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INTRODUCTION 

j', 

The following pages represent the seventh reporta offered to the State of 

Ge"orgi aby the Judicial Council b regarding the need for additional super; or 'court 

judgeships in the state. This Seyenth Annual Report Regarding the Need for 

Additional Superior Cqurt Judgeships in GeorgiaC is offer.ed to the 1980 General 

Assembl~ and to Governor.t1rorge Busbee as an objective analysis of the need for 

additional superior court j.!.:.dgeships in Georgia. It is the strong belief of the 
fA:'"" "~' 

Judicial Councn that the add'H:ion of a judgeship is a matter of great gravity 
f',i> ), j 

and should be approached t.hrough careful inquiry and del iberate study .. The 
, . 

creation of new judgeships not Dnly requires the compensation of additional judges, 

but also of assistant district attorneys, secretaries, baliffs, and other personnel 

as well as expenditures for and the provision of office space, courtroom space, 
,,' 

turniture and other innumerable items. The public is entitled to have a thorough 

'\\;,'~u1d in-depth study made of such matters before action is taken. 
) /,.-',---,-, 

The data for the 1980 Judgeship Study was collected by the nine District Admini­

strative Assistants. in the districts in \'ihich such a position had been ft11ed at the 

time of the study and. by member.s of the Administrative Office of the Courts research 

staff in the remaining di'strict with assistance and cooperation of local court 

personnel. The definitions used for the collection and compilation of the data in 
~ 

thi's report are provided in the Methodology section of this introduction. 

The present study includes a comprehensive evaluation of the need for additional 

superior court judgeships in all forty-two judicia] circuits in Georgia. All data 

a See p. 10 for a, sUlll11ary of past Judicial Council recommendations concerning the 
need for additional superior court judgeships. 

b See Appendi x One for ali st of the duti es of the Judi ci a 1 Counci'l / Admi ni strati ve 
Office of the Courts. 

c See P. 7 for a sUlll11ary of the 1980 Judi ci a 1 Counci 1 recommendati ons concerni ng 
the need for additional superior court judgeships. ii 
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was collected for the 1979 fiscal year in the superior, state, probate and 

juveni'le courts of Georgia. The 1979 fiscal year was selected/as the time 

period for this study so that the recommendations to the 1980 General Assembly 

could be based on the most current data that could be collected using a manual 

system. 

In the process of formulating these recomnendations, the Judicial Council 

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

circuit, but also by using a perspective based on the Administrative 

Districts which were established to increase flexibility of judicial manpower. 

By using both perspectives, the Judicial Council seeks to achieve a balanced 

and equitab'le distribution of court work among the judges of the state. 
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STATEMENT OF POLICY 

The Judicial Council of Georgia has a policy concerning judicial 

assistance which states that no new part-time judgeships should be 

created and that multi-judge circuits should be established whenever 

possible t,o capture the benefits associated with multi-judge courts--that 

is, improved court administration, caseload and jury management efficiencies 

and economies of personnel and administrative 'costs. 

I 

Some of the par~icular advantages of a multi-judge court are that it: 

1. Allows division of responsibility 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 acommodation of judicial absences--multi-judge 
'-

circuits allow efficient manageme~t in the absence of a judge from the circuit 

due ~o 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. One judge in a multi-judge circuit may use the other judge's 

excess jurors for a trial of a second case rather than excusing them at an 

added expense to the county. Present courtroom space in most counties may 

not permi~ two trials simultaneously, but such a practice, if implemented, 

may justify the building of a second, smaller courtroom by the county affected, 

or the making of other arrangements. 

4. C Promotes greater impartiality through flexibility in case assignment-­

a multi-judge circuit may permit a case, where the judge is acquainted with 

the party or parties involved, to be considered by an out-of-town judge without 
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the appearance that the loc_al judge is avoiding responsibility. I 

5. Improves court administration--multi-judge circuits tend to ~: ' 

promote impartiality and uniformity of administrative practicr,s and p:rocedures. 

Multi-judge circuits also permit economies in the employment of auxiiiary 

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 C~$es than'an equal number of judges 

operating in separate courts. 
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THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 1980 
1 . ~ • 

The Juqic~;al COU!1cil of ileorgia recommends that additional judgeships 

be created in s,even of Georgia's forty-two judicial circuits. In order of 

priority, these circuits are: 

TOOMBS 
TIFTON 
ROME 
CORDELE 
COWETA 
BRlJNSW~CK 
DUBLIN 

It is the opinion of the Judicial Council that an additional judgeship is 

warranted in each of the seven recommended circuits. 

The following pages of this report include the results of a detailed 

survey of caseload and demographic characteristics of all forty-two judicial 

circuits in Georgia. Each circuit is evaluated on the basis of an established 

set of criteria (see Report Design p.37) and the seven circuits receiving 

recommendations generally exceeded the other circuits in the relevant categories 

of analysis. Recommendations are made with the general objective of 

achieving a balanced and equitable distribution of court work among the judges 

in the state. 

To these ends the Judicial Council of Georgia has sought to reduce 

disparity in caseload per judge among the val'ious circuits. The task requires 

that the recommendations not only provide the judicial assistance necessary 

to keep pace with increasing caseloads, but that these recommendations allocate 

judgeships to circuits in which the existing judges are presently forced to 

assume a disproportionate share of the state's workload. 

~ Conditioned on the abolition of the State Court of Laurens County. 
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One me~hod ofevaluati-ng thel/current recomnendations of the Judicial 

Council is to compare the circuit mean caseload per judgee for the seven 

circuits receiving reconlne'ndat'ions with the statewide circuit mean p~r 

judge. f BelQw is a comparison of the Circuit mean caseToad· per judge of the 

seven circu;i-ts rec~iving recomnendations to the circuit mean caselo~d per 

judge for the entire state: 

" RECOt'1MENDED STATEWIDE CIRCUIT 
CIRCUITS MEAN 

FELONY 255 253 

MISDEMEANOR 45,7 215 

TRAFFIC 167 191 
, 

TOTAL CRIMINAL 879 (cl 658 

GENERAL CIVIL 516 359 

DOMESTIC RELATIONS 587 552 

IND'EPENDENT MOTIONS 305 198 

TOTAL CIVIL 
(:, 

',1408 1109 

JUVENILE 166 79 
~ 

TOTAL ·'FILINGS , 2453 1842 

Note that in each fi 1 ing category except tra'fflc, the circuit mean of 

the recomnended circuits ex,ceeds the statewide circuit mean. The effect of, 

creating additional judgeships in these s~ven circuits will.reduce the 

caseload of these circuits so as tri approach mor~ clo,sely the current circuit 

mean caseload per,judge for the entire state. , This would be~ in keeping with 

the stated policy of achieving a 111110re, equitable distribution of court ,work 

amona'the i\judges in the state. 1I 

'. , 

eThecircuit mean "caseload per judge is the sum of the easel oad, per judge 
for each' of the reconmended".circuits divided by the number of these 
circu,its (7). ,; 

f The -statewtde, circuit mean per judge, is the sum o~ the. cas.eload ~erjudge 
for each Circuit divided by the totat number of Clrcults 10 the statE; (42). 

8 
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, Of course, the current, caseload is not the sole criteria for making the 

recomnendations. Other factors'wHich are considered are increases in filings in 
;J. 

each case category, di spositions rates, weighted caseload fi gure$,~ demographi c 
~~ , 

trends in the Circuits, assistancefr?m supporting courts and distribution of 
'.--' 

caseloadamong circuits within a dist'rict. 
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PAST RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE.JUDICIAL COUNCIL 

t he Judicial Council has recommended the creation For the past seven years, 

of additional judgeships based on caseload and population data prepared by the 

Admini strative Offi"ce of the Courts. .' Past reconmendations h~ve been~ l1Iade for the 

following circuits: 

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

ATLANTA* COBB CHEROKEE CHEROKEE CHEROKEE* EASTERN* 

CONASAUGA* SOUTHERN* CLAYTON MIDDLE* SOUTH OCMULGEE* 
GEORGIA* 

, 

COWETA* FLINT* COBB GRIFFIN* ALCOVY* TOOMBS 

DOUGHERTY* GWINNETI TALLAPOOSA* CO~B* 

WAYCROSS* MIDDLE ALAPAHA* LOOKOUT 
MOUNTAIN* 

NORTHERN NORTHERN* OGEECHEE* 

OCONEE* CLAYTON* 

'TALLAPOOSA COBB 

WESTERN* GWINNETI* 

CHATIAIiOOCHEE* 

* Circuits in which an additional judgeship was actually created 

Over this seven-year period the caselo~ds and populations in Georgia's forty­

two judicial circuits have conti ned to increase. Not only is the workload in the 

but- the ,'ncrease is f~ster in some circuits than in others. courts on the rise, 

It seems appropriate at this time to evaluate the Council's past recommendations 

in the 1 i ght of thei r impact on statewi de. and average casel oad. The questi on that 

must be considered is whether the additional judgeshi·ps have been placed in 

\.j 
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circuitl t~ a mannef that has prQvi~ed a more equitable di~tribution of the 

judicial workload among the circuits and judges in the state. 

There is no Single statistical indicator of judicial workload. 

Although caseload data provides the primary criteria for evaluating the 

need for additional judgeships, it 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 approxi­

mation of the workload distribution. 

One method for evaluating the effectiveness of placement of addittonal 

judgeships is by observing the d.egree to Which the caseloads in recommended 

circuits exceed the average caseload. The following tabl~ shows how the per 

judge caseload averages for recommended circuits compare to circuit averages 

for the entire state. g 

From the table on the next page it can be seen that the recommended circuits 

have consid~rably higher average total caseloads per judge than the state as a 

whole. Generally this difference has been manifested in each case type. 

The seven circuits receiving recommendations for 1979 judgeships have averages 

higher than the state circuit average for all case types except traffic. 

The following table demonstrates trends in statewide caseload as well 

as providing a comparison figure for the recommended circuits. The circuit 

mean figure for each case type has increased since 1979. This i,s a reversal 

of the trend in per judge caseload for all case types except juvenile. 

9 Averages for 1975 and 1976 recommendations are omitted because statewide data 
I) is not available for those years. 
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1974 1977 1978 19'79 1980 -- -- ---- --
RECOM. STATE RECOM. STATE RECOM. STATE RECOM. STATE RECOM. STATE 

CIRCUITS AVERAGE3 , CIRCUITS AVERAGE3 CIRCUITS AVERAGE3 CIRCUITS AVERAGE3 CIRCUITS AVERAGE3 
AVG. PER PER AVG. PER PER AVG. PER "PER AVG. PER PER ' AVG. PER PER 

JUDGE JUDGE JUDGE JUDGE JUDGE JUDGE JUDGE JUDGE JUDGE JUDGE ----
FELONY 318 266 343 269 465 301 

, 
383 269 307 288 

MISDEMEANOR 354 343 356 289 395 215 417 203 490 220 
TR;.~FFIC 192 216 471 224 359 169 569 172 167 191 
TOTAL CRIMINAL! 864 825 1.170 781 1,219 686 1.369 645 965 699 

t";-' 

GENERAL CIVIL 734 520 592 482 567 379 350 355 520 359 
DOMESTIC RE~ATIONS 904 536 692 540 74[J." =-.= 528 537 526 587 552 
TOTAL CIVIL 1,638 1'.056 1,284 1 ,02~) 1,3KJ9 907 887 881 911 

!/ 
JUVENILE 9 ;; 34 26 35 67 35 192 46 166 75 

\.' 

TOTAL FILINGS 2,511 1.915 2.480 1.839 2,595 1,628 ,2.448' 1.572 2",238 1,685 

" 

IAll criminal case types are based on the number of defendants listed on separate indictments or accusations. 

2Tota 1 c i v il does not i nc1lJd~ independent mati ons . 

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

.'"~'-' 
.--~-~<.""'" 

:,) 

o '1 

, (' 

0, 

1\ 

.. " 

(l 

,J 

-:::;" 

o 

, 
" 

" 

-
-

~ 
- I , , 



r 

r ;1 

..... ~ 

if 
'. 

/_,1 

r.; ... 

jl 

" 

~ 'f 

~ ::' 'I 7'",'" 

£l i 

-.-

Total filings per judge increased by 113 cases since 1979. Nevertheless, 

the circuit mea,n total filings per judge in 1980 is 230 cases per judge less 

than it had been in 1974. 

Prior to this year, there ha$ been a trend toward a more equal dis­

tribution of ca.seload among superior court judges in the state. In other words, 

more of the circuits have exhibited per judge caseloads that were closer to 

the circuit mean. This "clustering" about· the mean, or reduced dispersion 

around the mean, has been shown in the generally decreasing standard deviations 

in the d-jstributions of per judge filings for each case type except traffic. 

The standard deviation is a measure of dispersion from the mean. If the 

standard deviation is decreasing, then more of the observed values are closer 

to the mean and closer to each other. The following table gives the standard 

deviations for the caseload distributions for each of the case types. 

CY19733 FY1976 FY1977 . FY1978 FY1979 

FELONY 101 105 130 
MISDEMEANOR 356 277 232 
TRAFFIC 390 578 339 
TOTAL CRIMINAL1 685 757 536 

GENERAL CIVIL 223 195 141 
.DOMESTI C RE~A TI ONS 231 196 204 
TOTAL CIVIL 375 298' 264 

TOTAL FILINGS a08 897 681 

1Number of defendants on separate indictments or accusations. 
2Does not include independent motions. 
3Caseload was collected for the calendar year 1973 

84 
218 
431 
596 

102 
196 
211 

633 

This table shows that since fiscal year 1978, the dispersion around 

ci rcuit mean, as measured by the standard devi at; on, h~s i ncreas.ed for each 
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241 
478 
641 

124 
190 
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case type with the exception of domestic relations. Note that the standard 

deviations for-each case type except traffic remain lower than they had been· 

in calendar year 1973. 

The following table displays the mean circuit population per judge and 

the associated standard deviations for 1973, 1975, 1977, 1978 and 1979. The . 
data shows that the circuit mean populations per judge have markedly declined 

each period from 1973 to 1978. The standard deviations have .a1so declined, 

but the deline occ~rred largely between 1973 and 1975. The data for 1979 

indicates slight increases in both the mean Circuit population per judge 

and the standard deviation. The 1979 circuit mean is 78.9% of the 1973 

circuit mean and the 1979 standard deviation is 67.8% of the 1973 

standard deviation. The mean population per judge has been reduced by 

almost 13,000 since 1973. 

19731 19752 19771 19781 19791 - -
MEAN 61,512 58,076 52,010 48,524 48,548 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 19,632 13,6Q8 13,690 13,067 13,317 

lSased on the previous year1s population statistics and the number of 
superior court judges in the current year. 

2 Based on the Same year1s population statistics and the number of 
superior court judges. 

The decrease in the circuit means and standard deviations for both 

total caseload per judge and population per judge since 1973 indicates a 

greater equalization of the workload imposed on each judge and population 
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served by each judge. The slight increase in the circuit means and standard 

deviation since 1978 shows that consideration of recommendations for new 

judgeships will continue to be necessary in order to keep pace with case­

load and population growth trends and distribution patterns. 

Recommendations do not automatically result in additional judgeships. 

Nevertheless, each year the Judicial Council makes recqmmendations con­

cerning additional judgeships based primarily on caseload data and secon­

darily 011 delflographic data. Recoli1l1ended circuits have conSistently been 

above the average in the number of filings per judge and the recommendations, 

if implemented, can contribute to the achievement of a more equitable and 

manageable distribution of judicial workload. 

, 



METHODOLOGY 

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

Aaministrative Office of the Courts and with the cooperation of the Administrative 

Judges from the ten Judicial Districts. The data ,was collected by the District 

Administrative Assistants in the nine districts which had fi'lled such a position 

at the time of the study and by members of the research staff of the Administrative 

Office of the Courts and part-time assistants in the remaining district with the 

cooperation of local court personnel. All data collection confor.'ned to a'single 

methodology which was sanctioned by the Judicial Council of Georgia as recommended 

by the Case Definition Committee. 

The methods of data collection used were designed for broad application 

to accommodate 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 uniformly throughout the state and the data would accurately 

reflect 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 care has been taken to define terms for universal application. 

Data Collection 

All caseload data included in this report was collected directly from 

the Clerks· offices of the respective courts under study. In this sense, the data 

collection method can be desc/~bed as a manual system; that is, the data was collected 

without the assistance of any computerized information system. The research staff 

of the Administrative Office of the Courts presented the methodology and collection 
,~ I 

techniques to those persons responsible for the collection of the data at a seminar 

held in Atlanta on June 26-~7, 1979. The seminar was follwed by a pretest in. each 

of the ten yudicial Districts. During the pretest a District Administrative 
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ASsistant or a member of the research staff conducted a practice case count. The 

case counters were ShO~l the various types of docketing systems they would encounter 

and how to establish uniform counting practices. 

Data collection began on July 1, 1979, and officially ended on August 

30, 1979. Each District Administrative Assistant was responsible for the data 

collection in the circuits within his district. The data was returned to the 

Administrative Office of the Courts 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 superior, probate, state and juvenile courts. 

Included in this study are the superior courts in each of Georgia·s 159 counties, 

the 92 probate courts that exercise concurrent jurisdiction in misdemeanor and 

traffic cases, and 63 of the 64 state courts in Georgia.h Data .collection in 

the 159 juvenile courts is complete in all but one county.i The courts which 

are represented in this study are: 

159 superior courts 

92 probate c.ourts 

63 state courts 

159 juvenile courts 
473 . 

The entire universe of courts is 473. This study benefits from useable 

data from all of these trial courts. The only dat:a that was unobtainable was 

h County courts have been treated 'as state courts in this study. There are county 
courts in Baldwin, Echols and Putnam counties. Case10ad data for the State Court 
of DeKalb County is /'lot avai}able at this time .. 

i Disposition data is unavailabl~ for Ware County. 
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certain state court and juv~nile data (See footnotes hand i p. 17). 

Unit of Analysis 

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

Although case10ad data was collected at the county level for each court under 

study, the data has been compiled into totals for the judicial circuits. 

Counting Period 

The counting period for this study was the 1979 fiscal year (July 1, 1978 

through June 30, 1979). The o~jective of the data collection effort was to measure 

the level of judicial activity in each court during the counting period. Therefore, 

all cases filed between July 1, 1978 and June 30, 1979, inclusive, were considered 

withi'n the counting period. All cases disposed between July 1, 1978 and June 

30, 1979, or remaining open ~s of June 30, 1979, were also considered 

within the counting period. In order to locate all dispositions during fiscal year 

1979 and open cases as of June 30, 1979, the case cc)unter-s were instructed to 

search all docket books as far back as five years prior to the beginning of the 

counting period. Since many of the disp,?sed and open cases were from filings in 

previous years, the disposition and open data should not be interpreted as the 

status of FY1979 filings as of June 30, 1979. 

Variables 

The following is a list of the data elements and case types collected for 

the study along with their definition~. It should be noted that the definitions 

are the same for all courts ,with jurisdiction in a given case. For example, a 

misdemeanor counted in a state court or probate court was counted according to the 
" 

same j nstructi ons as a misdemeanor counted in the superi or court'. 
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Filing· Categories 

Filing TYp'e~: There are three general filing categories: criminal, 

civil and juvenile. 

Case Types: Each filing is sub-divided into a number of case types. 

The criminal case type!s are: 

Felony: itA crime punishable by death, or by imprisonment for life, 

or by imprisonment for more than twelve months. II (Ga. Code ~nn.§26-401 (e» 

Misdemeanor: In general, It any crime other than a felony.It(Ga. Code Alin. - --
§26-401(g)}For the purpose of this report, Itmisdemeanor ll refers to any non-

traffic misdemeanor. 

Tt-'affic: 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 civil case types are listed and defined 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. 

§eneral 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 

civil case types and are considered to be routine proceedings are also 

placed in this category. Examples of the former definition are post­

judgment contempts and modifications. Examples of the latter are 

dispossessory warrants and foreclosures. No motion in a case filed prior 

to final disposition (motion to the proceedings) was counted as an independent 

moti'on or included in any other case type. 

19 
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There are five juvenile case types ,~"h'-ch are listed below and defined, 

in the following paragraph: 

Delinquent 

Unruly 

Traffic 

Deprived 

Special Proceedings 

The delinquent, unruly and deprived case types are defined in Ga. Code Ann. 

§24A-401. Traffic offenses are violations of any motor vehicle law by a child 

, under the age of sixteen. Special proceedings are all juvenilel.,cases that do not 

fall into any of the other case types. 

Juvenile cases may be handled informally or may be heard in court before a 

judge. A complaint is handled without adjudication, but 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 comprehensive effort was 

made in fiscal year 1979 to 'locate all complaints. 

Additional Categories: Several categories have been created from the 

raw data used in the compilation of this report. They, too, requi.re definition, 

as they are frequently cited in the text of this report wi,thout prior qualification. 

Case load: Thi s term has a very broad and, therefore, ambi guous usage~' 
H '., 

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 1ii ng type separately. When ,used alone, 
c. 
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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 
,~Ii !', 

in a more specific co'ntext. 

Filings: These can best be def'ined by distinguishing them from disposed 

and open cases. Filings, for any given period, refer to the number of actions 
If- c • 

(whether ~~imioa], civil or juvenile) initiated, as oppos~d to the number disposed 
"':;:l. ..; \ 

, or remaining open. 

Exclusive Juri'sd'fction Category: This refers to the f~lony and domestic 

relations case type~ which are heard exclusively 'in the superior courts. Felony 
;:- ~ I (, I .. > 

and domesti'c relations are tfie only two "'case types'" where all actions included 

must be heard in a superior court. Many actions included tn the general civil 
,:;0-

case type also fall under the exclusive jurisdiction of the superior court. However, 

alJ~ the actions within this case type are not withi'n the .exclusive jurisdiction 

and, therefore, cannot De included in. the "exclusive jurisdiction category"as 

defined for this report. 

Concurrent Jur1.sdiction Category: In genera~, concurrent jurisdiction is 
\i 

lithe jurisdiction of several different tribunals, each, authorized to deal with the 
. , 

sama subject matte,r at the choice of the suitor. II (Black"s Law Dictionary, Revised 
, \) 

Fourth Edition, p. 363, 1968). For the purposes of this study, the category includes 

the misdemean~r, traffic, general, civil, independent motions and juvenile case 
- ":' '. 

types. Jurisdiction over these actions ;~r.e 'shared by limited jurisdiction courts 
.. .. ~ 

with two exceptions. The general civil case type includes some actions within the 

exclgsi've jurisdiction of the superior courts, as explain'lid above, and juvenile 
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juASdiction is not legally shared by the juvenile and superior court as is the 
// 

case in the other concurrent jurisdiction case types. When a juvenile court 

is created, it has exclusive jurisdiction in juvenile cases. Juvenile cases are 

included in the concurrent jurisdicti'on category because in the absence of a 

juvenile court, these cases would be heard by the superior court judges. The 

distinguishing characteristic of this category is that aHthe actions within these 

case types are not exclusively wtthi:n the jurisdi'ction of the superior court. 

OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS 

Fi'l ings 

Separate operati'ona 1 defi nitions are requtred for each fi 1i ng type. All 

case types of the same filing type adfiere to the same operational definitions. 

For example, misdemeanors are counted in the same manner as felonies, and domestic 

relations the same as general ctvi1. 

Cri'mfna 1: There were three dati:~ 1 ements co 11 ected for every cri llIi na 1 

case. The bas;'c unit of a crtmina1 case is an indictment or accusation. The 

derivattves of this unit are docket entries, defendants and counts. Docket entries 

are defined so as to correspond with indictments or accusations. Defendants are 

defi'ned as tHe number of defendants 1tsted on separate indictments or accusations, 

and counts are deftned as the aggregate number of charges against each defendant 

1ist~d on the charging document. An indictment filed against one defendant charged 

wi th one count woul d be counted"as one docket entry, one defendant and one count. 
I 

An indictment filed agai'nst 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 col1ected~riminal data only in terms of the number of defendants, but 

since fiscal year 1977, it has collected this data in terms of docket entries, 
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defendants, and counts. A 11 c~mpari sons of crimi na 1 data i:n"'thi s study wi 11 be 

in tenns· of d.ocket entries unless otherwise specified. 

Civil: A civil case is defined iingeneral terms as a doc~eteiltry. The 

number of parties, 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. F.or example, many cases which fall into the 

independent motions case type do not appear as separate docket entries. Such 

actions may De recorded tn the docket book with a related case. Case counters were 

instructed to read through the motions'on each docket entry to ensure that no 

independent motions were mi'ssed. Conversely, fiot all actions recorded as docket, 

entries were always counted as cases. For example, bond forfeitures often appear 

in the motion book but are constdered motions .to proceedings and, ther.efore., are 

not counted. 

Juvenile: There are two elements which were collected fora juvenile case, 

the number of children i'ntroduced roto the system at a given time and the number 

of acti'ons on Dehalf of each chtld. 

There is some Similarity;" the method used to count· cases ln the: crimin~l 

category and thejuvenil e category. In the crimi'na 1 area, mul ti pl e .. defendant and 

multiple-count indictments may not contain all :defendants and all counts of the 

same case type.' For example, all counts. agalnsta single defendant may not be 

felonies. A defendant may have one felony count and two mis.demeanorcounts against 

him on the same chargi'ng document. Sinc:e there is aqua 1 i tativ.e difference between 

''''a mj~demean~r or: traffic .count contained'\as a lesser included ·offense on a felony 
't~, ;, , 

indictment, and a mi.sdemeanor that is the~most serious charge against a defendant, 

they were counted separately. Consequently, the data pertaining to counts is: 

separated according to the original charging documents. Misdemeanor and traffic 

;} 
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counts 1 isted on fe 1 o'ny chargi ng documents are separated from mi.sdemeanor and 

traffic counts whi"ch appear as the most serious charge on separate docket entries. 

Similarly, the juvenile counts listed on one petition may fall within more than 

one case type. Unruly, depri'v'ad, traffic, 'and special proceedings counts may be 

separate, associatadwtth a delinquent filing, or interchanged among themselves. 

Like the criminal data, this data was also collected according to how the counts 

were filed. 

Dispositions 

Separate operati"oflal definttions are ,again required for criminal, civil 

and juvenile dispositton types. The one standard applicable to all disoositions, is that 

e~ch requtred a fonnal order from the court whi"ch was either entered in the docket 

or filed with the origi'nal case. In certain tYP"es of civil cases this standard was 
I~- -

difficult to maintain; discretionary judgements were often made to detennine if a 

case was open or closed. Asa general rule, however, in the absence of a fonnal 

order, the. Case was counted open. 

Criminal: Disposition data was collected for each element of a criminal 

case: docket entries, defendantsand,counts.Docketentries were considered disposed 

only when all counts against all defendants 1 i. stedon the docket entry were 

completely disposed. Si'mi1ar1y, a defendant was not considered disposed until all 

counts against 1ihe defendant were completely disposed. Since. counts were collected 

individually and have no further subdivision, each disposed count was simply 

recorded appropriately" 
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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 certa 1.n cases, "the forfei ture of a bond is accepted by 

the court as a fonn of disposition TIor the charges and thereby terminates ,= ' . . 
the case. This occurs most frequently for traff1c cases and often for some 

.mtnor misdemeanors. It is important to note that only cash bonds which 

termtnate proceedings have been counted in this category. Cash bonds should 

be distinguished from "recognizance bond forfeitures" where the court issues 

a Dencn warrant on the defendant. 

Dead D6cket: Counts that were placed on the dead.docket, either as 

indicated 'on the docket or ~~ an order filed with the original case, were 

those in which all prosecutoral'·and judicia.1 involvement in the case were 

discontinued. It should be understood that, although dead dockets were 

counted as dispositions, counts placed on the dead dockets may be reopened 

at a later time. 

.~ 

Nolle Prosequi: A nolle prosequi is "(1)n practice, a formal entry 

upon the recor,'.d,... by the prosecuti ng offi cer ina crimi na 1 acti on bywhi ch 
" 

he declares that he will no further prosecute the case.n (Black's Law 

Dictionary, Re~ised Fourth Edition, p. 1198, 1968). It is important to 

note that a nolle prosequi must be initiated' by the prosecutor and accepted 

by the court." 
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Dismissal: A dismissal 1s "Ca)n order or judgment finally 

disposing of an flct10n, suit; motion, etc., by sending it out of court, 

though without a trial of the issues invo1ved. 1I (Black's Law Dictionary, 

Revised Fourth Edition, p. 555, 1968). Dismissals are distinguished 

from a nolle prosequi in that a nolle prosequi is initiated by the 

prosecuting attorney. - , 

Non-trial Judgment: A non-tri'al judgment refers to the disposition 

of a count prior to the case going to trial and which is exclusive of 

the above-mentioned categories. The vast majority of ncn-tria1 judgments 

are guilty pleas. Also included are cases where the defendant was 

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

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

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

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

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

jury verdict were considered jury trials. In fiscal year 1979, jury 

trial defendants were also counted. This provides the number of criminal . 
defendants who .had at least one.count disposed by jury trial. 

Open Cas~s: All cases that had not been completely disposed .~f were 

counted as open. Separate collection was made on open docket e~tri~s, defen­

dants and counts. 

Civil: Since there ar~ no derivatives of a civil case similar to those 

of criminal cases, a civil case had to be closed as to all parties and all 

claims before it was consi~ered disposed. If any part of the case was 

um"eso 1 ved, the case was counted open. 
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Methods of Dispositi,on: When several actions appeared to be equally 

responsible for the final dispos:ft10n, only the most time-consuming disposition 

was counted. The f01lowingis a list of all civil disPositionJcate~ories . 
and their operational definitions. 

Settled: Cases in which the iss'ues were resolved out of court by the 

parttes th.emselves without jud1c'ial detennination of the issues were considered 
settled. 

Dtsmi.'ssed: Any case that was sent out of court bi judicial order without 

fonnala'djLldication was counted as a dismissal. 

Administrative Tennination: Cases dismissed by the clerk of the court 

because no written order has been taken for a period of five years were counted 

as administratively terminated cases. (Ga. ~ Ann.§ 81A-141(e». 

:;'C; Befori Trial: Cases that were disposed on the basis of the record .. ---:;;: pri or 
to the case gOing to' trial on the issues were considered before trial 

di"spositions. Included in this: category are consent judgments,surrmary 

judgments, default judgments, confessions of judgment, ancijudgments on the 
pleadings. 

Non-jury Trial: Cases'thar'were disposed byfull trials on the issues 

pefore a judge without a jury we~;~ considerednon-jLlri~~ial dispositions. 
,\ 

Terminology often used to describe actions that were incl~ted in this category 

are judgment and decrees, judgments for the plaintiff' or defendant~ and final 
judgment. 
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\ Jury Trial: Cases dts~losed by a jury verdict were .. _considered as 
, 
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jury trial dispositions. 

.Open Cases: Open 'cases were those' cases which were not completely 

closed as to all parties and claims. 

TfLe.re. is some overlap among several of the civil dispositions categories 

wfltcn. re.qutres 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 accompanied by a "dismissed with/without prejudice" 

order from the court. Also, in many counties, distinctions between th~se two types 
\\ 

of dtspositton are n,ot made in the docket books,; a cl erk may enter "dismi ssed
ll 

whether 

the case was settled or dismissed. There is also some overlap between the IIbefore 

II t . As a general rule, the case counters were instructed trial" and II non-jury ca egorles. 

to count a civil case as disposed by a non-jury trial only if it was clearly 

designated as such on the court records. Settled and dtsmissed are presented 

together as II non-adjudicated, "in Exhibit V·I, but before trial and non-jury trial 

dtspositions are presented as separate disposition methods. 

Juvenile: Juvenile dispositions appearing in this study are aggregate 

numbers of children for which all c~arges stated in the petition or complaint have 

Dee.n processed by the juvenile court. Although there are specific metho,d categories 

for juvenile dispositions, they do not appear in this report. For the purpose 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 als'o includes what are considered secondary indices: circuit 

population, circuit populati~n per judge, assistance from senior judges and resident 

acttve attorneys. A secondary index is defined as a variable which is generally 

associated with the caseload level. For example, circuit population is not a direct 

indicator' of superior c()urt caseload; but one expects caseload to increase as 

populatidn increases~ 

Stati'stical Tools of Analysis and Weighted Caseload 

The analyses of caseload and population exhibits in this study involve the 

use of four basic statistical tools: range, rank, mean, and standard deviation. 

Range -The range is defined as the difference between the highest observed value 

and the lowest. In filings per judge, for example, if the highest circuit had 

500 filings per judge and the lowest had 100 filings per judge, the range would 

be 500-100 o'r 400. 

Rank, -Circuitsar~ often ranked in descending order. The circuit with the highest 

observed value is ranked number-one' and the cirCUit with the lowest is number forty-
. ;:.:.:;;::'" ,'. 

two. Ties are indicat@d by fractional ranks, for example, 21.5, means tied for 

twenty-first and twenty-second place. 
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Mean - The mean, or average, is the sum of all observations divided by the 

number of observations. In this study per judge circuit means are often 

used. Tflestatewide per judge circuit mean is obtained by dividing each circuitls 

caseload by the number of judges in the circuit and then averaging these 

f~gures. The statewide circuit mean differs from the statewide average per 

judge. The latter 1~S obtained by dividing th~ state's caseload by the number 

of judges. 

i Standard Devi"ati'on - The standard devi~tion is a measure of dispersion aroun~ 

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

standard devi"ation would De equal to zero. The greater the differences in 

c;:rcuit per judge caseloads, the higher the standard deviation will be. The 

traffic column tn· Exflii)i"t I, for example, reveals a great deal of variation 

in the number of trafftc cases per judge filed in different circuits. Two 

circuits have Over a thousand trafftc cases per judge, several other circuits 

have no traffic cases at all in the superior court. With such variation, the 

standard deviation is high - about 479. In felony filings per judge, however, 

there is. much. less difference among the circuits and the standard deviation is 

much smaller - about 85. Mathematically, a standard deviation is defined as 

the square root of the arithmetic mean of the squared deviations from the 

circuit mean. 

