 0.2 217 .5 0 719.2 1 

GENERAL CIVIL 201 3.2 124 0 65.2 8.8':' 
INDEP. tJOTIONS 77 0.2 3.8 0 72.8 0 

." 

TOTAL 1 216 3.8 345.2 0 Rl\7.? Q R 

Conasauga 
DOMESTI C REL. 843 ?3 ?7r; r; ~? 511 1 
GO~EAAL CIVIL 539 I 52.5 144 • ,,1 ?4Q 32 
INDEP. t-oTIONS 310_ 13 55 27.5 215 0 

TOTAL l,692 "!'! 88.5 474.5 120.5 975 33 

Ca.rdele 
DOMESTIC REL. 481 5 118 0 ~53 r; 

GENE~L"C1VrL r, 426 2 168 0- ?1Q 17 

INDEP. MJTIONS 158 7 55 0 C)fi n 
TOTAL 1.065 14 341 -0 AAR 2? 

Coweta 
OOMESTI C REL. 658 '71 5 31 0 553.5 1.5 
GENERAL CIVIL .390 79 42.5 0 ?r;4 ,., 
INDEP. f.'DTIONS 203 30.5 15 0 156 1 ,5 

TOTAL 1 ,'2/ir, 181 RR r; n 963 5 lR 

Do:>ugherty -~ 

DOMESTIC REt. 608 0 142.5 0 462. ::I 
GENERAL CIVIL 16'},~ 0 79.5 0 74.'>, 7 
INDEP. f.'DTIONS 120 0 28 5 0 Q? n 

TOTAL 889 0, 250.5 0 ~?IU 1(1 

Dublin i 

DOMESTIC REt. 340 3 54 0 281 ? 
GENERAL CIVIL 373 9 121 -0 228 lr; 

INDEP. M:)TIONS '1M ., 12 67 0 70 n 
TOTAL .. 862 ?4 242 0 57Q 17 

Eastern 
DOMESTIC REL. 771 . 96 15 1 651~7 r; "I 
GENERACCIVIL 212 94.3 7.3 0.3 Rl ~ ?Q 
INDEP. f.'DTIONS 153, . 1.3 2 n lLla "I n 

TOTAL 1,'136 191.7 24.3 1.3 BR4~1 14 "I 

Fllnt 
DOMESTI C REL. 252 40 3.5 0 206.5 -.2 
GENERAL. C~VIL 291 101.5 8 0 172.5 9 
INDEP. f.'DTIONS 129 33.5 lAi 0 84.5 0 

TOTAL 663 175 13 n 463.5 T 11 

() 

.... 

j) 
,/I 

/' 



EXHIBIT VI I I FYI978 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

* OF 
# OF CASES D,ISPOSED BY: 

DISPOSED ADMIN. 
CIRCUIT CASES SETTLEMENT DISMISSAL ERMINATIO~ JUDGNENT 

Griffin 
DOMESTI C REL. 370 57 17 0 29.3.5 

GENERAL CIVIL 230 88.5 20 ·~2· ..... ·,,,.-~ ___ L06 
INDEP. MOTI ONS 119 30.5 5.5 " \~ . ; 83 

'r...,"i-.:!.,o. 

TOTAL 719 176 42.5 0 482.5 
I 

Gwinnett 
DOMESTIC REL. 553 119 '\1. 31.3 0 387.7 

~eNERAL CIVIL 154 74 7 17 ::l 1 Jl9 -::l 

INDEP. MOTIONS 197 24.7 29.3 0 141 7 
TOTAL 904 218.3 78 1 578.7 

Houston 
DOMESTI C REL. 745 1 146 0 588 
GENERAL CIVIL 331 1 173 0 145 
INDEP. MOTIONS 256 0 70 0 182 

TOTAL 1.332 2 389 0 915 

Lookout Mountain 
OOMESTI C REL. 455 6 115.3 0 332.3 
GENERAL CIVIL 279 9.7 109.7 0 143.3 
INDEP. MOTIONS 129 6.3 32.7 0 89.7 --TOTAL 863 22 257.7 0 565.3 

Ma!;Q!l 
OOMESTI C REL. il3 a 3 263 7 0 504.3 
GENERAL CIVIL 272 2 131 0 132 
INDEP. MOTIONS 170 13 57.3 0 98 

TOTAL 1,215 15.3 452 0 734.3 

Mlddle 
~STIC REL. 38,6 0 98 0 286.5 

GENERAL CIVIL 200 0 74 0 116 
INDEP. MOTIONS 101 0 38 0 63 

TOTAL 687- 0 210 0 465.5 

Mountain 
DOMESTIC REL. 774 147 103 43 4RO 
GENERAL CIVIL 640 196 88 39 295 
INDEP. MOTIONS 351 92 71 32 156 

TOTAL 1 765 435 262 114 931 

Northeas tern' 
DOMESTI C REL. 559 76 87 4.5 383.5 
GENERAL CIVIL A04 139 475 3 183.5 
INDEP. MOTIONS 269 47 66.5 4 150 

TOTAL 1 232 262 201 11. 5 717 

Northern 
DOMESTIC REL. 328 76.5 21.5 0 228 
GENEML CIVIL 441 122.5 53.5 0 -+- 256 
INDEP. MOTIONS. 206 53 12 0 140.5 

TOTAL I 97·5 

I 
252 !l7 0 624.5 

I I ,-,--I 

." ~\ 

JURY 

2.5 
15 
0.5 

18 

14.7 
11 ,7 
1.7 

28 

10 
12 
4 

26 

1 
16.3 
0.3 

17.7 

4.7 
7.3 
1.7 

13.7 

1 
10.5 
0 

11.5 

1 
22 
0 

23 

-13' 
31 ,5 
1 

40.5 1',\1. __ --

·• •• t 

2 
9.5 
0 

.' 
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EXHIBIT VII I 

_ ....... 
FYI978 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 
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EXHIBIT VII i 

CIRCUIT 

Stone Mountain 
DOMESTI C REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
WDEP. MOT IONS 

TOTAL 

Tallapoosa 
DOMESTI C REL. 

GEI'lERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. I"'OTIONS 

TOTAL 

Tifton 
DOMESTIC REL. 
GE1~ERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. I"'OTIONS 

TOTAL 

Toombs 
DOMESTI C REL. 

GEIlERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. I"'OTIONS 

TOTAL 

Wavcrosc; 
DOMESTIC REL. 

GEIlERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. I"'OTIONS 

TOTAL 

i,·:estern 
DClI-'ESTI C REL. 

GE:JEP.AL CIVIL 
HiDEP. I"'OTIONS 

TOTAL 

--

-_. 

--

FYI978 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

# OF # OF CASES D.rSPOSED BY: 
DISPOSED ADMIN. 

CASES SETILEMENT DISMISSAL ERMINATIO~ JUDGMENT 

1 ,034 60.7 128.4 40.4 799.6 
388 90.1 126.6 17 3 125.4 
217 11 9.9 5 189 3 

1.639 161.9 264.9 62.7 1 114.3 

269 1 38 0 229.3 
410 5 149 3 0 ?39" 

125 0 22 0 102 .. 3 
804 6 209.3 0 570.7 

483 0 95 0 386 
468 0 132 0 315 
i87 2 _63 0 1 ?? 

1 138 2 _290 0 H?3 

357 47 1 0 307 
282 93 1 0 166 
142 54 1 0 87 
781 194 3 0 56.0 

561 91. 5 108 0 361 
310 98 38 0 162.5 
193 23 60.5 0 109.5 

1 064 212.5 206.5 _0 Ii:n 

364 67 26.5 0 266 
327 J59 20 0 122 
192 50 35.5 0 105 5 
883 276 82 0 493.5 

! 

JURY 

5 
?H.9 

1.7 
35.6 

0.7 
lli 3 

0.7 
17.7 

2 
21 
n 

23 

.. 
2 

?? 

0 
24 

0.5 
11 
0 

11 " 

5 T 
25.5 
1 
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EXHIBIT VIII 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 
HOUSTml 
~1OUNTAIN 
STONE NOUNTAIN 

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 
mHNNETT 
NORTHEI\STERN 
SQUTIMESTERN 
STONE t10UNTAIN 
t~ESTERN 

The number of dispositions per judge identifies circuits with 

a high v01ume caseload while the number of jury trials indicates a 

more difficult or time-consuming caseload. Circuits with both a 

high volume and a high number of jury trials are those most, likely 

to need assistance in handling the civil caseload. The following 
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circuits are above the ~ean in both the number of civil cases 

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

ATLANTA 
AUGUSTA 
BRUNSWICK 
CLAYTON 
CONASAUGA 
CORDELE 
EASTERN 

124 

HOUSTON 
MOUNTAIN 
NORTHEASTERN 
SOUTHWESTERN 
STONE MOUNTAIN 
TIFTON 
WESTERN 



CHAPTER III SU~~ARY ANALYSIS 

Chapter III has attempted to place in perspective the 
> 

current dispositions per judge for each of the forty-two judicial 

circuits. Dispositions have been evaluated in terms of their 

demands on court time due to high volume or time-consuming methods 

of processing (i.e., jury trials). Three criteria have been useful 

in identifying circuits with excesssive disposition workloads: 

current dispositions per judge, both as an absolute number and 

as a percentage of fil ings ,aggregate 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; 

2. Total dispositions less than 90% of filings; 

3. Above the mean in number of felony counts disposed; 

4. 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 
COWETA 
EASTERN 
NORTHEASTERN 
TOor~BS 
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In no ctrcuit should the judicial workload be ~valuated in 

terms of disposition data alone.' The number of filings, more than 

anll other single caseload characteristic, is indicative of external 
. 1/ 

demands em judicial resources. Disposition data provides useful 

estimates of present performance and perhaps even current capacity, 

but is influenced by a number of internal variables. Disposition 

data must be examined in the light of filing data and secondary 

indicators such as population 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 and 1977 Population 

Per Judge 

In Exhibit IX the 1970 and 1977 circuit populations are presented 

along with the percent i.ncrease or decrease in circuit population between 

1970 and 1977. The 1977 circuit population per superior court judge is 

also included in Exhibit IX and the forty-two circuits are ranked in descending 

order on th! basis of 1977 population per judge (i.e .• the circuit with 

the highest population per judge ranks number one: and the circuit with the 

lowest population per judge ranks forty-two.) 

The additional data elements in this exhibit are the 1977 population 

pe~j~dge with an additional judge and the circuit ranking on this variable. 

The purpose of this data element is to illustrate the effect on the popu­

lation'per judge ratio of adding an additional judge to the circuit. To 

accomplish this, an additional judge has been added to all circuits and 

the new population per judge ratios have been recorded. 

Before caseload data became generally available, a ratio of approxi­

mately 50,000 people per superior court judge was used as a.rule of thumb by 

the General Assembly in creating additional judgeships. Although popu­

lation per judge is not necessarily strongly correlated ,:~jth workload, 

the probability of increasing caseloads with increases in population 

is recognized. The 1977 population per judge ratio should be compared 

to both the current ranking, and the 50,000 population per judge 

standard and to the effect of adding an additiQnal judge'. For 

example" a tWQ-judge circuit may have a current ratio of 60,000 people 
!/ . . 
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for each superior coUrt judge, a figure which exceeds the standard of 

50,000 people per judge by 10,000. However, if an additional judge 

~ were added, the current population to judqe ratio would be 40,~OO people 

per judge or 10,000 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 
'I 

to 52,000, a figure which is more in line 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 decrease in population as well as in conjunction with the current 

and historical trends in caseload. An additional judgeship should not 

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

Circuit population would support the recommendation of an additional 

judgeship in circuits where it was determined that current caseload was 
'<I 

. hig~ and increasing while the population was increasing and the popu-
,~, c~ 

lation per judge ratio exceeded 50,000. 
D 
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EXHIBIT IX: CIRCUIT POPULATION~ RATE OF CHANGE.} AND POPULATION PER JUDGE 

# OF 1977 ~ 977. POP. PER 
JUDGES 1970 197.7 % CHANGE POPULATION JUDGE WITH 

CIRCUIT 70 78 POPULATION POPULATION 70-n PER JUDGE + RANK ADD. JUDGE RANK 
'"'' 

ALAPAHA 1 2 41,000 41,800 1.95 20,900 42 13,933 42 

ALCOW 0 2 49,686 -59,700 20.15 29,850 40 19,900 40 
ATLANTA 9 11 605,210 576,~0(i -4.69 52',436 15 48,067 4 

P;TLANTIC 1 2 59,072 72 ,000 ': 21.89 36,000 36 24,000 35 

AUGUSTA 3 4 203,019 " 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 c, 

BR\\~SWICK 2 2 101,871 106,600 4.64 53,300 12 35,533 11 

Cr-vl:tTAHOOCHEE 3 4 224,299 214,600 -4.32 53,650 11 42,920 6 
CHEROKI:;t=----<~ 1 2 56,481 65,200 15.44 32,600 38 21,733 38 
CLAYTON 2 3 98.126 129.900 32.38 43.300 27 32,475 .;}.~: 

," 17 
\', 

' ~ 

COBB 2 4 196,793 263.000 33.64 65,750 5 52,600 3 

CONASAUGA L 2' 68,094 80,800 18.66 40,400 29 26,933 27 
CORDELE 1 1 48,660 52,300 7.48 52,300 16.5 26,150 31 

COWETA 1 2 146,995 162,600 10.62 81,300 ~., 54,200 2 

DOUGHERTY 1 2 89,639 99,000 10.44 49,500 20.5 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 c:25 33,575 15 ,-

'39,450 HOUSTON 0 1 62,924 78,900 25.39 78,900 "2 9 . 
.. 
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!=XHIBITIX :: CIRCUIT POPULATION, RATE OF CHANGE, AND POPULATION PER JUDGE 

# OF 1977 97T POP. PER 
JUDGES 1970 1977 % CHANGE POPULATION JUDGE WITH 

CIRCUIT 70 78 POPULATION POPULATION 70-77 PER JUDGE + RANK ADD. JUDGE 

100KOUT MOUNTAIN 2 3 10'9 3 413 120',30'0' 9.95 40',100 31 30,075 22 

MACON 3 3 165,104 171,200 3.69 57,067 9 42,800 
---'~~----~~~r-~r----~~---~------~-------+---------------~------~------~---------b-----~----~----~>'~ 
. r+1WDLE 1 2 78 ~57 4 80,600 2.58 40,300 30 26,867 28 
I'IOLtHAIN 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 .'.1 2430,333 21 

NORTHERN 1 2 66;975 . 72,200 7.80 36,100 35 24,067 34 

OCMULGEE 2 2 99 9 192 104,60'0 5.45 52,300 16.5 34,867 12 
..... :. 