In many instances, it was necessal~y to round off the entri esi n the exhibits. 

The procedure was as follows: if the digit to be rpunded was under (15\1, the previous 

digit was rounded off to the nearest number, as appropriate; if the digit to be 

rounded was "5", or above then th~ numbers were rounded up. For example, when only 

whole numbers appear in an exhibit, 26.3 is rounded to 26, 26.6 is rounded to 27, 

26.5 is rounded to 27 and 27.5 is rounded to 28. 
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Another statistical tool 1 current y used by the Judicial Council to 

analyze caseload data is the weighted c~seload concept. The purpose of a 

weighted caseload system is to provide a baSis from which to compare judicial 

time necessary to processcircuit'caseloads differing not only in volumes of 

caseloadbut differing in caseload composition. 

In previous years, the:Judicial Council has employed a Ratio Weighted 
Ca~eload System. Bas d th ' e on e,average responses to interviews of a small sample 

of superfor court judges, a weight factor was determined for each case' type. 

Tflese weights were expressed in terms of felony equl'val'ents <, since felony cases 
are generally considered the most time consuming case category. Fo'r example, 

i'n this system each felony case equ'als one and each misdemeanor is seven. This 

means that seven misdemeanors are equival~nt to one felony case. The equivalence 

factors for the remaining case types are shown below. 

Equi va 1 ence Factors for Superior Court Wel ghts 
1 Felony = 
7 Misdemeanors = 

41 Traffic Cases ::: 

1.50 General Civil Cases = 1 WEIGHTED CASES 
2.25 Domestic Relations Cases (Felony - Equivalent) = 
4.20 Independent Motions i: 

= 
2 Juvenile Cases = 

The fiscal year 1979 caselCiad per judge of each of the forty-two judicial 

circuits weighte? according to this Ratio System ranged from 590 to 1313 felOny· 

units. The statewide cir~uit mean ratio weighted caseload was 895. 
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In fiscal year 1979, in addition to the Ratio Weighted System, the 

Judicial Council conducted a Delphi Weighted Caseload Survey. A series of 

questionnaires were directed to ea'ch' of the superior court judges requesting 

their response concerning the average time necessary to process different case 

types in their courts. This system is similar to the Ratio System in that both 
"/~-'./ 

surveys are subjective studies utilizing the opinions of case processing e~perts­

judges. The Delphi System does differ from the Ratio System in three important 

parti,cul ars: 

11 All Superior Court judges were given an opportunity tQ participate 

in development of the we1ghts; 

21 Circutt variations in the frequency of different methods of case 

disposition as well,~s filing patterns were taken into consideration in calculation 

of the weights; and 

3) The weights are the median responses of the judges expressed in terms 

of time (i.e., hours) not felony equivalents. 

Listed below are the median time estimates for each case type. These time 

estimates include: all judicial time expended in case preparation, in research and 

in discusslons or hearings with the parties. 
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Delphi Weighted Caseload System 

Cas'e Ty~es/D?sposition Methods 
Medlan Tlme Estimates 

1. felony cases, jury trial 

2. felony cases, non-jury trial 

3. felony cases, non~trial 

4. misdemeanor cases, jury trial 

5. misdemeanor cases, non-jury trial 
6, mtsdemeanor cases, non-trial 

7. traffic cases, jury trial 

8. traffic cases, non-jury trial 
9. traffic cases, non-trial 

10. general civil cases, jury trial 
\ 

/11. general civil cases, non-j ury tria 1 i I, 

12. general civil cases, non-trial 
13. domestic r,elations cases, jury trial 
14. domestic relations cases, non~jury trial 
15. domestic relations cases, non-tr.ial 
16. independent motions, jury trial 

17. independent motions, non-jury trial 
18. independent motions, non-trial 

19. juvenile cases, petition, trial 

20. juvenile cases, non-trial 

21. juvenile cases, informal adjustment 

33 

-I 
" 

Hours 

12.0 

4.6 

0.5 

5.0 

2.5 

0.5 

4.0 

2.0 

0.25 

12.0 

6.5 

,.1.0 

9.5 --
4.0 

0.58 i 

4.0 

2.0 

0.83 

2.0 

1.0 -
0.63 



-, ,', 

~~.~-~~--.,------~- r 

To determine if a circuit is in need of additional jiJaicial assistance~ under 

the Delphi Weighted Case10ad Syst~~ case1oad, filings projected for FY19S0 are 

grouped according to the percentages of FY1979 cases disposed by different disposition 

methods. These filings are-then multiplied by the appropriate median time estimate. 

The sum of these values for all case type/dispositions methods is equivalent to the 

total hours needed to process the circuit case10ad. The total hours are then divided 

by a judge year value. The number of hours in a judge year was based on a 220 day 

year and ranged from 1,430 to 1,,650 hours. Thi s range is set to vary in sma °/1 amounts 

by grouping circuits i-nto four categories according to the number of counties and 

superior court judges in the circuit. The final judge year' figure is divided by 1.5 

judge years which is the threshold point set by the Judicial Council for considering 

a d'rcuit for an additional judgeship. 

DELPHI WEIGHTED CASELOAD FORMULA WITH SAMPLE JUDICIAL CIRCUIT AS AN EXAMPLE 

FORMlli:.A 

Step One_: #disposed cases by method for FY1979 
F,Y1979 filings by case type X total # of diSpositions for FY1979 

= 
Projected number of filings disposed by method in FY1980. 

Step Two: 
Projected number of filings disposed by method X median number of 
judge hours spent per case type/disposition method (Delphi time estimates) 

= 
Number of hours required for each case type/disposition method. 

Step Three: 
Sum total of the number of hours for each case type/d~sposition method 

= 
Total judge hours required to process projected FYl980 filings. 

Step Four: 
Tota1Jojudge hours required to process projected FY1980 filings; judge year 
value 

= 
Number of judge years necessary for cas~load. 

Step Five: . ~ 
Number of judge years necessary for case 1 oad ~ threshold 11actor for 
consideration for judgeship recommendation 

= 
The Delphi Weighted Circuit caseload. 

j Judge year value = days worked per year X hours Worked per day. 
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If the Delphi [~Wei(\ghted Caseload Syste~ shows a value 6f greater than one 
I, 

for a 'onejudge circuit, additional judic'ial resources may be needed. If the 

Delphi value ;; one or less present judicial manpower is sufficient in the . 

circuit. If a two judge circuit has a value of greater than two, judicial 

assistance may be needed. 

It must be noted that Weighted Caseload Systems are useful tools in 

analysis of ;;casa~oad, but are subjective systems and 0lnly in experimental stages. 
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REPORT DESIGN 
'. -: 

o '.1 

This, report could best be described as a comparative analysis of the 

demographic and caseldad characteris.tics of the forty-two judicial circuits =in=Ji 

Georgi.a. The report is divided into five chapters of text with::~ccompanying 
, .. ~O 

appendi.ces which tnclude supplemental data and other relevant information. 

() 

All chapters contain only information pertinent to the consideration of 
(~ , -

C-') 

; additional superior ¢;ourt judgeships in Georgia. All material for the g~neral 
'-.,,"7 

(J 

i nforma ti on .and reference of the reaqer ;s. 'iirovi ded in the append ices. 

The firs~? chapter incTudes the 1980 ~udicial Council reconmenqations 

followed by bri,ef circuit reports on each· of the seven circuits receiving 

reconmendations .. The circuit reports of~en refer to the subsequent chapters in 

identifying the salient characteristics of each reconmended circuit. 
" 

Each of the next four chapters concentrates on one ~eneral characteristic 
,. 

of the forty-two circuits" while each exhibit i.n e~ch chapt~rcenters on ~ more 

specific characteristic. Chapter II is devoted entirely to filings in the superior 

courts ~ Each of the four exh; bi ts. i nChapter I I centers on one aspect of th~ 

super;'or court fi 1 i ngs, such as 'current FY1979 ci rcui t fil i ngs 1 eve 15' and i l1creases 

or decr~ases in circuit fi 1 lngs from 1976 through 1979. 

Chapter II is devoted entirely to a ~omparisonof dispOSition characteristics 

of the caseload in the forty-two .circuits. The four. exhibits in this chapt~r include 
'. - . " . ,.',' '- '/ ' 

only current (fiscal· year 1979) dispos·ltiqns. <. The placement of the .exhibits in this 

(~ 
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chapter is designed to focus on the more general aspects of case disposition and 

proceed to the more specific aspects. Exhibit V illustrates aggregate dispositions 

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. Ctrcuit 

populatfon for 1970 and 1978 and percent change in circuit popu1a:tion is illustrated 

in Exhibit IX. In addition, Exhibit IX ranks the forty-two circuits on the basis 

of 1978 population per judge and the hypothetical 1978 population per judge 

assuming that an additional judge had been added to each circuit. 

Chapter V contains the last two exhibits in the text of this report. This 

chapt~t:' 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 effectiv.e 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 

supporti'ng courts. Circuit case10ad is presented in Exhibit XI for each circuit 

~s a component of one of the ten Judicial Administrative Districts. 

Wi'thin each chapter, the sequence of exhibits is arranged so as to proceed 

from the general characteristics to the more specific. Each exhibit is preceded 

by a brief narrative identifying the data elements contained in the exhibit. Also 

included in this narrative are appropriate qualifications and limitations upon the 

interpretation of the data. Each exhibit is followed by a brief analysis of its 

content. Since all available data elements have been included in this report, it 

is very important the reader study the narrative preceding each exhibit to 

assure understanding of the content., In comparing data among the various exhibits, 
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it is important that the data elements be the same., Docket numbers in one 
" 

exhibit should not be compared to defendants in another exhibit even though both 
-, ,'< 

types of elements qualify as "filings." Filings in one exhibit should not be 

compared to dispositions in another, even though both elements could be 
" 

characterized:~s "case10ad'data." 
1.~/ 

Throughout this report the caseload data is standardized into the. case10ad 

pier judge in each circuit. This provides easy comparison of the actual judicial 

work.1oad among the circuits. For this type of study, the absolute circuit 

case10ad is lrre1evant because it does not control for the number of judges in 

the circuit. Therefore, unless otherwise specified, all caseload data is 

expressed in terms of the ratio of cases to superior court judges in the circuit. 
(--" 

,\ 

J 
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ROME 
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f! 
CHAPTER I 

. CIRCUIT REPORTS 

The purpose of this chaPter is to present a brief analysis of the circuit 

reconmenaations of the Judicial Council of Georgia. The Judicial Council has 

reconmended the creation of additional sUperior court judgeships in seven circuits. 

Listed in descending order of priority the circuits are: 

TOOMBS 
"TIFTON 

ROME 
CORDELE 
COWETA 

~~~~i~lCK 

This chapter contains separate circuit reports for each of the seven cirCUits 

recomnended.. They identify the salient ch'aracteristics of each circuit which 

precipitated the Council's reconmendations. For more detail, the reader is encouraged 

to refer to the exhibits set out in the following Chapters. Those chapters 

present da ta for a 11 forty-two j ud i ci a 1 ci rcu i ts . 

As is the case throughout this study, the circuit caseload data is standardized 

to express the ,aseload in pe~judge terms for each circuit. This method facilitates 
" comparison of the actual\workload among the judges in the various circuits. Unless 

otherwise stated, all caseload figures cited in the circuit reports are per judge 

figures. The caseload per judge in a single circuit i·s often compared to other 
\\ 

circuits as well as to the circuit averages for the state as a whole. 

R Conditioned on the. abolition of ;the State Court of Laurens County. 
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Another method often used in the following circuit reports is the ranking 
i;: 

of circuits according t'o ai' given variable. All rankings have been arranged so 
I' 

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 filings, misdemeanor filings, traffic filings, total criminal 

filings, general civil filings', domestic relatioos filings, independent,motion~, 

total civil filings, and for juvenile, the number of children. The circuit ranked 

number one in qomestic 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 tn domestic relations filings." 

1\" 
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TOOMBS JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

The geographic jurisdiction of ~he Toombs Judicial Circuit includes the 
II • , 

six counties of Glascock, Lincoln, McDu"ffie, Taliaferro, Warren and Wilkes. 

The 197~ population was 45,600 and is expected to incre9se to 47,500 by the 

year 198.5. The current judicial resources in the circuit consist of one superior 

court judge and six probate court judges who hear misdemeanor and traffic cases. 

In fiscal year 1979, the ,Toombs Circuit had the second highest number of 

total filings per judge (3,605) in the ~tate. Toombs has had comparable rankings 

ir{1 previ,ousyears. On the. basis of total filings per judge, it was ranked second 

in 1978, fourth in 1977 and sixth~in 1976. 

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

total criminal {2,OOl} and total juvenile (673) filing types. With these filing 

rates, Toombs ranks second in each of the two categories. Although the case types 

for which Toombs Circuit recorded the greatest number of filings (misdemeanor, traffic 

and juvenile.) are not the most time-consumir{g case types, the sheer volume of total 
,. 

filings imposes a heavy burden on the sole superior court judge. 

Trends in caseload over the three year period, fiscal years 1976 through 1979, 
IJ 

indicate that the superior court filings per judge are increasing in both the criminal 

and juvenile categQries (Exhibit IV). In total criminal filings per judge, the average 

increase per year is over 13% despite a statewide average decrease. 

Criminal case types have increased particularly in felonies {l8%}. On the whole, 

al though total statewide fi.l ings per judge have decreased at an average of approximately 

1% per year, the Toombs Circuit has'sustained an average increase in total filings of 
Ii\, 

greater than 12%. 
o 



The Weighted Caselo~d System shows that there is a need for a greater 

amount of judicial time to process caseload than is presently available in the 

Toombs Judicial Circuit. When the Ratio Weights are applied to the circuit 

caseload, Toombs Circuit ranks second with 1,242 felony units. The Delphi 

Weight of 1.6 also reveals a substantial need for additional judicial assistance. 

The Toombs Circuit is ranked second in total dispositions per judge but the 

I, overall disposition rate (total dispositions per judge as a percent of total 

filings per judge) is less than 86%. The 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 14%. Toombs is ranked fifth in percent of civil filings 

i 
i 

;1 

c.':heard by the most time-consuming disposition method, jury trial (3.2%). Although 

the Toombs Circuit does not have an equally large percentage (1.9%) of criminal 
;; 

jury trial dispositions, it is ranked ninth in criminal non-jury trial dispositions 

which also consume much of a judge's time. 

In the Toombs Judicial Circuit the greatest proportion of the caseload falls 

upon one superior court judge. Probate court judges, one from each county, 

represent the only available judicial assistance in the circuit. These supporting 

courts hear 31.6% of the misdemeanor cases and 89.5% of the traffic cases. This means 

that in addition to all felony cases, all civil cases and all juvenile cases in 

each of the six counties~ver 1,700 misdemeanor and traffic cases were incorporated 

into the superior court judge's fiscal year 1979 caseload. Since there are no state 

or juvenile courts, the sole superior court judge must hear all civil and juvenile 

cases. 

In summar~', the Toombs Judicial Circuit is a one-judge, multi-county circuit 
',1 

for which there is a high volume case load and little potential for expanded use 

of supporting :ourts l assistance. Toombs circuit has an increasing per judge case-

46 

o (; 

(.1 

load which is presently the second highest 'in the state. For two years it has 

had an accumulation of open cases which is increasing and there seems no potential 

for additional relief from existing supporting courts. In light of these findings, 

Judicial Council recommends that an additional superior court judgeship be created 

in the Toombs Judicial C'ircuit. 

, 
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TIFTON JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

The geographic jurisdiction af the Tifton Judicial Council includes the four 

counties of Irwin, Tift, Turner and Worth. The 1973 popula~ion. was 64,800
1 

andis 

expected to increase to 74,600 by the year 1985. The current judicial resources in 

the circuit consist of one superior court judge, two part-time state court judges, 

four probate court'judges,m and two juvenile court ,referees. 

In fiscal year 1979, the Tifton Circuit was ranked fifth (along with the Cordele 

Circuit) of the forty-two circuits in the state in total filings per judge (2,372). 

The FY1979 per judge filings and ranking show a marked increase when compared to 

the FY1978 and FY1977 filings and rankings. In FY1978 the Tifton Circuit was ranked 

eighth with 1,971 total filings per judge and in FY1977 the circuit'was ranked 

sixteenth with 1,854 total per judge filings. 

The Tifton Circuit ranks among the highest circuits in the number of filings 

per judge in six case categories: eleventh in felony dockets, third in general 

civil filings, ninth in domestic relations filinQs, third in independent motions 

filings, second in total civil filings and fourth in juvenile filings. Analyzing 

those cases which are most time-consuming to process, felonXes and domestic relation 

cases, the Tifton Circuit ranks eighth of the forty-two circuits (Exhibit III). 

Felony and domestic relations cases are within the exclusive jurisdiction of the 

superior court ana, therefore, the burden of these cases on the so'le superior court 

judge cannot be relieved by supporting courts. In fact, the supporting courts in 

Tifton Circuit do ·:~~:i·~provide a great .deal of rel ief in any of the categories for 

which the circuit shows total per judge filings above the statewide mean. Supporting 

courts hear 22% of general civil cases, 5% of independent motions cases and no 

juverr.ile cases. Their main assistance is in hearing misdemeanor (91%) and traffic 

(almost 100%) cases. .,J;, . ' 
, Ranked sixth in popu'iation per super10r court Judge. 
m Twa of whom hear mi sderneanor and traffi c cas~_s .. 
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While the total number of cases disposed (1,939) is above statewide mean of 

~,682 per judge the disposition ratenis 81.7%. This meani that,although the superior 

court judge is disposing of a great number of cases, ~ending cases are accumulating at 

a rate of 18.3% eaCh year. :;'his accumulation 17ate is ranked fifth in the state. 

Trends in caseload over the three year period, fiscal years 1976 through 1979, 

indicate that superior court filings are increasing in all major case types (criminal, 
, . 

civil and juvenil~). Juvenile filings, especially, show an increase of 89% between 

1976 and 1979,and an even greater increase of 497% between the years 1978 and 1979.0 

Despite statewide average decreases in total filings, the Tifton Circuit has sus­

tained an average increase of almost 10% per year in total filings. When t~e total 

filings of the Tifton. Circuit are viewed in terms of judicial workload as determined 

by the Weighted Ratio System, Tifton Circuit ranks first with 1,318 felony units. 

The Delphi Weighted Caseload is a system which 'puts emphasis on disposition time and 

"judge time. When Tifton Circuit is viewed'"'through t~is system, a Delphi measure of 

1.4 reveals ~he need for a significant amount of additional judge time. 

In sumnary, T"ifton Judicial f;ircuit is a one-judge, mult~-county circuit for 

wh,ich there is a high volume caseload,particu]arly in the most demanding case types, 

felony and domestic relations. Supporting courts hear a large percentage of 

misdemeanor and traffic cases but the mosttime,consuming case types. must be handled 

by a single superior court judge. The high rate of open case accumulation (18%) 
(, 

combined with'an above average di.sposition rate points to the fact that the present, 

increasing caseload is too great to be handled by one judge. So that it can 

effe~~iYely dpal with an ~xcessive;~ncreasing caseload in its exclusive jurisdiction 

Case types, the Judicial Council ,reconmends the creation of an additional superior 

court judgeship in the Tifton .Judicial Circuit. 

~ Di sposit ions as percent of ,~l i ngs per judge 
o These unusually large increk~es tn juvenile fiHngs may be due in part to improved 

o record keeping. 
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ROME JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

The Rome Judicial Circuit is coextensive with Floyd County. Its 1978" 

estimated population was 79,100, a 7.27% increase from 1970. The projected.1985 

population is 88,900, .an expected 12.39% increase over the 1978 population estimate. 

The current population per judge is 39,550, which ranks thirty-second among 

Georgia's forty:..two circuits. If an additional superior court judge was added, 

the population per judge would become 26,367, which would rank forty-first. 

However, the caseload data presented below indicates that the workload is much too 

great for only two superior court judges. 

The Rome Judicial Circuit recorded 2,487 total filings per judge in fiscal 

year 1979. This figure is the fourth highest in the state. The Rome Circuit ranks 

only thirty-fourth in the combined felony and domestic relations filings,; 611 cases 

per judge. However, the inclusion of general civil cases increases the circuit's 
\ .~, 

rank in this new combined category to nineteenth. The importance of these C9,se 

categories is that felony and domestic relations cases lie within the exclusive 

jurisdiction of the superior courts and that certain sub-categories of general civil 

. equ,'ty and title cases, also lie within the exclusive jurisdiction,of cases, , .e., 

the superior courts. The Rome Circuit ranked fourth in the number of general civil 

cases per judge (553), first in independent motions per judge (364), and first in 

misdemeanor cases per judge (1,100). 

Filings in the most time-consuming case categories have increased rapidly in 

recent years. The number of felony defendants has more than doubled since FY1976 

FY1979 G~_neral civil filings have increased despite' a 7.8% decrease from FY1978 to ." 

by 22.6% and domestic relations filings by 4.1% in the last year. 
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The two Sup.~rior Court Judges in the Rome Ci rcui t have di sposed of a very 

high proportion of filings in the more time-consuming case types: felonies _ 97.7%; 

general civil cases - 95.1%; and domestic relations cases - 100.9%. The statewide 

circuit means are 92.7%, 88.2% and 93.6%, respectively. 

The distri~,ution of dispositions .within the criminal case types magnifies the 

demand for judge time. Within the felony case type, 17.5% of the counts were 

'.' disposed by jury trial, the most time-consuming"method. An addi~:j:onal 20.7% of 

. felony counts were disposed by non-jury trials. 

") 

The estimated demand for judge t,ime based on the .FY1979 filings and the Ratio 

Weights shows that Rome JUdicial Circuit has a need for additional judicial 

assistance. Rome has a Ratio Weight Of '957 felony ullits per judge which is 

considerably greater than the statewide circuit mean per judge of 895 felony units. 

When the distribution of disposition metryods is also considered under the Delphi 
,~ 

Weighted Caseload System an even more significant need is shown. The Delphi 

Weight for Rome Judicial Circuit is 2.8. 

The superior court judges rece1'Ve substantial assistance from supporting 

courts in traffic and juvenile cases: the probate court hears 97.6% of all traffic 

cases and there is a separate juvenile court whi.ch hears all juvenile cases. However, 

there is 1 i ttl e support in mi sdemlaanor cases (10.5% of the 1979 f'j 1 i ngs) and none 
\ tn civil case types. This difference. in support among case types is due to tIle 

. \ 
absence ~f a supporting court with jurisdiction to hear these cases(i.e., a sta~e court}. 

~ lj fi 

i/ 
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. h h' had increasing volume of In summary, the Rome JudiGial Circuit as a 19 n 

The rate of increases from FY1976 to FY1979 inc-'felony filings is cases. , 
significantly greater than the statewide av~rage increase. Generalciv:il and 

domestic relations cases are also increasing at a substantial rate. The two 

judges dispose of a very high proportion of cases in the most time-consuming case 

have an extremely high demand for jury,and non-jury 
type categories~ and the judges 

Th is no potential for an increase in 
trials, particularly in felony cases. ere 

The demand for judge time to process 
assistance from existing supporting courts. 

. d cannot meet the demand 
the caseload is so great that the two superior court JU ges 

C '1 omrnends the creation 
without an additional judge. Therefore, the Judicia10unc1 rec 

of an additional Superior Court judgeship in the Rome Judicial Circuit. 

.~ 

, 
" 

(! 

oCORPELE JUDICIAL ,CIRCUIT 
~ 

The geographic jurisdiction of the Cordele. Judicia1 Circuit includes the 
~ , . .,. 

four counties of Ben Hil.l, Crisp, Dooly and.~Jilcox. The 1978 population was 
:::.' 

53,,200 and i~ r~riks 13th out.of forty-two circuits in populat'ion !"Jer superior 

court judge. By the year 1985 the population is expected to increase to 56,000. 

The current judicial resources in the circuft include one superior court judge, 

four probate court judges and one part-time juvenile Judge •. 

In fiscal ,year 1979, the Cordele Circuit had the fifth highest (along with 

the !ifton Circuit) number of total filjngs per judge in the state (2,372). In 

the two previ.ous years,FY19n and F'Yl978,Cordele Circuit was ranked nineteenth(2,104) 

and'seventh (1,791), respectively, in total filings per judge. 

The Cordele Circuit ranks among ,the top third of the circuits in filings per 

judge in four ca~e categor.ies: first in misdemean.or filings, sixth in total criminal 

filings, fifth in juvenile filings and eleventh in general civil filings. In 

domestic relations filings per judge (477), Cordele. Circuit is close to the $tatewide 

circuit mean (552) and has shown marked increases in past years. 
('I 

Trends in caseloadover the three year period, fiscal years 1976 through 1979, 

show that superior c014rt filings per judge are
u
increasingin'all major case types 

(criminal, civil and juvenile). In total criminal filings, the average increase 
'/ 

/J has been over 19% per year despite the fact that the statewide average per judge has 

decreased. Total civil filings per judge have. increased at .an average r.at'e of 

3% and total juvenile 'at an averige fate of 79%" per year since FY1976. The most 

time consuming cases, felonies and dOmestic relations fil ing~:, have increased over 

16% and 3%, respectively. The statewide average change for total fHings"reveals 

a J% decrease between the years FY1976 and FYl97,9. The Cordel e Ci rcuit, however, 
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has sustained more than a 13% average tncrease in total filings oer judge. 

Supporting courts in the Cordele Circuit provide assistance in hearing 

traffic cases (99.6%), juvenile cases (58.9%), and misdemeanor'cases (11.1%). 

This means that in addition to all felony cases and al~ civil cases in each of the 

four counties, 1,074 misdemeanor, traffic,and juvenile cases were incorporated 

into the superior court judge's FY1979 caseload. The limited jurisdiction of the 

supporting courts in the circuit prevents these courts from providing greater 

assistance to a superior court burdened by an overall increasing caseload. 

On the whole, significant additional assistance adequate for relieving 

the superior court's caseload volume is unlikely to be forthcoming from the 

present supporting courts in Cordele Circuit. The superior court is the sole court 

with jurisdiction to hear most civil case types and, thus, no assistance is 

possible in hearing those cases. Cordele Judicial Circuit is 'ranked se~enth (51.3%) 

in percent of civ'il filings (Exhibit VI) disposed by the time-con$uming method of 

non-jury trial. The sole part-time juvenile court Judge hears almost 60~b of all 

juvenile cases. The current volume of juvenile filings in t:h>l'~ circuit ranks fifth 

highest in the state, and there is no available additional assistance from the 

supporting courts. 

When the total fi.l ings for Cordele Judicial Circuit are viewed under appl ication 

of the Weighted Ratio System, it ranks eleventh with 1,077 felony units per judge. 

The Delphi Weighted Caseload puts emphasis on disposition time iind judge time. 

When Cordele Circuit is viewed through this system it has a delphi measure 

of 1.4 which reveals the need for additional judge time. 

If' 0, 
\\ 
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In summary, the Cordele Judicial Circuit is a orie-judge, multi'!'.county, 

circuit for which there is "a high volume caseload that has been increasing at 

an average rate of 13% each year since FY1976. Supporting courts provide 

substantial assistance in hearing juvenile and traffic cases but they provide 
.', 

! , ,\.~ ... ~-~. 

little assistance to the superior court judge in hearing"the misdemeanor cases 

and no assistance in hearing civil cases. The Cordele Circuit has an increasing 

volume of cases within the exclusive jurisdiction of the superior court and of 

cases within the concurrent jurisdiction of the supporting and superior courts. 

In view of the circuit's thirteenth-ranking population per judge, fifth-ranking 

number of total filings per judge, increasing caseload, and limited assistance 

available from supporting courts, 'the Judicial Council reconmends the creation 

of a second Superior Court judgeship in the Cordele Judicial Circuit. 

G 
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COWETA JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

The Coweta Judicial Circuit is composed of five counties: Carroll, Coweta, 

Heard, Meriwether and Troup. The 1978 population of the circuit was 166,800 and 

ranks number one of all Georgia circuits in population per judge. The population 

is expected to increase by 11.4% and reach 185,800 by 1965. The judicial resources 

of the circuit include:. two superior court judges, three,state court judge~,P five 

probate judgesq and two part-time juvenile court judges. 

In 1979, Coweta Judicial Circuit ranked eighth (2,190 cases) in total caseload 

per judge. In the two previous years, 1978 and 1977, Coweta JUdicial Circuit ranked 

ninth and thirteenth, respectively. In the combined total of felony and domestic 

relations cases~oweta is fourth. Over fifty percent of the circuit's filings are 

felony or domestic relations cases, which are case types heard exclusively i'n the 

superior courts., Coweta Judicial Circuit has a very heavy civiJ caseload per judge. 

In fact, it has a caseload in excess of the statewide circuit mean in every civil 

case category. 

The Coweta JUdicial Circuit ranked very high in the weighted caseload systems 

utilized by the Judicial Council. On the Ratio Weighted System the circuit ranked 

third with a value of 1,200 felony units. The Delphi Weighted System value, in which 

disposition methods are considered, was 2.9. This shows that more than two judges 

are necessary to adequately process the caseload. 

Overall the caseload in this circuit is increasing. Despite the fact that the 

average rate of change for fiscal years 1976 through 1979 shows a statewide decreasing 

caseload per judge, Coweta Judicial Circuit had an increasing caseload. 

P One full-time and two part-time judges. 
q Two of five probate judges handle traffic and misdemeanor cases. 
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Between fiscal year 1978 and 1979 the rate of change in Coweta Judicial Circuit 

has been greater than the sta.tewide average. 

Total dispositions expressed as a percent of filings in fiscal year 1979 

was 84.4%. Although the total number of dispositions per judge (1,848) is greater 
.. ;:r!\ () 

than the statewide circuit mean, it appears that pen\.:ting and open cases are 
~ . '.' \ 

accumulating at a rate of 15.6% of filings a year. )} 

The Superior Court receives a substantial amount of assistance from supporting 

courts. Over 95% of all misdemeanors and traffic violations are heard by the 

supporting courts. In addition, these courts provide a significant amount of case-
.. ,. )-, 

load assistance in the civil area. Tti~y handle ave; one-half of the circuit's 

general civil caseload and one-third of the independent motion filings. Almost 

all juvenile caseload is processed by the supporting courts. 

In surrmary, the Coweta Judicial Circuit has a high volume caseload particularly 

in the most demanding case types, felony and domestic relations. The caseload 

9rowth and p'opulation growth trends suggest an even greater volume of caseload in 

the future. Although the superior court receives substantial assistance from 

supporti~g courts in the circuit, icaseload is accumulating at a significant rate. 

While dispositions in total numbers are above the statewide circuit mean, the 
I) , ~ 

disposition rate in civil cases r'emains low. So that the Coweta Judicial Circuit 

can effectively process a high-volume,complex, and increasing caseload, the Judicial 

Council of Georgia r.econmends the creation of an additional superior court judgeship 

in the Coweta Judicial Circuit. 
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BRUNSWICK JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

The Brunswick Judicial Circuit consists of five counties - Appling, Camden, 

Glynn, Jeff Davis, and Wayne. The 1978 estimated population is 107,900, an 

increase of 5.92% from the 1970 census figure, 101, 871. By 1985, the circuit 

population is expected to be 126,400, an increase of 17.15%. The Brunswick Circuit 

is served by two Superior Court Judges. The population per judge is 53,950, twelfth 

in the state. 

The two Superior Court judges each faced 1838 total filings, sixteenth highest 

in Georgia. The circuit has relatively few criminal filings pev' judge: 181 felony, 

110 misdemeanor, and 6 traffic as compared to statewide circuit means of 253,215, and 

191, respectively. However, th~ number of civil filings per judge are all markedly 

higher than the respective statewide circuit means: general civil - 414 versus 359; 

domestic relations - 814 versus 552; and independent motions - 315 vers~s 198. The 

Brunswick Circuit ranked tenth in combined felony and domestic relations:' cases with 

995 cases per judge; the statewide circuit mean is 805. Over fifty percent of the 

circuit caseload filings were domestic relations or felony cases. 

In addition to its current high caseload per judge, the Brunswick Circuit 

has also experienced a rapid increase in its civil caseload. General civil cases 

per judge have increased by 29% per year averaged over the four year period FY1976-

FY1979 and by an observed rate of 12.5% since 'FYI978; the corresponding figures 

for domestic relations cases are 14% and 10.4% and for independent motions 33% 

and 86.4%. Felony counts per judge deGlined by an average rate of 34% per year 

since FY1976, but increased by 0.6% from FY1978. Misdemeanor counts per judge 

decreased by 15.1% since FY1978 although the average rat~ of increase since FY1976 

is 6% per year. The net effect is an increase of 16.5% in total filings per judge 

in one year, 
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The ratios of disposit1~ns to filings are below the statewide circuit 
means inall case types. Th d' 

elsposition rates for the Brunswlck Circuit and 
the state .. wide circuit means are: felony - 85.1% versus 92.7%; misdemeanor _ 
66.4% versus 110.9%,· ge l' '1 neraC1Vl - 66.4% versus 88.2%', d d , an omestic relations _ 
87;8% versus 93.6%. Th' ' b 

' lS may e in part due to the. high proportion of the case-

load which is comprised of time-consuming felonies and d'omestl'c ' relations cases. 

Brunswick Judicial Circuit has a fairly high proportion of cases disposed 

of by trial. The proportion of felony counts disposed by jury trial is 8.3% and, 
by non-jury trial 1.6%. The statewide circuit means for these categories are 7.5% 
and 2.7%, respectively. The percentages of general civil cases and independent 

motions disposed of by non-jury trials in the Brunswl'ck Judicial Circuit are 
18.7% and 26.4%, respectively. The corresponding statewide circuit means are 
16.5% and 23.1%. 

The We.ighted Caseload concept provides an additl'onal means of analyzing 
.judicial workload. The Brunswick Judicial Circu,'t caseload per judge ranks 

.' fifteenth of the forty-two circuits in the Ratio Weighted Caseload System with 

a weight of 957 felony ynits. The Delphi Weight of 2.3 shows a greater 

need for additional judicial assistance than the Ratio Weight •. 

The two Superior Court judges currently receive substantial assistance from 

support;1ng courts and, therefore, a greater reliance on these courts to reduce 

superior courtcaseload demands is probably not feasible. The three state courts 

and two probate courts in the circuit hear 92:3% of the 2,835 misdemeanor filings, 

99.9% of the 15,579 traffi cfi1 i ngs, 61.,1% of the 2, 124 general ci vi 1 cases, and 
68.3% of the 1,987 ,'ndep d t t' en en mo 10ns. In addition, there is an independent 
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Juvenile Court in each county; as a result, the Superior Court judges hear no . 

j uven i1 e cases. 

In summary, the Brunswick Judicial Circuit faces a higher-than-average level 

._Qf total filings per judge, 16th in Georgia, and ranks lOth in the exclusive 
"-. ~ 

jurisdiction case types,of felony and domestic relations. The caseload increased 

by 16.5% since FY1978, due almost entir'ely to the increase in the civil case types. 

There is also a significant proportion of trial dispositions, particularly in the 
~:.-

civil case types. Thus, despite substantial assistance from supporting courts there 

is a demand for judge time well beyond the level which two Superior Court judges 

can supply. Therefore, the Judicial Council reconmends, the creation of an additional 

Superior Court ~udgeship in the Brunswick Judicial Circuit. 
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DUBLIN JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

Four counties--Johnson, Laurens, Treutlen and Twiggs--comprise the Dublin 

Judicial Circuit. The 1978 circuit population estimate was 56,300. The 

population of the circuit i$ increasing, and is' expected tb reach 60,~OO by 1985. 

The population per jU9ge presently ranks ninth in the state. The judicial pe,rsonl'!el 

serving this circuit incluae: one superiorcou.rt judge, four state court judgesr 

one part-time juvenile court judge and four probate judges. 

At the, request of the sup,erior court judge from this circuit, the Judicial 

Council was requested to analyze the data from. this circuit with the assumption that 

the State Court of Laurens County be abolished. Wit,hout the inclusion of the 

state court cp,seload, Dublin Judic,tal Circuit ranks twenty-second in tota'l filings 

and the weighted caseloadmeasuresare not e~~remelY favorable for a judgeship 

recommendation by the Judicial. Council. But if the State Court of Laurens County is 

abolished, additional judicial resources wilt be needed in the 'superior court. 

With the abolition of the State Court of Laurens County, additional cases 

would be filed in the superior court.s Without the addition of another ~uperior 

court judge, the number of fil ings per judge in Dubl in Circuit ranks seventh in the 

state. In both felony and generalchil filings per superior- court judqe, Dublin 

already exceeds the stat~wide cir~uit mean. Dublin. Judicial Circ4,it ranks first in 

general civil caSeS, sixth in independent motions and twelfth in felonies. 

r One full-time and three part-time judges. 
s Presumably almost a.ll traffic cases filed in the state court will be fileq., in a 

limited jurisdiction court such as the probate court if the state court is abolished. 
There were 7,599 traffic cases handled by the state court in fieScal year 1979. 
Less than one percent involved non-jury and jury trials and, therefore, even if the 
limHed jurisdiction court does not hear, contested cases, these few additional cases 
will not impose a burd~n upon the Superior Court. But legislation abolishing ,the 
State Court should address the issue of how traffic cases will be disposed so that 
judicial resources are adequately allocated to pennit overall improvement of the 
circuit's judicial organization and perfo·rmance. 
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The average rate of increase in caseload per judge 1976-1979 is 6.2% 

for the. Superi'or Court. In the 1 ast fi sca 1 year there was a 20.9% ; ncrease. 

Dubl;n Ch"cuit has had a particularly high increase in felony {25.8%} and domestic 

relations (6.6%) between 1978 and 1979. In,oboth the aforementioned categories the 

rate of change exceeds the statewide percentage change. When the caseload of the 

State Court of Laurens County is included in the analysis, the average and observed 

rate of change for the circuit still exceeds the statewide percentage change in 

caseload filings per judge. 

At present, the disposition r,~tet in the Superior Court is 80.7% which indicates 

filings are accumulating at a rate of 19.3% this year. The criminal caseload is 

being dealt with at a disposition rate of greater than 120% which exceeds the state­

~1de circuit mean of 95.9%. On the other hand, civil caseload has a significantly 

lower disposition rate (69.5%). In fact, the circuit's civil °dispositi'on rate is 

substantially less than the statewide civil circuit mean (88.4%). 

Although Dublin Circuit does receive a large amount of assistance from 

supporting courts in criminal case proces$iryg, supporting courts handle only a small 

percentage of circuit civil caseload. Presently only 32.8% of general civil cases 

and 28.7% of independent motions are processed by the state courts. Thus, the 

rate and the lo'w percentage of supporting court assistance' in civil low disposition 

case.load illustrates the circuit's need for additional judicial resources to improve 

efficie.nt processing of civil! caseload. 

t For purpoSes of this study, the disposit~on rate refers t~ ~he number of case 
dispositions expressed as a percent uf flscal year 1979 flllngs. 
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On the Ratio W~ighted',~aseload System, Dublin Circuit ranks seventh with 
f "".' 
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. 1063 felony based units pe~~ judge. On ,the Delphi System, a weight of 1.16 shows that 

there is a very small need for additional judicia.] resources. A 'much stronger 

case fOij additional judicial resources is made when the caseload of the State 

Court of Laurens County is included in weightedO caseload calcuations for the circuit. 

The circuit then ranks~second in Ratio Wefghts with 1,291 felony units. The 

De.lphi Weignt would be 1.45 which indicates a sub~tantial need for an additional 
judgeshi'p. 

Caseload and population show increasing trends in Dublin Circuit. Overall, 
.. 

Dublin Judicial Circ4it's caseload analYSis shows only a small need for additional 

judicial pe.rsonne.l;but both the dispOSition rate and supporting courts analysis 

indicate that Dublfn Ctrcui·t is unable to adequately process its civil caseload. 

the State Court of Laurens County is abo
t
lj shed, there will be a much greater need 

for additional judicial resources. "Therefore, the Judicial Coundl of Georgia 

recommends that if the State Court of Laurens County is abolished an additional 

Superior Court judgeship be designated for the Dublin Judicial Circuit. 
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CHAPTER II 

INTRODUCTION 

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 whale, the following exhibits speak not only 

in terms of total c~seload volume, but they suggest how the distribution of case 

types can place constraints on the efficienttnanagement of the courts. 

Exhibit I, "Superior Court Circuit Rankings by Total Caseload per Judge: 

FY1979," displays the number of cases filed per judge in each case type for each 

circuit in the 1979 fiscal year. The forty-two circuits are ranked in desce:'~~ing 

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 a high total caseload volume. 

Exhibit II, IISuperior Court Criminal Filings: FY1979, II presents the total 

criminal caseload of each circuit. This exhibit shows the reader the actual 

numbers of docket entries, defendants and counts filed in the superior courts. The 

ratios of counts to defendants for the three criminal case types and the total 

criminal category are also displayed. These ratios highlight those circuits in 

which th~re are numerous counts per defendant and in which greater amounts of time 

are necessary to process criminal cases than in other circuits with equal numbers 

of defendants. 

In Exhibit III, "Superior Court Circuit Rankings by Felony and Domestic 

Relations Fil ings per Judge: FY1979,u the circuits are arranged in descending order 

Qf their sums of felony and domestic relations filings per judge. It is here that 

the constraints on judge time are especially evident since a high felony/domestic 

relatjons caseload shows a time-consuming caseload and since these two case types 

66 

• 

. " ~-.-~-.-==-----

are exclusive jurisdiction case types which must be ,heard in tl:t.e superior 

court at the trial level. ~ 

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

Change in Superi or Court Fi 1i ngs per Judge: FY1976-FYl979 and FYl978-FYl979, II 

the reader is able to discover whether or not a trend of increasing caseload exists 

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 FY1979. However, it does provide some explicit 

information about the volume and types ,of cases filed during the pa~t fiscal year 

and whether the caseload has increased, decreased or stabtlized from previous years. 

The infonnation on filings in the superior court supplies a picture of the demand 

on the judges I. time i'equired by these new fil ings. 

J) 
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EXHIBIT I 

Superior Court Circuit Ranki'ngs by FYl979 Total Caseload per Jud~e 

The total caseload per judge and the distribution of caseload among the 

criminal, civil and juvenile filing categories a~a presented in Exhibit 1 for 

each of Georgia's forty-two judicial ~ircuits. 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 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 FYl979. The criminal figures do not account for 

defendants or counts listed on the indictment or accusation (Exhibit II of this 

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

count~r-claims or number of parties. Juvenile cases are actions in which children 

have one or more charges filed against them. Only juvenile cases from counties in 

which the superior court judge has no assistance from a juvenile court judge are 

. included in the figures for Exhibit I. 

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

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

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

that requires explanation. By dividing the total circuit caseload by the number of 

superior court judges, it is assumed that the caseload is eve~ly divided among each 

of the judges. In multi-judge circuits this may not actually be the case, since the 

judges are free to divide the caseload as they determine is best. For example, 

the chief judge in a circuit may assign ail criminal cases to one judge and all 

civil cases to another. Also, the chief judge in a multi-judge, multi-county 
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// .0 circuit ma~ assign ctlses so tha:tone judge hears all case's' in one county, but 

none of ~he cases in another county. Independent of the assignment practices of 

the vari(jU~. circUits, the data in Exhibit I can be interpreted as the caseload per 

judge in each circl.!it, assuming the cases in each filing category are evenly'divided 
~. 

among the judges. 

A final interpretative qualification of the data in Exhib1t I concerns the 

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

caseload per judge is important as an indicator of high caseload volume courts and 

low 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. Particular attention should 

be given to those types of cases (felony, general civil and domestic relaticn~) 
generally considered to consume the l~rgest proportion of judge time. Excessive 

workload is of primary interest; high volume caseload is one of several factors 

utilized to identify circuits with excessive workloads. 
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EXHIBIT I. SUPERIOR COURT CIRCUIT RANKINGS BY FY1979 TOTAL FILINGS PER JUOGE 
f! 
~ ---------------------------1 

CRIMINAL CIVIL ' JUVENILE 
FILINGS FILINGS FILINGS 

TOTAL GEtERAL OOtESTIC 
CIRCUIT FILINGS FELONY MI SOEMEAJllJI TRAFFIC CRIMINAl.. CIVIL RELAT-IoNS 

1 CHEROKEE 5134 347 736 2862 , 3944 42~ 485 --
2 TOOMBS 3605 302 786 913 2001 304 405 
3 ALAPAHA 2515 ?AIi ~41 1011 lA1Q 223 231 
4 ROME 2487 175 895 64 1134 553 436 
5 CORDELE 2372 190 829 52 1071 429 477 
6 TIFTON 2372 308 172 39 519 559 743 
7 ATLANTIC 2199 224 64 809 1097 324 540 
8 COWETA 2190 326 80 Q5 501 540 . 787 
9 MOUNTAIN 2168 181 174 80 435 527 703 

1 o CONASAUGA 2079 230 200 78. 503 507 697 
1 1 PIEDMONT ?fl14 11;7 ?~" 364 776 1;;1? 4.Rl 

1 2 TALLAPOOSA 1949 171 313 .136 620 69.3 447 .-
1 3 COBB 1946 478 16 4 517 270 1025 
1 4 NORTHEASTERN 1891 237 172 311 720 378 482 

il 1 Ii - ii 

~ 1 

5 PATAULA 1864 "361 459 35 855 420 401 
6 BRUNSWICK 1838 181 110 6 296 414 814 

j 1 7 CHATTAHOOCHEE 1823 422 
I 

143 60 625 258 763 
1 8 BLUE RIDGE 1817 241 403 256 900 257 53A 
1 9 AUGUSTA 1783 147 70 9 2e6 231 796 
2 o GRIFFIN 1766 243 185 163 591 366 623 

1 HOUSTON 1715 281 2 0 283 285 927 

o * WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE 

. '.C--'--~ 

.,' 

IlDEPENJENl TOTN... 
t«lTIONS CIVIL 

280 _1191 

222 931 

100 553 
364 1353 
205 1111 

348 1650 

137 1001 ' 
358 1685 
339 1569 
1'H 1',40 

?.11~ 1238 
160 1300 
134 14?9 

264 1124 
138 959 
315 1542 

151 1171 

123 917 

180 1207 
187 1175 

" 2.~O 1432 

TOTAL 
JUVENILE 

0 

673 
1?1 

0 

I 
190 
203 

102 
!\ 

164 
17 

Q 
29 

0 

48 
50 
0 

21 
0 

350 
0 
0 
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EXHIBIT I. SUPERIOR COURT CIRCUIT RANKINGS BY FY1979 TOTAL FILINGS PER JUDGE 

CRIMINAL CIVIL 
FILINGS FILINGS 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

TOTAL GEt£RAL [)(JI.£STIC 
CIRCUIT FILINGS FF-LONY ~I SOEMEAt-IlF TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS 

DUBLIN 1673 302 28 0 330 565 450 
STONE MTN. 1633 265 12 4 '281 352 796 
MACON 1630 383 55 20 458 307 687 
LOOKOUT MTN. 1629 259 313 70 642 292 513 
WAYCROSS 1594 216 189 143 548 256 580 
OCfoULGEE 1566 250 346 81 676 281 262 
CLAYTON 1546 236 1 2 240 270 850 . 
OCONEE 1530 156 333 172 660 342 281 
SOUTHWESTERN 1525 160 57 2 219 . 544 450 
ATLANTA. 1503 405 1 0 £105 385 604 " 

SOUTHERN 1431 233 104 2 338 288 641 
ALCOVY 1393 225 296 54 574 286 327 
NORTHERN 1377 135 327 53 515 293 303 
MIDDLE 1349 211 1 0 212 270 503 
EASTERN 1346 403 0 0, 403 134 551 
DOlJGHERTY 1315 313 ,-, 3 0 315 .212 620 
FLUff 1251 107 142 20 269 438 326 
WESTERN 1214 219 94 25 338 300 403 -
SOUTH GEORGIA 1158 329 76 14 419 254 319 
GWINNETT 1090 148 1 0 149 175 588 
OGEECHEE 1071 168 14 9 191 357 338 

CIRCUIT MEAN 1842 253 215 191 658 359 552 

* WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE 

N:>EPEI'DENl 
MOTIONS 

239 
204 
166 

160 
191 

166 
187 
119 

200 

108 
161 
206 

174 

1£16 
258 
169 
183 
166 
102 

178 

102 

198 

--~.--~~~-

JUVENILE 
FILINGS 

TOTAL TOTAL 
CIVIL JUVENILE 

1254 89 
1352 0 
1159 13 

965 21 
961 Z9 

710 180 
1306 0 
741 129 

1194 112 
1097 0 
1090 3 
819 0 

769 94 
918 219 

.943 0 
1000 0 
947 36 

869 8 

674 65 

941 0 

797 84 

1109 79 
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EXHIBIT I ANALYSIS 

Although Exhibit I ranks the circuits by total caseload per j~l~e, this 
\\I>\,,~\ 

category is only one indicator of circuit workload. It identifies ci~/~;''1,ts with. 

a high volume of cases without considering how demanding, in terms of tim~")'\nd 

difficulty, that caseload actually is. In general, the majority of traffic cases 

1S sUflll1arily disposed of; so a high volume of these cases may ~nflate the total 

filings out of proportion to circuit workload. A good indicator of circuit 

, workload, as opposed to circuit caseload, is the number of filings in ~he more 

demanding case t~~pes. Generally, the time-consuming cases will be felony, 

domestic relations and general civil cases. 
--::,..."': 

The mean number of filings per judge in each~ase type for all forty-two 

judicial circuits is shown on the last line of the exhibit. While the exhibit 

shows fifteen (1-15) circuits ranked above the mean in total fi 1 ings, only two' 

circuits have extremely high volume caseloads. The two circuits that exceed the 

mean (1,842) by more than one standard deviation are listed here with their total 

number 'of filings: 

CHEROKEE 
TOOMBS 

5,134 
3,605 

In fact, these circuits exceed the mean by 4.74 and 2.54 standard deviations, 

respectively. 

When filings in the more demanding case categories are evaluated, it is 

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

eft-cuits surpassing the mean for feiony filings (253) by more than one and one-half 

standard deviations ~re: 

.' r 
Preceding page blank ! 

COBS 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 
ATLANTA 
EASTERN 
MACON 

73 

478 
422 
405 
403 
383 



In domestic relations filings,' th~'following circuits are more than omf 

standard deviation above the mean of 552: 

COBB 
HOUSTON 
CI,AYTON 
BRUNSWICK 
AUGUSTA 
ST'ONE MOUNTAIN 
COWETA 
CHATIAHOOCHEE 
TIFTON 

1025 
927 
850 
814 
796 
796 
787 
763 
743 

The circuits exceeding by more than one standard deviation the general 

civil mean of 359 are: 

TALLAPOOSA 693 
DUBLIN 565 
TIFTON 559 
ROME 553 
SOUTHWESTERN 544 
COWETA 540 
MOUNTAIN 527 
PIEDMONT 512 
CONASAUGA 507 

Four circuits have high levels of filings in two of the most time-con,suming 

ca,se types: Cobb and Chattahoochee - felony ClPld domestic r,elations cases; and 

Coweta and Tifton - general civil and domestic relations cases. 

; ..... 

Although not a~l circuits have juvenile filings in their respective superior 

courts, it is important to view the juvenile caseloadin the~I'nntext of its effect 

on the total judicial workloa.d. When a superior court judge must allocate time to 

hear juvenile cases,:Judge time is expended which could be spent to process the 

remainder of the ca,seload. Only one of the twenty-seven circuits whose superior 

court judge hears juvenile cases has a juvenile caseload that exceeds the circuit 
u 

mean in juvenile filings by more than two standard deviations and is ranked in the 

top ten cirtuits in terms of case volume per judge. 

TOOMBS 673 
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Althouoh several circuits exhibit a high volumecaseload, they are not 

necessarily the circuits ~ith the most demanding workload. Exhibit I presents 

the total per judge caseload in criminal, civil and juvenile filing categories 

and as SU;h, is used, as one in~i~tor in the evaluatio~ of circuit workload. 

the exhibit, those circuits with the greatest number of filings and the most 

demanding caseloads ma111 be identi-fied. 
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EXHIBIT II 

Superior Court Criminal Filings: FY1979 

Exhibit II has been included in order to provide more detailed 'information 

on the superior court criminal cas~load. There are three units of the criminal 

caseload: the number of indictments or accusations filed in superior court, the 

number of defendants 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 

required by' the crimtnal filings. This data is presented to illustrate 

the criminal workload by recording the number of indictments or accusations 

1 th' ber of defendants listed on the filed in the superior CouTts as wel as e num 

charging document rmd the total number of counts filed against the defendants. 

While considering these numbers, the reader must remember that they are n2l per 

judge figures; rather, they ar~ totals of the docket entries, defendants and 

counts filed in each circuit. 

. felony, misdemeanor, traffic, Exhibit II is divided into four major categorles: 

and total criminal. Docket entries, defendants, and counts are listed in the 

. te columns under each of the respective subheadings. Note that under the approprl a. .', . . . 
Count subheading ;'n the felony category there are felony, misdemeanor, and traff1c 

. d and traffic counts are lesser included offenses on a 
counts. These mlS emeanor 

, S,'m,'larly, in the misdemeanor category the traffic counts 
felony dQck.et entry. 

d k t entry are separated 
contained as lesser included offenses on a misdemeanor oc e 

from other traffic docket entries. There are no lesser included offenses in a 

traffic case. Finally, the Total Criminal category includes the sum of all docket 

numbers, all defendants, and all counts. 

76 
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One final piece of information contained in Exhibit II is the ratio of 

counts to 'defendants. This isa quantitative indicator of the practices of the 

district attor~ey in compQsing charging documents. A ratio of exactly one would 

\i, indicate that the distric't attorney brings only one count against each defendant 

'. on a charging document. A ratio of two would indicate that,on the average, the 

district attorney files two counts against each defendant on the charging document. 

The .. value of the. counts-to-defendarits ratio can b~st be observed by 

evaluating the extent to which the information on counts increases our understanding 
" 

of criminal case activity. Where the ratio equals one, the information on counts 

provides no mor.einformation than the data on defendants. When the ratio is greater 

than one, knowledge of the number of counts becomes more valuable in understanding 

the actual criminal workload. The final qualification of Exhibit II concerns the 

instances where the ratio is equal to one.' In such instances it may be that the 

district attorney has separated multiple charges against the same defendant on 

different indictments. 

It is not possible from this data to infer specifically and with confidence 

~~at each data element offers about the caseload. Various factors such as those 

. mentioned above can distort the comparison of the ,c'ircuits on the basis of the data 

presented in Exh'ib'it II. Therefore, the reader should consider the val ues in all 

categories -- docke~ entries, defendants, andcounts-- in evaluating the circuits 

wi th the most, ~mpos,ing criminal case10ad • 
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EXHIBIT II. SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL FILINGS. FY1979 

FELONY 

DOCKET COllffS RATIO 
CruNTSI DOCKET 

CIRCUIT NTRIES DEF. FELG.lY MISD. RAFFIC OEF. ENTRIES 

ALAPAHA 571 573 579 1 0 1.'0 1085 
ALCOVY 450 458 687 42 27 1.1 591 
ATlANTA 4450 4933 5480 33 0 1.1 8 
ATLANTIC 448 486 751 35 13 1.6 128 
AUGUSTA 587 740 1171 2 0 1.6 281 
BLUE RIDGE 482 605 1125 51 93 2.1 806 
BRUNSWICK 361 455 485 0 0 1.1 219 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 1689 1706 1715 0 3 1.0 573 
CHEROKEE 693 769 856 42 145 1.4 1471 
CLAYTON 709 883 1555 18 16 1.8 4 
COBB 1910 2078 3162 166 42 1.6 144 
CONASAUGA 4!iQ !i1i4 R1!i 20 44 1.6 399 
CORDELE 190 242 281 8 3 1.2 829 
COWETA 651 778 1003 19 19 1.3 160 
DOUGHERTY 625 765 1135 26 . 33 1.6 5 
DUBLIN 'ut? 1An 41!i 7 a 1.2 28 
EASTERN 1613 1790 11837 3 114 1.1 0 
FLINT 214 281 364 10 0 1.3 284 
GRIFFIN 486 527 891 15 6 1.7 370 
GWINNETT 443 509 745 2 1 1.5 4 
HOUSTON 281 331 416 0 0 1.3 2 

Ii ~1 , 

.,. 

MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC TOTAL CRIMINAL 

COONTS RATIO CIlJNTS I~TlO ~TIO 
COUNTS, DOCKET OlMSl DOCKET ~i:uNTS/ 

OfF. MI5D.~RAFFI< OEF. ENTRIES DEF. TRAFFIC OEF. ENTRIE~ OEF. C£lJNTS OEF. 

1085 10111 
I. 1 

1 n 2021 2021 2021 1.0 3671 3671) 361)3 1.0 
593 136 14 1.3 107 107 119 1.1 1148 1158 1625 1.4 

8 9 0 1.1 0 0 0 - 4458 4941 5522 1.1 

137 206 17 1.6 1617 1617 1620 1.0 2193 2240 2642 1.2 

281 326 4 1.2 36 36 80 2.2 904, 1057 1583 1.5 

813 910 10 1.1 511 511 685 1.3 1799 1929 2880 1.5 
228 237 2 1.1 11 11 n 1.0 591 694 735 1.1 

579 594 1 1.0 238 238 240 1.0 2500 2523 2553 1.0 

1490 1599 1 1.1 5723 5723 5752 1.0 7887 7982 8395 1.1 
4 6 O· 1.5 6 6 7 1.2 719 893 1602 1.8 

144 246 4 1.7 14 14 32 2.3 2068 2236 3652 1.6 

429 782 10 1.9 147 148 226 1.5 1005 1141 1897 1.7 
852 855 0 I.e 52 52 52 1.0 1071 1146 1199 1.1 
169 170 0 1.0 190 190 190 1.0 1001 1137 1401 1.2 

6 6 0 1.0 0 O. 0 - 630 . 771 1190 1.5 

29 34 0 1.2 0 0 0 - 330 409 476 1.2 
0 0 0 - 0 0 0 - 1613 1790 1954 1.1 

295 352 5 1.2 40 40 61 1.5 538 616 792 1.3 

373 461 11 1.3 326 327 528 1.6 1182 1227 1912 1.6 
4 4 0 1.0 '0. 1 1 1 1.0 448 514 753 1.5 

2 2 0 1.0 0 0 0 - 283 333 418 1.3 

i' .'. 
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EXHIBIT II. SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL FILINGS. FY1979 

FELONY MISOEMEAN)R 

POCKET r,OUNTS '~1.m1 ~OCKET COlMS 
CIRCUIT NTRIES OEF. FELQ./Y MlSO. RAFFIC OEF. ENTRIES DEF. MlSO. TRAFFIC 

LOOKOUT MTN. 776 7Q1 A16 9 0 1.1 940 940 . 1026 0 
t-lACON 1148 1355 1385 10 1 1.4 165 167 186 0 
MIDDLE 422 547 674 1 5 1.2 2 3 7 0 
MOUNTAIN 181 219 354 4 6 1.7 174 188 283 11 
NORTHEASTERN 474 562 702 0 2 1.3 344 351 360 0 
f'lJRTt-tERN 269 317 583 10 4 1.9 654 709 805 6 
OCMULGEE 750 876 1061 29 49 1.3 1037 1166 1211 t1 

OCONEE 312 342 405 3 6 1.2 665 682 814 31 
OGEECHEE 11/\ 3R1 411 1 13 1 1 28 39 40 2 
PATAULA 361 361 366 C 1 1.0 459 459 462 0 
PIEDMONT 157 189 236 3 3 1.3 255 259 288 0 
RDME 350 354 701 16 5 2.0 1790 1791 2184 2 
SOUTH GEORGIA 658 658 659 0 0 1.0 152 "152 153 0 
SOUTHERN 698 773 1047 52 3 1.4 311 312 366 0 

~:> 

SOUTHWESTERN 160 192 234 2 0 1.2 57 58 ' 68 0 
,-

STONE MTN. 1852 2028 2558 92 1 1.3 83 87 130 1 
TALLAPOOSA 513 652 935 42 81 1.6 940 976 1144 47 

TIFTON 308 403 514 13 0 1.3 172 179 183 0 
TOIJ.IBS 302 332 463 18 2 1.5 786 804 839 5 
WAYCROSS 432 489 812 11 2 1.7 377 383 474 0 
WESTERN 438 452 549 10 1 .1.2 187 188 198 2 

't:. ( 

TRAFFIC 

I~I DOCKET 1r000S 
OEF. NTRIES OEF. TRAFFIC 

1.1 210 210 210 
1.1 6n 60 ·71 
2.3 

, 
0 0 0 

1.6 80 80 126 
~ 

1.0 622 622 634 

1.1 106 107 1.63 
1.0 242 242 276 

1.2 343 343 447 

1.1 17 17 19 
1.0 35 35 35 
1.1 364 364 378 

1.2 128 128 216 
1.0 28 28 28 
1.2 5 5 7 

1.2 2 2 4 
1.5 31 31 46 
1.2 407 407 609 

1.0 39 39 39 

1.1 913 914 1064 

1.2 286 286 286 
1.1 50 50 79 

TOTAL CRIMINAl 

c~11r~ DOCKET ?oJ:r~ 
DEF. ENTRIES DEF. CIllNTS DEF. 

1.0 1926 1943 2081 1.1 
1.2 1373 1582 2153 1.4 

- 424 550 687 1.3 
.1.6 435 487 784 1.6 

1.0 1440 1535 1698 1.1 

1.5 1029 1133 1571 1.4 
1.1 2029 2284 2630 1.2 

1.3 1320 1367 1706 1.3 
1.1 381 437 486 1.1 
1.0 855 855 864 1.0 
1.0' n~ 812 908 1.1 

1.7 2268 2273 3124 1.4 
1.0 838 838 840 1.0 
1.4 1014 1090 1475 1.4 

2.0 219 252 308 1.2 
1.5 1966 2146 2828 1.3 
1.5 1860 2035 2858 1.4 

1.0 519 621 749 1.2 

1.2 2001 2050 2391 1.2 

1.0 1095 1158 . 1585 1.4 
1.6 675 690 839 1.2 

. ____ -.-__ -._ ._ ..... " .... __ J 
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EXHIBIT II ANALYSIS 

In this exhibit the three elements of the criminal case10ad are displayed 

as total ftguresfor each circuit. The most important factor here is the ratio of 

cOlmts to defendants; this ratio can be used to gain an understanding of the criminal 

case10ad in anyone circuit. The ratio of counts to defendants contributes to our 

information on criminal workload to the ex~ent that the ratio significantly exceeds 

i one. There are five circuits in which the ratio of total criminal counts to 
I 

total criminal defendants is greater. than 1.5:. 

CLAYTON 
COBB 
CONASAUGA 
GRIFFIN 
MOUNTAIN 

The same five circuits and nine others have a felony count to felony defendant 

ratio greater than 1.5. By viewing the data in this manner, it can be seen that the 

criminal workload in some circuits could be under-represented if only docket numbers 

or defendants .were considered for analysis. 

When caseload per judge figures are calculated for total criminal counts, four 

circuits have extremely high values in the distribution. Four circuits exceed the 

circuit mean number of total criminal counts per judge (852) by more than one 

standard deviation. They are: 

CHEROKEE 
TOOMBS 
ALAPAHA 
ROME 

4,198 
2r 39l 
1 ~,847 
1,562 

Two of these circuits, Cherokee and Toombs, exceed the mean by more tha~ two 

standard deviations. 

80 
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When felony counts per . d 
JU ge are calculated to determine which d,lrcUits 

have the most demanding workloads in terms of time r.equired to process their 

respective cases, the picture alters. Se~en circuits show a felony (count) 

caSeload hi gher than one standard devi ation", above the mean of 379. 
In decending 

order, they are: 

COBB 791 
MACON 628 
DOUGHERTY 568 
BLUE RIDGE 563 
CLAYTON 518 
TIFTON 514 
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EXHIBIT III 

Superior Court Circuii: Rankings by F.elony and Domestic Relations Filings per 

Judge: FY1979 

The FY1979 circuit caseload per judge by case type is again presented in 

Exhibit IiI (see Exhibit I for previous presentation). The circuits in Exhibit III 

are ranked on the basis of total felony plus domestic relations fi1in~ls per judge 

(i .e., the circuit with the highest felony plus domestic relations caseload per 

judge is ranked number one, while the circuit with the lowest felony plus domestic 

relations caseload per judge is ranked number forty-two). The data elements are 

the dockets entries which were presented in Exhibit I, and the numbers indicate the 

absolute caseload divided by the number of judges in each circuit. 

The format of Exhibit III enables the reader to focus on the felony plus domestic 

relations caseload of each circuit. This format was selected for several reascns. 

First, felony and domestic relations cases are considered two of the most time­

consuming case types in terms of judge time required for dispositon. Second, the 

feiony plus domestic relations caseload inc'ludes many of the cases within the exclusive 

jurisdiction of the superior court. Finaily, the caseload in the remaining case .. 

types (i.e., misdemeanor, traffic, general civil, independent motions and juvenile) 

represent caseload that could be shared by a supporting court. 

There is one genera1 qualification regarding the interpretation of the data in 

Exhibit III. This is that the felony cases and the domestic relations 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 court. 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. 

82 

The data in Exhibit III provides vaulabl e insight into two illlPortant . , 

aspects iii the consideration of an additional superior court judgeship"Circuits 

that rank high in felony and domestic relations cases per,judge have heavy case­

loads in t'ime-consuming categories which cannot be sha.red by supporting courts. 

Therefore, creation of a 1 imited juris1diction court in such a circuit would not 

help alleviate the heavy volume in the felony and domestic relations categories. 

Conversely, if most of the caseload volume falls in the other case types, the 

expanded use of supporting courts maybe considered as an alternative to an additonal 
II 

superior court judgeship. 
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EXHIBIT IlIa SUPERIOR COURT CIRCUIT RANKINGS BY FY1979 FELONY AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS FILINGS PER JUDGE 

CIRCUIT 

1 COBB 
2 HOUSTON 

~~ C~IATTAHOOCHEE 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 .-

1 

3 

Cm~ETA 

CLAYTON 
MACON 

STONE MTN. 
TIFTON 
ATLANTA 

BRUNS~IICK 

EASTERN 

AUGUSTA 
OOUGUE.RIY 

10 

1 

'12 

l. 

14 _J~!')H8S8UG8 
is 
1 

1 

1 

6 .-
7 

a 

MOUNTAIN 
SOUTHERN 

GRIFFIN 
CHEROKEE 

1 9_ItlAYCROSS 

2 0 8LUE RIDGE 
2 1 lOOKGUT rnN. 

OIJtESTlC 
FELONY RELATIONS 

.~~ 

478 1025 
281 927 
422 763 
326 787 
236 850 
383 687 

265 796 
308 743 
405 604 
181 814 
403 551 
147 796 
313 620 
230 697 
181 703 
233 641 
243 623 
347 485 .-
216 580 
241 538 
259 513 

X OF GENERAL , ~ta:PEt-.DEN 
SlBTOTAL TOTAL CiVIL MOTIONS USOEMEANJI TRAFFIC 

-" 

1503 772 270 134 36 4 
1208 70.4 285 220 2 0 

1185 65.0 258 151 143 60 
1113 50.8 540 358 80 95 
1086 70.2 270 187 1 2 
1070 65.6 307 166 55 20 

1061 65.0 352 204 12 4 
1051 44.3 559 348 172 39 
1009 67.1 385 108 1 0 

995 54.1 414 315 110 6 
954 70.9 134 258 0 0 

943 52.9 23'1 180 70 9 
933 71.0 212 169 3 0 

~21 44 6 507 337 200 74 
884 40.8 527 339 174 80 
874 61.1 288 161 104 2 

866 49.0 366 187 185 163 
832 16.2 426 280 736 2862 

796 49 A9 256 131 189 143 
779 42.9 257 123 403 256 

772 47.4 292 160 313 70 

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

X OF 
JUVENILE $ SlBTOTAL TOTAL 

0 444 22.8 
0 507 29.6 

27 639 35.1 
5 1078 49.2 
0 460 29.8 

' 13 561 34.4 , 

0 572 35.0 
203 1321 55.7 

0 494 32.9 
0 845 45.9 
0 392 29.1 

350 840 47.1 
0 384 29.2 

37 1155 55.6 
164 12/34 59.2 

3 558 39.0 

0 901 51.0 
0 4304 83.8 

79 798 50.1 
0 1039 

21 856 52.5 
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EXHIBIT 1111 

CIRCUIT 

2 2 ATLANTIC 
2 3 PATAIII A 

2 4 DUBLIN 
2 5 GWINN~TT 

2 6 NORTHEASTERN 
2 7 MIDDLE 
2 8 TOOMBS 
2 9 CORDELE 
3 0 SOUTH GEORGIA 
3 1 PIEDMONT 
3 2 WESTERN 

3 TALLAPOOSA 
4 ROMj:' 

5 SOUTHWESTERN 
6 ALCOVY 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

7 ALAPAHA 
8 flrMl1i t::FF 
9 OGEECHFF 
o NOIHtlFRfII 
1 OCONEE 
2 FLINT 

CIRCUIT MEAN 

~- -~- - ~~~~-~ -...,.--,--='""""----------.----------------..--~~-,..---..,.--

'.1 
,'1 

SUPERIOR .COURT CIRCUIT RANKINGS BY FY1919 FELONY AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS FILINGS PER JUDGE 

DOMESTIC ¥ OF GEtERAL Jll)EfEf'I)EN ¥ Of 
FELONY REL~TIONS SLBTOTAL TOTAL CIVIL KlTIONS ~ISOEMEAt>O TRAFFIC JUVENILE ... SlA3TOTAL TOTAL 

224 540 764 34.7 324 137 64 809 102 1436 65 3 

:lEi 1 401 762 40.9 420 138 459 3!l !lO 1102 59 1 

302 450 752 45.0 565 239 28 0 89 921 55.1 -. 
148 588 736 67.5 175 178 1 0 0 354 32.5 
237 482 719 38.0 378 264 172 311 48 1173 62.0 

211 503 714 52 9 270 146 1 0 219 636 47 2 
302 405 707 19.6 304 222 786 913 673 2898 80.4 
190 477 667 28.1 429 205 829 52 190 1705 71.9 -. 
329 319 648 56.0 254 102 76 14 65 511 44.1 
157 481 638 31.7 512 245 255 364 0 1376 68.3 

219 403 622 51.2 300 166 94 25 8 593 48.8 
171 447 618 31. 7 693 162- 313 136 29 1331 68.3 

175 _436 611 24.6 553 364 895 1\4 0 '1876 75.4 
160 450 610 40.0 544 200 57 2 112 915 60.0 
225 327 552 39.6 286 206 296 54 0 842 60.4 

\ I, 

286 231 517 20 5 223 100 543 1011 123 2000 79.5 

2!iO 262 512 32.7 281 166 346 81 180 1054 67.3 
168 338 506 47.2 357 102 14 9 84 566 52.8 
131;: 303 438 31 8 20 3 174 327 53 94 941 68.3 
156 281 437 28.6 342 119 '333 172 129 1095 71.6 
107 326 433 34.6 438 183 142 20 36 819 65.5 

253 552 805 46.8 359 198 215 191 79 1042 53~2 

i 

... WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE ~OURT JUDGE. ! 
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EXHIBIT III ANALYSIS 

After calculating the circuit mean and standard deviation for the subtotals 

of felony and domestic relations filings per judge, it was found that the 

following circuits exceed the mean (805) by at least one standard deviation: 

COBB 
HOUSTON 
CHATIAHOOCHEE 
COWETA 
CLAYTON 
MACON 
STONE MOUNTAIN 
TIFTON 

The general civil category also includes time-consuming cases which may be 

part of the superior courts' exclusive jurisdiction. If 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, then the circuit mean for 

this subtotal would be 1.164. CircLl,its which exceed this mean by more than one 

~ standard deviation are: 

COBB 
COWETA 
TIFTON 
HOUSTON 
CHATIAHOOCHEE 
CONASAUGA 

In contrast to Exhibit X which focused on volume without regard to difficulty, 

Exhibit III highlights circuits with the greatest number of filings in the most 

complex case types. By comparing the above mentioned circuits with those circuits, 

in Exhibit I, which had excessive filings, it can be seen which circuits have both 

a demanding and high volume caseload. 
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EXHI"BIT IV 

Average and: Observed Rate>o\~. Change in Superior Court Filings per Judge: 

FY1976-FY1979 and FY19i8-1979 

Exhibit IV presents the average rate of change in filings per judge between 

fiscal year 1976 and fiscal year 1979, and the rate of change between fiscal year 

1978 and fiscal year 1979. The average rate ~f change between 1976 and 1979 

represents the estimated annual average'rate of change in filings per judge between 

1976 and··19·79. The observed rateoT change between 1978 and 1979 is simply the 

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

The numerical change between 1978 and 1979. is simply- the observed difference. The 

numerical change between 1976 and 1979 .is one-third'of the increase or decrease in 

caseload between 1,976 and 1979. 

The unit of the criminal c'ase use in this exhibit is the number of defend};lits 

1 isted on separate charging documents (i.e., indictments or accusations). It shou1 d 

be noted that thi s i sa change from the crimi na 1 'un; t used in Exhi bi tI whi ch reports 

the number of indictments or accusations filed. 

The number of defend, ants' was sel C t' d th '.. ec e . as e crlmlna1 unit for the exhibit 

because1t is the only criminal unit for which data has been gathered for each year. 

A1so~ it should be .noted that the case type "Independent Motions" is not included in 

the civil filings on this exhibit. "Independent Motions" is a case type first defined 

for the fiscal year 1977 data collection effort and,therefore,no previous data 

exists for comparison in this category. 

There are severa'} interpretative qual ifications to be noted in thi s exhi bit. 

The rate of change was calculated on the basis of the case.1o~d per judge in each 

circuit for FYl976, FY1978 and FYl97.9. The calculations reflects the changes, in 
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the number of judges in each circuit over the four years. There~ore, if Circuit 

A had one judge in 1976 and two judges in 1979, the filings per judge in 1976 would 

equal the total caseload divided by one', while the 1979 figures would equal the 1979 

caseload divided by two. Consequently, any abrupt decrease in the rates of change 

as reported in Exhibit IV may not be attributable to a decrease in f11ings,but may 

be the result of an increase in the number of judges. 

Abrupt changes incaseload per judge may also reflect changes in the distribution 

of supporting courts. If a state or juvenile court has been created 1 or abolished 

in the circuit (thereby either substracting fr~ or adding to the superior court 

case1oad), there could be an abrupt change in the misdemeanor, traffic, general civil, 

or juvenile figures in Exhibit IV. 

1wo other causes of sudden changes in ca,seload are changes in jurisdiction of, 

a supporting court and changes in local practice concerning the courts in which 

certain caSes ar~ filed. For ,example, if the dollar limit of the civil jurisdfction 

of a state court was increased from $5,000 to $15,000 at t~e beginning of the fiscal 

year, then a decrease in general civil filings per judge in the superior court and 

an increase in the proportion of general civil c~ses heard by supporting courts in 

the circuit may result. Another example might be a change in local court practice 

or rules. This hypothetical change in court practice could, also, produce a decrease 

in filings per judge in the superior courts and an increase in the proportion of 

these cases heard by supporting courts •. 

A notation has been made in Exhibit IV to identify circuits that have 

received an additional superior court judge between 1976 and 1979, as well aS,those 

in which a state court has been created or abolished during this time period. 
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ri Finally, the r~;ader should, note not only the percentage change~ but also the 

numerical change i'ri the case10ad per judge in each circuit. lihen the nwnerical 

change is a small number and the initial case10ad i,s low, the percentage change 

may serve to exaggerate the actual variation in catse10ad per judge. For exampl e, 

if there were two mi sdemeanors fi led in C1 rcui t Aduri ng 1978 and four m,i sdemeanor 

cases filed in 1979, theiappropriate figure in Exhibit IV would indicate a 100 

percent increase in misdemeanor cases per judge. The reader should look for both 

high percentage changes and high absolute changes. 

For the purposes of th'is year1s judgeship study, Exhibit IV has been deSigned 

sa that increases and d~creases in circuit caseload per judge could be isolated and 

analyzed. '" Of particular iMr~~rtance, in this eXhibit, are those circuits with large 

FY1979 caseloadsa~d figures which indicate that the caseloads have been increasing. 

Finally, the data;n 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 IVI AVERAGE AND OBSERVED RATE OF CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS 

PER JUDGEI FY1976 - FY1979 AND FY1978 - FY1979 

CRIMINAL 
flLlf'.K;S 

TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL 
FILlf'.K;S FELONY ~lISD. TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL 

CIRCUIT II % II % II % II % II % II % 

ALAPAHA * 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -192 I- 6.9 -20 -6.0 -145 -17. E 83 9.8 ".83 -4.1 -70 19. ~ --------------------- -2~jO- }"j":-6 -56-- 211-:-2 :lB7- =25":-E 377-- "59:"5 -2~"6'" 1"5:4 -:-=;-- -:-3"] 08S a-tANGE 1978-1979 

ALCOVY * . 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 =J~~_ ~Q.:.§ =lB __ -6.8 - 73 ~l~~ -14 ~1.:.~ -105 1-l3.5 -183 1-30.1 --------------------- 1.8 -38 

----;: --"3'0- :-8-- 12.9 :-15- ':"2:5 ---3- --[.-1 OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 -14. ~ 11. 
ATLANTA 

AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 __ 1~_ -~~~. :~~-- -:}~ _:~.:.J - ~~~-- - __ l~L 4.5 -26 -1~ OBS-CHANGE-197s=1979- 87 :75-:0 -31 -:'"6-:"5 --]3 
ATLANTIC 

i~1.~ AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 424 J6~B -~~-- -±1 _:.9 __ 
C3t.~ ~- ~B1 -~t .ll 

~*~ OBs~tHANGE-197S=1979- -869- 71.4 39 ~98.6 -66 
AUGUSTA 

AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 _1~.5_ "1~~~ :;~-- ~~ _:.L_ l~t7 --t.J R!;~~ -~ .:..8..Jl __ .:..5.. -.2...1 OBS-CHANGE-191s=1979- 225 -56 .??~ -1R :;41 
BLLE RIDGE 

AVG CHANGE 1.976-1979 -B8 .:~~~ -~1-- -~~~ -M-- ?{--~ .!1g - )8·1 t--=.lil3.. -..8....9 __ -..10.. 
~~ OBS-CHANGE-197S=1979- ::156- .!l4 Q .• ?1? .1R(] 40 

BRlA'J5WICK 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 =.5.21_ -:£~J _2!L_ {~.&~ _-=-gJ __ :2.L..5 ~- ~.J .:00_ :%..1 ' __ JL :..:..3.;Jl oBS-CHANGE-197s=1979- 131 9.1 30. -26 .lA.6 iii 0 7 2 1 411 1? ~ 

CHATTAHOOCHEE '" 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 =_1~_ =~-11 =t~-- -~~.&{ 

_"I 

it'~ :~t- -.L..6 _.:* .:1 .... ll ~.:.38.. ·11 ~ 
__ ..L __ 

OBS-CHANGE-1975~1979- 96 6.1 18 :J? . II 13 5 -12 -4.4 
Q-tERO<EE ,. 

AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -499 -8.5 _=.9 __ .. ::1.0 -89 :!i ... l ill-- ~t1 ~{- ~t~ .=..l8..l. ~~ --------------------- -8'0'9- 1'9:'8 24'6--OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 -39 -9.2 '49.3 -6 -1 
CLAYTON '" , 

.=.9 ... .5 AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -64 =.9~2 =1.2 __ =J-11 =2.6 __ l:Z.6 ... .6. ~ __ +_ -~- .:.9 ... .9. -.:{} --------------------- -lOS"' '3'3-'3 OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 8.0 36 14.0 -26 96.3 - 3 5 19 5 
·COBB '" 

AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 .. 29 =1-1§ _21t_ _A-12 _J.2 __ - __ .1._ __.ll. _iLl _ =AL J2...1 -------_ .. _------------ -I'OY ----OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 5.9 . 51 10.9 34 700 4 88 18.7 -27 -9.1 _. 

CIVTL 
FILIf'.K;S 
DOMESTIC 
RELATIONS 

II % 

-58 1-17:C 
---=;-- --3".-1 

-106 :JJL~ --34- 11. 

20 __ :tJ -105- 21.(] 

_J..02.. 1? 1 
100 22.7 

__ ..59... _.ft.1 
1 o 1 

__ .fi5... 

~~ Hi 

__ ..4.4-
It{ 77 

II _.L.B 
14 1 .9 

_.:1l2-. *1 68 

---~ -t~ 51 

_.:20.. .=..1...9 
42 4.3 

* CIRCUITS WHERE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGESHIP HAS BEEN ADDED BETWEEN 1976 AND 1979 
** CIRCUITS WHICH EITHER ADDED OR ABOLISHED A STATE COURT·BETWEEN 1976 AND 1979 * WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE 

~, ' 

TOTAL 
CIVIL 

Ii % 

-128 18.5 
---cf --0-

-290 I-l~~~~ --3-=;- 6. 

--=.2- --:...Q.~~ 
118 13 .5 

.lA5.. ?Il 11 
14 4.1 

__ .54... 
~H -17 

__ li _lL.1 
~h 711 

__ lifi. 
1~ 123 

_.=.2.5... .:.2...3 
2 o 2 

.=.2.63.. ~~ 112 

_.=21L .=.2..J1 
95 9 1 

_=.6.2... ~.!LJ1 
15 1.2 

• 

---I 
II 

JUVENILE 
PILH..x;$ 
TOTAL 

JUVENILE :t 
II % 

19 23.1 
-45-- 5-=;-:';-

0 ---0--

0 ---,..--
__ ll _ _.9..A. 

_ A .,,':t A 

.l11--
~4(in-n ':tAO 

~- -----

__ 11.._ -----
(l 

__ .5.._ .34...9.. 
lQ i>':l7 r;; 

. __ 11.._ -----
n 

__ 11..-.: -----
0 

__ lL _ -----
0 

It 
I 
I 
! 

I 
,j 
I 

-r 
\ 
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EXHIBIT IVI AVERAGE AND OBSERVED RATE OF CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS 
PER JUDGEI FYi976 - FY1979 AND FY1978 - FY1979 

CRIMINAL 
FILINGS 

TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL 
FILINGS FELONY MISD. TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL 

CIRCUIT ~ " ~ " 
, 

" II " ~ " ~ " CONASAUGA . 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 127 8.2 59 39.4 -7 -3.1 -8 -8.9 44 9.2 3 0.6 --------------------- :1"()1- :'5:"3 --'2'9- 11:"5 -:'"37- 1~-:7 -:'2rr ~1-:3 :'28-- :4-:7 :17-- :3.2 OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 

CORDELE 
311.': ~~§_~~~§~_!27§=!27~ 236 13.5 30 16.8 111 17 .9 17 158 19.4 8 2.0 

OBS OiANGE 1978-1979 -'27"8- 1'1:'2 -:'1"2- 14:1l -1'5"3- '21:'9 --1'9- "57:6 130-- 1'2:'8 -22- -'5-:4 
COWETA 

AVG CHA."JGE 1976-1979 31 1.7 34 10.5 -9 -9.1 4 4.2 28 5.5 28 5.8 -----------.. -.:;--------- -'211)- 12:'1 -1"3"3- '5'2:-0 --:'"5- :'"5:6 -:''5- :''5:0 123-- 27":6 -49-- -10:0 OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 
DOUGHERTY 

AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 21 1.8 46 15.9 -1 20.6 -0.3 - 45 15.3 -58 1-18.0 ----------.----------- -zor '2n:5 -105- 7'S:7 ---"3- ---- ---0- ---- 1'61r- 77-:1 -'n-- '-'5:5 OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 
DUBLIN 

AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 83 6.2 71 31.8 1 2.4 0 - 72 28.4 24 4.6 --------------------- -'20'2- '2'(1:'9 --7ir '2'5:'8 --2r 1350 ---0- ---- 105-- 34:5 -'81-- }6-:7 OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 
EASTERN* 