OCONEE 1 2 56~104 57,700 2.84 28,850, 41 19,233 41 

OGEECHEE '1 2 I 66,140 " 72,800 10. 07 36,400 34 24,267 33 
~==~~----;----;---~----~~--+-----~----"+-------------~--------------~-------~--~----~~--~--
PATAULA 1 1 52,13152 s 600 0.90 52,600 14 26,300 29 
----~~----1_~;-~~--~~~--+---~~~--~--~~--~-----~~~-4--~~~--~~~---+--~~~.~ 
PIEDf'w()NT 1 1 44,785 (-:-,,49,500 10.53 49,500 20.5 :~4'!i750)\ 32 
R' .... QM .... =E ..::.:u..A..----+--..:;;...1 -t-....;;2~---.-;7...;.3~, 7"';'4';;"'2 -~r~') 78,800 6.86 39 ,400' 32 26 ,2(i7 30 
-~-----+-~-+----+---~---+----",:,-"",,···'·-~---~~-l---------j.------l-------":;'--I-----
SOUTH GFORGTA 1 2 69,573 71,600' 2.91 35,800 37 23,867 36 

SOUTHERN 2 3 137,639 IS2,300 10.65 50,767 19 3f\,6il"'-s---+---1"""0--

SOUTHWESTERN 1 1 58,878 58,800 -0.13 58.,800 8 29,400 23 
---~J~------T---+-~~----~----r-~ __ ----~----__ ~---+----~~---+--~~~~.~~~--~--~---
SToNEt-1OUNTAIN 5 7 433,539 500,800 .. 15.51 71,543 3 i'62,600 1 

TALLAPOOSA 1 3 91,762 115,SOO 25.87 38,500 33 28,87524 
" 

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 

r,WAYCRO$S 1 2 '.~,S,487 ... 94,0.00 . 9.96; 47,000 23 31,333 20 

WESTERN 1 2 73,092 86,200 17.93; 43,100 2828,733 25 

+1977 ClRCUIT POPULATION DIVIDED BY THE NUMBER OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGES IN 1978. ,''-

SOURCE: ANNUAL ESTIMtl.TE OF POPULATION FOR THE S/rATE OF GEORGIA (OFFICE OF PLANNING AND BUDGET) SE'PTEMBER, 1978). 
o ~ 

tr' 

() 



(,),) 



EXHIBIT IX ANALYSIS ", 

The 1977 population per judge ranges from 20,900 (Alapaha Circuit) 

to 81,300 (Coweta Circuit). The difference between the two ratios 

(the range) is 60,400. This difference ;s less than that observed in 

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

The circuit mean of 48,524 people per 'Superior 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 

judge continues: Jhis is also the first year in which the statewide 

average population per superior court judge has been less than 50,000. 

This decrease in average population per judge is in large part a product 

of the addition of superior court judgeships from 1973 through 1978. 

The 1977 population per judge ratio exceeds the 50,000 standard in 

nineteen circuits and is "higher than the statewide average in twenty~one ' 
~ -

circuits. 

In order to extract the most useful information from this exhibit, 

the r~ader should isolate those circuits witn both a high population per 

judge and a rapidly increasing population. These two variables are 

operationally defined as a population per judge ratio of more than 

48,524 and a percentage change in population of at least 10.39'%, the 

statewide average population growth frolll 1970 to 1977. 

Nine circuits display figures higher than the statewide averages on 

both variables. In descendingarder of 1977 population per ,judge,they.are: 
. ~ 
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II COWETA 
HOUSTON 
STONE MOUNTAIN 
HOUNTAIN 
COBB 
BtU'E RIDGE 
SOUTHERN 
PIEor~ONT 
DOUGHERTY 

Despite t!1e fact that the three recommended circuits are not above 

the statewide circuit mean population p~r judge and statewide average 
i •• ~ 

percentage popu' ation change, two of the ci rcuits, Eas tern and Ocmul gee, are 

above both the statewide cita0t mean population per judge and the 50,000 

standard set by the legislature. All three recommended circuits are 

experiencing positive population growth. 

Exhibit tx alone is not a basis from which any overiding conclusions 

for \"econmending 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 a circuit. 

Ij 
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CHAPTER V - Potential sources of judicial 

EXHIBIT X 

EXHIBIT XI 

assistance: supporting courts 
I I 

, and administrative districts 

ANALYSIS OF SUPPORTING COURTS: STATE, COUNTY 
PROBATE, AND JUVENILE: FY1978 

"'1' SUPERIOR COURT FY19L8 CASELOAD BY ADMINISTRA-
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CHAPTER V - INTRODUCTION 

Chapter V suggests two alternatives to creating an additional 

superior court judgeship in any circuit. Exbi.bit X, "Analysis of 

Supporting Courts: State, Probate and Juvenile: FY1978,t' displays 

the number of state, probate and juvenile 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 alleviate some 6f 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 illustrates potential benefits to be derived from an incteased 
~ \" 

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

Exhibit XI, IISuperior Court FYl978 Caseload by Administrative 

District," presents filing and case type data for each district. An 

analysis of it is important to find out if temporary assistance, the 

assignment of judges from another circuit~in the same district to 

certain courts in special instances, wOlt1d bea feasible alternative 

to the creation of an additional superior court judgeship. It should 

be noted that temporary assignment of judges within a district would 

.only be suggested in circuits experiencing temporary problems. 

Temporary as~ignment of judges would not be sug,gested inci.rcuits with 

permanent problems requ i r; n9 a permanent sol uti on .. 
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EXHIBIT X 

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

The circuit cas.eload in the misdemeanor, traffic, general civil, 

independent motions and juvenile case types is presented in Exhibit X. 

The absolute figures for each case type are the sums of the caseload 

figures from the superior, state, probate, and juvenile courts. High 

percentages (over 50%.) indicate that the majority of cases in the 

respective category are heard by a supporting court. Conversely, low 

percentages indicate that the superior court receives relativ~ly little 

assistance from supporting courts in the circuit. 

The number of supporting courts is defined as the number of courts 

in'the circuit that exercise concurrent jurisdiction with the superior 

courts. Therefore, probate courts are not counted in circuits where 

there are state courts or in counti e.$, 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 

thei"'e is a juveni 1 e court,.judge or referee or where a state court 

judge hears juvenile cases. 

The value of the data in this exhibit is predicated upon the 

assumption that all cases\')would be filed in the superior courtqi.n the 
i 

aQsence ofa supporting court. This is not an unfounded assumption, 

but it is one that requires some qualification in order to correctly 

interpret the data. Supporting courts are generally created with the 

intenti.pn'of reducing the caseload in the sup'erior court. Exhibit X 
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is designed to measure, at least proportionately, the potential of 

supporting courts to reduce the superior court caseload in areas where 

concurrent jurisdiction is shared among the courts. Many courts 

which might affect superior court caseload are not included in this 

analysis 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 resources to collect caseload data on all supporting courts, 

only the four principal trial courts of county jurisdiction are included 

in Exhibit X. Although only three courts are included on the exhibit, 

the reader wi'll 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 (i.e., supporting courts hear a low percen-
"j) 

tage), then the expanded use of the supporting courts may bea (~ore 

efficient solution to the conditions in the circuit. On the other hand" 
.:"~- ':..::;:.-..' . 

',,-

if the superior co~~t is cut'h~:!1tly receiving a great deal of assistance 

from supporting courts and is still overburdened, particularly in 

the felony and domestic relations case types, m' there are no supporting 

courts in the circuit, then the expanded use of the supporting courts 

can "be el iminated as a possible alternative to an additional superior 

court judgeship. 
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EXHIBIT X : ,ANALysts ·OF SUPPORTING COURTS: STATE, PROBATE AND JUVENILE: FYl978 

-

CIRCUIT 

ALCOVY 

ATLANTA 

ATLANTIC 

0' 

1 3 

1 {) 1 

FLINT 2 0 

GRI 4 3 1 

GWINNETT 1 0 1-

HOUSTON 1 0 1 2,432 

* JUVEN[LE CASES HEARD, BY OTHER THAN THE SUPERIOR CT. ,JUDGE (I.E.; STATE CT. JUDGE, P.A~T 9R FULL-TIME JUVENILE CT.. JUDGE). 
** NuMBER OF STATE COURTS INCLUDES COUNTY COURTS. 0 
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EXHIBIT x: ANALYSIS OF SUPPORTING COURTS: STATE, PROBATE AND JUVE!\lILE: FY1978 

J GENERAL INDEPENDENT 
SUPPORTING COURTS MISDEMEANOR TRAFr:YC CIVIL MOTIONS JUVENILE * 

~UVENILE 
TOTAL rlo HEARD TOTAL I~ HEARD TOTAL 90 HEARO TOTAL % HEARl') TOTAL 'h HEARD 

CIRCUIT PROBAT • STATE FILINGS SUPP.CT. FILINGS SUPP .CT. FILINGS SUPP .CT" FILINGS SUPP.CT FILINGS SUPP.CT. 
, \ ~ .,~, 

:<Q~4 "lfQd';; LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN 4 3 1 1 ,664 31,.6 11 ,332 ' 97.4 915 5 9 ' 488 474 ~ . ':' 

w\CON 1 2 1 3,456 91.1' 5,523 99.7 1 ,328 36.4, 693 13<.l~ 846 , 94"~[r, 
MIDDLE 3 0 5 2,367 99.9' ,6,919 100 660 18.2 372 13;'2 ' 273 74 , , 

I ''97.8 24.6 343 18A 
. 

f>!'DUNTAIN 0 3 2 1 ,346 87.1 3s 028 698 
" 

235 0 ._-
NORTHEASTERN 1 3 1 L997 i 84,2 " 5,773 '~92. 7 1 ,265 . 41-.9 660 30.5 0 660 81 ~5 

NORTHERN 1 4 1 828 ' , 63.5 5,941 98.8 699 2.4 377 3.2 144 ll5.8 
-

OCMULGEE ** 0 6 2 2,669 71.7 8~857 98 891 0.2 542 0 197 0 

OCONEE 0 6 0 780 4".5 I 4:904 93,9- 660 0 341 0 271 o '.' 

OGEECHEE 0 0 4 816 95.3 8~301 99.9 1 ,034 30.8 2'67 21.7 205 a 
16~8 

. t 

PATAULA 4 5 2 1.643 5,012 99.5 434 6 187 3.2' 120 <~" ,10 t 
1 

PIEDMONT 3 2 1 535 " 62.2' 4,546 . 91.1 541 J9.6 360 18.3 205 100 

ROME 1 1 0 1,765, 8.3 4,223 91.8 901 o· 837 0 825 100, 

SOUTH GEOR~lA a 2 3 2,059 {::'}\ 4,798 99.8 543 ' "7,9 291 10.3 145 () 
, , 

" / f~~,* )' 
".i{~;':--

SOUTHERN** 
,~ 

3 1 4 3.757 [)91 14.531 .100 1.013 17.6 610 10.7 468 98.5, " , 

1,127 95.1 
. 

16.9 SOUTHWESTERN 1 4 2 3,904 99.7 678 24 284 319 74.9 -
STONE t-()UNTAIN 2 1 1 8,001 9£L7 9,707 99.9 17.217 84.8 13,361 88.4 5,293 100 

TALLAPOOSA 2 3 1 1 ,145 ' 22.4 6,914 92.1 1 ,961 9,4 ' 728 ...., } .1 230 69.1 
" './ 

TIFTON 2 2 2 2,424 93.7 10,444 99.8 715' 28.5 402 12.4 186 81.7 
, , 

'TOOMBS 0 6 0 1,106 32.3 7,233' ,1'7.9' 333 0 180 0, 478 0 
2 3 3 2,247 84.9" 7 I 94.2 1 ,111 29.2 454 .16.5 597 88.8 WAYCROSS ,160 i 

.- . 
" 

WESTERN 1 1 1 454 97.6 890( 99.8. 667 . 23.2 I," ,. 401 34.2 c , 559 95 •. 5 " 
" 0 

" : JlNENILECASES HEARD BY OTHER THAN,THE SUPERIOR CT. JUDGE (I.E., STATE CT. JUDGE, PMT QR FULL-:TIME JUVENILE CT. JUDGE). 
* NJ"BeR OF STATE COURTS INCLUDES COUNTY COURTS • . c/!' 
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EXHIBIT X ANALYSIS 

The preserttatian af data in Exhibit X indicates there are several 

circuits which might benefit fram the increased use af existing 

supparting caurts. 

Befare drawing any conclusians, hawever, the reader shauld nate 

that the filing af criminal cases (i.e., misdemeanar and traffic) in 

supparting caurts accurs in greater percentages than the filing af 

civil cases and matians. This is partly due to' the differences in 

jurisdictian: same supparting Qaurts have nO' true civil jurisdictian 

(juvenile caurts); same have limited civil jurisdictian (state caurts); 

and same have civil jurisdictian in case types different fram thase 

caun~ed in this study (prabate caurtsi
)- estate and guardianship matters). 

;::; 

Supparting 'caurt jurisdictian af misdemeanar and traffic affenses is 
/\ 

I 

genera lly the same far all caurts, whereas the extent Q'f~';:cancurrent 

jurisdictian in the civil area is affected by statutary ar custamary 

limitatians. 

i) 

The percent af mi.sdemeanar filings heard by supparting caurts 

ranges fram 6.2'ta 100. In twenty-seven af the farty-two circ~its (64%), 
(I 

mat~e than 75% afthe tatal misdemeanars are filed in a ~lIpparti'hg court; 

in faurteen af thase circuits (ar 33% of all the circuits)~95":100% af 

I·the total. misdem~anars are hea'rd in a suppartingcaurt. Six af these-' 

are ane-caunty circu,tts with a state court. Four circuits (10%) have, 

less than 25% of total misdemeanors heard i.n a supparti~g caurt: 
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Cherokee (6.2%), Cordele (8.6%), Rome (8.3%), and Tallapoosa (22.4%). 

The circuit mean percentage of misdemeanor cases heard by supporting 

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 
~ 

assistance from supporting courts. Indeed, in only four circuits are 

less than 90~~;.of total traffic cases heard by a supporting cour't, with 

44.8% as the low extreme in a range extE!nding tb 100%. Twenty-two 

circuits (52%) have suppgrting courts which hear the entire traffic 
/." 

~ caseload (99-100%). The circuit mean percentage of traffic cases heard 
./ 

by supporting courts is 95.5%. 

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

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

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

court. In matters involving personal injury, contracts, or torts, the 
. \~~) 

state court has concurrent jurisdiction but this may be limited 

jurisdiction. Caces that exceed the maximum jurisdictional amount for 

the state court must be filed in superior court. In many counties· 
(J 

with pari-time state court judges, a higher percentage of general civil 

cases are filed in ,Superior court, even though the l~tatecourt may have 
h .... / 

concurrent jurisdiction. Only eleven circuits (26%) have 50% or more 

of total§~eneral civil cases filed in a state court: 

ATLANTAl :·92.1% 
BLUE RIDGE ~ 62.5% 
BRUNSWICK .. 67.3%., 
CL!\YTONl - 84~ 6% -'. 

o 
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COBB'., - 87.9% 
COI~ETA ii' - 53. 1 % 
DOUGHERTyh, - 76.8% 
EASTERNl- 68. 1 % 
GWINNETTl - 83.9% 
HOUSTON' - 68.1% 
STONE MOUNTAIN - 84.8% 

lOne-county circuit having a state court.":; 

At the other extreme there are ei~ht circuits (19%) which have no 
" 

state court and in whic~ all general civil cases are filed in the superior 
. 0 1 

,cour:t. A total of twenty-five circui,ts (60%) have less than\ 25% of 
, .!( 

'I; , ',' " ,'\1 
~ their total general civil caseload heard in a supporting court.~ The 
II 

"circuit mean percentage of general civil cases heard by a supporti'ng 

'Il 

court {state court) is 29.5% 

The independent motions case type, which includes such independent 

actions as garnishmentG=~ndforeclosuresas well ~g motions filed in 

conjunction with cases previously filed (e.g.,t.contempt), is somewhat 

difficult to assess. A strong possibility exists that many independent 
/:~' 

motions will be filed in the same court as th'e original case. O{' the 
, " ' ~. (, ,} 

nine circuits in which state courts hear more. than 50% of total independ~nt 

m9tions, all are among the above-mentioned circuits where state courts" 

hear the majority of general civil cases. There are twenty-eight circuits 

in which state courts hear less than 25% of tot a] independent motions, 
" 

and twenty~four of these circuits were those which al s'6 heard less th~n 
C! ~~ .' • 0 

r~' 

25% of the general' civil'caseload. The circuit me~n percentage of 
[,I ,'. .' ", (I) 

independent motions heard by the supporting courts (state cQurts) is 25(~4% • 
• 1) '~ 
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Th~ data in Exhibit X indicates that appointed juvenile court 

Judges and referees' hear a hi gh', percentage of the state I s juvenil e 

cgseload. Twenty-seven circuits (64%) ,utilize them to assist the 

superior courts with at least 80% of the total juvenile cases filed. 

However~ in eight circuits, the superior court judges handle all the 

juvenile cases. In only one circuit where there is some assistance is 

more than 50% of the juvenile Cases 'heard by the superior court judge. 

This is understandable since it isa mUlti-county circuit in which the 

assistance is available from only one referee. The circuit mean 

percentage of the juvenile caseload heard by supporting courts is 73.2%. 

I 

lIhe termllappointed judges and referees" includes state court judges 
appointed to hear juvenile cases.. There are six state court judges in 
fiVe circuits serving in this capacity. Eight referees assist superior 
cour,t judges in processing juvenile caseload in four circuits. 

o -
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EXHIBIT XI 

Super; or Court FY1978 Case load by Admi ni strati:~ve Oi stri ct 

The superior court caseload of the ten administrative districts is 

presented by circuit in Exhipit X. The distribution of 'filingsamohg the 
-,,! 

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

observed for each district. Also, the average caseload per judge for each 
-<I 

district is calculated on the basis of the tQtal caseload and the total 

number of superior court judges in the district. 

The purpose of this exhibit ;s to demonstrate the! potential for 

intra-district judicial assistance. If the caseload per judge is very 

demanding in all circuits in the district, it cannot r1easonably pe 
expected that the judges will be able to assist each 01:her. Also, fo'r' 

circuits that may be. experiencing only temporary problJ,fTls, it may be 
. . I 

suggested that judges from other circuits in the distritrt can f'ill'";n 

until the temporary problems are eliminated. 

It should be noted '<that the primary va.1ue of Exhibit XI is as a 
~ 

supplement to other exhibits. The analyses of current circuit caseload, 

historicaTtrends in caseload, and ~ssistancefrom s~pporting c6urts 

are all prerequisites to the. proper use of Exhibit XL Essentially, the 
'Zy , '" 

1,1 

1\ exchange of jUd~;es withilla district sholil~belimi.ted tO'temporary 

\1 problems, While permanent problems reqLiire.an additional judgeship in 
Ii 
Ii the ':ei rcui t;. 

I) 
I, 

I 
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EXHIBIT XI 

(.) i, 

SUPERIOR COURT FY1978 CASELOAD BY ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT 

. 

CRH1INAL CIVIL . IJUVENILe: 
NUt~BER OF FILINGS FILINGS ~'~', . . F IU ~;<iS . 

~SUPERIOR TOTAL I, Jdl q TOTAL GENERALIDOMESTIC JNDEPENDEN~ TOTAL . 'TOTAL 
CIRCUIT T. JUDGES FILINGS FELONY MISDEMEAN R TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENIU::: 

. 
DISTRICT I 

ATLANTIC 780 879·· 207, 

OGEECHEE 

BRUNSWICK 

WAYCROSS 

TOTAL 

AVG. 

PATAULA 

SOUTH GEORGIA· 

AVG. 

. . ' '0 ' 

:; WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTM-.lGE FROM A JUVENILE JUDGE'OR REFEREE~ D 

o 
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EXHIBIT XI SUPERIOR COURT FY1978 CASELOAD BY ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
[-: CRlf'.lINAL CIVIL JUVENILE 

NUMBER OF FILINGS FILINGS FILINGS 
SUPERIOR TOTAL It Jcl! :I TOTAL GENERAL IDOMESTIC ,tNDEPENDENF TOTAL TOTAL· 

CIRCUIT, T. JUDGES FILINGS FELONY MISDEMEAN R TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENTU::: 

DISTRICT II I 

CHATIAHOOCHEE 4, 6.610 1 .100 395 155 1 .R50 1.079 2.996 655 4,730 30 

MA.CON 3 4.668 891 287 17 1.195 845 1,977 602 3,424 49 

rK>USTON 1 1.675 228 1 0 229 301 865 280 1 ~446. 0 

SOUTHHESTERN 1 1~527 172 55 1 i 238 515 4.58 236 ls209 80 

TOTAL 9 114,480 2,391 738 383;. 3,512 2,740 6,296 1,773 I 10,809 159 

1 .609 
" ' .. '. , . ,.\ 

AVG. PER JUDGE -' .. >21\1\. R2 43 . ' 1Qn ,304. 700 197 
". ;. 1:201 18~,' :1 " 

\) 

DISTRICT IV 

STONE MOUNTAIN 7 11.743 1 979 102 13 ! 2.094 2,623 5_,474 1,552 
I 

0 9,649 i 
~" .' 

.. 1.078', 
... 

2s::f' ..•.• I'~~ . <; '-p 
_. :T . , ' .. .. •. ". T.378,-r l

\ .. Q . ': .. ,;A AVG. PER JUDGE .' :·.15 ..'2- K 299 c . 375 . ---', 782 ;222 
.. -, 

DISTRICT V 

ATlANTA 11 15,236 4,501 31 0 4,532 4,088 5,487 1,129 10,704 0 
::":,,,." ,.~ ... "1:':'" r .-.,; .. ',~ 

AVG. PER JUDGE .:. .:.1·~385' ': 409· 3 0 412 372 499 103 ~; 973 .-0·.·· •. ··\\·.:1 
,. .. "., "~ 

DISTRICT VI 

FLINT 2 f.. 222 228189 27 444 847;",-~.~gD--1 2~l8--~I~=l7}-36J=.=42~.~=--,~ ~ 
GRIFFIN 2 it 2,991_--,~-,:;~3?9,·---~-""·=-~45ti=~===z8"2~=~~r:TlI~-'r------600 918 ·362 1,880 0 

COWETA 2. l' 932 405 172 I 200 777 {,~ 982" 1 485~" 666 3.133 22 

CLAYTON 3' 4.019 631 68 9 708, 678 2,397 ' 236 3,311 0 
TOT~!L. = 9 13,170 f,643 885 518 3,046'~; 3,107 5,401 1,552 10,060 64 

. , 

:: WHERE'THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE JUDGE OR REfEREE. 
, b . c, . ' -. , ~:'~I )l 

{) 

(,~ . 
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EXHIBIT Xl: SUPERIOR COURT FY1978 CASELOAD BY ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT 

, \\ 
)) 

CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE 
NUMBER OF FILINGS FILINGS FILINGS 

~'f1<' 

r~UPERIOR TOTAL II Jdl :I TOTAL GEN6RAL IDOMESnC JNDEPENDEN[ TOTAL TOTAL 
CIRCUIT I--T. JUDGES FILINGS FELONY MISDEMEAN R TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS t~OTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE:: 

DISTRICT VII 

TALLAPOOSA 3 5,720 560 889 548 1,997 1,777 1,199 676 3,652 71 
' ' 

LOOK0UT 
-:~ -

MTN. 3 4,834 683 1,138 298 2,119' 861 1,397 457 2,715 0 

CHEROKEE, 2 8,656 767 958 4,638 6,363 864 833 596 2,293 0 
ROME 2 4,666 379 J ,6Ja 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 14. ~1 ,Hin 4.,nqn 4,612 5,577 14 279 5.590 8 198 3.012 16.800 71 
fr~,:~',H2;~',,:U<b:. 1:l:(~{022SI,'j "':",'7"/ )':: ",,"···f':"§2~'S'! !.""',','':'': ,', 

,'" ,,:,","', :\,' 'I\:' " ',' y:.' ','" ,,. ,; IX""""" ,,"","', , 1,20& ,""J AVG. PER JUDGE : :'i:2,9t" '.':',~" i,,'S98,« 'l~OZ(), "'. ;'\399 ',;586 c:.2,15J, , , 5 
DISTRICT VIII 

CORDELE 04 245 689 33 957 407 451 189 1 047 90 
,Cl DUBLIN 1 1 411 227 1 0 228 484 422 236 1,142 41 

2 3,897 610 756 177 1,543 889 726 542 

341 1 
G l~ ~ 

323 

\;:' 

~. 0 

!j 

::WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSIST.ANCE FROM A JUVENILE JUDGE 'OR REFEREE. 
'/ .~. '" 

~'-' 
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EXHIBIT XI' SUPERIOR COURT FY1978 CASELOAD BY ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT 

CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE 

NUMBER OF FIUNGS FILINGS FILINGS 

r?UPERIOR TOTAL It Jcl! :1 TOTAL GENERAL IPOMESTIC JNDEPEND1~ TOTAL TOTAL 
CIRCUIT .... T. JUDGES FILINGS FELONY MISDEMEAN·R TRAFFIC CRIMINAL I CIVIl· RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE:: 

DISTRICT IX 

CONASAUGA 1/2 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 

G\oJ I NNETT 3 2,891 328 1 1 330 453 1 ,595 513 2,561 0 
t1)UNTAIN 1 2,133 158 174 66 398 526 694 280 1,500 235 

NORfHE!AsTERN ? 3 509 465 315 419 1 .199 735 994 459 2.188 122 

I I' 

TOTAL 10 16,756 1 ~877 I 1,625 1 ,805' 5',307 3,195 5,790 1,990 10,,975 474 
.' " . ' ',? " , .. .~ 

AVG. PER JUDGE '1.676 188 162 180 . , 531 320 579, 199 .1.098 ", " ~ 47 . "; 

DISTRICT X 
't 

ALCOVY, 2 2,598 526 530 123. 1 ,179 565 586 268 1 ,419 0 

\'JEST(:RN 2 I 1 932 397 ! 11 2 I 410 I 512 721 264 1,497 .' '25 

PIEDMONT 1 1 852 179 ! 
i 202 378 759 435 364 294 1,093 0 

NORTHERN 2 I 2,358 265 ! 302 73 640 682 593 365 1,640 78 
1 

AUGUSTA 4 I 6.119 742 500 6 1,248 T ,076 3,181 575 4,832 39 

TOOMBS 1 4,059 276 749 1,596 2,621 333 I 447 180 960 478 

TOTAL 12 18.918 2.385 2.294 2.178 6.857, 3,603 5,892 1,946 11 ,441 620 
ll~:i:'}\;:. }>: "':;:.:, ., ,',:,,:': .. ',' '.:' ., 

AVG. PER JUDGt >:1 .. 576.< 199 191 182 5'71 " 300 491 162 953 .52 c' 
1 

I~' l~ 

<' I " 
" 

" " 

" 

, -::rf , ,.' 

:: ""'HERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A ",JUVENILE .JUDGE OR REFEREE. 



0 

f 
if 

~ 
! , 
I 
P 

,', 
j 

d 
1 

i 4 



~,- -----"- -~---------

, ..... 

tXHIBIT XI ANALYSIS 

Fiscal year 1978 marks the second year in which the efforts 

of Georgia's Administrative Judges and their assistants in pro­

viding intra-district judicial assistance can be studied. Their 

Success in managing their respective judicial resources can only be 

evaluated, however, in terms of the distribution of filings among 

circuits in anyone district. 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 tire 

district caseload is evenly distributed. Temporary reassignment of 

judges can help alleviate uneven distribution in caseload. 

A problem arises, however, when the average caseload per judge 

is high for all judges in a district. Exhibit XI pinpoints such a 

problem. The important indicator is the last roW of figures for 

each district (average per judge). The reader should~be particularly 

aware of the average total filings per judge, which range from a low 

of 1,385 for District V to a high of 2,225 for District VII. Those 

districts with the largest number of filings per judge are evident 

when the reader considers each district's tota1 per judge caseload in 

relation to the district rriean of 1,630.9. Only three districts record 

a higher per judge caseload: 

DISTRICT IV - 1,678 
DISTRICT VII - 2,225 
DISTRICT IX - 1,676 

Seven of the teh di stri cts have average total fil i ngs per judge 
~I 

within one hundred cases of rthe district mean. 