~~~_~~~~~_!21§=!272_ -127 -9.2 38 10.4 -5 - 0 - 34 8.9 -60 24.7 
:533- I--fr:t -:36- :7:4 -:'87- :100 -:'22- :'1'0'0 ~45-- 24-:5 50-:9 OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 f-139 

FLINT 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -44 -3.7 1 0.5 -25 -12.( -9 25.3 -34 -9.2 -35 -7.0 --------------------- -102- 10:1 --:5- :3:4 --4'8- 4'8:'0 ---6- 42:9 -49-- 18-:9 -lr- -'3-:3 OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 

GRIFFIN* 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -315 f-14.3 -12 -4.2 -89 25.6 -13 -6.7 -114 -13. -94 17.3 --------------------- -'25'5- 11["9 --49- 22:'8 -:46- 19:7 --23- 1'6:'3 --;g-- -4-:2 -'6'6-- 22:0 OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 

GWI"'-"ETT* 

~~§_~~~_!2Z§=!272_ -55 -5.3 1 . 0.4 -14 71.2 -1 -46. ( -14 -6.9 -44 f-17.0 
OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 -121- 14:9 --41- 31:'8 ---0- -0-- ---0- -0- -4r- :H-:"5 -24-- 15'~9 

HOUSTON 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -3 -0.2 15 4.9 --=~- :..~J --_.Q- - -_Q_- -1.!1 .:!}~-- f-l!}.!!} --------------------- -"1013- -7:'5 --6r 22:'6 OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 1 50.0 0 - 62 22.9 -16 -5.3 

LOO<OUT MTN. * / ** 

~y§_~~~§~_!~Z§=!27~_ -174 -9.6 13 5.5 -123 22.9 9 18.6 -101 12.0 =~~-- .:!}.!J 
OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 ---'2- -0:1 1--24- 1'0:0 -:67-. 17:6 -':29- 2'9-:'3 -:71:- :'9:'9 5 1.7 

CIVIL 
FILINGS 
DOMESTIC 
RELATIONS 

II " 
77 14.4 

-:"jif :4-:7 

18 4.1 --2'6- -'5-:8 

-24 -2.9 --44- -"5-:9 

34 6.2 --28- -4-:7 

-31 -6.1 --28- -6:6 

-101 13.6 
:'249~ '31-:1 

17 6.0 --25- -8-:'3 

-107 12.9 
-1'6r 35-:7 

---~- 0.3 
56 10:5 

__ 1.~L _.9~g 
62 7.2 

-51 .:.H.!J --47- 10.1 
* CIRCUITS WHERE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGESHIP HAS BEEN ADDED BETWEEN 1976 AND 1979 

** CIRCUITS WHICH EITHER ADDED OR ABOLISHED A STATE COURT BETWEEN 1976 AND 1979 
t WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE 

JUVENILE 
FILINGS 

TOTAL TOTAL 't 
CIVIL JUVENILE 

~ " II % 

80 7.7 3 9.7 :51-- :'4-:1 :22-- 37-:3-

26 3.1 52 l~./L -48-- -5-:"6 100-- 1I,J.., 

4 0.3 _.:1 __ 14.5 -9'3-- -7-:5 -6 54-:"5-

-23 -2.7 0 --'39-- -4-:9 --0-- ------
-8 -0.7 19 39.2 

109-- 12-:0 -48-- 17-:1-

-161 1-16.3 0 -:''388- 3'6-:2 --0- -----

-18 -2.3 8 44.2 --39- -"5-:4 -15-- 71-:r 

-201 14.7 __ J} __ --230- 30:3 0 -
-.:§~- .:!~.9 __ !L_ -

80 p.7 0 -
-_ . .:!}- .:SJ~l -_.Q_- -

46 3.9 0 -
_.:.6SJ_ .:.H~J __ 1 __ -

52 6.9 21 -

-c-- J 

, 



EXHIBIT IV. AVERAGE AND OBSERVED RATE Or- CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS 
PER JUDGEI FY1976 - FY1979 AND FY1978 - FY1979 

CRIMINAL 
FILINGS 

TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL 
FILINGS FELONY MISO. TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL 

CIRCUIT II % II " II lI: tJ " iii % II lI: 

MACa--J 
AVG CIiANGE 1976-1979 44 3.1 41 ll.~ -28 -26.f -3 -12.E 9 1.8 2 0.7 --------------------- -T31f -g-:T Tllr- -ji-"7; ---43"" -lJJ.1 -14 l33. ~ -1J{f- 11-.-9- --2"5-- 1C'V 08S CIiANGE 1978-1979 3 '_' 

MIDDLE * 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -121 -8.1 -37 -IO.f -1 -20.6 -0.3 - -39 -11. -103 1-22.5 
OBS-CHANGE-197s=1979- -298-Iffjf 86 -45.- ----0- --0-- ----0-.1 --[0-0- --85-- 44.1 --If- --If 

MOlJ'.JTAIN 
AVG CIiANGE 1976-1979 -168 -7.6 2 O.f -46 -16.f -59 -32. -103 -15. -130 ~16tB 
OBS-CHANGE-197S=1979- --':-33 --I-'T -2"r- -fo.l ---;~ -~.1 -n- W.lI -""28""- '-0-.' ---1-- -(f.T 

NORTHEASTERN 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -14 -B.p 11 4.4 -32 -13. t -26 -7.1 -46 -5.4 1 0.4 
OBS-CHANGE-1976=I979- --rmr o:l" --T- -lr]l --'To -nrll -:mr- -4lfJ -rrg-- -18'.1 --[0- -f:-r 

NORTHERN '" 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -279 -15.6 -23 -11. 1 0.4 -27 -26.1 -4·9 -7.4 -169 -J_~,-§ OOS-CHANGE-T978=I979- --ff6 -20) ---9- --=5:4 --196" l23:'i --[r- -45-] -20f- -5"5"] -':-48'- -14.1 

OCMULGEE * 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -192 -10.4 -31 -8.7 -65 ~12.7 2 2.1 -95 -10.0 -100 -J_l~~ oBS-cHANGE-I97s=I979- -::fff ::i5-] -::r(- ---~ ---:'1'- -·:"r] --::r- -::8-] ---88- ::[OA ::f64--20d -36. 

OCONEE * 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 61 4.6 23 Jll...:~ -20 -5.3 5 .13 8 1._2 4 1.2 

_.z~~_ OBS-cHANGE-I97s=I979- -Ttfl -12] -:28- 14.1 --fOg 47-:0 --22- 14.7 H)4-- 1"~~ --r1-- --1:-f 
OGEECHEE * 

AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -367 i:'.22...1l -=.6.3. __ :.2.Q~4- __ -=.14- :.5.6 ... A __ ::.3._ ~:p ... ] ::.l4.Q_ --3.o ... J :.lQ4._ :.l.a!..~ OBS-CHANGE-197S=I979- ---45 4 7 4q 14 . .5 -2 ~9 1 _7 50. 51 30 5 -1 -0.3 
PATAlLA 

AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 10 _Q_6. __ 8 __ _2.~2. -2 ::.O&..4- _::.11 _ -..l.9 ... ~ -15~- -0 6 -17 :.J.~a OBS-CHANGE-I97S=I979- --ffT ?4 ~ fiR ?~.? ---iii 205 1] 45.11 22£-S --12- 2.9 
PIEDMONT 

AVG QiANGE 1976-1979 79 A_a _2.L_ 16.&..Q __ ::.2.9. ::.9&.2. __ 2.0_ _6 .. 1 __l3. _ _l.LZ --~Q- _4. ... ~ 
6BS-CHANGE-197S=I979~ --[92 11 9 -45 -19 'J -..5l Z!L2. -14 -3 7 -2 -0.2 77 17.7 

ROME ** 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 94 A_9. __ 30 __ 2.6.&..2. ___ 2.9. _3. ... 4- __ ::.2._ ::.2. .. 2 56 -~ ... ~ _ ..12_ _~:..l. OBS-CHANGE-197S=1979- --for 10 R -15 -7.R 86 10 6 17 36 2 --ss- 8 4 102 22.6 

; 

CIVIL 
FILINGS 
DOMESTIC 
RELATIONS 

II " 
36 5.9 

-W- ToT 

-40 -6.8 --rr- 0.1) 

32 5.0 
--""9"- T.J 

2~ 5.4 
-·:Yt;-- ':-3.-6 

-57 -J.3.£ --'6- --f.e 

-31 -9.5 
-::[of ::if:-s 

24 1£12 
--5"3'-. -Zl:2 

_:.2...t_ -18._~ 
13 --4'] 

48 15.8 
-154-- -623 

46 119 -111'- -3'21 

__ lg _ 3.0 
17 --4'1 

'" CIRCUITS WHERE SUPERIOR C.OURT JUDGESHIP HAS BEEN ADDED BETWEEN 1916 AND 1979 
** CIRCUITS WHICH EITIiER ADDED OR ABOLISHED A STATE COURT BETWEEN 1976 AND 1979 + WHERE THE SUPERIOR ,COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE 

of 

.' . 

.•. 

TOTAL 
CIVIL 

II lI: 

38 4.2 
-n-- 0.0 

143 -13.1 --rr- -4,-": . , 
-98 -6.~ 
-W- -If.1 

25 3.0 
----5-- -':-0] 

-226 -22.4 
---4f- -':-6£ 

-131 -16.6 
--f65- ::3i) 

28 4.9 
--65'- rr:-6 

-198 111...:E --f2- 1.8 

30 4.0 
-166- 25-:3 

66 7.6 
--194- 24:-3 

38 4.2 
-i'19- 13':-7 

JUVENILE 
FILINGS 

TOTAL 
JUVENILE 

II 

-3 
---:.-:r 

61' 
-183'" 

33 
--.:rr 

8 
--':-[3 

-4 '---5-5 

__ ...3...3_ 
81 

25 
---=7 

-29 
-19 

-15 ---14 

0 ----0 

.. 0 ----0 

% 

-16. 1 
"'8 -:',1r. 

80. 
-5-08-. 

9 
:3 

35. 
--""3lT. 

4 
:'2 

26. o 
3 -2L.. 

-4. 2 
o -[41:-

__ ll,-o 
8 81 

33. 7 
1 --':-5':-

-20. 
-18. 

-19. 

9 
4 

5 
9 --iii'-: 

-
-

-
-
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EXHIBIT IVa AVERAGE AND OBSERVED RATE OF CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS 
PER JUDGE; FY1976 - FY1979 AND FY1978 - FY1979 

CRIMINAL 
FIU"";S 

TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL 
FIUf'(;S FELONY MISO. TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL 

CIRCUIT II % II % II :I: II X II :I: II :I: 

SOl)Tt-j GEORGI A '" 
AVG CHANGE IS76-1979 -288 -18.1 -29 -7.5 -69 -35.4 4 67.1 -94 15.8 -100 -22.B ---------------------- ---r5 --D -'[1-- -8~9·-:5g- :4"3') -ro-- 2"5"01 -;2"r- =4":-S ---zr- --rIi IES CHANGE 1978-1979 

SOUTHERN 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 ___ ZZ __ 2-l -2 -1.0 6 6.1 0 0 3 0.8 " -0.6 -" ---------------------- :21-- :7~5' --:9- -:8]) --i-- Ilia1 -:3"a- :7~6 --fo- -3":-0 oes CHANGE 1978-1979 -179 -12.1 

SOUTHWESTERN 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -32 -:-23 -21 -8.9 -10 -12.6 -1 -20.6 -31 -9.9 -34 -5.6 ----------------------- ---i2" -1):9 :20-- :12J --:4- -:6]; -:9-- :81] -:~n- :14"li --29- -5':-6 IES CHANGE 1978-1979 

STQ/\E MTN. " 

AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 ___ 66 _2L2 _Zl __ 8.7 __ =1_ -7.2 1 - 22 8.4 -1 -0.2 ---------------------- :15] :333 --2-- faa] -:54- :15] -:23"- :6:-1 08S CHANGE 1978-1979 -63 -4.2 -51 -6 
TALLAPOOSA '" 

AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -Z42 :1f1 ::10 __ 
:~:t -51 -121 -=~~- -18A -99 -1104 -119 .13.0 ---------------------- --iij~ --18- - -~q :28] -:50- -:6~ -for 17:-1 08S CHANGE 1978-1979 -14 5.;;, -53 

TIFTON 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 

--~~~ 2~L] -4~-- l~.L3 __ =1_ -01 __ 1~_ - 17 __ ~1l 24 4.7 
OBS-CHANGE-197s=1979-- 4 3 1 .6 22 --'n 18 85~7 --85- 15.S', --48-- -9:-4 14 .... 

TOOr-eS 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 __ ~1~ lZL~ _44 __ 16 ... Z -=~Q- -~1j 221 53.8 215 13.4 . -4S---11! ----------------------- --4] :683- :421 =614- :231 "":29~ :8:-7 OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 -492 -~2...., 34 11.4 35 

WAYCROSS 
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 71 5.2 14 6.6 -6 -3. 25 28.1 33 6~4 -19 -6.4 ---------------------- -:187 =1'IJ :8~6 --6: -:63- ':jo] -:7i)"- :11'1 :13rc -=-35.1 IES CHANGE 1978-1979 -23 11 

WESTERN '" 
AVG CHANC£ 1976-1979 88 lQ ... Q -=~-- =~ ... ~ __ 11- _~91. 8 232.1 20 6.5 12 -~~~ ------------------,---- --207 --2r 2400 -12r '51[3 --'4r OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 24 4 14 6.6 88 1461 17. 

STATEWIDE I 

AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -22 =1 ... .3 __ .9 __ _.3 ... 1 _=J.J_ -6.8 -3 -2.2 -7 -1.1 -32 -7.9 ----------------------- ---87 -5:7 --13- IiC") -"40-- -6:9 --:3- :(;:9 OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 5.7 12 4.0 9 

CIVIL JUVENILE 
FIUf'(;S FIUf'(;S 
O(J.1ESTIC TOTAL TOTAL 
RELATIONS CIVIL JUVENILE 

II :I: II :I: II :I: • 

-63 -14.3 -162 -18.5 -32 -26.1 

r! 
II 
I ~ 
Ii 
!I 

~ 
--4"(1- -14:3 ---4"4" --8":3 --:g-: :rr:a 

77 162 76 9.8 -2 -30.7 :roo- :,[G]j -:r5G :r1~ ---r- -5a:-a 
6 13 -28 -21 27 55.1 

--:;r -:f:7 --'-'[r --'[2 --1'[- -if(J:-O 

67 10.1 66 6.5 0 ---14"- -1:-8 ---:g -:OB ---(r ------
-21 -4.4 -141 :l~~ -2 -7.0 

--47- rr:-8 -148- ---5- -20:-S 

71 11.9 95 8.6 58 89.1 
-141- 23:-4 -um- -r7] -169- 497:-r 

-18 -4.0 -62 -7.5 189 85.8 
-:42- :9:-4 -:7}- :9-:-1 -193- -110-:-2 

41 8.2 22 2.8 16 36.6 
-:IS- :3:-0 :15li- =15) --115- 132-:-4 

58 20.6 69 12 .~ -1 -12.6 
--42- 11~D --Sli- -1'31 --:5- ::3B-:-5 

10 1.8 -21 -2.2 7 15.9 
--23- -;r~1 --20- -2-:-2 --27- --g3"~1 

! * CIRCUIT WHERE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGESHIP HAS BEEN ADDED BETWEEN 1976 AND 1979 
** CIRCUIT WHICH EITHER ADDED OR ABOLISHED A STATE COURT BETWEEN 1976 AND 1979 
t WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE I 

____ I 

, . , 

-1 , 
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EXHIBIT IV ANALYSIS 

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 the 

average changes of individual circuits. These av~rages 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. Three exceptions 

are felony, domestic relations, and juvenile filings. 