\\ 
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It might appear that the placement of additional judgeships 

\lJQuld be most effective in those districts with average case10ads 

per judge above the mean. However, a judge from one circuit may be 

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

used to solve a temporary problem of a high per judge case1oad. 
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CHAPTER V SU[I1r1ARY ANALYSIS 

In evaluating the judicial assistance from supporting courts 

and the likelihood of sharing judges, Chapter V locates those 

circuits \'1hose excessive caseload warrants either temporary or;. 
0' 

permanent aid. 

Exhibit X shows the circuits which could benefit from an 

increased reliance on supporting courts for the disqosition of 

misdemeanors fi.e., those Whose supporting courts hear less than 25% 

of total misdemeanors): 

CHt:ROKEE; 
CORDELE 
ROME 
TALLAPOOSA 

The four circuits which have less than 90% of total traffic 

cases heard in a supporting court are: 

ALAPAHA 
BLUE RIDGE 
CHEROKEE 
TOO~1BS 

To perceive the overall picture, however, the reader must" 
" ',\ ','. 

pinpoint those circuits whose supporting courts dffer the l~ast 
,;.' 

possible assistance. For eXi3.mple, of the four circuits listed 

above as having little misdemeanor caseload assistance, only one 

circuit, Tallapoosa, has a state court available to hear such cases. 
" For traffic caseload a;ssistance it appears the Cherokee circuft could 

rely more. heavily on its probate courts. 
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Circuits without state courts also rank~"'l[)w in ass,istancein the 

civil case categories. These circuits are: 

ALCOVY 
CHEROKEE 
CONASAUGA 
CORDELE 
FLINT 
OCONEE 
ROf1E 
TOOMBS 

Although these circuits rank low in assistance the volume and 

difficulty of the caseload in each circuit must be reviewed along 

with the figures in this exhibit before a recommendation for an 

additional judgeship would be valid. 

Exhibit XI is helpful in determining whether case"load pressures 

are district-wide or could be resolved through intra-district temporary 

assistance measures such as a temporarY loan of a judge from one 
,:1 

cjrcuit to another. In 1978" the,range of the average caseload per 

judge by district (1,385-2,225) was not especially large. Only in 

three districts (Districts IV, VB, and IX) did the' ay~rage per 

:judge figure exceed the di'strict ,mean. O~ these three only one 
it 

district" District Vlr~ seems to have substantial district caseload 

Pt(t.ssures. 

" Exhibi't XI should be read as a secondary criterion to be used in 

conjunction with circuit-level caseload data before a judgment can be 

mpde that an:ad#itional judgeship rather than temporary assistance, is 

n.~ces5ary. 
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APplhmIX ONE 

I 

DUTIES OF J~DICIAL COUNCIL/ 
ADMINISTRATIVE bFFICE OF THE COURTS 

---------- --- ------- -

'The Judicial Council of Georgia and the Administrative Office of 
\\ 

the Courts were created by Ga. Laws 1973, p. 288, upon recommendation 

of a blue ribbon judicial proce~~es study commission appointed by 

Governor Jimmy Carter in 1971 called the Govsrnoris Commission em 

JUdicial ,Processes .. Most recently, on June 12, 1978, the Judicial 

Council was established as an administrative arm of the Georgia 

Supreme Court by judicial order. 

The responsibilities and duties of the JUdicial Countil 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 Judicial Counci1~ the Administrative Office of the 

Courts shall perform the following duties: 

(a) Consult with and assist judges, administrators, 

clerks of court and other qfficers and employees of the 

court pertaining to matters relating to court administr'a­

tion and provide such services as are requested. 

(b) Examine the administrative and business methods 

and systems employed ;n the offices related to and serving 

thecQurts and make recommendations for necessary improve .. 

ment. 

(c) Compile ~tat;st'ical and financial data and other 
~\ 

infonnation on the judicial work of the courts and on the 
.;\} 
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work of other offices related to and serving the courts, 

which shall be provided by the courts. [f 

(d) Examine the state of the dockets and practices 

and procedures of'the courts and make recommendations 

for the expedition of litigation. 

(e) Act as fiscal officer and prepare and submit 

budget estimates of state appropri ati ons necessary for 

the maintenance and operation of the judicial system. 

(f) Formulate and s.ybmit recommendations for the 

improvement of the judicial system. 

(~) Perform such additional duties as may be 

assigned by the Judicial Council. 

(h) Prepare and publish an annu~~ report on the 

work of the courts and all the activities of the 

Administrative Office of the Courts. 

The. first members of the Judicial Council were sworn in during May, 

1973, and the Administrative Office of the Courts began operations on 

July 1,1973, although a Director and most of the staff were not em­

ployed until October, 1973. Before and' during the 1974 Session of the 

General Assembly, the Judi~ial Council received sever~l requests in 

various judicial circuits across the State to determine the need for 

additional judicial manpower, whether the circuits should be divided, 

or whether any other appropriate change was needed. These requests 

came from the Governor's office, judges, and legislators, and were 

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

which charge the JUdicial Council of Georgia and the Administrative 
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Office of the Courts with the responsibility of compiling statistica'l 

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 superior 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 annually conducted a study 
~;-

of the nee~~'for additional superior court judgeships and the following 

number of judicial positions"have been created: 1975-two,l976-two,tl" 
, 

1977 - eight, and 1978 - six. Since 1977 the caseload data included in 

the judicial manpower study has been collected on a statewide basis. 

( 
\\ 
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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 concurreht jurisdiction and mutual 

interdependences of the superiot, state, probate and juvenile courts. 

For ease of reference and far clarity, the general constitutional and 

statutory provisions which define the JUY'isoietion of the superior, 

state, probate and juvenile courts are briefly described. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

The superior court is a constitutionally established 

court. This is the trial court of general jurisdiction in 

Georgia, and there is a superior court in each of the one 

hundred fifty-nine (159) counties (Ga. Code Ann. §2-330l). 

Exclusive Jurisdiction: The superior court has exclusive 

jurisdiction in the following subject areas: divorce, equity, 

title to land and felonies. (Ga. Code Ann. §Z .. 3301 and §2~3304). ----.- .. 

Exclusive statl~tor,j' juFhdiction:. This 'is a type of 

jurisdiction which, at the present time, is placed exclusively, 

in the superior court by statute. There\!~oul d probably be tJO 

constitutional objection to the, extension of all or a pa'rt of it .. 

to other courts, but this has n~t been done. Such matters as 

declaratory judgments, man'damus, quo warranto and prijhibition 
(:/-
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would appear to fall ~ithin this category, but rathe.r by virtue 

of Code provisions creating the remedies than by any constitu­

tional requir!=ment that they be confined to the superior court. 

(see Davis and Shulman, Ga. Practice and Procedure §5-4). 

Concurrent Jurisdiction: The superior court can h~~r all 

cases not "'k~\1)eCifiCallY reserved to other courts. Thus, the 
•• 1 

sJlperior court generally has concurrent trial juri:sdicti.on 

wit~ all the 1 imited jurisdiction trial courts in the state. 

Juvenile matters and probate and estate matters are an exception 
" 

to the rule. The juvenile court and probate court, respectively, 

~ave exclusive original jurisdiction in these subject matters. 

Appellate Jurisdiction: The superior court is an appellate 

body as well asa trial court. Its review power extends to all 

the "iryferior.judicatories~" those trial courts of limited 

jurisdiction which have not been' provided by statute or by the 

Constitution with a right of direct review to the court of 

appeals or supreme court. 

The application for a writ of certiorari from the superior 

court is a constitutional right general to all such "inferior 

judicatories" (Ga. Code Ann. §2-3304). On the other hand, the -. -----rg 
'Constitution requires that fispecific legislation must define thee 

right of direct appeal to the sup~~rior court, if allY, from these 
\-:~I 

lower trial courts. Various statutes ~ave provided direct 

appea 1 : Ga. Code. Ann. §6-20l, the probate courts ;Ga . Code 

Ann. §6-101 and §6-301, justices 6f the peace; and Ga. Code 
. '. -.,-,"~~. 

Ann. §92A-510, police and recorderJ s courts. Appeal proceedings 

in the superi . .or court arising from ·cases ·initiated in one of the 
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Uinferior judicatori es" are generally de novo proceedings. 

In addition, the superior court,has the authority to review 

decisions by certain administrative bodies (Ga. Code Ann. §3A-120 

and §ll4-710). These proceedings are in the nature of an appeal 

although they are not designated as such. 

STATE COURT 

Original Concurrent Jurisdiction: In 1970, Ga. Code Ann . 
. , 

Chap. 24-2la was enacted for the purpose of unifying a group 

of co~~rts of similar jurisdiction. Originally many of these 

courts were created as city courts by local legislation to 

relieve the caseload pressures of a particular superior 

court. They were not established statewide. Ga. Code Ann. 

Chap. 24~21a states that these courts are of county-wide 

jurisdiction and share concurrent subJect matter jurisdiction 

with the superior court in most civil cases and misdemeanors. 

There is no uniformity of jurisdiction of these courts in 

ex delicto (tort) actions. The local act creating each court 

and any amendments thereto control the extent of ex delicto 

jurisdiction. These courts have no original exclusive 

jurisdiction and generally no appellate jurisdiction. 

_ Right of Review of Decision of State Courts: Petiti-oners 

in the state courts have the right of dir~ct review by the 

court of appeals and supreme court (Ga. Code Ann. §24-2107a). 

The 1970 legislation designated the state courts laS "other 

like courts," which refers to that tenn in the. JudiCial Article 

of the Constitution (Ga. Code Ann. §2-3l08) . The state courts 
" 
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, 
are courts below the level of and having specified concurrent 

jurisdiction with the superior courts. 
.0 

County Courts : A1 though the three county courts i n Georgia 

(Baldwin, Echo1 sand P:utnam count; es) do not, strictly speaking, 

fall within the class"~f state courts, these courts have similar 

jurisdiction and \'Jere 'created for similar purposes as the 

state courts. They arle counted as 'state courts forI' the purposes 

of this study. In contrast to the state courts, an appeal must 

be taken to the superior court from these county courts. 

JLIYENILE COURT 

Th~ juvenile court is a statutory court (Ga. Code Ann. §24-240l) 

and purely a trial court. Technically, ther& is one court per 

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

separate judicial bodies. Only in counties having a population 

of fifty thousand (50,000) persons or more and in a few other 

counties upon special re,commendation of two successive grand 

juries are these courts created as separate bodies. 

In 1977 ther.e were forty-two counties which had thirty-six (36) 

independent juvenile courts ;in the remaimng counties a superior 

court judge, or a state. court judge ~ppointed by a superior 

court judge, heard the juvenile cases. 

What,ever the. structurl~ of the court, the jurisdiction of , 

each court is identical. 

E:xcTusive Jurisdiction~~ All proceedings involving any 

individual under the age of:seventeen years and al}eged to be 
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delinquent (except \'Ihen the delinquent act is conSideredl~ ,capital 

'crime when commi tted by .an adul t), unruly or in need of treatment 

for mental inness, or under sixteen years of age and alleged to 

hi;ive committed a traffic offense are heard by the juvenile court. 

C' The court has the authority to hear actions for termination of 

parental rights and other special proceedings. The juvenile 

court also has exclusive jurisdiction in' proceedings alleging any 

individual under the age of eighteen to be a deprived cHild (Ga. 

Code Ann. §24A-301). 

Concurrent Original Jurisdiction: The juvenile court has 

concurrent jurisdiction with the superior court to hear alleged 

delinquent acts which constitute capital offenSeS when committed 

by an adult. The juvenile court may transfer a ca,se involving 

conduct designated a crime to the appropri~te, trial court if the 

'juvenile was fifteen (15) years old at the time the alleged crime 

was committef!'~or if the child was thirteen (l3) years orolder 

and is charged with a capital felony. 

In custody cases, concurrent jurisdiction is said to exist 

s; nee a juven; 1 e court cant determ; ne the custody and support 

issues of a ca~e when it is transferred to the juvenile court 

by an order of the superior court. 

Right of Review of Decisions of.Juvenil e Courts:· By 
<~-

virtue of specific constitutional provisions, the decisions of 
, ' 

the Juvenile courts are reviewed directly by the cpurtof 

appeals or supreme 'court. " The case of Whitman v. State, "96 Ga. 
~. . , 

.&?£. Dl(l957),resolved a cQnflictconcerning appellclte review· . 
from thejuveniJe courts. This, case struck down 'the validity 

-':.-; 
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of Ga. 1.1956, p. 69, as in confl,ict with a 1956 constitutional 

amendment (Ga. h 1956, p. 652). The decision assured that 

juvenile court decisions would follow the same route of appellate 

review whether the juvenile court is a separate court or an arm 

of the superior court. 

() 

PROBATE COURT 

The probate court is a limited jurisdiction trial court 

established by the Constitution in each county (Ga. Code Ann. 

§2-350l ). 

Exclusive Original Jurisdiction: The probate court has 

exclusive original jurisdiction; such jurisdiction refers to 

probate and estate matters. 

Concurrent Original Jurisdiction: The probate court is 

empowered to hear cases arising from violations of law relating 

to traffic upon public roads (including litter violations) and 

violations of game and fish laws. This traffic subject matter 

~ jurisdiction is concurrent with that of the superior court, 

but there is no traffic jurisdiction exercised in the probate 

court if a state court is located in that county. Traffic 

j urisd i ct ion ; s then exerc; sed by t-he state court (Ga. Code Ann. 

§92A-501 i §9~A-502 and §92A~511). 

For the purposes of this study only the criminal jurisdiction 

of the probate-court which is concurrent with the superior courts 

(misdemeanor ~nd traffic ,jurisdiction)ispresented. 
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APPENDIX THREE 

EXPENDITURES FOR AN ADDITIONAL SUPERIOR COURT JUDGESHIP 
... ~ 
// 

The Judicial Council also directed the Administrative Office of the 

Courts to collect expenditure information concerning the costs associated 

with the addition of a superior court judgeship. For purposes of clarity, 

the types of costs associated with ~he addition of superior court judge-

ships can be categorized using the following simple typology: 

-- State fixed costs 

-- State variable costs 

-- County fixed costs 

County variable costs 

ln this instance, fixed costs are defined as those costs which will 

be incurred by the. addition of il, superior court judgeship and~¢o not 
" ,( 

fluctuate with the volume of activity. Variable costs, as herein defined, 
\', 

are those costs incurred by the addition of a superior court judgeship which 

fluctuate .according to change in the volume of actlvity or local 

preference. 