Despite the decline in most case categories and in total filings between 

1976 and 1979, there has been a significant increase, 87 cases per judge (5.7%) in 

total filing~ between 1978 and 1979. All case types except general civil exhibited 

an increase during the last year; the decrease in general civil cases was only three 

cases per judge (-0.9%). The two case types within the exclusive jurisdiction of the 

superior courts, felony' and domestic relations, increased by 12 (4.0%) and 23 (4.1%), 

respectively. The largest increase was in juvenile filings, 27 (93.1%). 

Two circuits are characterized by increases in total filings of at least one 

standard deviation above the mean average and observed numerical and percentage 

increases for both periods. The two circuits are: 

ATLANTIC 
TIFTON 

Both Cord~le and Toombs had increases in total filings greater than one 

standard deviation above the mean average and observed numerical increases, for 

FYl976-FYl979 and FY1978-FY1979. 

UThts tncrease is due, in part, to improved record keeping methods. 
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There were no circuits which met the same criteria 
for felony filings per judge. 

However, Dougherty and Dublin, 
were very close to meeting these criteria. Circuits 

whose felony filings incre d b 

since 1978 included: 
ase y more than one standard deviation above the mean 

COWETA 
DOUGHERTY 
MACON 
MIDDLE 

In domestic rel t' f'l 
a lons 1 ings, several circuits have greater average increases 

than the statewide average increase per year Since ca'/endar .y. ear 1976. 
The circuits 

in which the average increase 1976-1979 exceeds 
the circuit mean increase by more 

than one standard deviation are: 

ATLANTIC 
BLUE RIDGE 
CONASAUGA 
SOUTHERN 

The circuits with increases which exceed the cl'rucl't mean by more than one 
standard deviation in domestic relations f'l 

1 ings per judge, FY1978-FY1979, are: 
GRIFFIN 
PATAULA 
TIFTON 
PIEDMONT 

No circuit appears on both lists; Tifton however, was e~tremely close to the 

cutoff point for the 1976 to 1979 time period and was on the. list for the 1978 
to 1979 time period. 

There is a ,qual ification for this exhibit that must be made 
in regard to any 

cons i dera ti on of trends in general civil fi lings. 'The decrease 
in general civil 

filings, particularlY in the average change figures, may be due in part to an 

alteration of the methodology used to gather caseload data since 1977. In 1~!77 the 

civi 1 cas,e type, independent motions, was f"l'rst ~ounted. . 
It is possible that Some 
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portion of the fi1i~gs counted as independent motions in 1977 and 1978 were 

co 11 ected as generail ci vi 1 cases in pri or years (see Methodology, ,page 18). 

As a result of t'his change in ,rdata c~d'ectionprocedure, the FY1979 general civil 

average and observed change may seem low when compared to pre-FY1977 changes. 

') 

() 

• 

Three circuits show numerical increases in general civil filings at least 

one standard deviafion above the mean for both 1976-1979 and 19'78-1979. They are: 
\- ~. 

DUBLIN 
", PIEDMONT 

ROME 

Circuits which have experienced the largest numerical increases in general 

civil filings between 1978 and 1979 include: 
() 

.,ft'-

DUBLIN 
PfEDMOrjT 
ROME 
TALLAPOOSA 

, Atlantic; Coweta, and Tifton circuits showed an increase in general civil 

filings between 1976 and 1979 greater than one standard deviation above the mean. 

~~However, the general civil caseload per judge in the Atlantic Circuit declined by 

a stgnificantamount between 1978 and 1979. 

When domestic rel~tions ,and general civil ca.sesare combined into the total, 

ci,vi'l category and analyzed, .one can see that only one circuit is characterized 

by numerical increases in total civil cases ofa~ leastone~tandard deviati.on 

above the mean for both time peri.ods. That cirquit is: 
'\": 

TIFTON 

Those circuits with high numerical increases in total civil filings between 
1978 and 1979 include: 

.GRIFFIN 
PIEDMONT 
TIFTON 
PATAULA . 
TALLAPOOSA 

97 

230 
194 
189 
166 
148 

I) 

f 



--

=~~==~~--~~~----~----~--------------~.~.--~~~-------------------­
~~--==---= .. =--- .. _.- .. 

Only two circuits displayed extreme numerical increases in ,juvenile filings 

per judge from 1976 to 1979 and from 1978 to 1979. They are: 

AUGUSTA 
TOOMBS 

Two other circuits show h~igh increases from 1978 tp 1979. They are: 

MIDDLE 
TIFTON 

These abrupt increases ·should be qualified since a more extensive effort in 

locating juvenile filings was made in the fiscal years 1978 and 1979 data collect jon 

and, therefore, ~ould have inflated both the statewide and the circuit's ~verage 

and 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 which need attention are those in which the 

caseload is both high and increa,sing. -Exhibit I should be used iriconj~nctio" with 

Exhibit IV to identify those cii·cuits whose caseloads are large 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 

w'ithexcessive workload as defined ,by fHing levels., There have been three criteria 

of particular concernt.;high caselo.ad·volume, high volume in "the most demanding case 

types, and historical trends incaseload indicative of a stable or increasing caseload. 

Exhibit I ranks the top ten circuits in total filings per judge as: 

CHEROKEE 
. TOOMBS 

ALAPAHA 
ROME 
CORDELE 
TIFTON 
ATLANTIC 
COWETA 
MOUNTAIN 
CONAsAUGA 

S134 
360S 
251S 
2487 
2372 
2372 
2199 
2190 
2168 
2079 

The data in .. Exhibit II i'ndicates that there are five circuits with ratios of 

counts-to-defendants greater than 1.S. In alphabetical order, these cir'cuits are: 

CLAYTON 
COBB' 
CONASAUGA 
GRIFFIN 
MOUNTAIN 

However, the circuits with 'the highest ratios of counts-to-defendants on felony 
indictments, (greater than 1.5) produce:the following list: 

ALCOVY 
ATLANTIC 
AUGUSTA 
BLUE RIDGE 
CLAYTON 
COBB 
CONASAUGA 

DOUGHERTY, 
GRIFFIN 
MOUNTAIN 
NORTHERN 
ROME 
TALLAPOOSA 
WAYCROSS 

The felony ratio is more significant since felonies require the greatest portion 

of judge time ~Jnong the criminal case types. These,circuits' workloads may be 
J/ 

, ,.. iF 
,Underestlmated when defendants, rather than counts, are used to estimate workload. 
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When felony, domestic relations, and gerieral civil filings are aggregated 

to determine excessive caseload volume in the most demanding case types (Exhibit III), 

the circuits which exceed the mean of 1,164 by more than one standard deviation are: 

COBS 
COWETA 
TIFTON 
HOUSTON 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 

Many circuits have experienced large increases in one.9r more case types for 

one of the time periods, 1976-1979 or 1978-1979. The principal interest of Exhibit 

IV lies in those circuits with increased filings during both time periods. 

The Atlantic and Tifton Circuits have much larger average and observed 

increases in total filings than the statewide increases per judge. No circuit 

shows numerical increases in felony filings greater than one standard deviation above 

the mean for both 1976 to 1979 and 1978 to 1979. In the civil case categories, the 

circuits which meet this latter criteria are: Dublin, Piedmont, and Rome in general 

c;vn; and Tifton in total civil. The Augusta and Toombs Circuits evidence large 

increases in juvenile filings in these two time periods. 

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 II!), 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 

addit'conal Council policies affect the final recommendations. For example, all other 

things being equal, a multi-county, one-judge circuit included in the above lists 

would be more favorably considered for an additional judgeship than a single-county, 

multi-judge circuit. 

• 

~~-,-,---------------------------------

C .. HAPTER 111- Caseload in the Superior 

Courts: FY1979 Dispositions 

EXHIBIT V 

EXHIBIT VI 

EXHIBIT VII 

EXHIBIT VIII 

TOTAL FY1979 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND 
DISPOSITIONS AS PERCENT OF FILINGS PER 
JUDGE 

TOTAL FY1979 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND 
PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

FY1979 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY 
CASE TYPE AND NUMBeR DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

FY1979 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE 
TYPE AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 
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CHAPTER III - INTRODUCTION 

Chapter III presents th~ data on FY1979 dispositions compiled in three 

different manners. In Exhibit V, "Total FY1979 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 challenged. Special attention should be giyen to the differences 

in dispositions as percent of filings1figures among the circuits and between 

the circuits and the statewide circuit mean. 

,Exhibit VI, II Total FY1979 Dispositions per Judge and Percent Disposed by 

Each Method," details further the disposition data. It provides information in 

percentages for the total criminal and civil caselbads by the specific method 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. 

Exhibit VII, IIFY1979 Crim'ina1 Dispositions per Judge by Case Type and Number 

Di sposed by Each Method,.· and Exhi bit VI II, "FY1979 Ci vil Di sposi ti ons per Judge 

by Case Type and Number Disposed by Each Method,,· describe dispositions in terms 

of criminal counts and civil cases by case-type and methods of disposition. In 

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

ti.vo exhi bi t,s can also be, used to compare the di fferences in amounts of judge time 

used to handle similar nutllbers of certain case types. 

,,' , 

4. ,."' 
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EXHIBIT V 

Tota 1 FY1979 Di S os,i ti ons. 
Dis oSitions as Percent of 

Filings per Judge 

The total FY1979 dispOSitions per judge and the dispOSitions as a 

percent of the total filings per judge are presented in Exhibit V for each 

of the criminal, ~ivil and juvenile case types. The figures indicate the total 

number of criminal and civil docket entries and the number of juvenile casesv 

that were disposed of during FY1979 in each circuit. Total dispOSitions 

per judge and d~sPositions per judge for each case type are presented as 

percents of total FY1979 filings in each respective' case type. 

There ar,e several important qual ifications required for the interpretation 

of the data in Exhibit V. First, the criminal and civil dispOSitions refer to 

the docket entries which were completely disposed as to all parties, all counts, 

and all tlaims. 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.) 

Secondly, these figures include dispOSitions without: regard to the method 
I " 

by which the case was terminated. Here, the emphasis is only on the total 

Volume of dispOSitions per judge. DispOSitions by method are present~d in 
Exhibits VI, VII and VIII. 

vJuveni le case dispositions are presented in thi,s study in terms of the number 
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 1979 fiscal year. It should be noted that these 

cases could have been filed at any time between July 1, 1973 and June 30, 1979, not 

only during the past fiscal year. 

For purposes of comparison the dispositions per judge have been presented 

as a percent of the cases filed per judge for each case type. In this way, the 

the reader can compare the number of cases disposed with filings per judge to 

determine whether dispositions are keeping pace with filing demand. Care must be 

used in interpreting the results. For example, if the felony dispositions per judge 

equal ni'nety-five percent of the felony filings per judge, one could conclude that 

barring any previous excessive accumulation of open cases, the court may be able to 

adequately handle its caseload by increasing its disposition rate. On the other 

hand, if this court is disposing of its cases at capacity, one could expect that 

there would be an accumulation of open c~ses of at least five percent of filings 

each year. 

To locate circuits that should be examined to determine if an additional 

superior court judge is needed, attention s~ould 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. 

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 ;s no 
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need for an addificnal judicial position. The judges may be working nights and 
.~' ..... ~! '~',-" ,. 

weekends in order to keep up with their cCl~eload and may need a judge as much as 
a c i rCti i t with 1 ow percent~.ges. 

Secondly, the percentages in the civil cases should be viewed critically 

since the civil case records often do not account for all.dispositions of c~vil 
cases. In some instances cases are settled by the pa,rties without notification 

to the clerk, and often, cases automati.cally closed under the five year .administra-
. Ii 

tive termination statute are not cleal"ly designated as disposed. Therefore, one 

m;-gh.t e.xpect the civi 1 category percentages to be somewhat 1 owe~ than the crimi na 1 

percentages without necessar"i ly indicating a probl em in case processing. 

105 

"""""-----t·---_ .. ~_4. -"'-""' __ =-="'_~H ________ _ 



---- ~~~---~--------~--~. 

r 
EXHIBIT VI TOTAL FY1979 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND DISPOSITIONS AS PERCENT OF FILINGS PER JUDGE 

TOTAL CRIMINAL DISPOS!TIONS CIVIL DISPOSITIONS JUV. DSPN. 
DISPO- -. 

SITImS FEL(N( ~ISOEMEANO TRAFFIC TOT. CRHt GEN. CIVIL DOM. REl.. INl~10TION TOT. CIVIL TOT. JUV. 

CIRCUIT II ~ II X II X II ~ II ~ II X II X (I X (I X II x 

ALAPAHA 12074 82 5 193 67.~ 427 78.6 950 94.0 570 85.4 170 76.2 172 74.5 39 39.0 381 68.9 123 ,l00 ,0 
ALCOVY 1165 83.6 186 82.7 232 78.4 49 90.7 466 81.2 221 77.3 318 97.2 160 77 7 699 85 3 - -,-

ATLANTA lAOS 93 !i 405 100. () 1 00.0 0 - 406 100.0 332 86.2 582 96.4 95 78.7 999 91. 'j - -
ATLANTIC 12 1 50 97.8 180 , 80.4 48 75.0 807 99.8 034 94.3 366 13.0 537 99.4 -]]5 83.9 1018 101. 98 91i 5 
AUGUSTA 11505 ,84,4 149 1.01.4 67 95.7 7 77 .8 223 98.7 -193 83,5 1643 IBO .. B 1.47 81 7 9A~ A14 1299 85 '3 
BLUE RIDGE 1779 97.9 241 1100,,( 390 196 8 248 196.9 878 97 6 211 B2 9 1570 :105. q 118 qll q 901 qA 1 - --
BRUNSWICK 1441 78.7 154 85.1 73 66.4 5 83.3 232 78.4 275 1664 1715 87.8 225 Zl.4 12J r- 7B.B - -
CHATfAHOOCHEE 1397 76.6 490 116.1 125 87.4 56 93.3 672 07.5 142 550 1468 61 3 B~ 53.0 1)90 158.9 35 128.4 
CHEROKEE 5331 103.8 294 84.7 690 93.8 3210 112.2 ~194 06.3 405 95 1 14AA 100 f" 244 A7 1 11U I Q'\ " - -

" ---
CLAYTON i1545 99.9 203: 86,( 5 500.0 1 !i00 '210 111.5 227 8..1LJ 810 95 3 2-98 159 4 1335 02 2 - -
COBB 1816 93.3 521 109.( 37 02.8 3 75.0 561 08.5 ~9] J3.0 924 ~mJ J3tf 1100.0 )255 87 8 - -
CONASAUGA 1975 95.0 191 Rlf 20? 101 .0 76 1102.7 468 -93,0 456 R9.9 716 102 29q AA 7 .. ill] 95.5 36 95.5 
CORDELE 2285 96 '1 1208 1109. E 806 97 2 43 82.7 11057 98.7 422 98 4 460 96 4 155 75.6 l03Z 9.13 191 11005 
COWETA 1848 84.4 321 98. f 79 98.8 101 106.3 501 00.0 427 79 1 711 90.3 204 57.e 1342 79.6 5 111·1 
DOUGHERTY 1275 97.0 299 95. ~ 6 ~OO.O 0 - 304 96.5 2J3 109.9 lil~ 10? 10'\ Ii? 1 .JHJ 91 I - -
DUBLIN 11350 BO 1 350 U5. ~ 47 67.9 0 - 397 20.3 371 65 7 385 85 115 48 1 871 69 5 82 92 1 
EASTERN 11159 86 1 396 98." 0 - 8 - 404 00.0 _101 7qq 4At'l 87 164 filJi 155 80 J - -
FLINT 1151 92 0 133 124 .• 139 97.9 27 135 .. ( 290 10.8 375 185,6 1282 B6 ~ 143 78 1 800 84 ! 53 74 6 
GRIFFIN 1561 88 4 219 90. 171 92.4 145 89.e 534 90.4 ?q7 181 1 ,575 9? . Hi!; A? Q lnn .B2 - -
GWINNElT 1101.8. 93c4 125 84.5 2 ~OO.O 0 - 127 85.2 160 191 .4 557 q4 ' 174 97.8 891 94 - -
HOUSTON 1539 89.7 274 97.5 2 00.0 0 - 276 97.5 299 04.9 827 89 2 137 ~1 126,'l 88 2 - -

* WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE. 
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EXHIBIT V: TOTAL FY1979 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND DISPOSITIONS AS PERCENT OF FILINGS PER JUDGE 

TOTAL CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS CIVIL DISPOSITIONS JUV. DSPN. 
DISPO-

SITIONS FELONY tISDEMEANOI TRAFFIC TOT. CRIM. GEN. CIVIL DOM. REL. If'nMOTI ON! TOT. CIVIL TOT. JUV. 
CIRCUIT II X II :¥ II X II X II X II :¥ II :¥ II X II :¥ II :¥ 

-
LOOKOUT MTN. 1447 88.8 199 76.( 327 04.5 61 87 1 587 .91 t1 2q~ 1100 ~ fi?1 10? 7 ?R 17 ~ 1346 87 J 14 67.2 
MACON 1420 87.1 352 91.9 56 01.8 17 85. (] 425 92.~ I?I\O R1 t. fi'!4 RQ 4 12~ 74 .987 ~5 .2 8 57.5 
MIDDLE 1115 82.7 186 88.2 1 00.0 1 - 187 88.2 i?~O RR ~ 400 79 5 77 52 71fi 78.(J ~12 96.6 
r40JNTAIN 2210 101.9 152 a4.(] 185 06.3 85 106.3 422 97.0 539 102 ~ 763 08,5 331 97.t 11633 11041 1155 94 5 
NORTHEASTERN 11927 :101 9 217 91.6 185 07.6 269 86.5 670 93.1 410 108. ~ 529 109.8 265 100.t. 1204 107.1 1\::1 1111 ,6 

" 

NORTHERN 11264 ,91 . J1 123 91.1 305 93.3 74 139.6 501 97.3 253 86. ~ 268 88 4 149 85.f 670 87,1 01 OR 0 

OCMULGEE 11356 86fi 229 91.f 316 91.3 73 90.1 618 91.4 230 81.( 229 87.4 107 64. f 566 '79.7 172 95.4 
OCONEE 1444 94.4 178 114.1 310 93.1 178 103.5 665 IIOO.l 312 91.~ 278 98.9 67 56 ~ 657 88,7 11?2 94.? 
OGEECHEE 988 92 3 164 97.6 17 121.4 14 155.6 194 101.1 338 94 - 307 90.R 69 67.f 714 R9.6 Rfl 01\ ? 

PATAULA 1727 92.7 312 86.4 365 79.5 29 82.9 706 82.1 483 1115. { 404 100.7 93 67. i 9RO 1102.2 41 R?O 
PIEDMONT 2102 104.4 ~156 99.4 260 102.0 368 101.1 784 101.( 551' 107.f 581 20.8 186 75 ( 11318 1106 5 - -
ROf'.1E 2341 941 171· 97.7 907 101.3 58 90.6 1136 100.; 526 95.1 440 00.9 239 65.t 11205 89,1 - -
SOUTH GEORGIA 1153 . 99 6 290 88.2 80 105.3 12 85.7 381 90. ~ 297 llfi«; ~1q . Infi ~ A1. fll A 119 1106 7 fi~ Rn R 
SOUTHERN 1202 84.0 194 83.3 105 101.0 2 100.0 301 89. 218 75.1 564 88.0 115 71.l 897 82.3 4 122 2 
SOUTHWESTERN 1501 98.4 209 iJO.6 56 93.3 2 100.0 267 121. ~ 533 98,C 492 09 ~ 143 71 f 1J68 !Jl,ll 66 58.9 
ST()\jE MIN • 1613 98.8 243 91.7 7 58.3 3 75.0 253 90.( 325 92. 860 08.0 175 85.f 1360 100 6 - -
TALLAPOOSA 1493 76.6 185 ~08.2 295 94.3 153 12.5 632 101.~ 436 62.«; 323 72.3 84 52. ~ 843 64 8 18 63.1 
TIFTON 1939 81.7 168 54.6 170 98.8 17 43.6 355 68.4 1459 R2 1 725 976 203 5R 13R7 R41 197 97.0 
TOOMBS 3076 85.3 252 83.4 638 81.2 805 88.2 1695 84 "} 1229 75 ~25 RO ? 1h1 72~ 715 _16 J1 b66 99.0 
\A/AYCROSS 1332 83.6 177 81.9 170 90.0 143 00.0 490 89.4 194 75.f 460 79 3 109 83 I 763 78,.9 79 100.6 
t~ESTERN 1225 101.9 284 29.7 84 89.4 21 84.0 389 115.1 277 92 ~ 390 96,R 1'5R 95 I R2fi 94.g 11 131.3 
CIRCUIT MEAN 1682 91.0 237 92.7 200 ~10.9 193 94.5 630 95.~ 316 RR? 516 93.6 1149 74.1 9R1 RR.4 70.6 60.2 

* WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A Jl.IVENILE COURT JUDGE. 
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EXHIBIT V ANALYSIS 

As expected, civil disposition rates averaged several percentage points 

below criminal disposition rates. The statewide mean for each of the criminal 

categories is over 90% while each of the civil categories except domestic 

relations ha'l/e averages less than 90%. Total dispositions average 91.0% of 

tota 1 fi 1 ; n~i$ . 
J\ 

Although the total dispositions category, like the total filings category, 

identifies circuits with volume casel-oads rather than difficult caseloads, the 

imposition on the judge of high disposition volumes in such circuits cannot 

be ignored. Circuits in which the total number ,of dispositions per judge 

exceeds the mean by more than one standard deviation are: 

CH.EROKEE 
TOOMBS 

5,331 
3,076 

Although Cordele and Rome do not ,exceed the statewide circuit mean of 
"L; 

1,682 by as much as one standard deviation their total per judge dispositions 

are significantly higher than the statewide circuit mean. 

A larger number of dispositions, however, is not in and of itself a good. 

indicator 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 in another court in which the composition of the caseload is different. 

If the majority of the cas"eload can be processed by methods such as defaul t 

judgment or guilty plea, less time will be consumed than if a large number of 

the dispositions w~re 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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A low disposition rate does not necessarily signal a strain on the 

court because the court may not be operating at full capacity. If a drcuit 

has both a high number of dispositions and a low disposition rate, 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: 

ALAPAHA 
COWETA 
TIFTON 
TOOMBS 

Of these circuits Toombs has the highest volume of dispostions (3,076) with 

one of the lowest disposition rates (85.3%). 

Alapaha and Toombs are the only two circuits in which the total criminal 

dispositions 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 

per judge 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 (*). 

FELONY MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC 

ATLANTA ALAPAHA* ALAPAHA 
CHATIAHOOCHEE CHEROKEE ATLANTIC 
COBB CORDELE CHEROKEE 
DUBLIN ROME TOOMBS* 
EASTERN TOOMBS* 
MACON 

There are nine circuits for which the total civil' di.spositions per 

judge are greater than one standard deviation 'above the statewide mean (98.1%). 
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Four of these also have a disposition rate of less 

COBB 
COWETA 
HOUSTON 
TIFTON 

than 90%. 

By, utilizing the same criteria, it appears that there are two circuits 

whose domestic relations caseloads are causing some strain. 

BRUNSWICK 
HOUSTON 

One should keep in .mind that both the number of dispositions and the 

disposition rates are subjecttoa number of internal variables that limit the 

usefulness of this exhibit for identif;ying circuits needing additional judgeships. 

Caseload complexity, terms of court, filing practices of the district attorney, 

and judges' . methods of operation may vary and, thereforef affect the dispOSition 
data. 
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EXHIBIT VI 

Total FY1979 Dispositions per Judge and Percent Disposed by Each Method 

This exhibit illustrates the percentages of criminal and civil cases disposed 

by method 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 

crimina] dispositions are listed first and the civil dispositions, second, in 

each column. 

There are two important qualifications to make in relation to this exhibit. 

First, the criminal and civil dispositions have not been added together to get 

a circuit total. This is because the dispositions were collected On criminal 

"counts" and civil "docket entries". The 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 j~ry could render sev~ral 

verdicts on multiple counts with 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 dispositions include those of independent motions. 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 four general disposition categories included in this exhibit: 

non-adjudicated, non-trial, non-jury trial and'jury trial. To obtain these 

categories, some of the more specific disposition types were combined. 
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The civil non-trial category is composed of cases terminated without 

adjudication at the conclusion of the full presentation of issues and evidence. 

This includes default judgments, consent judgments and judgments on the 

pleadings. The non-jury trial category is limited to those cases in which 

evidence was presented to a judge and a judgment was rendered on the merits 

o.f the case. 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 non-trial disposition includes 

guilty pleas and "non-trial other"W dispositions. The non-jury trial categories 

for criminal dispositions are the same as for civil di~positions. 
D 

The value of the exhibit is to present the total dispOSitions of the 

superior court during F.Y1979 and to illustrate the methods of disposition. 

Exhibits VII and VIII detail the distribution of case dispositions by method 

for each of the criminal and civil filing types. After observing the detail 

. of Exhibits VII and VIII, the reader will hav~ an opportunity to refer to 

Exhibit VI and observe the total picture of the dispositions. 

w A . .non-trial other disposition includes criminal charges for which the defendant 
was found to be deceased or not guilty by reason of insanity, the defendant was 
extradited or the case was transferred to another court. 
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EXHIBIT VI, TOTAL FY1979 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND PERCENT DISPOSED 
BY EACH METHOD 

# X X X NON- l'( 

CIRCUIT DISPOSED NON-ADJUDICATED NON-TRIAL JURY TRIAL JURY TRIAL 

ALAPAHA .. " 

CRIMINAL COUNTS 1575 56.9 42.4 0.3 0.4 
CIVIL CASES 381 25.5 69.7 1.3 3.5 

ALCOVY 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 654 3.7 95.0 0.1 1.2 
CIVIL CASES 655 24.0 .. 47.1 27.3 1.7 

ATLANTA 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 498 14.7 80.1 0.2 5.0 
CIVIL CASES ~99 31 9 54.3 11.9 1.8 

ATUNTIC 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 1224 76.4 2i.6 0.3 1.7 
CIVIL CASES 1080 24,7 16.7 !;)/~U 1.6 

." 

AU GUSTf\ 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 383 35.7 54.0 14 8 9 
CIVIL CASES 983 15.4 58.0 23.8 27 

BLUE RIDGE , 
CRIMINAL COUNTS Ij4~ II .6 82.3 1.6 41 5 
CIVIL CASES 901 36.7 24.4 36.6 2.4 

BRUNSWICK 
'CRIMINAL COUNTS 302 38 .. 2 54.6 1 .2 6 0 
CIVIL CASES . 1215 28.4 18.2 51.6 1.8 

CHATTAHOOCHEE 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 677 36.9 58 5 1.9 2.7 
CIVIL CASES 690 15.9 9.2 73.9 1.0 

CHEROKEE 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 4393 73.7 24.1 0.9 1.4 
CIviL CASES 1137 34.0 35,4 28,6 ? n 

CLAYrON 
CRIM,INAL COUNTS 553 20.1 53.2 1 .9 24,8 
CIVIL CASES 1334 25.8 30.1 42.6 1.5 

COBB 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 1014 59.5 37.8 0.1 2.6 
CIVIL CASES 1254 23.4 14.8 61.0 0.8 

CONA.5AUGA 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 880 20.7 74.8 0.1 4 4 
CIVIL CASES 1471 33 6 30,8 ~4.0 1.6 

CORDELE 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 1196 _192 774 o 3 3.0 
CIVIL CASES 1037 34 4 12.8 51 .3 1 4 

COWETA 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 691 24.1 67.6 0.5 7.8 
CIVIL CASES 1341 23.0 40.6 35.2 1.2 

EXHIBIT VI, TOTAL FY1979 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND PERCENT DISPOSED 
BY EACH METHOD 

# " 

X l'( X NON- l'( CIRCUIT - DISPOSED" NON-ADJUDICATED NON-TRIAL JURY TRIAL JURY TRIAL .-
DOUGHERTY 

CRIMINAL COUNTS .5]3 13.4 7}L3 _0 . 9 3 CIVIL CASES 971 33 3 64 9 0 1.8 
DUBLIN. 

CRIMINAL COUNTS 647 54,4 37.1 4 :3 4.2 CIVIL CASES 871 38.0 18.4 42~4 .1.3 
EASTERN 

CRIMINAL COUNTS 473 24.4 7n 0 o 2 5.4 CIVIL CASES 755 . 23.8 6 7 61.5 2.1 
FLINT 

~R1MlNAL .COUNTS 415 4? I; 4e; 7 3 Ii 8 2 CIVIL CASES 799 27Q 1i4B 4 B "2 h 
GRIFFIN 

CRIMINAL COlJNTS 784 51. 1 46 6 o 3 1 9 CIVIL CASES 1027 32 2 49 fi 16 7 1 c; 
GWINt'JE'TT 

CRIMINAL COUNTS 245 10. 1 78 3 0 11 . Ii CIVIL CASES 892 27.3 24 n 41; R ':In 
HOUSTON 

CRIMINAL COUNTS 427 17. 1 65.3 5 4 12 2 CIVIL CASES 1 ?Ii~ 717 n ?4 Ii 3 7 
LOOKOUT MTN. 

CRIMINAL COUNTS 645 61.2 35.4 o 4 3 1 CIVIL CASES .968 34.2 16.6 _48 1 1 1 
MACON 

CRIMINAL COUNTS 644 40.7 54 2 n 2 5.0 CIVIL CASES 987 29.3 12 3 t;1i 2 , , 
MIDDLE " 

(RIMlNAL COUNTS 303 _20.2 739 ., 1 2 4 8 CIVIL CASES 716 29.6 6 2 62 5 1 .7 
MOUNTAIN -

CRIMINAL COUNTS 725 33.0 63 4 0 3.6 CIVIL CASES 1633 38 1 26 2 33 R 1 Q 
NORTHEASTERN " 

CRIMINAL COUNTS 794 26 4 67 1 n 1 n 4 CIVIL CASES 1203 38 2 22 7 31; 7 1 4 
NORTHERN 

CRIMINAL COUNTS 706 33.2 _64 3 1 .0 1 5 CIVIL CASES 670 25.8 51 8 19 6 2 R 
OCMULGEE 

" 

CRIMINAL COUNTS 775 350 60.6 o 4 4 n CIVIL CASES 566 26.3 20.0 . 52 8 _Q9 

1\ 
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EXHIBIT VIz TOTAL FY1979 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND PERCENT DISPOSED 
BY EACH METHOD 

# ~ :I: X NON- ~ 

CIRCUIT DISPOSED ~ON-ADJUDICATED NON-TRIAL JURY TRIAL JURY TRIAL 

OCdNEE 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 868 38_3 !is ~ 4,6 1 11 
CIVIL CASES 656 35.3 17 .1 46.0 ,. i , 

OGEECHEE 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 252 14.5 60.9 19.0 5.6 
ciViL CASES 714 30.1 30.0 38.0 1 9 x}-1 

PATAULA 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 713 18.5 72.4 0.4 B.7 
CIVIL CASES 980 39.5 59.7 0 0.8 

PIEDMONT 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 912 40.5 55 9 a ! 

3.6 
CIVIL CASES 1318 44.1 42.0 12.4 1 5 

ROME 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 1466 49.~ 34.7 9~ 6 4 
CIVIL CASES 1205 36.4 19,3 42,2 2.0. 

SOUTH GEORGIA 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 382 17.3 79 1 n 3.I 
CIVIL CASES 719 36 0 61 .8 o 1 2 2 

SOUTHERN 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 435 37.7 53.4 0.6 8.3 
CIVIL CASES BQ8 ?nS 78 ':l n 4 ns 

SOUTHWESTERN 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 366 3.0 83.1 9.0 4.0 
CIVIL CASES 1168 34.6 12.9 50.0 2,5 

STONE MTN. 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 378 23.1 75.1 0.4 1.4. 
CIVIL CASES 1360 363 549 6 8 2n 

TALLAPOPSA 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 98.3 6.~. 4 19.4 16.~ 1.9 
CIVIL CASES 843 27.4 35.1 35.4 2. 1 

TIFTON 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 446 39.9 54.0 0 6 1 
CIVIL CASES 1387 32 2 65 5 1 2 11 

TOOMBS 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 1984 6_8.3 27.5 2.3 1-.9. 
CIVIL CASES 715 27 7 52,2 16.9 32 

WAYCROSS 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 677 45.9 49.6 1.3 3 3 
CIVIL CASES 6 762 31 9 23 ~ 4? ~ 2 4 

WESTERN 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 476 30.1 56.9 0.8 12. 1 
CIVIl, CASES 825 31.6 34.5 29.6 A4 

C~~~_====~~=-==·====· =--=----------~--------------~~-----
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EXHIBIT VI ANALYSIS 

The most salient feature of this exhibit is the last column, percent of 

dtspositions handled by a jury trial. It should be noted that a low percentage 

of dtspositions by jury tria.l 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 trial~,; will show up as a small percentage. Circuits with the largest 

number of criminal counts per judge disposed by jury trial are: x 

CLAYTON 137 
ROME 94 
PATAULA 62 
CHEROKEE 61 
BLUE RIDGE 60 

Circuits with the largest number of civil cases per judge disposed by 

jury tri'al are: x 

HOUSTON 47 
NORTHEASTERN 40.5 
WESTERN 36 
MOUNTAIN 31 
SOUTHWESTERN 29 

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 portion 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 ~nd 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 above the mean in criminal counts are: 

AUGUSTA 
BRUNSWICK 
CLAYTON 

x Numbers of dispositions by jury trial can be calculated directly from t~e exhibit 
by dividing the percentage by 100 and multiplying by the total number dlsposed. 
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~LINT 
GWINNETT 

"HOUSTON 
NORTHEASTERN 
ROME 
WESTERN 

There are ten ci.rcuits (24%) in wblch both the number of civil cases disposed 

and the percent disposed 'by jury trial are above the mean. 

AUGUSTA 
BLUE RIDGE 
FLINT 
GWINNETT 
HOUSTON 
MACON 
NORTHEASTERN 
SOUTHWESTERN 
TOOMBS 
WESTERN 

In three of these circuits, the number and percent of civil cases disposed 

by jury trial exceed the circuit mean by more than one standard deviation: 

HOUSTON 
NORTHEASTERN 
WESTERN 

In crimi na 1 cases, the data for compari :ion among ci rcui ts of the number of 

counts disposed by a non-jury trial is important since this method of disposition 

requires a considerable amount of judge time and {almost as much judge time as is 

required .by jury t~tals) •. The circuits with the largest number of counts disposed 

by non-jury trial are: 

TALLAPOOSA 
R()fE 
OGEECHEE 
TOOMBS 
OCONEE 

159.7 
136.5 
48 
46 
39.5 

Eigh.t circuits are above the circuit mean of both the number and percent of 

criminal non-jury trial dispositions. 

DUBLIN 
HOUSTON 
OCONEE 
OGEECHEE 
ROME 
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SOUTHWESTERN 
TALLAPOOSA 
TOOMBS 

Comparison of circuits relating to civil npn-jury ~rial dispositions have 
" 

not been made becausecour,t records often do not clearly differentiate ,between 

non-jury trial dispositions andbl~fore-trial dispositions particularly in 

domestic re.1ations cases; therefore, this data'is not totally reliable. 

!, 

120 

,-"" ... ---.".--------~------ -----------' . ,;:t 

~XHIBIT VII 

FYl979 Criminal D,i~positions per Jud,ge by Cas, e Type and Percent Disposed by 
Each Method ' - -

Exhibit VI'! provides more detailed information on criminal dispositions by 

presenting di.spositions by both case typeandm~thod. The total number of criminal 

dockets, defendants,and counts disposed are listed in the first two columns. The 
" I) , 

case types are listed under each circuit name, and the totals are listed on the . ~. . 

final row for each circuit. The percentages of count;"fdi'~~osed by each method 
i[hl 

, , & 
are.ltsted 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 interpre:ting the data in this 

exlitb.it. The total number of dockets listed'in the first column indicates this 

number of i ndtctment.s. ancf accusati ons for whi ch all defendants and counts 1 i sted 
, . 

On eacft i'ndictment or accusation are disposed. The total number of defendants l"isted 

in the first column indicates the number of defendants which had all counts against 

them completely disposed of. The reader Will, recall that criminal disposition 

methods refer to counts disposeQand not to defendants or docket entries. 

The data in Exhibit VII can be interpreted as the proportional distribution 

of all criminal dispositions among the major case types (feloriy,misdemeanor and 

traffic) and the individual method~ of disposition. Particular attention should be 

gi:ven to hi gh percentages of jury tri a 1 sin the felony case type, and the reader 
" 

sftould keep in mind that the"non-trialu·categofY includes all counts disposed 

by a guilty plea. 
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EXHIBIT VII I 

. 

CIRCUIT _. 
ALAPAHA 

FELONY 
/4ISOE1EANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAl.. 
ALCOVY 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFF!C 

TOTAl.. 
ATLANTA 

FELCM' 
MISDE/o'EANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAl.. 
ATLANTIC 

FE1..ONY 
MISOEiVEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAl.. 
AUGUSTA 

FELCM' 
MISD9£ANClR 
TRAFFIC' 

TOTAl.. 
B'iJi'ERIDGE 

Fa.CM' 
MISDEI"EANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
BRUNSWICK 

FEl..ONY 
MISDEM:ANCR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAl.. 
r:HATTAHOOCHEE 

FeU:J-lY 
MISOElEANCR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
CHEROKEE 

FELONY 
MISCEMEANCR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAl.. 
CLAYTON 

FELONY 
MlSOEfJEAAIOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAl.. 

COBB 
FELONY 
M! SDe'.ME:ANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 

FY1979 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

1# OF DISPOSED I I OF COUNTS DISPOSED'BY, 

DEFEN- CASH DEAD.I f'DL I DIS-)I NON-
DOCKETS CANTS COUNTS BOND DOCKET' PROS' MISSED TRIAL 

193 193 196 0 a 56 4.5 12S 
427 428 429 26.5 a 59 8 332.5 
950 950 950 717.5 0 23 1.5 2Utl 

1570 L57 1575 _l44 38 14 bbtl.o 

186 187 282 0 a 16 a 258.5 
232 232 305 0 0 6 1 2~6.5 
49 51 68 0 0 1.5 0 b6 

466 469 654 0 0 23.5 1 b21 

405 441 495 0 62.4 10 0.4 396.3 
1 2 3 0 .J 2.3 
0 0 a a J1 0 0 a 

406 443 498 . 0 62.6 10 --1 0.4 398.5 

1 10 , :n8 a 3.5 74 37.5 175 
18 ~6 ? 2 12 0 75 

RII7 R R Rr .5 0 1.5 0.5 14.5 
10:4 - 1C 12 4 803.5 5.5 87.5 38 264.5 

149 186 287 0 ~4.8 49 4.8 181.5 
_62 67 79 5: .5 0 3.3 11 11.8 

7 7 16 0 a 2 0.3 13.3 
223 260 383 51.5 14.8 54.3 16 206.5 

~ 41 294 512 a 10.5 70.5 21.5 370.5 
190 392 454 0 0 18.5 13.5 405 
48 248 376 0 0 13 8.5 328.5 
78 934 1342 .5 U2 43'.5 U4 

154 182 217 0 5 42.5 3.5 144.5 
73 79 80 34 J.L 2-'-.0 U 1B 
5 5 6 3 JL U U 2.!l 

232 265 302 37 5 70 3.5 165 

490 494 494 0 43.3 128.3 0 297.3 
125 L,5 L2C 3.8 0.3 41 U.J fU.B 

56 57 57 12 2.3 7 0.3 28.3 
_612 676 677 21.8 51.3 176.3 0.5 396.3 

-
?jl4 !31 360 0 31 145 7 140 

31.5 239 27 278.;, 1.(1 • 701 745 128 
2491.5 4 ll2 21 638.0 3: 3 :10 3288 

41 4. 4 42 4393 2619.5 60.5 _It~b 55 1057 

,203 252 . 536 0 1.7 103 3.3 281.3 
10.3 6 14 0 3. 0 5 

1 1 3 U 2.7 
?, 260 553 0 7 06 3.3 294.3 

5" 572 897 0 94.3 142. 3 302.3 331 
37 37 100 16 1 4. 31 47.5 
• 1 , .f! 25 9.5 4.5 

_51i1 612 1014 16 96 149 1342.8 383 

NON- I 
JURY JURY ..... 

3 4.5 
1 2 
0 0 
'I C.::I 

0 7 
0.5 1 

JL.::I _IS 

0.9 24.9 
JL I-L,J.. 
0 0 
o 9 25 

3 14.5 
0.5 4 
0 2.5 
3.5 21 

3.5 33.8 
1.3 0.5 
0.8 0 
5.5 34.3 

4.5 34.5 
7.5 9.5 

ill l~ 
22 Cl 

3.5 18 
IJ_ 
u 

3.5 18 

9.8 15.3 
2.5 2.d 
0.8 0 

13 18 

6 31 
10.5 2<4-

J.::I ~ 
J, .5 oJ. 

9.7 137 
u.3 u 

.3 U 
10.3 137 

0.8 26 
0 0.5 
0 a 
0.8 26.5 

--------------------
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I 
j 
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EXHIBIT VIII 

-
CIRCUIT 

CONASAUGA 
FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAl.. 
CORDELE 

FELONY 
MISDEMEAI-;OR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
COWETA 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAl.. 
DOUGHERTY 

FEI..ONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
DUBLIN 

FELO'S'( 
MISCEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAl.. 
EASTERN 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
FLINT 

FELONY 
MISDEr-'EANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAl.. 
GRIFFIN 

FELONY 
MISDEr'£ANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
GWINNETT 

FELCNY 
MISDEr-EANOR 
TRAFFIc 

TOTAl.. 
'HOUSTON 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
LOOK OUT MOUNTAIN 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 

FY1979 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

1# OF DISPOSEDI 1# OF COUNTS DISPOSED BYI 
DEFEN- CASH DEAD NOL DIS- NCN-DOC~ OMITS COUNTS BOND DOCKET PROS MISSED TRIAL . 

i91 ??7 14Q 0 4.5 56 11.5 246.5 202 221 396 0 1.5 o:i.:i 10 313 76 93 136 19.5 0 7.5 6 98 468 541 MM( 19.5 6 1~9 JJ.~ ~57 ._5 
309 208 262 0 26 12 0 244 806 828 841 6 133 ~4 J _0'1:> 43 43 46 1 0 § u jf 1057 1133 ~ ::IC 7 159 61 3 926 

~ A76 487 0 a 48.5 3.5 384 79 86 93 10.5 a 11.5 1.5 65.5 Ull 103 85 0 6 0 17 _5_0~ 564 69J 95.5 0 66 5 466.5 
299 348 547 0 14.5 61.5 0.5 423 6 1~ 18 0 U 0.5 0 12 a 6 R_~I a 0 0 a 7.5 304 366 573 0 14.5 62 0.5 442.5 
350 466 574 0 94 218 11 203 47 56 . 73 0 8 15 6 37 a 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 397 522 647 0 102 233 17 240 
396 424 447 0 102.8 10 0.3 307.5 0 1 1 0 0.8 0 a 0 8 25 26 0 1.5 0 0 24 4J24 450 473 _0 us U.;j ~~l.o 

133 171 206 0 69.5 30 0 76.5 139 1~ 173 1,5 26 _,n.5 U 9/ 27 28 36 5.5 6 b.::I U Ib 298 ::l4M 415 / 1Ol.tl btl U Ltl9.0 
219 233 333 a 0 130.5 5.5 185 171 lZ6 215 37 . 4.0 .::l4.5 ::ll.!l 100.0 145 147 237 111.5 0 10 3b /0 534 556 784 148.5 4.!l 1/5 /3 JbO.tl 
125 142 239 0 a 22.3 1.7 186.7 2 2 5 U U U./ U <4-a 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 lQ 144 ~45 U U . 2J 1.7 191. 7 

_274 306 425 a 0 70 3 277 2 2 2 a 0 _0 0 _2. 0 a 0 U 0 U U ._0 276 308 421 U a .1.0 J J.]9 

199 207 223 0 5.7 74.7 28.3 96.7 327 327 360 101. 7 0 91,} ~4--'- lUB.3 61 61 b2 12.3 0 IB.3 7.3 ~3.3 
.587 ~6 645 114 5.7_ 184.7 90.3 228.3 

---- { 

NON-
JURY JURY 

0.5 29.5 
0.5 5 
0 4.5 
1 39 

0 27 
2 !f 
2 1 
4' 36 

3 48 
U 4 
0.5 2 
3.5 54 

a 47.5 
U 5.5 
0 0 
0 53 

23 25 
5 2 
a 0 

28 _27 

1 25.5 
JL _0 
0 0 
! .2tl.:> 

5 25 
_9 0 

1 1 
itl ~ 

1.5 10.5 
U 1.0 
L j 

2.:> 15 

0 28.3 
U U 
U U 
0 23d 

23 52 
Jl _U 
_0_ U 
23 02 

1.7 16.3 
U.J j 

U.J 0.7 
2.3 20 



EXHIBIT VII. FY1979 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

iI OF DISPOSED. I OF COUNTS DISposED BY. 

DEFEN- CASH 0':"0 fIKlL DIS- NON-
CIRCUIT DOCKETS OANTS COUNTS BONO ~OCKcT PROS MISSED TRIAL 

MACON 
FELONY 352 . 414 1;61 n 45.~ 1178.7 0 ~O6.3 
MISDEr-EANOR 56 I;A -64 0 6.3 18 0 37.7 
TRAFFIC 17 17 '18 a 5.3 7.7 0.3 4.7 

TOTAl. c1?t; 489 644 () 57 1204.3 a 3 348.7 
MIDDLE 

FELOIIV ~6 ?4n 296 0 0 48 1?5 217t; 
MISDEMEANOR 1 2 4 0 0 0.5 0 3.5 
TRAFFIC 1 T 3 0 0 0 0 2.5 

TOTAL 187 ' 242 .' 3D~ o· 0 48.5 12.5 223.5 
MOUNTAIN 

FELOIIV 152 193 291 0 a 68 37 162 
M!SDEr-EANQR 185 199 296 47 0 5C 1 !:I 
TRAFFIC 85 85 138 12 a 18 0 107 

TOTAL 422 477 725 59 0 136 _44 'i~Q 
NORTHEASTERN 

FELONY 217 253 326 a 14.5 35 25.5 210 
MISOEMEA/IOl 185 188- 193 44 19 20 8.5 !:I4.5 
TRAFFIC 269 -Z6g- --z76 15.5 5 21. 2 Z28 

TOTAL 670 71U" 7~4 !;\!:I.~ 38.5 76 ~o ~:32.5 
I~UKI Mt.KI'l 

FELfl'IY 123 148 194 a 5 23 5 152.5 
MISoeEANOR 305 '"33B" 3~9 0 lU 140.5 L:I.5 <:L.:i.5 
TRAFFIC f4 76 114 0 lU.5 14 -,~-

TOTAL 5Ul 561 706 ° 25.5 18;J.5 Z5.5 454 
UCMULGEE 

FELONY 229 267 325 a 3.7 51 10.7 235.3 
MISoaEANOR 316 .331 358 65.3 3 64 !:l.o$ ZU 
TRAFFIC 73 73 91 53.3 0 8.7 3.3 23.3 

TOTAL 618 67 7]5 8.7 6. 123. ZZ.j 469.7 
OCONEE 

FELONY 178 198 238 0 13.5 26.5 2 179.5 
MISDEr-EANOR 310 319 385 78 21.5 48 j WO.~ 

TRAFFIC 178 178 245 123 6.5 10.5 D !fl.5 
Tcn:AL 665 695 868 201 41.5 85 5 4!:lj'5 

OGEECHEi:. 
FELOIIV 164 179 202 a 0 30.5 3 120 
MISDEIENIOR 17 21 23 0 0 2.5 U _12.~ 

TRAFFIC 14 21 28 a 0 0.5 U Zl 
TOTAL ,94 -zzr "252 a . ° 33.5 3 15,j.5 

PATAULA 
FE'_OIIV 312 314 316 0 0 48 1 219 
MISDEMEANOR 365 365 308 !:I U o. "-,'+ 
TRAFFIC 29 29 2~ U U 0 _u Zj 

TOTAL IUo 708 Ii'.:! \I u 121 2 5LO 
PIEDMONT 

FEU:Nf 156 194 . 240 0 9 63 0 135 
MISCE."lEANCR '260 263 289 93 3 45 0 148 
TRAFFIC ~ 

368 368 383 132 3 20 1 .'(.Z7 
TOTAL. 784 825 912 225 15 128 1 tllU 

ROME 
FELCJIlY 171 178 295 0 15.5 35 0.5 131. 5 
MISDEr-eANOR 907 908 1079 296 102 253 o.tI ;;26.5 
TRAFFIC <;8 58 92 0.5 13.5 9.5 1.5 :JU 

TOTAL 1136 1144 1466 296 131 297.5 2.5 5U8 

NON-
JURY JURY 

1 ~D 

0 2 
0.3 0 

.3 32 

3 14 5 
0 a 
0.5 0 
3.5 14.5 

a 24 
1 

0 1 
a 26 

0 41 
-u .0.0 
-u:o J.-S 
U.5 51 

0.5 8 
6.5 2.5 

° U 
7 10.5 

3 ·.21.7 
-u 6.7 
0 2.3 
3 3( .1 

8.5 8 
23.5 4 
7:-S- 0 
39.5 12 

36.5 11.5 
5.5 2 
5 0.5 

'48' N 

2 46 
T To 
-u- -u 
3 62 

0 33 
0 0 
0 0 
0 33 

61 51.5 
67 34.tI 
8.5 8 

136.0 94 

1 
1 

, 

EXHIBIT VII. FY1979 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

# OF D1.S?OSED, # OF COUNTS DISPOSED BY, 

DEFEN- CASH DEAD NOL 015- NON-CIRCUIT . DOCKETS DANTS COUNTS BONO DOCKET PROS MISSED TRIAL 
SOUTH GEORGIA ., 

FELONY 290 290 ',I9n I' n 1Q r;. ~5 ~ ;...~~3 MtSDE~1EANOR 80 80. 80 0 0 10 11. b i.-, C 
;.), _0.1 

TRAFFIC 12 12 12 0 0 0 0.5 11.5 TOTAL 38 381 38;;> 0 ! 28.5 37,S 302 
SOUTHERN 

FELONY 194 204 291 0 0 62.3 16.7 176 
MISDE~~ANCR 105 117 141 0.3 0 48 35 55 TRAFFIC 2 3 3 0 0 1 0.7 1.7 

TOTAL 301 324 ;; 435 0.3 0 111.3 52.3 232.7 
SOUTHWESTERN 

FELONY 209 247 293 0 0 4 1 254 MrSOC'MEANCR 56 59 59 1 0 2 0 50 1'RAFP=IC 2 2 4 0 0 3 0 0 
TOTAL 267 308 366 I 1 0 -g- 1 304 

STONE MOUNTAIN 
FELONY 243 262 343 0 19.4 61.3 1.4 255.6 
MISDeMEANOR 7 23 29 0- T.4 0.7 0.7 '(.5.0 
TRAFF'lC 3 3 5 0 U 1.9 0.3 ~.6 

TOTAL 
TAiIAPOOSA 

;;>51 ;;>8' 378 -11 20.9 63 9 2.4 283.7 
FELONY 18<; ?4C; 14~ n 0.3 188 0.3 65.3 MISDEIEANQR ;;>qC; 316 181 -q:~ 0 164.7 0.3 66 TRAFFIC 153 154 257 81; 7 0 79.7 1.3 59.3 

TOTAL 632 715 983 178.7 0.3 432.3 2 190.7 
'i1"Fi"'ON 

FELONY 168 208 250 0 0 45 3 176 MISDeMEANOR 170 177 179 0 0 90 28 60 
TRAFFIC 17 17 17 2 0 10 0 5 

TOTAL 355 402 446 2 0 145 3 241 
TOOMBS 

FELONY 252 278 375 0 0 133 0 202 
MISDEMEANOR 638 . 652 684 85 1 326 U 234 
TRAFFIC 805 806 925 728 0 81 ° 109 

TOTAL 1695 1736 1984 813 1 542 0 545 
WAYCROSS 

FELONY 177 200 32.1 0 1 25 1.5 264.5 
MISDer-1EANOR 170 172 2 oJ ro3.-~ 15 , 69 
TRAFFIC 143 143 144 141.~ 0 ° U 2 

TOTAL 490 _5b 6/ 24~ ~ 60 j. 335.5 
WESTERN 

34e; FELONY ?81 2 ~1 0 0 60 56 189.5 
MISDeMeANOR g, l5 q" 0 0 10 9.5· 58.5 TRAFFIC !1 36 0 0 3 5 23 TOTAL 38! 317 47" 0 0 73 70.5 271 

NON-
JURY JURY 

0 13 
0 1 
0 0 
0 1_4 

1.3 34.3 
1.3 1.7 
0 - U 
2./ 36 

22 12 
:J_ 

U 1 
~o$ 18 

1.3 4.4 
U.l U.I 
U.l U.l 
1.6 5.3 

73 16.3 
56 2.7 
30.7 0 

159.7 19 

0 26 
0 -
0 0 

ZI 

15 25 
(. Ij, 
4 1 

_~O 0$1 

7.5 21 
U.O !-o 

_o.5 \.J 

3.5 ':~.5 

1 38 
3 I ·14.5 
0 I 5 
4 I 07.5 
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EXHIBIT VII ANALYSIS 
.. ,-. 

i, 

Since Exhibit VI has already dealt with criminal cases in the. aggreg(lte, 

the reader should focus in Exhibit VII on case type dispositions by type and 

number. 

The felony case type disposition data is most important since felonies, 

in general, comprise the .most time .. consuming criminal case category. The 

circuits for which the number of felony counts disposed exceeds the mean 

by more than one standard deviation are: 

COBB* 897 
DUBLIN 574 
MACON 561 
DOUGHERTY* 547 
CLAYTON* 536 
BLUE RIDGE 512 
ATLANTA* 495 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 494 

*One cO\Jnty circuits 

The number of felony counts disposed by jury trials is more than one 

standard deviation above the mean number in the following circuits: 

CLAYTON 137 
HOUSTON 52 
ROME 51.5 

The only circuit which ranks above the mean in both the number of felony 

counts disposed and the number of felony counts disposed by jury trial is 

Clayton Judicial Circuit. 

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

The circuits for which misdemeanor counts disposed exceed the mean 

oy more than two standard devia~ions show ~n extremely high volume of 

dispositions for this case type: 

CHEROKEE. 
CORDELE 
ROME 

Tne. only circuit for which traffic counts disposed are greater than two 

standard deviations above the mean is Cherokee Judicial Circuit. 

127 

"~-I 

! 

~ 
Ii 
II 
1\ 
If 
fI 
II 

if 
" n 
11 
1\ 

II 
1\ 
Ii 
;i 
q 
I' ,J 
L 
!l 
" II , 
Ii 

II 
11 
[I 
fl 
II 
Ii 

I 



EXHIBIT VIII 

FY1979 Civil Dispositions per Judge by Case Txpe and Number Disposed by Each Method 

Exh.ibit VIII presents the civil dispositions per judge by method and case 

type for each circuit. The different methods of disposition are listed across 

the top of the page and in(~,lud,'! settlement, dismissal, five year administrative 
, . . . 

termination, before trial judgment, non-jury trial and jury trial. The 'total 

numbers of disposed cases are listed in the second column. Under each/circuit 

are listed the case types - domestic relations, general civil and 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 1979 fiscal year. 

As previous disposition exhibits explained, the cases disposed during the fiscal 

year could have been filed any time between July 1, 1973 and June 30,1979. There­

fore, these figures should not be interpreted as the' dispositions for the cases 

filed only during fiscal year 1979. 

The major qualification of the data in this exhibit concerns the categories 

"five year administrative' termination" and "before-trial judgments" and "non-

jury trials". Under Georgia law, the clerk of court is authorized to dismiss 

administratively those cases in which there has been 110 activity for five years. 

In some counties the clerk takes care to mark these cases in the docket books; in 

other counties the clerk does not. It cannot b.e assumed that cases are terminated 

administratively unless the clerk has officially marked the docket books. Therefore, 

the number of administrative terminations may vary according to the clerks' practices. 

In general, many more cases could be administratively terminated than the data 

128 
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in .Exhibit VIII shows. T "1 
, WO C1Vl disposition methods, "before trial judgments" 

and "non-jury trial" dispositions, are not always clearly separated on court 

records. therefore, inferences ' concernlng these methods of disposition 
should be studied carefully. 

The number of jury trials per judge is most Significant because it is 

the most time-consuming method of disposition. Settlements, dismissals and 

administrative terminations are considered the least time-consuming methods. 

Before trial judgments and non-jury trial dispositions are considered inter­

mediate in terms of required judge time. 

Inferences regarding the total workload per judge in each circuit on 

the ba.sis of the data in Exhibit VIII shol.lld be avoided. However, the 

relative number of jury trials is interpreted as an indicator of the demand 

in the Circuit for this very time-consuming type of disposition. 
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EXHIBIT VIII. FY1979 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

# OF CASES DISPOSED BY. 

" OF 
DISPOSED ACf.1IN. BEFORE 

CIRCUIT CASES SETTLEMENT DIS4ISSAL "ERMINATION TRIAL 

ALAPAHA 
DOtEST! C REI... 172 1.0 31.5 0 136.0 
GENERAL. CIVIL. 9.~ 41.5 0 104.0 
INDEP. r.'ClTIONS 39 0 13.5 25.5 

TOTAL. 381 10.5 86.5 a 265.5 
ALCOVY 

DOrESTIC REI... 274 44.5 3.0 0 123.5 
GENERAL. CIVIL. 221 78.0 5.0 0 116.0 
INOEP. MOTIONS 160 --z3.S 3.0 -0 68.5 

TOTAL. -655· TID. 0 11.0 -0 308.0 
ATLANTA 

DOtEST! C REI... 582 I.E; 87.7 0 453.4 
GENERAL. CIVIL. 332 Lit.l. WB.3 0 ~8.2 

I i'oDEF'. MDTIONS 85 2.6 4.7 0 60.8 
TOTAL. 999 18.2 300. 0 542.4 

ATLANTIC 
DOtESTIC ;<E!... 537 40.0 60.5 0 34.5 
GeNERAL. CIVIL. J6D ~ .0 LUL.O -v ~4.5 

INOEP. MOTICNS 177 13.Q ZZ.O 5 •• 5 
TOTAL. 1080 83.0 183.5 0 1'§{J.5 

AUGUSTA 
DOrESTIC REI... 643 , 41.3 10.3 0 465.5 
GENERAL. CIVIL. l~J ~.~ u.~ -U.J ~J.o 

lNOEP. MOT! CNS 147 9.0 0.3 0 41.0 
TOTAL. !:IB3 14( • .4 .3 51 .J 

BLUE RIDGE 
DOroESTIC REL.. 570 10.5 178.0 0 84.5 
GENERAl.. CIVIL. 213 3.5 90.0 0 74.5 
lNOEP. r.'ClTIOIIS 18 2.0 36.0 til.5 

TOTAL. 901 26.0 304.0 0 ~.l!i..5 

BRUNSWICK 
DOtESTIC REI... 715 31.5 118.0 0 46.0 
GENERAL. CIVIL. 275 29.5 99.5 0 76.5 
INC9='. r.'ClTIONS 225 26.0 40.0 0 99.0 

TOTAL. 1215 8-1.0 257.5 0 221.5 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 

DOrESTI C REI... 468 7.3 39.5 0 12.0 
GENeRAL. CIVIL 142 :1. 41.8 2.5 ':1.8 
INDE? r.'ClTICNS 80 J.J 12.3 ·0 42.U 

TDTAL. 690 13.6 93.6 23 63.8 
CHEROKEE 

DOfJESTI C FlEL. 4AR '1,5 57.0 47.0 65,5 
GENERAL CIVIL. 405 65.5 58.0 40.0 204.0 
I ND9=' • r.'ClTI CNS 244 24.5 60.5 13.0 13.3.0 

TOTAL. 1137 .J'fl,j. 175.5 100.0 402.5 
CLAYTON 

I DOMESTI C F<EI... 810 34.7 152.0 0 72.3 --GENERAL. CIVIL. 227 114.3 31.7 0 49.0 
I NDEP • MOTI CNS 29B 6. b.U 2t1l. 

TOTAL. 13;;5 155. Hl~.1 U ,+UJ,.J 

COBB 
DOrESTI C FlEI... 924 137.0 20.0 0 51.0 

~ 

GENERAL CIVIL 1q7 114 11 6.8 0 36.8 
INOEP. MOTIONS 114 10 Po 5.5 0 .. 97.3 

TOTAl. . ,?C;C; ill A .. 32.3 0 185 1 

EXHIBIT VIII. 

NON-JURY 
CIRCUIT 

TRIAL JURY 
CONASAUGA 

DOMESTI C REI... 

1.0 2.5 
4.0 11.~ 
0 0 

GENERAL. CIVIL 
lNOEP. ~TICNS 

TOTAL. 

<; n 13.5 CORDELE 
DOtESTIC REL.. 

100.0 3.0 
14.5 .5 
64.0 .5 

Gc'"NERAL CIVIL 
INDeP. MOTIONS 

TOTAL. 

178.5 11:-0 COWETA 
DOMESTI C REI... 

38.1 0.9 
64.1 --r . .l 
17.-0 0.2 

119.2 lM.~ 

GENERAL. CIVIL. 
II'DEF'. MOTIONS 

TOTAL. 

DOUGHERTY 
OOMESTI C REI... 

397.5 4.0 
127.0 13.5 

9C .5 U 
615. 1/.~ 

GENERAL CIVIL 
lNOEP. MOTIONS 

TOTAL. 

DUBLIN 
DOMESTI C REI!.. 

122.3 3.8 
16.0 ·2Z:-S 
96.0 0.3 

~34.J 26.6 

GENERAL. CIVIL 
IN09='. MOTIONS 

TDTAL. 

EASTERN 
oor.esTI C Ra... 

292.5 4.5 
19.0 15.5 
18. .0 

329.5 2kfJ. 

GENERAL CIVIL. 
lNOEP. MOTICNS 

TOTAL. 

FLINT 
DOM:;STIC REL.. 

517.5 2.0 
49.5 [9:5 
59.5 0.5 

626.5 22~a 

GENERAL CIVIL. 
I I'D9=' • MOTIONS 

TOTAL. 

GRIFFIN 
DOtESTI C REI... 

407.5 1.5 
8U.5 4~o 

22.3 -U;-S 

510.3 6.8 

GENERAL CIVIL 
IND9='. ~TIONS 

TOTAL. 

GWINNETT 
DOMESTIC REL. 

295.5 1.5 
16.5 21.0 
13.0 0 

325.0 22.5 

GENERAL CIVIl.. 
INDEP. r.'ClTICNS 

TOTAL. 

HOUSTON 
DOr-ESTI C FlEI... 

539.3 11.3 
-:24.0 '.1 5.U I.!l 
~bti.j 20.0 

GENERAL. CIVIL 
I NOEP • MOTI ONS 

TDTAL. -LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN 
DOMESTI C REI... 

713.0 2.5 - C-ENE::lAL. CIVI L. 
INDEP. MOTIONS 

31.5 7.5 TOTAL. 
20.8 0 

765 3 10.0 

--.-~----

FY1979 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

# OF CASES DISPOSED BY. 
# OF 

DISPOSED ADMIN. BEFORE CASES SETTLEMENT DISI~ISSA L trERMINATION TRIAL 

716 15.5 197.0 0 80.0 456 20.5 150.0 2.0 
299 215.5 

11.5 97.0 1.0 15 .0 1471 4R.0- 444.0 3.0 453.0 

4t'\O 14 n .n 0 1J 422 I?O 1 0 
155 

4.0 lIs 
Uf .0 

1037 7.0 3 lLO 4.0 = 13 

711 50.0 33.5 38.5 235.0 
427 52.0 
204 

49.5 35.5 170. 
24.S 1~.5 6.5 

1342 
LJ~.:' 

126.5 101.5 8( :5 544.:' 

633 .0.5 145.5 0 481.5 
233 3.5 140.0 0 79.0 
W5 0 
9H 

34.0. 0 b~.:' 
4. 319.5 0 IJL. 

385 11.0 60.0 33.0 15.0 
371 26.0 81.0 48.0 1"'1. 
11&; ')7 14.n 11.0 1;;.0 
R71 "4 75 !:I2. .0 

484 55.8 8.8 0 24.5 
107 21.5 37.8 U 9.3 
164 5b. (J 6.8 55 II.J W~.O 0 50.6 

282 41.5 20.0 0 194.5 
375 55.5 b, . 0 '''b.5 
143 3 .5 8.5 0 !:Ib.~ 
800 12 .5 9~.~ U 511.b 

575 47.5 52.0 47.5 302.0 
297 54.5 31.0 33.5 12/..5 
155 18.5 11.5 35;-0 

1027 120.5 !:I4.5 
19.5 

116. OO!:l. 

557 68.7 51.0 0.3 63.0 
160 48.7 43.0 0 42.7 
174 11.3 20.3 108.05 
89. 128:7 114.3 .3 i!L'+.U 

827 483.0 201.0 a 0 
e::~':1 1. 145.U 0 
137 1.0 74.0 

1263 485.0 420.0 

527 11.3 129.3 15.7 25.7 
2 !:I 3 n:o 106.7 10.3 45.3 

28 0.7 10.3 0.3 14.0 
848 25.0 246.3 26.3 85.0 

NON-JURY 
TRIAL JURY 

422.0 1.5 
46.5 21.5 
31.0 1.0 

500.0 24.0 

3:IQ.n 0 
11 15 0 
0,0 

53 .0 15.0' 

353.0 0.5 
105.5 14.cr 

l3.5 1.5 
4/2.0 -lb.U 

0 5.5 
0 10.5 

1:-5' 
1 .5 

261.0 5.0 
!u.o "5:-0 
'?6.0 .0 

36Q.O 

393.3 1.5 
26.0 12.5 
90.0 .5 

509.3 15.5 

22.5 3.0 
!:I.:' tri.D 
5.0 1:S-

3B.O -zer.S--

123.0 3.0 
38.5 12:-0 
10.0 

111.5 1). 

363.0 11.3 
11.3 '14.7 
34:0 U.3 

408.J db.3 

127.0 16.0 
l'+'.U 11:1) 
42.0 ~ .0 

;;11.0 4/.0 

345.3 0 
107.0 rcr.7 

2.7 
455.0 
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EXHIBIT VIII: FY1979 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

if OF CASES DISPOSED BY: 
if OF 

DISPOSED ADMIN. BEFORE 
CIRCUIT CASES SETrLEMENT DI9~ISSAI... IrERMINATION TRIAL 

lAACON 
DOMESi'IC REL. 614 0.7 144.7 8.7 3.0 
GENERAL. CIVIL. 250 1.0 91.7 10.0 69.3 
I NDEP • MOTI CNS 123 1.7 30.3. 1.0 49.3 

TOTAL. ~tli 3.4 266.7, T9~7 12L6 

MIDDLE 
69 ; 2.0 OOr-ESTIC REI... 400 17.0 0 

GENERAL. CIVIL. 239 23.0 61.~1 0 35.5 
lNOE? MOTICNS '7 11. t!Li, 0 6. 