The primary concern of this sec~ion i(~ the identificati.on of state 
" fixed and,vari able costs. As a secondary goal, types of ,county 

specific court cost information arel ;sted.'\ The costs are as follows: 

~:- . ~~ .. :'.' 

Salary 

STATE FIXED COSTS 
, , -' . 

Superior Court Judg'e 
Secretary, Superior Court Judge 
*AssistantDistrict Attorney" 

'i~ , \ 
Ii 
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, $38,500.00 
. 8~967.00· 
. J4,500.00 f. ,) 



II 
II 
I' 

I! 
Ii 
" 

Fring~ Benefits 

**~Contingent Fee 

****L ibrary 

Superior Court Judge @ 22.18% 
**Secretary, Superior Court Judge 

@ 10.90% 
, Assistant District Attorney 

@ 4.00% 

Court Reporters 

TOTAL RANGE 

8,539.30 

,977.40 

580.00 

1,200.00 

3,570.00 

76,833.70 

* This is a maximum statutory salary figure, but r.epresents the 
actual figure in virtually all cases., 

** This is, an approximate 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 

Judge's Travel Expenses 

Assistant District Attorney's 
Travel Expenses 

c' 

Range 
$0.00 - $2,600.00 

$0.00 - $2,028.00 

$0.00. - $4,628.00 

Average 
$ 730.00 

,$ 848.00 

$1 ,5.78.00 

TOTAL RANGE OF STATE COSTS: $76,833.70 - $81,461.70 

As previously noted, county costs may vary greatly and are difficult 

to compute. Some of the costs attributable to the a<;ldition of a sup~,tior 

" court judgeship inC1U<;le:"-'\\ 

COuNTY FIXED COSTS 

· Salaries: 

County Sa 1 ary Supplement - S uperi or Court Judge 
County Salary Supplement - 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 Benefi'ts (or Federal Match) - Law Clerk 

"." County Salary ,and Fringe Benefits - Secretary, Assistant 
District Attorney 

County Salary and Fringe Benefits - Bailiffs 
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Equipment: 
;r;,_ 

O~fice Equipment and Furniture - Superior Court Judge 
Offi ce Equi pment arid<.Jurniture - Secretary, S.uperi.or Court Judge 
Offi ce Equi pme,nt and'tlirni ture .. Cot;lrt ~epoTter 
Office. Equipment and Furniture; - Ass i stant Oi strict Attorney 
Office Equipment and Furniture - Law Clerk . 
Office Equipment and Furniture - Investigator 
'Offi ce Equipment, and Furniture - JurY Hal doing Room 
Office Equipment atld Furniture - Courtroom 
Office Equipment and Furniture- Witness Holding Room 

COUNTY VARIABLE COSTS~ , -

Travel: 

Operating Expenses: 

; -., ~ 

- i 

, " 

; . 

". 

.~ l" 

j,' 
I, 
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APPEND I X FOUR \ 
1\ 

,ADDITIONAL EXHIBITS 

'I' 
II 

The exhibits presented in' this appendix are intended to serve as a 

source of additional information and reference concerning Georgia's 
. '.1 

'\ 

forty-two (.~2) circuits. Each has its own partidJ1ar merit as follows: 

Exhibit A-I is tlTotal FY1978 Superior Cotl,rt Caseloadby 

, "~~'Fi1ing Type. 1f ,Since most of the circuit case10ad figures 

,;' included 'in the text of the report are per jud!:i~ figures, this 

.exhibit provides a reference for the total caseload in each 

circuit regardless of the number of judges. 

Similarly, data concerning state, probate and juvenile 
() 

courtsJ case10ads (Exhibits A-ILl, A-IV, and A-V respectively) 

is .provided for reference to the absolute case10ad in ,each 

, , court., Juvenile case10ad provided in Exhibit A-V includes 

all -juvenile cases whether heard by a superior or juvenile 

court judge ot referee . 

. Exhi'pit·A-II,</Superior Court Open Cases by Filing 

. Type: ' FY1978, II provides useful ,~·nformati on about pendi ng 

)' ,cases in the superi or courts; the aata located here is used 

by the Judi ci ct'l Counci 1 as a secondary criteri on in recom­

mending judgeships.' Because it is .considered to be a tempo-

rary condition, the accumul ati on of pendingcases~~inc,eaeh .c~c ., 

circuit cannot alone Justify the creation of an additiona,l 

judgeship:" Exhibits A-VII an~ A-VIII, "Assistance from 

Senior Judges : FY1978 1i and "Resident Active Attorneys: , 

November,l:978,11 are .also considered as secondary critel"ia,\) 
{~~j 
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'I \1 
1\ 
\\ 
1\ 
II 
\\ ... 

as they do not directly relate to case workload, 'However, tlley 
,I 

do pontribute to~the total picture in each Circuit~ 
I 

'.. '. \\ 
Finally, "Population and Population Change by ~ircuit and 

Countyll and "Judicial Personnel: Superior, State an~\JuVenile 
~ \ 

Courts by Circuit and County: December 31, 197811 (ExHljbits A .. VI 
II 

and A- IX) have been prov; ded for general re.fererlce on\~any gi ven 

---, -'\--~ 

county. If the reader wishes to observe the variation\in county 
. l 

population within a circuit, then Exhibit A-VI is the p'roper 
.' . 
\~ 

reference. I. For information on county and circuit judid,al 

pos'ftions, Exhibit A-IX is the proper place to reference': state 

court judges (full and part-time), juvenile court judges (full 

and part-time) and juvenile referees. Exhib'i't A-IX is also 

the centralized source of the number of superior court judges 

by circuit. 

" 

o 

'.i ~. 
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EXHIBIT A-I: TOTAL FY1978 SUPERIOR COURT CASE LOAD BY FILWG TYPE 
~ , 

----------------------------------------.-------.----------.--~~==-------------------------------------= 

CRHlINAL CIVIL JUVENILE * 
FTLlNGS FILlNGS .: FILINGS 

TOTAL TOTAL GENERAl.. DOMeSTIC INDEPENDEN TOTAL TOTAL 
CIRC:UIT FILINGS FELONY MISDEMEANO ~ TRAFFIC CRl~iINAL CIVIL RELATIONS f'lOTIOl\lS CIVIL JUVENILE_ -
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 I 268 1,419 0 

ATLANTA 15,236 4,501 31 ' ° 4,532 4,088 5,487 ,I 1,12,9 10,704 0 

ATLANTIC 2,591 449 52 13 5,14 780 879 20i' 1,866 211 , 

AUGUSTA 6,119 742 500 6 1 ,248 1 ,076 3,18r 575 4,832 39 

""'BLUE RIDGE 3,892 457 646 1 ,137 2,240 434 1 ,045 173 1 65'2 ° BRUNSWICK I 3,155 339 268 2 609 735 , 1,473 338 2 546 0 . 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 6,610 1,100 .395 355. ----- 1,850 1,079 2,996 655 4,730 30 

CHEROKEE 8.656 767 958 4,638 6,363 864 833 596 2 .. 2g3 (L 

:,,·CLAYTON f'. 4,019 631 68 9 70R fi7R ? ~Q7 236 3.3U n 
'"1,. .J ;: 

COBB 7,274 1 701 ; 9 0 J .210 "lR7 ~ Q~l 44fi ~·l)fi4 
- ____ :oc ~ n 

~NASAUGA 4,331 469 489 182 1 140 1.047 1 .4fi2 . !ifi!i ':l 07/1.
7

:,; 117 
CORDELE 2.104 245 fiRq ':l':l g£'Z 407 4~1 1Rq , Otl7· qO 

COWETA 3..:932 40~ 
c 172 200 71Z g82 1 tlRI:l ~~~ 3 133 ?? 

DOUGHERTY 2 ::r:lfi 411 0 n _tll~ 
,. 

402 1 lALI. 337 1 q?3 n 
DUBLIN 1 411 2?7 1 0 228 484 422 236 J 111:? ll1 

" . 
EASTERN 5;571 1;338 258 66 1,662 820 2,400 689 3.90Q !L-

" 
FLINT .. ~ .2??C . - _??R lRq ?7 lltlLl. All7 601 288 '173fi 42 b 

GRIFE=lN 2 .. 997 379 456 282 1.117 600 918 362 1 880 ci 
G\-JlNNETT 2,891 328 1 1 .. 330 453 1 .595 Ii 513 25fi1 . 0_ 

':-~ 865· " " HOUSTON 1,675 ':\228 1 0 229 301 
II 

280 1 446 0 ,I 
,,\1 ,I • 

D' 
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EXHIBIT A-I: TOTAL FY1978 SUPERIOR COURT CASELOAD BY FILING TYPE ":0 

-
CRHUNAL CIVIL JWENILE*, 
FIl TNGS FI LINGS FILINGS .. "".....;:;, 

GENERAL TOTAl- TOTAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDEN TOTAL TOTAL 
CIRCWI . FiLINGS FElONY MISDEMEANO ~ TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS . MOTIONS CIVIL _JUYENILE 

LOOKOUT MTN. 4 A14 (iA1 1 138- 298 2.119 861 1.397 457 2 715 0 

MO.CON 4,668 891 287 . 17 1 ,195 845 1,977 602 3,424' 49 

MIDDLE 2.191 310 3 1 314 540 943 ': 323 1,806 71 

~UNTAIN 2,133 158 174 66 398 526 694 280 " :r,500 ,235 
'i 

t-K)RTHEASTERN 3 509 465 315 419 1.199 735 994 : 459 2,188 122 

f'lORTHERN 2,358 265 302 73 640 682 593 365 1,640 . 78 - I OCr-VLGEE 3,897 610 756 177 .; 1,543 889 726 !)42 2, 157 197 . 
OCONEE 2_,844 361 456 299 1 .116 660 456 341 1 457 271~ 

OGEECHEE ~\ 2,,069 246 38 5 289 716 650 209 157r. 205 -;J 

PATAULA 1.560 283 381 24 688 408 247 Jl 181 '636 :,,; 36 ' ·1 
iii. 

294 
' f· 

P 1 EDrv'ONT 1 AI;? 179 202 378 759 435 364 ].Q93./ 0 
,. 

ROME 4.666 379 1.618 93 2,090- 901 '~:, 838 837 2.576 0 -
SOUTH GEORGIA 2 ~17 5q7 268 9 ' 874 500 557 ?fil 1 11~ i' 145 , 

SOUTHERN 4.932, 801 338 4 1 143 {>i~835 
'I 

2,402 545 1 78? 7 
,~ 

SOUTt-MESTERN L52Z 172 55 11 238)) 515 458 23f5 1 20Q 80' . . ' .. ~i£~ ,", 
,. STONE MTN. 11.743 1.979 102 13 2.094 2.623 5 474 1 552 9 649 0 

TALLAPOOSA 5~720 560 889 548 1~997 1,777 1.199 676' 3.652 71 
TIFTON 1,.971 299 152 21 472 511 '602' 352 '1 .4fi5 I 14 gl 

0 .c 

TOOt"BS 4,059 276 749 1.596 '2.621 333 447 " 180 960 4.78 
II 

.) 

WAYCROSS 3 .628 447 34ft ,412 
,. 

1 199 787 1 .196 . ~79 2.362 Gl 

WESTERN 1.932 , 397 11 2 410 (( 512 721 264 . "1 497 25 
TOTALS 

.. 
68 1 ,446 26 293 15 73Q 12 807 5 4,8 30 '3 880 ..... ~- ,57 5 : 18 244 1 10 697 299 , 1 

*WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT yUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COl,JRT JUDGE. 

II 
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EXHIBIT A-II: SUPE:RIOR COURT OPEN CASES BY FILING TypE; FY197~ " 

" 
~;~~:I CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE~: 

'OPEN -. OPEN· OPEN 
TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDEN TOTAL TOTAL 

r.TRr.LJTT _QP£t-,l, FELONY MTSDEMEANO ~ TRAFFIC CRIMINAL' r:WTl .. , RELATIONS ~·lOnOf',lS CIVIL JUY~N1L:::: 

2,145 
.. I' il7 

.:; 
ALAPAHA'" 319 771 .145 1.235 545 '. 232 126 903 
ALCOVY I 2J252 287 227 31 545 I97 .'.' 485. 425 1,707 00 

ATLANTA ._ ... ! 9~373 -,- :1~580 27 a 1.607 4,937 2,231 598 7,,766 I ° I 
.'. 

1 17 ATLA.'"'JTIC. 1,081 155 24 " 2 181 508 283 92 883 
Ii 

r 1 
I" .. ' 

., 
AUGUST~, 7,005 -419 288 7 714 2,230 3.,053 1;002 6,285 .6 

BLUE RIDGE~\\. 'f 2~212 4?9 382 294 1,105 417'- 598 92 1 ,10,7 , 0 

BRUNSWICK",~/~j 3,037 , 
660 133 . 1 '~s 794 889 971 383 2,243 i ° _. If I 147 

, 
I CHATTAHOOCHEE 7 __ 852 719 254 1.120 1.902 3.834 954 6,690 42 

CHEROKEE " ' 5,512 ,- I ,,425 ' 612 450·) 1,487 1,815 1,280 930 4,0.25 ° 
.-

1 

CLAYTON ,2,966 1 364 44 "6, ,i ." 414 650 1 , 770 132 2,552 t 

° " l 

COBB 
, 6,936 I 633 " " '0 634 2,573 3,397 334 6,304 l ° .':" 

1 1 
" I I CONASAUGA 2,126 156·· 253 ' ,.,.j~! 95 504 727 613 . 256 ' 1,596 26 

I[ " rttf-i 

I CORDELE 1,379 , .. 181 449 't:! 24 ,,654 304 ,209 203 ' 716 9 
COWETA I 4,1]1 I 28 23 8."' ' 59 1,497 1,413 1,141 4,051 1 1 

.' 

DOUGHERTY 1.382 I . 1"142 A, " 142 406 406 
'. 