TOTAL. 16 51- l.Q.0. ii, 0 44.5 
MOUNTAIN 

oor"ESTI C REt... 763 37.0 157.0 0 70.0 
~ENERAL. CIVIl. ~.jY I~..y- t92& U t!L~. 

If'.DEP. MOTIONS 331 47.0 114.0 0 143.0 
TOTAl. 1633 159.0 46? 0 ,»- 428.0 

NORTHEASTERN 
DOMESTI C REI... 529 2.5. .131l.Jl c ?7' 
GENERAL. CIVIl. 410 15.0 188 .. 5 ( 147 
lNOE? MOTIONS -265 2.5 121.5 ( 97 

TOTAL. 1204 21 44 272 
NORTHERN 

DOtEST! C RE!... 268 45.5 3.5 0 159.5 
GENERAl. CIVIl. 253 .. 8L~ t!.:' 14 .5 
lNOE? MOTICNS 149 38.:' .U.:' 0.5 45.5 

TOTAL. -670 165.5 _t!. :, 0.5 346.5 
OCMUl.GEE 

DOtESTIC Ra. 229 9.7 16.7 0 0.3 
GENERAL. CI VII.. 230 18.3 54.7 0 88.7 
lNOEP. MOTIONS 23.3 26.3 0 24.3 

TOTAl. 566 51.3 97.7 0 113.3 
OCONEE 

DOtESTIC ~. 278 21.5 45.0 0 13,5 
GENeRAL CIVIL. 312 6 . bt!. 0 90.0 
If'.DE? I-DTIONS 67 9,-:' ~~ 0 8.5 

TOTAL. 6:'/ Y2.U l~·:l U 112.U 

OGEECHEE 
DOr-ESTI C REI... 307 22.5 28.0 5.5 27.0 . 
GENeRAL. CIVIL. 338 25.0 .1..2.5 41.0 156.5 
lNOEP. I-DTIONS 69 2.5 12.5 5.5 30.5 

TOTAL. 714 50.0 113.0 52.0 214.0 
PATAULA 

OOr-ESTI C REl... 404 0 149.0 0 254.0 
GENERAL. CIVIl. 483 12.U 1/4.U a i:':IU.U 
I NDeP • II'OT I ClNS ':1J .l.U_ ~1& 0 4 • 

TOTAL. 980 13.0 314LQ ,0 585.0 
PIEDMONT 

DO"ESTl C REL.. 581 142.0 93.0 a 261.0 
GENERAL. CIVIl. 551 211.0 tlY.U 0 216.0 
INi3EP. MOTI CNS 18fi 41.0 5. 0 76.0 

TOTAl.. 1318 394.0 187.0 0 553.0 
RDrt.E 

OOtoESTIC RE!... 440 49.0 71.0 18.0 4.0 
Gt:'"NERAI.. C I VI I.. !J2b 1JU.U ~.JJ. LtI.!J 'J • ., 
INDEP. MOTIONS :!39 23.5 29.0 1.0 55.5 

TOTA!.. t205 202 .. 5 199.0 37.5 233.0 

NON-JURY 
TRIAL 

446.7 
68.3 
40.0 

555.0 

310.5 
108.5 
2t1.~ 

44 .5 

497.0 
~. 

220 
552.0 

'1fifi.l 
2~ 
41 

430 

59.0 

0.1,-:'. 
1J.l. .. :'_ 

202.3 
_03.1 
3J...0 

ZYY.O 

194.0 

i;:~" 
jl!.!..~ 

220.0 
33.5 
.J~.g 

il/L!J 

0 
u 
u 
0 

82.0 
l~.U 

64.0 
1~.0 

295.0 
84.5 

129.0 
508.5 

JURY 

10.0 
10.0 
0.7 

20.7 

1.0 
9.0 
2.0 

12.0 

2.0 
'::~.U 

0 
31.0 

1 n 
~5,5 

. 2.0 
40.5 

0.5 
16.5 
2.0 

1Y.0 

0 4-:r-
0.3 
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EXHIBIT VIII, FY1979 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CAStt TYPE 
AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

-
# OF CASES DISPOSED BY: 

# OF 
DISPOSED ADMIN. BEFORE CIRCUIT CASES SETrLEMENT OI9~ISSAL IrERMII'lATION TRIAL 

SOUTH GEORGIA 
OOMESTI C F<EI... 339 0.5 92.0 0 243.0 
GENERAL. CIVIL. 297 2.5 123.5 0 158.0 
lNOEP. MOTIONS 83 0 40.0 0 43.0 

TOTAL 11Y 3.0 255.5 0 444.0 
SOUTHERN 

DOMESTIC REI... 564 JL3 67.7 0 493.7 
GENERAL CIVIl. 218 2.3 74.7 0 34.0 INOEP. MOTIONS 5 0.7 38.7 a 75.7 

TOTAl.. 897 3.3 181.1 0 703.4 
SCJTHWESTERN 

DOrESTI C REI... 492 3.0 121. a a 2.0 
·:-ENERAL CIVIL oj::l ).':1.0 179.0 U L4t! .. 1.l. 
lNOEP. MOTIONS L4, b.U 76.0 '" U .!.... U. 

TOTAl.. Lb~ ,0.U 376.0 U ...!.:l.l.. U 
STONE MO~NTAIN 

DOMESTIC REL. 860 14.1 265.3 0.1 516.0 
c;.-::NERAL. CI VI I.. J2!J 54.7 138.3 0.1 ~3.1 
lNOE? MOTIONS f!J lU.l 1 . U ~b.j 

TOTAl.. ~OU 10.':1 414. U.2 ~.u 
TALLAPOOSA 

DOMESTI C F<E!... 323 13.3 44.3 0 20.3 
GENEF<AI.. CIVIL. 436 25.0 129.3 0 ~1.1 
I NOE? • M:lTI CINS 84 ~.l 15.7 0 44.U 

TOTAL. 843 lOt! & 189.3 U _,::to . 
TIFTON 

DOr-ESTIC REI... 725 2.0 187.0 a 518.0 
GENERAl. CIVIL 459 2.0 173.0 a _271.0 
~ MOTIONS 203 0 82. J_' • 

TOTAl.. 1387 _4.0 442.Q :109.0 
TOOMBS 

OOMESTI C REI... 325 64.0 1.0 a 199.0 
Gt:~1.. CIVIL ",::t 87.0 2.0 107.0 
IIII:lE? II'OTICNS 161 44.0 a 0 67.0 

TOTAl.. 715 195.0 3.0 U 373.0 
\~AYCROSS 

DOtESTI C REI... 460 30.0 78.0 a 50.0 
Gc""NERAI.. CI VI I. 1:14 . .L.\.l.,_o IU.U U ~LU 
I NOEP • MOTI ONS 09 5.5 49.0 0 46.5 

TOTAl.. 763 46.0 197.0 0 1 .5 
WESTERN 

OOMESTIC REI... 390 64.5 6.0 a 174.5 
GENERAl. CIVIL. _," l'6.U 13.5 U .67.0 
INOEP. II'OTIONS 158 37.0 13.5 0 4Z,-!J 

TOTAl.. 325 a .~ 33. 0 ~.u 

NON-JURY 
TRIAL 

0 
0.5 
0 
0.5 

1.1 
1.7 
0.3 
3.3 

363.0 
16/.0 
04.U 

0~4.U 

60.0 
t!b.1 
b.4 

Y;::.:J 

245.0 
32.7 
20.3 

, Z98.0 

17.0 
0 
0 

17.0 

59.0 
12.0 
50.0 

121.0 

298.5 
17.5 
7.5 

323.5 

136.5 
44.5 
b::l.U 

-Z44.U 

JURY 

3.5 
12.0 
0 

15. S-

1.3 
5.7 
0 
7.0 

3.0 
,6.0 
U 

<:':1.U 

4.0 
22.1 

.J 
, .• 4 -
0.3 

1 .J 
U 

17.6 

1.0 
b.O 

10.U 

2.0 
21:1r-
U 

'3.U 

3.5 
14.5 
0 

18.0 
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EXHIBIT VHI ANALYSIS 

fn Exh.tb.tt VIII the entries in the disposition categories arethe 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 wo~kload. In 

these circuits the number of civil cases disposed exceeds the mean by more than 

one standard deviation: 

MOUNTAIN 1633 
CONASAUGA 1471 
TIFTON 1381 

. STONE MOUNiAIN 1360 
COWETA 1342 
CLAYTON 1335 
PIEDMONT 1318 
HOUSTON 126.3. 
COBB 1255 

S1.nce jury trialsylace 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 0;\\ 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: 

HOUSTON 
NORTHEASTERN 
WESTERN 
MOUNTAIN 
SOUTHWESTERN 

47.0 
40.5 
36.0 
31.0 
29.0 

The number of dispositions per judge identifies circui.ts with a high volume 

caseload while the number of jury trials indicates a more difficult or time­

consuming caseload. Circuits with both a high volumearto{\"high number of jury 

trials are those localities most likely to need assistance in handling the civil 

caseload. The following circuits are above the mean in both the number of civil 

cases disposed .and the number of civil cases disposed by jury trial: 

AUGUSTA 
BRUNSWICK 
CHEROKEE 
CLAYTON 
CONASAUGA 
HOUSTON 
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MOUNTAIN 
NORTHEASTERN 
PIEDMONT 
ROME 
SOUTHWESTERN 
STONE MOUNTAIN 

CHAPTER III SUMMARY ANALYSIS 

Chapter III has attempted to put into perspective the current dispositions 

per judge for each of the forty-two jud!cial circ~its. Dispositions have be~n 
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 

used in identifying ~circU1ts with excessive di.sposition workloads: current 

dispositions per judge, both as an absolute -number and as a percentage of filings, 

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 1ess than 90% of filings; 

3. Above the mean in number of felony':ounts 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 ieast four of the above six caseload 

disposition characteristics listed above:Y 

AUGUSTA 
CLAYTON 
CONASAUGA 
HOUSTON 
MACON 
NORTHEASTERN 
PIEDMONT 
ROME 
TOOMBS 

y Tifton JU~ic~al Circ~it displays three of these six caseload disposition 
(2character1stlcs and 1S very close to the mean of felony counts disposed by J'ury 

6 counts as compared 27.6 counts t:he cl'r't ) . CUl mean. 
135 
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.I:n no circui't should the judicial workload. b~ evaluated (in terms of. 

dispos~t;on dat~ alone. Filings, mere tl1an any other single caseloadcharac:teristic, 

is indicative of demand on judicial resQurces. Disposition data provides useflll 

estimates of present perfonnance and perhaps even curren~ capaci.ty, but. it is' 

influenced by a number of internal variables. Disposition data must be examined 

in the 1 ight of filing data and secondary i.ndica:tors such as populati.on and potential 
, 

judicial assistance. 
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CHAPTER IV-Circui~ Population: 1978 

EXHIBIT IX CIRCUIT POPULATION, RATE OF CHANGE AND 
POPULATION PER JUDGE' 

.- "'._-_ .. ~--

, 



EXHIBIT IX 

1910 and 1978 Circuit Population, 
Rate of Change and'1978PoPlilatio~ Per Judge 

~n Exh.ibi:t lX the 1970 and 1978 circuit population are presented with 

the percent increase or decrease in circuit populations between 1970 and 1978. 

The 1978 ci'rcuit population per superior court judge is also inc.luded in Exhibit 

lX and the forty-two circuits are ranked in descending order on the basis of the. 

1978 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) . 

Th.e additional data elements in this exhibit are the 1978 population per 

judge with an additional judge and the circuit ranking on this variable. The 

purpose of this data element is to illustrate the impact on the population per 

judge figure of adding an additional judge to the circuit. To accomplish this, 

an additional judge has been added to all circuits and the newpo=ulation per 

judge figures have been recorded. 

Before caseload data became generally available, a ratio of approximately 

50,000 people per superior court judge was used as a rule of thumb by the General 

Assembly in creating additional judgeships. Now, however, caseload data analysis 

is the focal point in determining the need for additional judgeships. Although 

population per judge is not necessarily correlated with workload, the probability 

of increases in caseload accompanying increases in population is recognized. The 

average statewide increase in population should be viewed in conjunction with case­

load ;'ficreases for an overall view of Georgia"s potential case workload as well as 
. 

individual circuit population increases and caseload increases. The 1978 population 

per judge should also be compared to the current ,ranking and the effect of adding 
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an additional judge. For examp.le, a two-judge circuit may have a curr~nt ratio 
/, 

of 60,000 people for each superior court judge,when the statewide circUit mean was 

45,000. Theeffect of creating a third judgeship would reduce the population per 

superior court judge to 40,000 -- a figure closer to the mean. 

The. major qualifi'cation of the exhibit is that the population per judge figure 

must be considered in conjunction with the rate of increase or decrease in population 

as well as in conjunction with the current and historical tr,ends in caseload. An 

additional judgeship should not be awarded to a circuit solely on the basis of 

population. 

Ci.rcutt population data would support the recommendation of an additional 

judgeship in circuits where it was determined that current caseload was high 

and increasing while the population per judge was increasing. 
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EXHIBIT IX. CIRCUIT POPULATION, RATE OF CHANGE AND POPULATION PER JUDGE -
# OF 1978 1978 POP. PER 

JUDGES 1970 1978 I CHANGE POPULATION JUDGE WITH 
CIRCUIT 70-79 POPULATION POPULATION 70-78 PER JUDGE· RANK ADD. JUDGE RANK 

ALAPAHA 1 2 41.01B 42.000 2.39 21.000 42 14,000 42 
ALCOVY 0 2 4Q_fi.Rfi. fi.O.10n 2136 30 150 40 20.100 40 
ATLANTA 9 11 f\n~.?10 !=iRl .nnn -4 00 .' 52 818 14 48.417 4 
ATLANTIC 1 2 ~q .07? 7Q.I\OO 14.1\8 39 .. 750 31 26.500 30 
AUGUSTA 3 4 203.019 217 .600 7.18 54,400 11 43,250 6 
BLUE RIDGE ? ? 7Q Q?n In''.4.40n ?q 1R 51 .700 17 34.467 13 
BRUNSWICK 2 2 101 .871 107,900 5.92 53,950 12 35,967 12 
CHATIAHOOCHEE 3 4 224,299 221,700 -1.16 55,425 10 . 44,340. 5 
CHEROKEE 1 2 1\fi..4Rl fil\.300 Hi.6f 32.650 39 21.767 39 
CLAYTll-J 2 3 98,126 132,100 34.62 44,033 26 33.025 .6 
COBB 2 4 196.793 271.400 37.91 67»850 5 54,280 3 
CONASAUGA 1 2 68,094 83,600 22.77 41.800 28 27,867 26 

CORDELE 1 1 48,660 53,200 9.33 53,200 13 26,600 29 
COWETA 1 2 14fi.QQI\ Hifi .BOO 13 47 83.400 1 55,600 2 
DOUGHERTY 1 ? AO ,,':to lnn 100 11 .67 50.050 19 33.367 15' 
DUBLIN 1 1 54,334 56,300 3.62 56,300 9 28,150 25 
EASTERN 3 4 187.816 192.100 2.28 48~025 22 38,420 10 
FLINT 1 2 55,963 65,400 16.86 32,700 38 21,800 38 
GRIFFIN 1 2 81,699 96,700 18.36 48,350 21 32,233 18 

GWI~ETI 1 3 72 ,349 145,500 101.11 48,500 20 36,375 11 

HOUSTON 0 1 . 62.924 81,800 30.00 81,800 2 40,900 8 
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EXHIBIT IXz CIRCUIT POPULATION, RATE OF CHANGE AND POPULATION PER JUDGE 

# OF 
JUDGES 1970 1978 " CHAf'GE POPULATION 

CIRCUIT 70-79 POPULATION POPULATION 70-78 PER JUDGE* 
LOOKOUT MTN. 2 3 109.413 119.500 9.22 39.833 
W\C(l\J 3 3 165.104 170.700 3 39 56 900 
r~IDDLE 1 2 78.574 80,500 2.45 40,250 
MOUNTAIN 1 1 60.725 67.900 11.82 67.900 
NORTHEASTERN 2 2 79,514 93.000 16.96 46.500 
NORTHERN ,1 2 66,97.5 71,400 6.61 35,700 
OCMULGEE 2 3 99,192 109,600 10.49 36.533 
OCONEE 1 2 56,104 57,900 3.20 28,950 
OGEECHEE 1 2 66,140 73.500 11. 13 36,750 
PATAULA 1 1 52,131 52,400 0.52 52,400 
PIEDMONT 1 1 44,785 50,100 11.87 50,100 
ROME 1 2 73.742 79.100 7.27 39,550 
SOUTH GEORGIA 1 2 69.573 71.700 3.06 35.850 
SOUTHERN 2 3 137.639 156,500 13.70 52,167 
SOUll-lWESTERN 1 1 58,878 59,500 1.06 59,500 
STONE MTN. 5 7 433.539 507 900 17.15 72.557 
TALLAPOOSA 1 3 91,762 117,200 27.72 39,067 
TIFTON 1 1 58,884 64,800 10.05 64,800 
TOOMBS 1 1 42.727 45 600 6.72 45,600 
WAYCROSS 1 2 85,487 94,000 9.96 47,000 
WESTERN 1 2 73,092 86,500 18.34 43,250 

1978 POP. PER 
JUDGE WITH 

RANK ADD. JUDGE 

30 29.875 
8 42.675 

29 26,833 

4 33.950 
24 31,000 
37 23,800 
35 27,400 

41 19,300 

34 24,500 
15 26,200 
18 25,050 

32 26,367 

36 23,900 
16 39.125 
7 29,750 

3 63.488 
33 29.300 
6 32,400 

25 22 800 
23 31,333 

27 28,833 

RANK 

21 
7 

28 

14 
20 
36 
27 

41 
34 
32 
33 

31 
35 
9 

22 

1 

23 
17 

37 
19 

24 

--

I 
\ 

* 1978 CIRCUIT POPULATION DIVIDED BY THE NUMBER OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGES IN 197? I 
SOURCE: ANNUAL ESTIMATE OF POPULATION FOR THE STATE OF GA. (OFFICE OF PLANNING AND BUDGET. SEPT. 1979). 
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EXHIBIT IX ANALYSIS 

The 1978 population per judge ranges f.rom 21,000 (A1paha Circuit) to 

83,400 (Coweta Circuit). The difference between the two ratios (the range) 

is 62,400. Th.is difference is higher than that observed in 1977 (60'1,400) and 1974 
, . 

(56,8;:)0) but lower than all other per .judge population ranges since 1970 •. The statewide 

circuit mean is 48,548Zpeople per superior court judge -- a figure which shows an' 

tncreaseover the! 1977 mean of 48,524. 

The statewide average of49,549a~eop1e per superior court judge, when compared 

to the. 1970, 1975, 19];6 j and 1977 average (67,470; 56,408; 52,201; and 49,653, 

respectively) shows that the trend of a declining average population per judge 

continues. This decl ine in average population per superior court judge does not \ 

seem highly Significant when it is contrasted with the statewide observed increase 

in population of 5.7 percent between 'FY1978 and FY1979. In large part, the decrease 

in average population per judge is due to the creation of new superior court judgeships 

between 1973 and 1978; those judgeships were created partially in response :to the 

statewide population increase (1970-1977) of over 12 percent. 

In order to extract the most useful information from this exhibit, those 

circuits with both a high population per judge and a rapidly increasing population 

snould be isolated for study. These two variables are operationally defined as a 

population~per-judge ratio of greater than 48,548 and a percentage change in 

population of at least 12.32%, the statewide average population growth from 1970 

to 1978. 
z The ci.rcuit mean is calculated by dividing the sum of the populations per judge 

of each circu.it by forty-two, the numbe.r of judicial circuits in Georgia. 

aa The statewide aV.erage population per judge is computed by dividing the state 
population by 104, the total number of superior court judges in Georgia. 

c 
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Six circuits display figures higher than the statewide averages on both 
variables. In descending order of 1978 population per judge, they are: 

COWETA 83,400 13.47% 
HOUSTON 131 ,800 30.00% 

STONE MOUNTAIN ;72,557 17.15% 
COBS 157,850 37.91% 
SOUTHERN !S2,167 13.70% 

BLUE RIDGE 51,700 29.38% 

Coweta is the only reconmended circuit which is ,above the statewide circuit 

mean population per judge and statewide average percentage population change. 

Howeve~, four out of the remaining six reconmended circuits (Tifton, Dublin, 

Brunswick and Cordele) have population per judge figures which exceed the statewide 

circuit mean, the statewide average, and the 50,000 standard. Although these seven 

circuits do not have a population qrowth exceedinQ the statewide averaQe population 

clianqe from 1970 to 1978, they are experiencing positive population growth. 

Exhibit IX should not be the sale basis from which decisions are made on 

additional supe~ior court judgeship recommendations. The exhibit, howev~r, is of 

value when viewed in conjunction with caseload statistics for anticipating the 

future caseload of a circuit. 
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CHAPTER,V, :-Potential sources of" j'udicial 

EXHIBIT X 

EXHI8lT XI 

.J • 

assistance: supporting courts 

and administrative districts 

ANALYSIS OF SUPPORTJNG COURTS: STATE, 
PROBATE, AND JUVENILE: FY1979 

SUPERIOR COURT FY1919 CASE LOAD BY ADMINI­
STRATIVE DISTRICT 

. I,; 

() 

,\ 

....... ~. 

CHAPTER V - INTRODUCTION 

In chapter V, two exhibits are presented whh::h aid analysis of circuit 

caseload" data by suggesting two alte~natives to creating additional superior court 

judgeships:. (1) expanded use of supporting courts and (2) temporary assistance from· 
! \.. .. 

judges in districts where the caseload is not unduly burdensome. 

Exhibit X, "Analysis of Supporting Courts': State, Probate and Juvenile: FY1979," 

shows the number of supporting courts exercising concurrent jurisdiction with the 
. rr 

superior court in each citcuii and the extent of current assistance made avaiiable 

from ,these courts .bb Thi s exhi bit is used to assess the feast bi 1 i ty of increased 

reliance on the supporting courtsa~ an a)ternative to the addition of new superior 
,". '.) 

court judgeshi ps. Each grou.p of these courts, state courts, probate courts an'd 

. juvenile courts, alleviates some of the caseload demands on the superior courts. But 

it is difficult to determine if expanded use of supporting courts would be effective 
.. 

unless one first investigates the number oft:Jurts in each circuit, the status of the 

.; judges (Le., full-time or part-time) and the jurisdictional limits of these courts. 

Exhibit XI,' "Superior Court FY1979 Caseload by Administrative Districts," dis-' 

plays the present filing and case type data for each 'Of the ten judicial districts . 

The exhibit is helpful in determining whether the temporary reassignment of judges 

w.ithin. a district would ease the burden .of uneven caseload distribution. The temporary 

assignment of judges to other courts in the district may be used as an alternative 

to the creation of an additional judgeship in circuit~ experiencing temporary 
{} 

problems. On the other hand, permanent problems require permanent solutions such as 

the. addition of anotper judgeship. To gain insight into the temporary or permanent 

nature of caseload pressures, this exhibit may be read ij~ conjunction with Exhibit IV. 
" 

Trends in caseload filings'arl~ an important factor in determining whether judicial 

o'::(i'ssistance or a new judgeship is the answer to circuit caseload problems. 

DDData from'DeKalb County State Court (Stone Mountain Circuit) was unavailable at the' 
time. of tfij'S' study. Tn.erefore, circui"t means and percentages presented may be 
s]~ightly smaller this year than in previous years. 
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EXHIBIT X 

Analysis of Supporting Courts: State, Probate and Juvenile: FY1979 

The number of supportin~~courts is defined as the number of courts in the 

circuit that exercise concurrent jurisdiction with the superior courts. There­

fore, probate courts ara not counted in counties where there are state courts 

or in counties where, in the absence of a state court, the probate court does 

not hear criminal cases. In addition, a juvenile court is considered a 

supporting court in counties where there is a juvenile court judge or where 

a state court judge hears juvenile cases. 

The cir"cuit caseload in the misdemeanor, traffic, general civil, 

independent motions, and juvenile case types is presented in Exhibit X. The 

total filing figures for each case type are the sums of the caseload figures 

from the super-ior, state, probate, and juvenile courts. The "Percentage Heard 

by Supporting Courts" is the number of cases disposed by the supporting courts 

divided by the total circuit filings. A high percentage (over 50%) indicates 

that the majority of cases in the ci~cuit in the respective category is heard by a 

supporting court. Conver.sely, a low percentage indicates that the superior court 

receives relatively little assistance from supporting courts in the circuit. 

The value of the data in this exhibit is predicated upon the assumption 

that all cases would be filed in the superior court in the absence of a 

supporting court. This is not an unfounded assumption, but it is one that 

requires some qualification in order to correctly interpret the data. Support­

ing courts are generally created with the intention of reducing the caseload 

in the superior court. Exhibit X is designed to measure, at least proportion-

ately, the potential of supporting courts to reduce the superior court case-

load in areas where concurrent jurisdiction is shared amoung the courts. 

--~. 

Many c:ourts which might affect superior court caseload are not included in " 

this ~inalysis of supporting courts. 'For example" many counties have traffic 

courts~ magistrate's courts, mayor's courts or civil courts (to m;ntion 

a few) that con~~iv~bly could 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-wi.de jurtsdfction are included in Exhibit X. Althoughonly 

three courts are included on the exhibit it should be noted 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 conClJrrent jurisdiction case 

typ.es listed in 'Exh,ibit X (i.e., suoporting courts hear a 'low p,ercentage), then the 

expanded use of'the supporting courts may be a more efficient solution tel the conditions 

in the circuit. On the other hand, if the superi"or court is still overburdened 

(particularly in its exclusive jurisdiction case-types) or there are no support­

ing courts in the circuit, then the expanQ~d use of the supporting courts can 

be eliminated as a possible alternative to an additional superior court 

judgeship. One other factor influencing the availability of assistance is the 

full-time versus part-time status of the, supporting court judges. Expanded use 

of the supporting courts may be limited by this 'employment status,and it is 

only through legislation that" the part-time status may be changed. 

\1 
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EXHIBIT XI ANALYSIS OF SUPPORTING COURTS, STATE. PROBATE AND JUVENILE, FY1979 

GENERAL I t-()EPEf'VENT 
SUPPORTING COURTS MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC CIVIL MOTIONS JUVENILE * 

PROBATE 
TOTAL % HEARD TOTAL X HEARD TOTAL % HEARD TOTAL % HEARD TOTAL 

CIRCUIT STATE JUV. FILINGS SlPP. CT. FILlNG~ SLPP. CT. FILINGS SLPP. CT. FILINGS SLPP. CT. FILINGS 

ALAPAHA 1 3 0 1258 13.8 7093 71.5 448 0.7 199 0 245 
.. 

ALCOVY 0 2 2 827 28.5 5784 98.2 572 0 411 0 922 

ATLANTA 1 0 1 7867 99.9 16,704 . 100.0 41,671 91.1 37,030 96.8 5640 

ATLANTIC 5 ,I - • 0 1514 91.5 24,132 93.3 648 0 274 0 203 
-

AUGUSTA ? 1 0 71?O 96.2 '20.643 99 8 1.142 19.1 785 8.4 1401 
BLUERIOGE 1+ 3 5 2977 72.9 8,811 94.2 1,312 60.9 40-g- 40.1 865 

BRUNSWICK 3 2 5 2835 92.3 15,519 99.9 2,124 61.1 1987 68.3 1212 

CHAlTAHOOCHEE 1 5 1 5200 89.0 12,510 98.1 1,751 41.2 638 5.3 

CHEROKEE 0 1 2 1508 2.5 11 ,222 49.0 852 0 560 0 899 

CLAVTON ] 0 1 3175 99.9' 11 ,395 99.9 tl 837 83.4 1694 66.9 2188 
COBB 1 0 1 6117 97'.6 21.711 99.9 7,874 86.3 4058 a6.8 2310 
CONASAUGA 0 2 1 712 44.0 8.551 98.3 1!,0l3 0 673 0 700 
CORDELE 0 4 1 934 11.1 13,432 99.6 429 0 205 0 462 
COWETA 3 2 4 3927 95.9 14,639 98.7 2,250 52.0 109~ 34.9 863 
DOUGHERTY 1 0 1 3893 99.9 4,644 100~0 1,797 76.5 2859 88.2 667 
DUBLIN 3 1 1 577 95.1 11 ,083 100.0 841 32.8 335 28.7 308 
EASTERN 1 0 1 2212 100.0 1,537 100.0 3,537 84.9 2475 58.3 
FLINT 0 4 1 584 51.4 34.095 99.9 876 0 366 0 225 
GRIFFIN 1 3 4 1346 72.5 9,563 96.6 796 8.2 385 3.1 474 
GWINNElT 1 0 1 2571 99.8 726 99.9 3.078 83.0 1536 65.2 1285 -
HOUSTON 1 0 1 1876 99.9 7,043 100.0 1,074 73.5 515 57.3 167 

, 

* JUVENILE CASES HEARD BY OTHER THAN THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE (I.E., STATE COURT JUDGE. FULL OR 
PART-TIME JUVENILE COURT JUDGE). 

** NUMBER OF STATE COURTS INCLUDES COUNTY COURTS. 
*** DATA FOR DEKALB COUNTY IS UNAVAILABLE AT THE TIME OF THIS STUDY. 

+ ONE STATE COURT SERVES BOTH CHEROKEE AND FORSYTH COUNTIES. 

-" , , 

% HEARD 
SLPP. CT. 

U 

100 . .0 
100.0 

0 

0 
lUU.U 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
89.4 
58.9 
99,0 

100.0 
71.1 

100.0 

68.4 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
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EXHIBIT Xl ANALYSIS OF SUPPORTING COURTS. STATE, PROBATE AND JUVENILEA FY1979 

GENERAL I NOEPENDENT 
SUPPORTING COURTS MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC CIVIL MOTIONS JUVENILE * 

TOTAL lI: HEARD TOTAL % HEARD TOTAL lI: HEARD TOTAL % HEARD TOTAL 
CIRCUIT STATE PROBATE JUV. FILINGS SlPP. CT. FILINGS SUPP. CT. FILINGS SlPP. CT. FlqNGS SLPP. CT. FILINGS 

LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN 1 3 3 1653 43.1 11.529 98.2 914 4.0 511 6.1 . 447 
MACON 1 2 1 3692 95.5 1,110 99.2 1471 37.5 605 17.1 1010 
MIDDLE 5 0 0 2644 99.9 8.617 100 0 696 22.6 366 20.f 438 
MOUNTAIN 2 3 0 1484 88.3 3.094 91.4 658 19.9 402 15 j 164 
NORTHEASTERN 1 3 1 2958 88.4 8,218 92.4 1498 49.6 769 31.3 739 
NORTHERN 1 4 0 1347 51.4 8.910 98.8 ~11 4.3 373 7.( . 187 
OCMULGEE ** 2 6 0 3241 68.0 16.443 98.5 845 0.1 498 0 540 
OCONEE 0 6 0 938 29.1 5,588 93.9 683 0 237 0 258 
OGEECHEE 4 0 0 1278 97.8 8.117 99 8 1082 34 0 348 41.~ 167 
PATAULA 2 5 5 1083 57.6 5.812 99.4 449 6.5 151 8'. t 132 
PIEDMONT 1 2 3 626 59.3 5,962 93.9 645 20.6 310 21.( 197 
ROME 0 1 1 1999 110.5 5.287 97 6 1106 0 728 0 
SOUTH GEORGIA 3 2 0 ln7 91.2 5.275 99.5 545 6.8 227 1O .. f no 
SOUTHERN ** 4 1 :\ '.\~fil ql :I lA ?10 1000 10qfi ?1 1 ~~~ 9 c 4qA 

SOUTHWESTERN 2 4 1 1241 95.4 4 586 100 0 717 24.1 394 49.t 369 
STONE MOUNTAIN *** 1 1 2 4659 
TALLi\POOSA 1 3 2 1205 22.0 9.836 95.9 2338 11.1 550 12. ~ 317 
TIFTON 2 2 0 1806 90.5 15,032 99.7 714 21.7 366 4. ~ 203 

-- -

TOOMBS 0 6 0 1149 31.6 8 720 89.5 304 0 222 0 673 
WAYCROSS 3 3 1 2743 86.3 7,339 96.1 818 37.4 323 18. ~ 592 
WESTERN 1 1 1 547 65.8 1,016 95.1 769 22.0 428 22. J 548 

* JUVENILE CASES HEARD BY OTHER THAN THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE (I.E., STATE COURT JUDGE, FULL OR 
PART-TIME JUVENILE COURT JUDGE). 

** NUMBER OF STATE COURTS INCLUDES COUNTY COURTS. 
*** DATA FOR DEKALB COUNTY IS UNAVAILABLE AT THE TIME OF THIS STUDY. 

+ ONE STATE COURT SERVES BOTH CHEROKEE AND FORSYTH COUNTIES. 

// 

% HEARD 
SUPP. CT. 

85.7 
96.0 

0 
0 

87.1 
0 
0 
0 

0 -
62.1 

100.0 

100 0 
n 

qA ? 

69 6 
100.0 
72.6 
0 

0 
73.5 
91.1 
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EXHIBIT X ANALYS;S 

The presentation of data in Exhibit X indicates there are severa; 

circuits which might benefit from the increased use of existing supporting 

courts. 