'428 1,240 a a o}' 

. I '-' . oj!" 

DUBLIN 2.,126 . 407 4 i ;' . a . 411.···.1 706 566 434 1,706 9. 
'. 

. ' - .. 

!' ; EAST.ERN 6~180 . ' 1 .517 . 473 35 2,025 '1,387 2,028 ],340 . 4,755 ° ,FLINT.' ; 2',834 I 294 I 594 60 948 989 ,. 448 . 420"(" ·.·.1,857 I 29 I 

GRIFFIN 
:, 

2,909 ' ·164 110 95 369' . 947 : ? 949 644 2,540 J Q " 

., 

dJGWINNETT 1,241 185. 1 1 187. 504 398 15.2 "1,054 .', a 
HOUSTON 1,619 

:,1 
153 5 ° 158' 309 .. ' 898 314 1,521 a .' 

, .. 
il 

:: WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGEI-lAS NO ASSISTANCE: FROM A JUVENILE JUDGE: OR REFEREE; 
.,'!.' ..". .• '. ., ," : ". .•.. . '. . . - " ' 

" II 



- --.~----- - -- --- - -- - --.. ~--- ---~ ----.~ .. -------------

EXHIBIT A-II: SUPERIOR COURT OPEN CASES BY FILING TYPE: FY197& 
WE.,t, _ 

CRHHNA.L CIVIL JUVENILE:: 
'OPEN OPEN OPEN 

TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDEN TOTAL TOTAL 
l.TRC:lJLT OPEN FELONY MISDEMEANO l> TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS ~·lOTIm.·~S CIVIL ,JUVF!'IT { ;::-

:: 

LOOKOUT MTN. 3,898 348 554 235 1,137 973 1 ,161 627 2,761 I 0 
MACON· I 4,260 531 156 35 722 979 1 ,818 678 3,475 I 63 

-.:', 

I I 
I 

MIDDLE 2,299 219 1 1 221 852 750 463 2,065 I 13 

MOUNTAIN I 1,150 I 118 145 67 330 349 285 172 806 I 14 

NORTHEASTERN I 1 ,337 I 142 84 ' 100 326 497 308 164 969 42 

NORTHERN I 1 ,717 I 142 193 79 414 484 361 411 1 ,256 ! 47 

OCMULGEE I 3.486 I 558 I 4'72 116, 1 .146 841 613 853 2,307 I 33 , 
I I ,., OCONEE 1,749 179 164 77 420 465 280 545 1 ,290 39 

1 2,076 I 180 70 7 257 871 552 370 1 ,793 
, 

26~ OGEECHEE 

PATAULA I 1 ,383 I 146 363 11 520 437 173 250 860 I 3 

PIEDMONT 

I 
2,717 I 105 75 81 i 261 645 467 1,344 2,456 I 0 

ROME 4,457 1 377 593 88 T 1 ,058 1,296 1 ,.058 1 ,045 3,399 I 0 

SOUTH GEORGIA I 1,255 I 332 327 30 689 196 146 148 490 I 76 

SOUTHERN I 3,202 i 346 112 4 I 462 I 669 1 ,447 621 2,737 I 3 

SOUTHWESTERN 931 ,I 65 8 2 75 T 402 253 194 • 849 I 7 

STONE MTN. 11 ,439 I 945 . 32 I 4 981 I 4~007 5,031 1,420· 10,458 I. , o. . . 
TALLAPOosA 8,935 ' 762 978 545 ~,285 3,414 1,819 1 ,367 - 6,600 ! 50 

TIFTON 1 .794 408 167 11 586 352 416 431 1,199 I 9 

TOOMBS 2,189 ,190 412 ,591 I 1,193 296 425 267 988 
·1 ·8 

WAYCROSS 1,757 237 95 6 338 492 706 211 1,409 - . TO 
WESTERN 1,50'1 530 ,1,1 .7 548 490 353 198 951 2 

~: WH~RE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE JUDGE OR REFEREE. 



EXHIBIT A-I II STATE COURT CASELOAD BY CASE TYPE FYl978 

# STATE MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC GENERAL CIVIL ~NDEPENDENT MOTIONS TOTAL CASES 
CIRCUIT ~T~h JJ~ FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED FI LINGS DISPOSED 
AU\PAf-Lt\ 1 256 256 h44 644 6 f) ? 1 QOR . q()7 

ATLANTA 1 7.685 7.198 15.385 13.428 47 937 49.389 37.462 37.388 108.469 107.403 
ATU\NnC 5 1,033 1 ,012 11 ,423 11 ,456 178 123 39 22 12,673 12,613 
AUGUSTA '? fi &;!:;fi 4 &;~4 10 A47 9.061 143 98 37 . 64 17 583 13.757 
BLUE RIDGE 2 1,876 1,734 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 13,436 12,521 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 1 2.219 1 749 . 2 ,740 2.;592 , 259 181 8 0 5,226 4,522 
CU\YTON , 2.700 3.376 8;322 8.174 3 711 2 747 959 523 15.692 14.820 
COBB 1 3,129 3,202 'T5,323 13 .621 8,628 7 ;902 1 ,102 1 ,256 28,182 25,981 
COWETA 3 3,359 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 1 858 862 2,429 2,434 37 27 9 • 4 3,333 3,327 
GWINNETT 1 2,277 2,219 979 695 2,355 1 ,898 799 226 6,410 5,038 

HOUSTON 1 2,431 2,308 4,938 5,144 642 464 305 233 8,316 8,149 

LOOKOUT f'IOUNTAIN 1 462 478 2,354 2,404 54 100 31 25 2,901 3,007 
Mn.CON 1 3.048 13.031 2.469 2.445 4R~ 4fi1 Ql I>fi fi OQl I> aa~ 

MIDDLE 5 2,364 2,086 6,918 6,439 120 107 49 21 9,451 8,653 
I"OU'JTAIN 2 1,004 816 1 ,847 '1 .731 172 119 63 42 3.086 2.708 
NORTHEASTERN 1 1 ,602 ' 1 ,890 4.101 4.663 530 537 201 174 6,4~4 7.264 -



------ ,-~ 

EXHIBIT A-Ill STATE COURT CASELOAD BY CASE TYPE FY197'8 

# STATE MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC .GENERALCIVIL NDEPENDENT MOTIONS TOTAL CASES 
CIRCUIT ~T~rllf~ FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED 
NORTHERN 1 305 270 632 753 17 20 1? 10 qf\f\ 1n~q 

OCMULGEE 2 1,800 1,800 2,189 2,188 2 0 0 0 3,991 - 3.98~ 

OGEECHEE 4 778 568 8,296 7,811 318 187 58 16 9.450 8.582 
PATAULA 2 670 529 1 .059 868 ?6 _?h h A 1 7e::l 1 n.n 
PIEDMONT 1 326 249 2,937 2_,575 106 93 66 29 3.435 2.946 
SOUTH GEORGIA 3 1 .611 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 16.574 15.909 
SOUTHWESTERN 2 964 914 2,046 2,008 163 157 48 26 3,221 3,105 -
STONEfv'OUNTAIN * 1 7.749 6,835 6,387 5,533 14,594 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 ___ 418 324 265 75 56 6.938 6.193 
WESTERN 1 392 410 112 92 155 lAO 1 ~7 10!1 

~ ... , . 796 7A7 

*SOME DISPOSITIONS FOR DEKALB COUNTY ESTIMATED BASED ON STATE AVERAGES. 





----------------------

EXHIBIT A-IV: PROBATE COURT CRIMINAL CASELOAD BY FILING TYPE: FY1978 

M I SDE~'1EANOR 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 2~01l 2.011 
AUGUSTA 919 99 3,184 3,184 3,283 3,283 
BLUE RIDGE J15 92 1,279 1,258 1,394 1.350 
BRLNSWICK 161 J61 4 738 4,862 4.899 5 023 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 216 216 - ?,049 5,955 6,265 6,171 
_Ht:~()K~F 63 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 7.905 
COWETA 115 122 3,075 2,8.43 3,190 2,965 
DUBLIN 36 36 1 ,340 1,339 1,376 1 2375 
FLINT 385 401 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 
M!\CON 121 121 3,037 3,037 3,158 3,158 
M)LNTAIN 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 
PIEDtvtlNT 7 9 1,231 1,272 1,238 1,281 
ROf'IE 147 119 4_,.130 3.934 4.277 4.053 
SOUTH GEORGIA 120 120 552 552 672 672 
SOUTHERN 91 93 1.524 1 .532 1.615 1.625 
SOUTI-MESTERN 108 104 1,847 1,738 1,955 1,842 

.5TCNEMlN. 150 168 3 __ 307 3 263 3 457 3,431 
TALLAPOOSA 68 56 5,933 5,453 6,001 5,509 
TIFTON .404 404 4,120 4,1'20 4,524 4,5~4 

TOOMBS 
~ 

357 354 5,637 5,692 5,994 6,046 
WAYCROSS 31 31 2,085 2,115 2,116 2.146 
WES'rt:RN. 51 46 776 699 827 745 



EXHIBIT A-V: JUVENILE COURT CASELOAD BY FILING TYPE: FY1978 

SPECIAL 
DELINQUENT UNRULY TRAFFIC DEPRIVED PROCEEDING TOTAL 
# CHD. # CHD. # CHD. # CHD. # CHD. # CHD. 

CIRCUIT CHILDREN DISPOSED CHILDREN DISPOSED CHILDREN DISPOSED CHILDREN DISPOSED CHILDREN DISPOSED CHILDREN DISPOSED 

Alapaha 150 143 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 156 149 

A1covy 268 261 121 123 57 53 li5 106 8 8 569 551 . 
Atlanta 3,968 3,407 1,019 855 292 254 540 494 34 28 5,853 5,038 

Atlantic 153 139 39 41 3 2 9 9 7 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 1,203 605 620 162 171 1~1 193 144 153 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 

G~l:Jb ·l,HO 1,296 551 572 118 135. 189 201 71 64 2,099 2,268 

Conasauga 362 351 161 146 5 5 120 106 1 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 

DouC\herty 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 

F1 int 124 107 15 11 4 ~. 54 ' . 28 1 1 198 150 .. 

Griffin 180 169. 59 54 ~ 1 134 125 2 2 377 351 

Gwinnett 595 534 265 245 86. 78 75 82 0 0 1,021 939 
Houston 125 119 6 .. 5 '0 0 26 19 0 0 157 143 



EXHIBIT A-V: JUVENILE COURT CASELOAD BY FILING TYPE: FY1978 . 

-
SPECIAL 

DELINQUE:NT UNRULY TRAFFIC DEPRIVED PROCEEDING TOTAL 
# CHD. # CHD. # CHD. # CHD. # r:HD. # CHD. 

CIRCUIT CHILDREN DISPOSED CHILDREN DISPOSI:D CHILDREN DISPOSED CHILDREN DISPOSED CHILDREN DISPOSED 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 1 273 239 
Mounta';n 145 148 43 42 27 29 20 22 0 0 235 241 

Northeastern 397 403 189 155 26 25 47 49 1 1 660 633 

Northern 96 79 18 18 5 3 21 21 4 11 144 132 . 
Ocmu1gee 95 86 40 27 5 5 46 38 11 11 197 167 
Oconee 154 141 62 53 6 5 29 19 20 14 271 .. 232 
Ogeechee 158 145 22 24 3 3 21 18 1 1 205 191 
Patau1a 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 1 825 814 
South Georgia 118 83 9 6 1 . 1 11 11 6 1 145 102 _. 
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 Mountai n 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 J60 
Toombs 66 64 394 395 0 0 16 13 2 3 4.78 475 
Waycross:: 300 280 . 122 . 116 12 11 145 137 18 18 597 562 
Western 272 268 34 31 216 201 28 30 9 8 559 538 

::NUMBER OF CHILDREN DISPOSED FOR WARE COUNTY .ESTIMA.TED .. BASED ON STATEWIDE AVERAGE OF CHILDREN DISPOSED/CHILDREN FILED. 



.... ' -,;' ....... - .-~--,-, 

EXHIBIT A-VI: POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANGE BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY 

1970 , 1977 % CHANGE 1980 POPULATION % CHANGE 
CIRCUIT COUNTY POPULATION POPULATION 1970-1977 PROJECTION 1971-1980 
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 5.0::n hfiOO 11 31 5 600 0.00 

TOTAL 41 .000 41 .800 1.95 45,300 8.37 
~LCOVY NEWTON 26,282 31,700 20.61 34,400 8.52 

WALTON 23,404 28,000 19.64 30~790 9.64 
TOTAL 49 686 59.700 20.15 65.100 9.05 

ATLANTA FULTON 605.210 576.ROO -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 ?qO R 100 11.11 .9.000 11.11 
LI-BERTY 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 ~1 .059 42.100 35.55 45.100 7.13 
FANNIN. 13,357 15,300 i '14.55 15,400 0.65 
FORSYTH 16 9?8 22 800 

','; 

34.69 24~900 9.21 
I GILMER 

I 
8.956 1L100 23.94 10,600 ·~4. 50 

i PICKENS .. 9.620 10900 13.31 11 ,800 8.26 
. TOTAL , 79,920 102,200 27.88 107,800 5.48 

'BRUNSWICK APPLING • 12 726 
~ 

13.900 9.23. 14,600 5.04 
CAMDEN G II ,334 11 .200 -1.18 13.i300 18.75 
GLYNN 50,528 51 .400 1. 73 59,200 ,~., 15 . ..18 "~ ... '. 

" " 

JEFF DAVIS 9,425 ' 11 .100 17.77 11,600 4.}5Q'o' 

WAYNE i 17 .858 19.000 6.39 20.600 ';:8.42 -:~ ." 

TOTAL .! lOT ~871 106,600 4.64 119,,300 I] • Y I 

(., 



~~. -....-------_ ..... _---... "..-- -......, ... - -
EXHIBIT A-VI: POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANGE BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY 

1970 1977 % CHANGE 1980 POPULATION g6 CHANGE 
CIRCUIT COUNTY POPULATlON POPULArrON 1970-1977 PROJECTION 1977 -1980 

CHATTAHOOCHEE CHl\ TT AHOOCHEE 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.nnn -1 94 5.3illl n nn 
MUSCOGEE 167,377 171.800 2.64 175.000 1 .86 
TALBOT 6,625 6,800 L~64 6!60P -2.~4 

TAYLOR 7,865 7.400 -5.91 7.800 S.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 I CLAYTON 98,126 129,900 32.38 147,100 13.24 

TOTAL 98,126 129,900 32.38 147.100 13.24 
COBB I COBB 196,793 263,000 33.64 274.100 4.22 

J TOTAL 196,793 263,000 33.64 274.000 4.22 , 

CONASAUGA I MURRAY 12,986 17,100 31. 68 17,500 2.34 
I WHITFIELD 55.108 63 700 15.59 700400 JO !:i? 
, TOTAL 68,094 80.800 18.66 87 900 8.79 

CORDELE i 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 8.61 1.1 .• 100 -1.77 

I WILCOX 6,998 7,400 5.74 7.200 -2.70 I 

TOTAL 48,660 52,300 7.48 54.200 3 63 
COWETA I CARROLL 45,404 56,400 24.22 59,300 5.14 

'-

COWETA 32.310 37.400 15 75 38 900 4n1 
HEARD 5,354 5,700 6.46 6,000 5.26 
MERIWETHER 19,461 20,600 5.85 24,100 16.99 
TROUP 4Ll ,460- 42,500 -4.42 46,400 9.18 

TOTAL 146,995 162,600 10.62 174,700 7.44 
DOUGHERTY DOUGHERTY 89,639 99,000 10.44 11 0 ,300 11 .41 

TOTAL 89,639 99,OW 10.44 110,'300 11 .41 

1 



-- - ~-~---........,---------------

EXHIBIT A-VI: POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANGE BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY ______________ ~m~_i ___________________________________________ ~--------------------------------

:t '" 

. 
1970 1977 % CHANGE· 1980 POPULATION g~ CHANGE 

CIRCUIT COUNTY POPULATION POPULATION 1970-1977 , PROJECTION 1977-1980 

DUBLIN JOHNSON 7.727 7 .700 -0 35; 8 000 3 90 
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 R 75 

, TOTAL 54,334 55,200 1. 59 58,300 5.62 
EASTERN ~CHATHAM ~ 187,816 191,500 1. 96 202,000 5.48 

TOTAL 1 tll,tll b 191,000 1. 96 202,000 5.48 
FLINT BUTTS 10,56U 12,800 21.21 14,200 10.94 

HENRY 23,724 ~- 28,300 19.29 31,900 12.72 
LAMAR 10,688 ·11,000 2.92 10,700 -2.73 
MONROE 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 61 .911 19,800 7.61 

P-IKE 7,316 8,200 12.08 8,000 -2.44 . 
~ SPALDING 39,514 .. 43,600 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 .' GWINNErT 72 ,349 134.300 85.63: 166 700 24.13 

TOTAL 72,349 134.300 85~ 63 i,\ 166.700 24 J3 
HOUSTON HOUSTON· 62,924 78,900 25.39 i 85,50.0 8.37 .. 

TOTAL ~.'. 62,924 78'.900 25.39 85 500 8 37 
LOOKOUT MTN. CATOOSA 28.271 35 ,200 24 51 36,700 4.26 

CHATTOOGA . 20,541 21,700 5.64 23~~200 6~~n" 
DADE 9,910 11,500 16.04 12,100 5~22 
WALKER 50s691 51,·900 2.39 58,200 12.14 

TOTAL 109,4T3 120,300 9.95 130,200 8.23 
MA.CON BIBB 143,366 146,000 1.84 156.400 7.12 

CRAWFORD 5,748 6,400 11 .34 6,600 3.13 
PEACH 15,990 18,800 17.59 21,800 15.96 

TOTAL 165,104 . 171/1.200 '3.69 184'800 7.94 
X· ,I 

t 



EXHIBIT A-VI: POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANGE BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY 
.. ~'-'r ," " 

, , .' ", '. 
1970 , 1977 % CHANGE 1980 POPULATION 90 CHANGE 

CIRCUIT COUNTY POP,ULATION ., .. POPULATION ,1970-1977 
" 

PROJECTION 1977-1980 

MIDDLE CANDLER t .6.412 6,~OO -1 75 6,800' 7.94 , .. .' '. .. -. ., E~UEL 18 357 19:400 5.68 - ' 20.700 I 6:70 " . . ' . 
JEFFERSON 17 174 ,16 900 ". .. 1.60 18 500 . " 9,47 ' , 

.. TOOMBS " 19,151 2] ,100 " . 10.18 22,500 6.64 " .' 

WASHINGTON 174Rn 
, 

1 fi qnn -3 32, 1 I.600 4 14 . " . , 

. TOTAL 78 574 80 600 2.58 86,100 , 6~82 ,. 

MOUNTAIN HABERSI--tDIM 20 691 .. 23 000 11.16 23.700 3.04 
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 

I . UNION . 6.811 8.200. 20.39' 8J 300 1.22 
I TOTAL 60.725 67.600 11 .32 . 70,900 '., ~.A.,,88. 

NORTHEASTERN I DAWSON ~ 3,639 4,900 , 34.65 4,600 . -6.12 . '. 

! HALL 59.405 .. 67.700 13.96 .. 74J 300, 9.75 . 
! LUMPKIN 8.728 . 9.400 '::=:/ " 7.70 10,600 . , 12.77 
i WHITE 7.742 . 9.000 16.25 9.400 

, 
·4·.44 " .. ,. : 

1 , TOTAL 79, 514 91 000 
", 

14 45 98 900 
.; .' _"!II' 8.68 ; " . 

NORTHERN ELBERT 17,262 '."",' "7,600 , 1.96- 18,700 6.25 ., 
.. I FRANKLIN 12,7.84 13,700 7.17 14,200 3.65 . .. 

HART : 15,814 16;200 ' ' 2.4.4 . 17,800 ". , ..... 9.88 . . 
! 

" 13;,517 . 15,800 . , 16.89 " ' 1.7,500 lO.76 
. 

MADISON ,', .. . . . , . 
I OGLETHORPE 7 .• :598 " 8-.900 17 .14 8,500 ,- -4·.49 I . , .,' . ' 

\\ I. TOTAL 66,975 .72,200 7.80, 76,700 ," .6 .2,3 
OCMULGEE. .- \ BALDWIN , 

34.240 32.500 -5.08 36,600 
, 

12.62 , . 
" . " . , -- .... 

I. GREENE W.212 10,600 " 3.80 
' , 

11 ,200 
, 

.-5.66 ',' " , ' , ., 

I " 9.OJ9. 9;200 2~O1 
r ' .. ~1 .09 ':' HANCOCK " . 9,300 ,-, 

JASPER '. . , 5,}60 ~ 6,800 " , )8 . .06, - ',' 7,100 " . 4'.41 . ....... " .. 
" , . . 

JONES ~(:. ,1' " .12.270 '} . 15,100 27.95 17,,000 .. ' 8.28. " ". " . '.' "-. ~ .... " 

" MORGAN 
,,: 

.;~ 9.904, ' , ,9,800, ,..1.05 '" :11 ,000 12.24 ." .. . . . .. ' .. • h . " 

, ' . PUTNAM ;.::. t. ,,~ . , , 8.:394 ' . - ,' .. 9.700 15.56', - : ',' 1 O~ dOD ~ ... 3·.09 . . , , . 
W ILK.! N$ON : \, •. ,; ,F,.' 9:,393 ". 1 0,300,' ~ -.\' : " 9.66~, ' '.' " 10,200 ,C .,,0.97:, .. ' . ' .. . ,,' " 

" .. ,. ... 
.0< 

" . . " 
- , ... 

TOTAl' ." :' 99, : 192,1 
' . 

·'104.~600 5.4·5 • ~'1l2-;400 " 7.46- . . " 

'. 
" " ...... , ' ...... - .. . ~ ~'. ...... ·t " 



EXHIBIT A-VI: POPULATION t~D POPULATION CHANGE BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY 

______ ------------~;!-J-----------------------------.-------------------------------------------; Ii 

" 1/ 1970 1971 % CHANGE 1980 POPULATION % CHANGE 
CIRCUIT COUNTY II POPULATION rOPIJ LAn ON 1970-1977 PROJECTION 1971 -1980 

OCONEE BLECK[EY 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 6.800 462 
PULASKI 8.066 7.600 ..,5 78 8.600 13 16 
TELFAIR 11.,394 11.800 3.56 12 900 9 32 
WHEELER 4,596 5.100 10.97 5.200 1 .96 

TOTAL 56,104 67,700 2 . .84 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 12.27 
JENKINS 8,332 8,300 -0.38 8,400 1.20 
'SCREVEN 12.591 13.800 9.60 12 .300 -10.87 

TOTAL 66,140 72,800 10.07 77,800 6.87 
PATAULA, CLAY 3 636 3 800 4 5" 3.000 -21.05 

I EARLY 12,682 12,600 -0.65 '13 .. 200 4.76 
MILLER 6,424 6,500 1. 18 6,500 0.00 
QUITMAN . 2,180 1,900 -12.84 2~100 10.53 
RANDOLPH 8,734 9,200 5~,34 8,900 -3.26 
SEMINOLE 7,059 7,900· 11.91 8,900 12.66 

, TERRELL' 11,416 10.700 -6.1~7 11 500 7.48 
TOTAL 52,131 ,52~600 0.90 ,54.JOO .2.85 

PIEDl'1:>NT BANKS --;._ .... ~ Q,833 8,000 17.08 7,200 -10.00 
, ~ ~ -

16,859 21 .100 BARRo\,/ .} 18.500 9.7:3 14.05 
'JI . ;::\ ~U9~·", 23,000 9.04\ 25,600 11.30 JACKSON! 

tl!rOTAL 44,785. 49..1.500 10.53 53 900 SIa9 
ROME . FLOYD 73.742 78 80g 6.86 84~400 7 11 

TOTAL 73,742 78,80Ci:'\ 6.86 84 ADO 7.n 
SOUTH GEORGIA BAKER 3',875 4~200'\ 8.39' 3.600 ... 14,29 

CALHOUN 6,.6.06 6,300 ",4~63 6,900 9.52 
DECATUR 22,3,10 23.l00 3.54" 23. 500 1. 73 
GRADY 17 826 19. ,500 9,.39·, 1-9.400 -0.5.1' 
MITCHELL -18,.956 18~500 -:2.41 ", 20 1800 

I: • 

12.43 Jt 

TOTAL ~9., 573, ' 71,600 '2.91 " 74,:200 .3.6:3 " , . 



- -~~--:---------~----.----------~----~- -~-~----

EXHIBIT A-VI; POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANGE BY CIRCUIT.AND COUNTY 

1970 1977 % CHANGE 1980 POPULATION % CHANGE 
CIRCUIT . COUNTY POPULATION POPULATION 1970-1977 PROJECTION 1977 -1980 

SOUTHERN . BROOKS 13.743 13.700 -0,31 14,100 2.92 
CO LOU ITT 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 
THOML\S 34,562 36,100 4.45 39,900 "\ 10.53 

TOTAL 134.639 152 300 10.65 163 600 
",,\ 

7,42 
SOUTHWESTERN LEE ~7 044 . R.qOO ?fi 35 9.900 11 ?4. 

MACON 12,933 ]2.400 -4.12 13,900 :12.10 
,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 '\4 
WEBSTER 2,362 2,000 -15.33 2,700 35.00 

TOTAL 58 878 58.ROO .0 13 67 .200 14.29 
STONE MOUNTAIN i DEKALB 415,387 473.200 13.92 500.200 5.71 

I ROCKDALE 18,152 27,600 52.05 29,600 7.25 
! TOTAL 433,539 500,800 15.51 529~800 5.79 

TALLAPOOSA i DOUGLAS 28,fi'lQ 44 ~nn 54 sa 61 200 38.15 : 

HARALSON 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 

I 
'"L 

TOTAL ~12762 115500 25.87 138 400 19.83 
TIFTON IRWIN' . 8:036 8.500 5.77 8,900 

. 
4.71 

TIFT 27,288 30,900 13.24 34,200 10.68 
TURNER 8,790 8,700 -1.02 9,600 10~34 

WORTH 14,770 16,500 11 .71 17 ,700 7.27 
TOTAL ~8,884 64,600 9.71 70,,400 " 8.98 ~.~ 

TOOMBS GLASCOCK 2,280 2,600 14 .. 04 2 ,300 ~ 0(.)-11 .54 
LIN.COLN :5.,895 6,600 11.96 6,800 3.03 
MCDt,iFFIE ' "1.5,276 16,800 ~ 9.98 17,900 6.55 

. "TALIAFERRO 2,423 2,500 3.18 1. ,900 -24.00 
WARREN . ' 6,669 ' ~6,000 -10;03 6.600 10.,00 

., 

~ . 
, , 

WILKES ' . '."0 .. 1'84 
, 

10 .. 200 
.. 

0 .. 16 ro,lOO 4.90 
- . TOTAL' . ~42. 727 44'.700 4.62. 46.200 3~36 

.. '. 
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EXHIBIT A-VI: POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANGE BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY '..- ... , .. I< 

.''?ftez-.• 

1970 1977 . % CHANGE 1980 POPULATION 96 CHANGE· . ;J,:,'~~>:,~ CIRCUIT COUNTY POPULATION POPULATION 1970-1977 PROJECTION 1977 -19'80 
WAYCROSS BACON 8.233 9 600 16 60' q., nn '" -5.21 

~ .. ..j._A· 

BRANTLEY 5,940 8.300 39.73 7.700 -7.23 . . 
CHARLTON 5,680 6.300 10.92 6.700 6.35 
COFFEE 22,828 24,300 6.45 27,000 11.11 _., 

. PIERCE 9.281 11 .200 20.68 10.600 -fi ~n 
. WARE 33,525 34,300 2.31 36.100 5.25 

TOTAL 85,487 94.000 i 9.96 97'.200 3.40 
WESTERN CLARKE 65 .177 7f(400 ... 17.22 . 86.900 

~ 

13.74 
OCONEE 7,915 9,800 , 23.82 ~ 1 0 ~OOO 2.04 

TOTAL 73.092 , 86 200 17.93 96.900 12.41 
I,· 

STATEWIDE. TOTAL 4,587,930 5,064,600 ,., . . 10.39 5,429,000 7.20 .. " 
. " . -

SOURCE: ANNUAL ESTIMATE OF POPULATION FOR THE STATE OF GEORGiA 1977 (OFFICE OF PLANNING AND BUDGET, SEPTEMBER 1978) AND 
POPULATION PROJECTIO.NS FOR GEORGIA COLNTI~S1980-2010 (OFFICE 'OF PI.,ANNINWAND BU~GET! SEPTEMBE~, 1977). 

" . 

" ... 
" ,- " 

'. 
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EXHIBIr A-VI I: ASSISTANCE FROM SENIOR JUDGES BY CIRCUIT: FY1978 ---
# , 

CIRCUIT OF DAYS RPNK 

ALAPAHA 15 2l. 
ALCOVY 5 26.3 
ATLANTA 399 1 
ATLANTIC 40 14.5 
AUGUSTA 18 18.5 
BLUE RIDGE 75 7 
BRUNSWICK 302 2 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 2 30 
CHEROKEE 63 9 
CLAYTON 50 12 
COBB 193 3 
CONASAUGA 12 22 
CORDELE .1.[ }b 
COWETA 0 32.1 
OOUGHERTY 0 32.1 
DUBLIN 23 17 
EASTERN 54 10.5 
FUNT 54 10.5 
GRIFFIN 5 26.3 
GWINNETT 16 20 
HOUSTON 18 18~5 

---COOKOUT 'MOUNTAIN 0 32.1 
MACON 76 6 
MIDDLE 0 32.1 
tvOUNTAIN 9 24 
NORTHEASTERN 40 14.5 
NORTHERN 7 25 
OCMULGEE 0 32. 1 
OCONEE 0 32.1 
OGEECHEE 1 31 
PAT AULA 4 29 
PIEDMONT 0 32.1 
ROME 49 13 
SOUTH GEORGIA 5- 26.3 
SOUTHERN 11 23 
SOUTHWESTERN 0 32.1 
STONE MOUNTAIN 155 4 
TALLAPOOSA 73 8 
TIFTON 104 5 
TOot-1BS 0 32.1 ' -

WAYCROSS-- 0 32.1 
- WESTERN 0 32.1 

TOTAL 1,905 
AVERAGE OF ALL CIRCUITS 45.36 
AVERAGE OF 31 CIRCUITS 

-- WHI CH USED SENIOR JUDGES 61. 45 

SOURCE: GEORGIA DEPARTMENT Of ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 



EXHIBIT A-VI II: RESIDENT ACTIVE ATTORNEYS BY CIRCUIT: NOVEMBER, 1978' 

1971-1978 
CIRCUn 1971 RANK 1978 RANK CHANGE '0 R.A.NK 

ALAPAHA 23 40 28 41 5 21.7 40 
ALCOVY 30 34.5 54 31 . ,-24 80-- 13 
ATLANTA 2,,326 1 4 346 1 12,020 86 .8 10 
ATU\NTIC 34 30.5 48 33 14 41.2 32 
AUGUSTA J86 5 268 6 82 44~1 29_ 
BLUE RIDGE 32 32 72 22 ltD 125 2 
BRUNSWICK R4 1 0 5~ ] 39 10 55 n~ ~ lR 
CHATIAHOOCHEE 176 7 243 7 67 38 1 34 
CHEROKEE 39 25 59 28 20 51._1 24 
CLAYTON 59' 14 132 11 73 123.7 3 
COBB 180 6 392 4 212 117.8 4 
CONASAUGA 41 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 37.5 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 45 100 7.5 
GWINNETT 43 22 131 12 88 204.7 1 
HOUSTON 37 .26,.5 60 26.5 23 62.2 20 
LOOKOUT MTN. 44 21 ~6 25 22 50 25 
MA.CON 221 '4 336 5 115 52 2~ 
MIDDLE 51 17.5 71 23 20 39.2 33 
MJUNTAIN 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 51 i7.5 74 20.5 23 45.1 27 

. OCONEE 29 36.5 38 35.5 9 31 36 
OGEECHEE 36 28 45 34 9 25 38 
PATAULA 29 36.5 33 39.5 4 i 3.8 42 
PIEDMJNT 19 42 33 39.5 14 73.7 16 
ROME 54 15 97 16 43 79.6 14 
SOUTH GEORGIA 35 29 50 32 15 42.9· 30 
SOUTHERN 87 8 146 9 59 67.8 17 
SOUTHWESTERN 31 33 38 35.5 7 22.6 39 
STONE MTN 342 2 723 2 381 111.4 5 
TALLAPOOSA 47 19 96 17 49 104.3 6 
TIFTON 37 26.5 57 29 20 54.1 22 
TOOMBS 22 41 26 42 4 18.2 41 
WAYCROSS 52 16 75 19 23 ~~4 .2 28 

. WESTERN 84 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 

SUPERIOR STATE JlNENILE 
'FLLL PART FlA..L PART' 

CIRCUIT COLmY TIM:: TIME tIME TI~ 

Ala~aha Atkinson 
Berrien 
Clinch ] 
Cook 
ranier 

Circuit Total 1 

AlcovX Newton 1 
Walton '1 

Circuit Total 2 :2 

Atlanta Fu1 ton 11 8 2 

Atlantic Brxan l 
Evans' 

~'? f 
1 

[ibert~ 1 
[ong 1 
McIntosh 
i'attnall 1 

Circuit Total 2 5 

Augusta Burke 1 
Columbia 
Richmond 1 

Circuit Total 4 1 1 

Blue Ridge Cherokee li2* 1/5* 
Fannin l:L5:Jt 
Fors~th 1=,2* 1:[5*-
Gilmer li5*' 
Pickens lL'5* 

Circui t, Tota 1 2 1 1 

Brunsw~ck A~~ling 1, ** 
Camden 1 
Glfnn 1 l 
Je-f' Davis 
Waxne '1 1 

Circuit Total 2 1 2' 3 

+ CO\..t-lTY COURT 
* fRACTIONS INDICATE THAT A SINGLE JU~E' SERVES. tJORE THAN ONE COUNTY. 

** STATE CQURT JUDGE HEARING J,UVENILE' ~SES. 
. *** JUDGES PRO HL\C VI CE • . 

REFEREE ' 

2 

1 

~ 
2 

11 

-" 
1 . , 
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EXHIBIT A-IX: JUDICIAL PERSONNEL: SUPERIOR, STATE AND JUVENILE COURTS BY 
CIRCUIT .AND COUNTY - DECEMBER 31, 1978 

:;;UEf:RIQR " SJATE JlJ\A:~IL.f: 
FLLL PART FLLL PART 

CIRCUIT . 'COUNlY' TIME TlfIE TIME TIME REFEREE 

Chattaho.ochee Chattahoochee 
Aarrls 
Marion 
Muscogee 1 , , , 
Talbot 
Ta~lor 

Circuit Total 4 1 1 1 

Cherokee Bartow , 
Gordon 1 

Circuit Total 2 2 

Clayton. Clayton 3 , , 
Cobb· Cobb' . 4 4 . , , 

. . 
Conasauga r,jurra~ 

Whitfield 1 
Circuit Total 2 1 

Cordele Ben Hi'l 
Cris~ , 
Doalt 
Wilcox 

C i rcu itT 0 ta 1 1 1 

Coweta' 
. , 

Carroll , ** Coweta 1 ** 
. Heard " . 

".-
. Meriwether. 1 

. . 'froue , , 
Ci rcui tTota 1 2 1 2 2 

. " 

'Oou9hettl;' Doughertl 2 1 2*** 1 1 
f' .... ,-

Dubl in - , " .!Johnsorr 
> " 

" . _1. 
" ~ . .Laurens 1:'; 1 1 

Treutlen ."" -.' .1 , 
Twtggs 

Circuit Total 1 3 1 "-, 

Eastern Chatham 3 2 1 1 

~, 

+COUNTY COURT .-:::", . . 
* FRACTIONS INDICATE THAT.A SINGLE JUDGE SERVES tv'ORE THAN ONE COUNTY. 

**STAtE COURT JUDGfi HEARING JUVENILEC.ll,SES. 
***JUDGES PRO HAC VICE. 



'- ---

EXHIBIT A-IX: JUDICIAL PERSONNEL: SUPERIOR, STATE AND JUVEN1LE COURTS. BY 
CIRCUIT AND COUNTY - DECEMBER 31, 1978 ,.' 

SUPERiOR ' srATE- JWENlLE 

CIRCUIT COUNTY 
FLLL PA~ FLLL PART 
-rIME TIM TIME TIME REFEREE 

Flint Butts 1 
Henry' 1 
Lamar 
Monroe 

Circuit Total 2 2 

Griffin Fa~ette lL4* 
Pike .1L4* 
SRalding 1 lL4* 
UQson 1L4* 

.circuit Total 2 1 1 

Gwinnett Gwinnett 3 1 1 

Houston Houston 1 1 ** 
, 

I 

< 

" 1 lookout Mtn. Catoosa '~"'> 
, " 

.. :oro' 

Chattooga 1 
Dade 1 
Walker 1 .. 1 

Circuit Total 3 1 3 1 

""a con Bibb 1 1 
Crawford 
Peach 

Circuit Total 3 1 1 

Middle Candler 1 
Emanuel 1 1 

. Jefferson 1 
Toombs 1 : ~ ~. ] 
Washington 1 ] 

Circui t Total 2 1 4 3 
<-

Mountain Habersham 1 • 

Rabun 
SteQhens 1 
Towns 
Union, 

Circuit Total 1 2 

+COUNTY COURT!j " _, ' , 
*FRACTIONS INDICATE THAT A SINGLE JUDGE SERVES MORE THAN ONE COUNTY.' 

**STATE COURT:J~JO~E HEARING JUVENILE CASES. 
***JUDGES PRO HAC VICE. 



() 

EXHIBIT A-IX: JUDICIAL PERSONNEL: SUPERIOR, STATE AND JUVENILE COURTS BY 
CIRCUIT AND COUNTY - DECEMBER 31, 1978 

'~!JP,RIQR SIAl]; JUVENIL.E 
~~/.) FlU. PART FlLL PART 

CIRCU!-l"::~=~ Co,!:!fTY TItE TItE THE THE REFEREE 
" 

Northeastern Da\'1son 
Hall 1 1 
lumEkin 
QFiite 

,'. Circuit Total 2 1 1 

Northern Elbert 1 1 
Frankl in 
Hart 

- Madison 

··i? 
OglethorQe --

;; Ci rcui t Total 2 cc< 1 1 

\ Ocmulgee Baldwin ]+ .\ 

Greene 
Hancock 
JasQer 
Jones 
Morgan 
Putnam 1=1= 

Wilkinson 
Circuit Total 2 2 

Oconee Blecklex 
-'nodge 
M6'i1"tQD!T1~r~ 
Pulaski 
Telfair 
Wheeler 

1'~~~Cir.cui t Total 2 rk ~ 

Ogeechee Bulloch ] 
Effingham ] 
Jenkins 1 
Screven 1 

Circutt Total 2 4 
" 

!COlJNTY COURT 
**FRACTIONS INDICATE THAT A SINGLE JUDGE' SERVES f'IORE TI-W-l' ONE COUNTY. 

***STATj:COURT JUDGE HEARING JUVENILE CASES. ' 
JUDGES PRO HAC VICE. 



-- -------------------------------------------

EXHIBIT A-IX; JUDICIAL PERSO~EL: SUPERIOR, STATE AND JUVENILE COURTS BY 
CIRCUIT AND COUNTY - DECEMBER 31, 1978 -- : -SUPERIOR ' STATE JINENILE 

FULL PART FLl..'L PART CIRCUIT COlMY TtrtE TIM:: TIME TIf.E REFEReE . -Pataula Clax 1/3* 
Earlx 1 lL3* -Miller 1 
~uitman 
RaJldol~h 1/3* 
Seminole 
Terrell 1 

Circuit Total 1 2 .) 
t.. 

Piedrront Banks lL2* 
Barrow 1 t.2\it 
Jackson 1 ** 

Circuit Total 1 1 1 

. Rome Floyd 2 . 1 1 

South Georgia Baker 
Calhoun 
Decatur 1 ---Grady 1 , ------Mitchell 

Circuit Total 2 3 

Southern Brooks --Colguitt 1 1 
Echols 1+ 
lowndes 1 1 
Thomas 1 l' 

Circuit Total 3 4 3 

Soutliwestern lee 
Macon 1 
Schlex 
Stewart 

1 Sumter , 
Webster 

Circuit Total 1 2 ' 1 

Stone Mountain· OeKalb 3 2 
Rockdale 1 

Circuit Total 7 3 2' 1 

+ COUNTY COURT 
* FRACT{ONS INDICATE THA.T A SINGLE JUDGE SERVES ,...pRE THAN ONE COuNTY.' 

*::STATE COURT JUDGE HEARING JUVENILE CASES. 
uUDGES PRO HAC VICE.'· 

,,-

1 
1 
2. 



. EXHIBIT .A-~X: ,. JUDIGIALPERSONNEL: . ,SUPERIOR .. STATE AND JUVENILE COURTS BY 

I CIRCUIT AND C;OUNTY ...: DEC8-1BER 31, 1978 

SUPERIOR STATE JWEN1b.E .. 
. (;' 

'FlLL PART FU..L' PART 
CIRCU~T COUNiY TIME TIME ,TIrE TIME REFEREE· 

"Tall aEoosa . Douglas 1 
Haralson 
Paulding 
Polk ] ** " 

Circui t Total 3 1 1 

Tifton Irwin 
Tift 1 1 
Turner 

.. Worth 1 1 
Ci rCIJi t· TO.ta l' 1 2 2 

, Toc>mbs Glascock 
Lincoln 
McDuffie 
Tal iaferro 
Warren 
Wil kes 

. Ci reui t Total 1 

. Flayeros's Bacon 
Brantl el ~ 

Charlton 
Coffee 1 1 
Pierce 1 
Ware 1 1 

Ci reuit Tota.' .2 3 1 1 -,. . 
Western Clarke 1 . 1 

Oconee 
Circuit Total 2 1 1 ' 

TOTAL 102 29· ' 50 8" . 34 21 

> 

... ,.., .. " .. 

tCOUNTYCOURT * .' 
**FRACTIONS INDlCATE·:r\-IAT A SINGLE JUDGE ::>ERYES MORE THAN ONE COUNTY .. 

*.**STATE COURT JUDGE HEARING JUVENIL~ CASES. . 
JUDGES PRO HAC VICE. 

" 
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