Before drawing any conclusions, however, ~otice shouid be taken of the 

fact that the filing of criminal cases (i.e., misdemeanor and traffic) in 

supporting courts occurs in greater percentages than the filing of civil cases 

and motions. This is partly due to the differences in jurisdiction: some 

supporting courts have no true civil jurisdiction (juvenile courts); some 

have limited civil jurisdiction. (state courts); and some have cjvil jurisdiction 

in case types disparate of those counted in this study (probate c~urts - e~tate 

and guardianship matters). Supporting court jurisdiction of misdemeanor and 

traffic offenses is generally the same for all courts, whereas the extent of 

concurrent jurisdiction in the civil area is affected by statutory or custom­

ary limitations. 

The percentage of misdemeanor filings heard by supporting courts ranges 

from 2.5 to 100. In twenty-three of the circuits more than 75% of the total 

misdemeanors are filed in a supporting court; in fourteen of those circuits 

over 95% of the total misdemeanors are heard in supporting courts. Of these 

fourteen circuits, six are single-county circuits which have state courts. There 

are only five circuits with supporting courts which hear less than 25% of the 

tota 1 misdemeanors. They are in decendi ng order:. Tallapoosa (22.0%), 

Alapaha (13.8%), Cordele (11.1%), Rome (10.5%), and Cherokee (2.5%). Cordele 

and Rome Circuits, whi.ch have been recommended for additional judgeships, are 

among those circuits in which supporting courts hear less than 25% of mis- . 
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demeanor filings. The cl'rcul't mea t f 
n percen age 0 misdemeanor cases heard by 

supporting courts is 71.1%. 
" 

In vi~\\'J,ng the high proportion ·of traffic cases heard by supporting 

courts, it .is evident that .there is a -great amount ~f assistance in this 

criminal case'type category. There are only three circuits in which support­

ing courts heard less than 90% of all traffic cases,! Toombs (89.5%), Alapaha 

(71.5%) and Cherokee (49.0%),. Toombs is among the circuits recommended 

for an additional judgeship. Twenty circuits have supporting courts which 

he~r 99 to 100% of the entire traffic caseload. The circuit mean percentage 

of traffic cases heard by supporting courts is 96.1%. 

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. State 

courts have concurrent jurisdiction in matters involving contracts 

and torts. !hi's jurisdiction, however, may be limited _ especially 

in personal injury and personal reputation cases - in two ways : either 'in 

legislation setting maximum dollar amounts on the cases which may be filed in state 

court or by ~xcluding wholly jurisdiction in these areas. 

In many counties there are only part-time state court judges and, therefore, 

there is less time available to process cases. Often ,as a result, a higher 

percentage of genera 1 ci vi 1 cases are ftl ed in superi or court even though the 

state court may have concurrent jurisdiction. Only ten circuits have 50% or 

more of total general civil cases filed in a state court. In descending 
order they are: 

ATLANTAl 
COBB1·· . 
EASTERte 
CLAYTONl 
GvJINNETT1

1 DOUGHERTY 

91.1% 
86.3% 
84.9% 
83.4% 
83.0% 
76.5% 
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HOUSTON1 

BRUNSHICK 
BLUE RIDGE 
COWETA 

73.5% 
61.1% 
60.9% 
52.0% 

lOne-county circuit having a state court 
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At the other extreme, there are eight circuits which have no state court 

and in which all general civil cases are filed in the superior court. Among those 

eight are Cordele, Rome and Toombs which have been reconmended for additional judge­

ships. A total of twenty-five circuits have less than 25% of their total general 

civil caseload heard in a supporting court, with eleven of those having 0 to 1% heard 

i'n a supporting court. The circuit mean percentage of general civil cases heard by 

a supporting court (state court) is 29.2%. 

The independent motions case type, which includes such independent actions as 

garnishments and foreclosures as well as motions filed in conjunction with cases 

previously filed (e.g., contempt), is somewhat difficult to assess. Most independent 

motion cases are filed in the same court as the original case. For this reason, the 

percent of independent motions filed in state court is usually very. close to the 

percentage of general civil cases filed in state court. Of the eight circuits in which 

state courts hear more than 50% of total independent motions, all are among the above­

mentioned circuits where state courts hear the majority of general civil cases. There 

are twenty-seven circuits in which state courts hear less than 25% of total independent 

motions, and twenty-three of these circuits were those which also heard less than 25% 

of the general civil caseload. The circuit mean percentage of independent motions 

heard by the supporting courts is 24.5%. The data in Exhibit X indicates that appointed 

juvenile court judgesCChear a high percentage of the state's juvenile caseload. Twenty­

two circuits utilize them to assist the superior courts with at least 85% of the tota\ 

juvenile cases filed. However, in twelve circuits the superior court judges handle all 

the juvenile cases and in fifteen circuits the juvenile judges handle 100% of the 

juvenile cases. The circuit mean percentage of the juvenile caseload heard by 

supporting courts is 64.1%. 

cc The term 'Iappointed judges" includes state court judges appointed to hear juvenile 
cases. There are six state court judges in five circuits serving in this capacity, 
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EXHIBIT XI 

Su erior Court' " 
FY1979 Caseload b Administrative District 

The superiOr~ court ca '1 d 
,se oa of the ten administrative dl',str1'cts b is presented 

y circuit in Exhibit XI. The distribution of filings 
among the case types, 

as well as, among the cirCUits "in each district, 
can be observed. 

The Exhibit includes the average caseload 
per judge for each district which is 

calculated on the baSis of the total 
caseload and the total number of superior 

court judges in the district. 

The purpose of this Exhibit is 
to demonstrate the potential for intra-

district judiCial aSSistance. I 
, , f the caseJoad per judge is very demanding in 

all C1rcults in the d' t ' t ' . 
. ,,1S r1C , lt cannot reasonably be expected that judges 

w,ll be able to aSSist one another Also f . . 
. . ' ' . ,or Cl rCUl ts that may be exper-
lenc1ng only temporary probl ' " '" 

,; , ems, 1t may b,e suggested that judges from other 
circuits in the district assist until these te 

" "mporary problems are resolved. 

It should be noted that the primary value of EXhibit' XI 
is as a 

The analyses of current circuit caseload 
supplement to other Exhibits. 

hi stori ca 1 tl~~2!'lds incase 1 d d .,' 
. oa ,an ass1stance from supporting courts are all 

prerequisites to the proper use of Exhibit XI. 
Essentially, the exchange of' 

jUdges within a district is limited to 
temporary prohl em$, while permanent 

problems will require an additicinal judgeship in the circuit. 
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EXHIBIT XI, SUPERIOR CUURT FY1979 CASELOAD BY ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT 

CR Ir.lII'1AL CIVIl. JUVENILE 
FIUt¥;S FILINGS FILINGS 

"OF 
FELONV !ISOEME~ TRAFFIC 

DOMESTIC I/'IlEPE~ TOTAL SUPERIOR TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL TOTAL 
CIRCUIT I CT. JUDGES FILINGS CRUONAL CIVIL RELATJ~I MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE • 

DISTRICT 1 
ATLANTIC 98 448 128 
OGEECHEE 2142 336 28 
EASTERN 5385. 1613 0 
BRLNSWICK 3675 361 219 
WAYCROSS 3185 432 377 

OTAL 18.7.85 3 190 752 
AVG. PEfi Jl.J!2!if",- 1.565 266 63 
DISTRICT 2 

PATAlA..A I IHM 361 459 35 855 420 401 138 959 50 
SOUTH GEORGIA 2 2316 658 152 28 838 ·508 637 203 1348 130 
DOUGHERTY 2 26~9 625 5 0 630 423 1239 337 ]99.9...- 0 
ALAPAHA 2 5027 571 1085 2021 3677 445 46i 199 1105 245 
TIFTON 1 2372 308 172 39 519 559 743 348 ]650 203 
SOUTHERN 3 4294 698 311 5 1014 865 1924 482 3271 q 

. IOTAL 11 18.502 3.221 2.184 2.128 7.533 3.220 5.405 1.707 10,332 637 
AVG. PER JUDGE 1.682 293 199 193 685 293 491 155 939 ~8 

DISTRICT 3~'--~--~-=~---r~~--~-=~--~~----r-__ --~r-----~-------r------'-------~------­
CHATTAHOOCHEE 
MACON 
HOUSTON 
SOUTHWESTE 

TOTAL 
AVG. PER JUDGE 
DISTRICT ~-= ____ ~~~ __ ~~=-__ ~ ____ ~~ ____ ~ ______ ~ _____ ~ ______ ~ ______ ~ ______ ~ ______ _ 

STONE MOlJI.JTAIN 7 1852 83 
AVG. PER JUDGE 265 I.2 
DI STRI CT 5i--~ __ -.r-::-=-= 

ATLANTA 4450 8 

FLINT 
GRIFFIN 
COWETA 
CLAY 0 ~ 

405 1 

* WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE.' 

---="".--
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'EXHIBIT XI. SUPERIOR COURT FY1979 CASE LOAD BY ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT 
" 

CRIMINAL CIVIL 
FILlt>X;S FILINGS 

/I OF I .1. DOMESTIC ~f\OEPENOE~ TOTAL SUPERIOR TOTAL TOTAL GENEP-AL 
~IRCUIT CT. JUDGES FIUt\GS FELONY MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS I MOTIONS I CIVIL 

ALLAPOOSA 

CHERil<:Eil 
ROME 
COBS' 

CORDELE 
DU3LIN 
OCtJlULGE 
OCONEE 
MIDDLE 

TOTAL 
. AVG. PER JLQGI;: 
DISTRICT 9 

COt!ASAUG8 . -L. __ ... . _~8 459 399 147 lnn~ 1011 l1Q1 ~71 3079 
BLUE RIDGE 2 3633 482 806 511 1799 513 1076 245 1834 
GWIf'I'J/;II 3 3271 443 4 1 4.48 5.24. 1764 535 ?R?3 
MOlj\jTAIN 1 2168 181 174 80 435 527 703 339 1569 
NORTHEASTERN .2 

- 474 344 622 2247 .3{H2 1440 755 964 528 
IOTAb , 10. 11,01~ 2,039 '1,727. 1,361 5.127 3.332 5.900 2.320 ~.~~~~ AVG. PER JUDGE. 1,701 204 173 136 513 333 590 232 

! 
! 

;i 
* WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE. 

§ 
l! 

, '-~-~c-'----... ------~-------

ii 

I 

il 

JUVENILE 
FJLI~S 

TOTAL 
JUVENILE 

* 

74 
0 
n 

164 . 
.95 

3~~ 

• 

• I 

I 
i 
I 
I 
I 

_I 



EXHIBIT XI ANALYSIS 

Exhibit XI illustrates the potential for intra-judicia~ assistance within 

anyone district. If the average fi1ing~ per judge are approximately equal for 

all circuits within a district then the district case10ad is evenly distributed. 

The distribution of district caseload should not be evaluated solely on the 

basis of an even or uneven per judge caseload,but also on the total number of 

cases per judge in the most time-consuming cas~ftype categories and the 

circuit caseload trends. Temporary reassignment of judges can help alleviate 

uneven distribution in caseload but problems arise when the average caseload 

per judge is high for all judges in a district. Exhibit XI is utilized to 

pinpoint such a situation. 

The important indicator in the Exhibit is the last row of figures for 

each district (average per judge). Particular note should be made of the 

average total filings per judge, which range from a low of 1,503 for District 

V to a high of 2,411 for District VII. Those districts with the largest 

number of filings per judge are evident when the reader considers each district's 

total per judge caseload in relation to the district mean of 1,722. Only two 

districts record a high per judge case10ad: 

District VJ1 - 2,411 

District IX - 1,727 

Seven of the ten dist.'·~cts have average total filings per judge within 

ons hundred cases of the district mean. 

If the caseload within a district is unevenly distributed due to a 

temporary problem of a high per judge caselaod,it may be solved by judicial 

assistance from one circuit to another circuit, or by utilization of the 

services of a senior judge. These alternatives may be preferable to the 
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creation of a new judgesh"i, p. 1 . ln re leving the burden of a temporarily 
excessive caseload. 

\\ 
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CHAPTER V SUMMARY ANALYSIS 

In evaluating the judicial assistance from supporting courts and the ' 

likelihood of sharing judges, Chapter V helps locate those circuits which may 

benefit from either temporary or permanent aid .. 

Exhibit X shows the circuits which might benefit from an increased reliance 

on supporting courts for the disposition o'r caseload. In misdemeanor cases, the 

supporting courts in these circuits hear less than 25% of total misdemeanors: 

ALAPAHA 
CHEROKEE 
CORDELE 
ROME 
TALLAPOOSA 

The three circuits which have less than 90% of total traffic cases heard 

1'n a supporting court are: 

ALAPAHA 
CHEROKEE 
TOOMBS 

To perc;eive an overall picture, those circuits whose supporting courts offer 

the least amount of assistance should be isolated. For exam~~e, of the five circuits 
It' 

1i.sted above a~ having little misdemeanor caseload assistance it seems only Alapaha 

with one part-time state court judge, and Tallapoosa with one full-time state court 

jUdge, would be able to increase the number of misdemeanor cases heard in th~ state 

co~rt. t __ --
For traffic cas.e10ad assistanee, Cherokee with only 49% of traffic cases heard 

by supporting courts might rely more heavily on the probate courts. 

The circuits without state courts which also rank low in assistance in the 

civil case categories are: 

ALCOVY 
CHEROKEE 
CONASAUGA 
CORDELE 

160 

FLINT 
OCONEE 
ROME 
TOOMBS 

'"-~"'---------------~ '---'--~--',:.------.,' 

1_ 

· . 

. _---------_ .... 

Although these circuits rank low in as.sistance, the volume and difficulty 

of the caseload in each circuit must.be revi;wed along with the figures in this 

exhibit before a reconrnendation for an additional judgeship is considered. 

Exhibit XI is, helpful in dete"!1ining whether caseload pressures, as 

measured by total volume, are district-wide or could be resolved through intra­

district temporary assistance measures such as a temporary loan of a judge from 

one circuit to another. In FY1979, the range of the average caseload per 

judge by district (1,503 ... 2,411) is not especially large. Only in two districts 

(District: VII and District IX) did the average per judge figure exceed the 

district 'mean. Of these two,o,nly one district, District VII, seems to have 

substantial district caseload pressures. 

Exhibit XI should be read as a secondary criterion to be used in 

conjunction with circuit-level caseload data before a'judgment can be made 

that an additional judgeship ra~her than temporary assistance is necessary. 
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APPENDIX ONE 
. \, 

DUTIES .OfJUDICIAL COUNCIL. 
ADMfNISTRATIVE OFFICE OF .THE COURTS 

.\ ' -

The Judicial Counci1 of Georgia and the Administrative' Office of the Courts 

.. werecr~ated by Ga. Laws 1973, p. 2gS, upon ~ecornmen'dation of a blue ribbon 

judtcialprocesses st~dy cOrimission appointed by Governor Jimmy Carter in 1971 

called the Governor1s C9mmi.ssion on Judicia] Processes. Most .r.ecently, .. on 

June. 12, 197.S, the Judicial Council was established as an administrative arm of 

tfie Georg;--a Supreme,:"Court by judi~ial order. 

The responsibilities and duties of the Judicial Council and the Administrative 

Offi'c~ o.f th~ Courts, as)set out in Act Number 178 of the 1973 General Assembly, 
o 

are as follows: 

'\ 

, . 
.;;.Se;;;.;c;.;;t;..;..io;;.;.n;;",;;"S"i'. Under the supervision and direction of the Judicial Council,i, 

ftheAdmi n i strati ve Offi ce of ~re Courts sha 11 perform the fo 11 ow; ng duti es: 

(a) Consult with and' aSsist judges, administrators, clerks of court 
, f.~{~ ~ 0-

and other officers and employees of the court pertaining'! to matters relating 

to CO!,lrt administration and provide such services as are reguested. 

(b) Examine the administrative and business mpthods and systems employed . - ., , ' ; \~l . ' 

i. n theoffj ces related to and servi ng the courts and make reconrnendatl ~ns for 

necessary improvement. 

{c} Compi1estatisticaL;~nd financial da,ta and other information, on the 

\judicial work of the courts and on the work of other offices related to and 
\\ ". 1~' "-..~' " , ,. ~ 

s'\~rving the courts"t whiCh shall be provided by the cour~s. 

(d) 'i Examif1.e the state of the dockets and pra'ctices and procedures of 
Q 

the\courtsand make reconrnendations fox' the expedition of 1 itigation. 

\~ 

LPrecedingp~gii~ni'l 
.~ '~"" '~,.-~ ...... ,-. -\\ ... _....... .: .. I 
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(e) Act as fiscal officer and p,repare and submit budget estimates of state 

appropriations necessary for the maintenance and operation of the judicial system. 

(f} Formulate and submit recommendations for the improvement of the judicial 

system. 

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

(h) Prepare and publish an annual ~eport on the work of the courts and on 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 employed until October, 1973. Before and 

during the 1974 Session of the General Assembly, the Judicial Council received several 

requests on whether additional judicial manpower was needed in any of the circuits or 

whether the circuits should be divided, and 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 Judici'al Council of Georgia and the Administrative Office of the Courts with the 

responsibility of compiling statistical data and other information on the judicial 

work of the courts, and with formulating and submitting recorm1endations 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 need for additional superior court judgeships 

and the following numbers of judicial positions have been created: 1975-two, 1976-two, 

1977-eight, 1978-six, and 1979-two. 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 'd' . 

conS1 erat10n the concurrent jurisdiction and mutual 
interdependences of the superior, state, 

probate,and juvenile courts. 
For ease of reference and fl' 

. , or c arlty, the general constitutional and 
statutory provisio~s which define the jurisdiction '0' f th . , e super1or, 
state, probate,and juvenile courts are briefly described. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

The superior court is a constitutionally established 
cou rt . Th . . h .' 1S 1S t e tr1al court of general' jurisdiction in 

Georgia, and there is' a superior court in each of the one 

hund red fi fty-n i ne (U;9) counti es (~. f.Q£! Ann. §2 -3301 ) . 

Exclusive Jurisdi~: The superior court has exclusive 

jurisdiction in the follo~ing subject areas: divorce, equity, 

title to land: and felpnies. (Ga. ~ Ann. §2-3301 and §2-3304). 

Exclusive statutory jurisdic~ion: This is a type of 

jurisdiction which, at the present ti~e, is placed exclusively 

in_:~e su~_eri;or court by ,statute. There would probably be no 

constitutional objection to the extension of.a11 or a part of it 

to other courts, but this has not been done. Such matters as 

declaratory J·ud~m. ents, m~ d 
~ an amus, quo warranto and prohibition 
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wou 1 d appear to fall wi thi,n thi s category, but rather by vi rtue 

of Code provisions creating the remedies than by any constitu­

tional requirement that they be confined to the superior court. 

(see Davis and Shulman, Ga. Practice and Procedure §S-4). 

Concurrent Jurisdiction: The superior court can hear all 

cases not specifically reserved to other courts. Thus, the 

superior court generally has concurrent trial jurisdiction 

with all the limited jurisdiction trial, courts in the state. 

Juvenile matters, probate matters, and estate matters are exceptions 

to the rule. The juvenile court and probate court, respectively, 

have exclusive original jur~sdiction in these subject areas. 

Appellate Jurisdiction: The superior court is an appellate 

body as well as a trial court. Its review power extends to all 

the "inferior judicatories," those trial courts of limited 

juri sdi,cti on which have not been provided by statute or by the 

Constitution with a r-jght 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 "inferiQr 

judicatories" (Ga. Cod!, Ann. §2-3304). On the other hand, the 

Constitution requires that specific legislation must define the 

right of direct appeal to the superior court, if any, from these 

lower trial courts. Various statutes have provided direct 

appeal: Ga. Code Ann. §6-201, the probate courts; §.!. Code 

Ann. §6-10l and §6-301, justices of the peace; and Ga. Code 

Ann. §92A-510, police and recorder'S courts. Appeal proceedings 

in the superior court arising from cases initiated in one of the 
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"iriferior judicatories" are generally de ' 
- .!:!.2Y£ proceed, ngs. 

In addition, the superior court has the authority to review 

decisions by certa','n administrative ,bod,'es ( ~ 
j Q!.. £Q.Q!. Ann. :53A-120 

and .' §114-710). 
These pl·oceedings are in the nature of an appeal 

although they are not designated as such. 

STATE GOURT 

Original Concurrent Jurisdiction: In 1970 G C d 
- , ...!.. ~ Ann. 

Chap. 24-21a was enacted for the purpose of unifying a group 

of courts of Similar jurisdiction. 
Original1y,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 A __ nn. 

Chap. 24~21a states that these courts are of countY-Wid:-­
jurisdiction and st 

lare concurrent subject matter jurisdiction 
with the Superior court in most civi 1 d' 

, an m, sdemeanor cases. 
There is no uniformity of jurisdiction of these courts in 

~ de1icto~'(tort) actions. h " 
T e local act creating each court 

and any amendments thereto control the extent of ex deli t _ co 
jurisdiction. These t h " " Cour s ave no orlg1nal exclusive 

jurisdiction and generally no appellate jurisdiction. 

R~gbt of Review of Dec~sion of State Courts: Petitioners 

in the state courts have the right of d~ t ' 
" I rec rev, ew by the 

court of appeals and supreme court (Ga. Code Ann. §24-2107a). 

The 1970 legislation deSignated the state courts as "other 
like courts,U 'llhich f 

re ers to that term in the, JudiCial Article 
of the Constitution (G C d § , ...!.. ~ Ann. 2-3108)., The state courts 
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are courts below the level o{~nd h~ving specified concurrent 

juri"sdiction with the superior courts. 

County Courts: Although the three county courts in Georgia 

(Baldwin. Echo1s.and 'putnam counties) do not, strictly speaking, 

fall within the c1~ss of state courts, these were created for 

purposes simn ar to those of state courts. For this reason, the 

county courts have jurisdlction comparable to that of the state 

courts. They are counted as state courts in this study. 'In contrast 

to the s~ate courts, an appeal must be taken to the superior court 

from these county courts. 

JUVENILE COURT 

The juvenile cour~ is a statutory court (Ga,. ~ Ann. §24-240l) 

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

county. In actuality, the majority of these courts a.re not truly 

separate judicial bodies. Only in counties having a population 

of fifty thousand (50,OOO) persons or more and in a few other 

counties upon special recommendation of two successive grand 

juries are these courts created as separate bodies. 

In 1979 there were fifty-two counties which had separate 

juvenile courts;;n the remaining counties a superior court judge" 

o 'd '~,' lOnted by a supe, rior court judge, or a state court JU ge appo 

heard the juvenile cases. 

Whatever the structure of the court, the jurisdiction of 

each court is identical. 

Exclusive Jurisdiction~ All proceedings involving any 
~l 

individl,lal under the age of seventeen years and alleged to be 
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del inquent (exc;'ept 'when .·the delinquent act is considered a capital 

crime when committed by an adult), unruly or in need of treatment 

for mental inness, or under sixteen years of age and alleged to 

have committed a traffic offense are heard by thejuvenile court. 

The COl,Irt has the authority to hear actions for termination of 

parental rights and other special proceedingr" The juveni,le 
\ . -,...-/ 

court also has exclusive jurisdiction in proceedings alleging any 

individual under the age of eighteen to be a deprived child (Ga. 

Code Ann.' §24A;.30l ). ' 

Concurrent Original Jurisdiction; The juvenile court has 

concurrent jurisdiction with the superior court to hear alleged 

del inquent cases which constitute capital offenses when corrmitted 

by an adult. The juvenile court may transfer a case involving 

conduct qesignated a crime to the appropriate trial co~rt if the 

juveni,le is fi.fteen (15) years old at the time of the alleged crime 

or if the ch,ld cis thirteen (13) years or older and, is charged with a 

Gapital felony. 

In custody cases, concurrent jurisdiction is said to exist 

since a juvenile court can detennine the custody and support 

issues of a case when it is transferred to the juvenile court 

by an order of the superior qjurt. 

Right of Revie.w- o.f Decisions of Juvenile Courts: "By 

virtue of spectficconstitutional provisions, the decis;dn~ of 

the juvenile courts are reviewed directly by the court of 

': appeals or supreme court. The case of Whitman v. State, 96 Ga. 
l 

~. 73t(l957}, resolved a conflict concerning appellate review 

from the j uVE!ni 1 e courts. The case", struck down the va 11 di ty 
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of Ga • .b.. 1956" p. 69, as in conflict with a 1956 constitutional 

amendment (Ga . .b.. 1956, p. 652). The.decision assured that 

juventl e court decisions would follow the same route of appellate 

review whether the juvenile court is a separate court or an Cl.rm. 

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. 

§2-3SOl) . 

Exclusive Original Jurisdiction: The probate court has 

exclusive original jurisdiction in probate and "estate 

matters. 

Concurrent Or; gi na 1 Juri sdi cti on: The pro,bate courti s 

empowered to hear cases arising from violations of law relating 

to traffic upon public roads (including litter violations) and 

violations of game and fish 1aws~ The 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 

jurisdiction is then exercised by the state court (Ga. Code Ann. 

§92A-S01, §92A-502 and §92A-51l). 

For the purposes of this stu,dy only the criminal jurisdiction 

of the probate ~ourt which is concurrent with the superior courts 

(misdemeanor and traffic jurisdiction) is presented. 
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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 the 'addition of superior court judge­

ships can be categorized using the slmple typology which follows! 
-/. .' 

~- State fixed costs , 

-- State variable costs 

-- County fixed costs 

-- County variable costs 

In this instance, fixed costs are defined as. thQsecosts which will 

be incurred by the addition of a superior court judgeship and do not 

fluctuate with the volume of activity. Variable costs, as herein defined, 

are thos'e costs incurr.ed by the addition of a superior court judgeship 
" which fluctuate according to change in the volume of activity or local 

'preference. 

The primary concern of this section is the identification of state 

fixed and va,riablecosts. As a secondary goal, types of county specific 

court cost information are listed. The cast are as follows: 

Salary 

Fri nge B,enefi ts 

!i 

'. 
STATE FIXED COSTS 

Superior Court Judga 
Secretary.,Superi or Court Judge 

*Assistant District Attorney 

Superi orCourtJudge@22. 43% 
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$40,617.50 
9,640.20 

15,500.00 

9,110.51 
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**SecretarY.iSuperior Court Judge 
@ 11. 15% 

Assistant District Attorney 
@ 4.25% 

1,074.88 

658.75 

***Contingent 
Fee Court Reporters 

****Library 

$600.00 - 2,400.00 

3,570.00 
(; 

TOTAL RANGE $80,771.84 - $82,571.84 

* This is a maximum statutory sala.ry figure, but represents the 
actual figure in virtually all cases. 

** This is an approximate figure and may vary. 

*** Varies according to the number of c;ounties in the circuit served. 

**** This represents a one-time fixed cost. 

STATE VARIABLE COSTS 

Judge's Travel Expenses 

Assistant District Attorney's 
Travel Expenses 

Range 

$0.00· $2,856.00 

$0.00 - J2,672.0Q 

$0.00 -$5,528.00 

Average 

$ 915.00 

,L876.00 

, $1, 791. 00 

TOTAL RANGE OF STATE COSTS: $80 ,771. 84 - $88 ,'099 .84 

As previously noted, county costs mar vary greatly and are difficult 

to compute. Some of the costs ,attributable to the addition of a superior 

court judge~hip ,include: 

COUNTY FIXED COSTS 

Salaries: 
\ 

County Salary Supplement. - Superior COUf1;t Judge 
County Salary Supplement - Sec~etary, ~upe~ior Court Judge 
County Salary Supplement - Asslstant Dlstrlct Attorney 
County Salary Supplement - Cou~t Reporter .... 
County Salary and Fringe Beneflts - Inves",lgator 
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County Salary and Fringe Benefits 
County Salary and Fringe Benefits 

(or Federal Match) - Law'Clerk 
-Secretary, Assistant 

D'fstri"ct Attorney 
"County Sa 1 ary and Fri nge Benefits 

EqUipment: 

- Bailiffs 

Office Equipment and Furniture - Superior Court Judge 
Off; ce Equ; pment and Furn; ture - Secreta"ry, Superi or Court Judge 
Offi ce Equ,ipment and FurnitlJre - Court Reporter 
Office Equipment and Furniture - Assistant District Attorney 
Office Equipment and Furniture - Law Clerk 
Office Equipment and F,urniture - Investigator 
Office Equipment and Furniture - Jury Holding Room 
Offi ce Equi pment and Furni ture - Cou'rtroom 
Office ~quipment and Furniture - Witness Holding Room 

l -

Travel: 

Operating 
Expenses: ' 

CO~NTY VARIABLE COSTS 

Superior Co~rt Judges -Expenses to Seminars, etc. 
Court Reporter Travel Expenses 
Law Clerk Travel Expenses _ 
Investigator's Travel Expenses 

Telephone and Telegraph 
Electricity , 
Cost of Additional Office and Courtroom Space 
Reproduction Costs 
Office Supplies 
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APPENDIX FOUR 

ADDITIONAL EXHIBITS 

The exhibits presented in ths appendix are intended to serve as sOUrces of 

additional information and reference concerning Georgia IS forty-two circuits. 

Each has its' own particular merit as follows: 

Exhibit A-I is "Total FYl979 Superior Court Caseload by Filing Type. II 

Since most of the circuit caseload figures included in the text of the report 

are per judge figures, this exhibit Pt~ovides a reference for the total case­

. load in ~ac:h circuit regardless of the number of judges. 

Similarly, data concerning state, probate, and juvenile courts I caseloads 

(Exhibits A-III, A-IV, and A-V, respectively) is provided for reference to the 

absolute caseload in each court. Juvenile caseload as portrayed in Exhibit A-V, 

includes all juvenile cases whether heard by a superior or juvenile court 
judge. 

Exhibit A-II, "Superior Court Open Cases by Filing Type: FY1979,1I provides 

useful information about pending cases in the superior courts; the dat~ located 

here is used by the Judicial Council as a secondary criterion in recommending 

judgeships. Because the accumulation of pending cases is considered to be a 

fe~porary condition, the open caseload in a circuit cannot, alone, justify the 

creation of' an additional judgeship. Exhibits A-VII and A-VIII, IIAssistance 

from Senior Judges: FY1979,1I and IIResident Active Attorneys: 1978-1979,11 are 

also considered as secondary criteria, because they do not relate directly to 

case workload. However, they do contribute to the total picture of judicial 

assistance and potential demand for litigation in each circuit . 
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~inally, "Population and Population Change by Circuit and County" and 

"Judicial Personnel: . Superior, State and Juvenile CourtsbYJ Circuit and 

County:· December 31~ 1979" (Exhibns A-VI al1d A-IX) ·have been provided for 

general reference on any given county. The variation in county population 

within a circuit, ts displayed in Exhibit A-V!." For infonnation on county 

.and circuit judicial positions, Exhibit A-IX is the place to reference 

state court judges. {full and part-time), juvenile court judges {full and 
\j 

part-time} ~nd juvenile referees. Exhibit A-IX is also the centralized source 

~or the number of superior court judges by eircuit. 
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EXHIBIT A-I. TOTAL FY1979 SUPERIOR COURT CASELOAD BY FILING TYPE 

-" 
CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE 
FILII'¥3S FILII'¥3S FILII'¥3S 

TOTAL MISDEMEANO~ TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDEI'ff TOTAL TOTAL 
CIRCUIT FILINGS FELONY TRAFFIC CRUlINAL CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE* 
ALAPAHA 5027 571 1085 2021 3677 445 461 199 1105 245 
ALCOVY 2785 450 591 107 1148 572 654 411 1637 0 
ATLANTA 16528 4450 8 0 4458 4230 6649 1191 12070 0 

-ATLAI'ffIC 4398 448 128 1617 2193 648 1080 274 2002 203 

AUGUSTA 7133 587 281 36 904 924 3185 719 4828 1401 
BLUE RIDGE 3633 482 806 511 1799 513 1076 245 1834 0 

'" BRUNSWICK ** 3675 361 219 11 591 827 1628 629 3084 0 
CHATTAHOOCHEE. 7293 1689 573 238 2500 1030 3050 604 4684 109 
CHEROKEE 10268 693 1471 5123 7887 852 969 560 2381 0 
CLAYTON 4638 709 4 6 719 810 2549 560 3919 0 
COBB 7782 1910 144 14 2068 1079 4099 536 5714 0 
CONASAUGA 4158 459 399 147 1005 1013 1393 673 3079 74 
CORDELE 2372 190 829 52 1071 429 477 205 1111 190 

COWETA 4379 651 160 190 1001 1080 1574 715 3369 9 
DOUGHERTY 2629 625 5 0 630 423 1239 337 1999 0 
DUBLIN 1673 302 28 0 330 565 450 239 1254 89 

EASTERN 5385 1613 0 0 1613 535 2204 1033 3772 0 
FLINT 2502 214 284 40 538 876 651 366 1893 71 
GRIFFIN 3531 486 370 326 1182 731 1245 373 2349 0 

GWINNETT 3271 443 4 1 448 524 1764 535 2823 0 
HOUSTON 1715 281 2 0 283 285 927 220 1432 0 

* WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE. 
** JEFF DAVIS COUNTY FILINGS NOT INCLUDED AFTER 9/1/79. SUPERIOR CT. JUDGE NO LONGER HEARS JUVENILE CASES. 

*** DOUGLAS COUNTY FILINGS NOT INCLUDEO AFTER 7/1/79. SUPERIOR CT. JUDGE NO LONGER HEARS JUVENILE CASES. 
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TOTAL FY1979 SUPERIOR COURT CASE LOAD BY FILING TYPE 

« 

CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE 
FIU/'.k;S FIU/'.k;S FILI/'.k;S 

TOTAL 
MISDEMEANOI 

TOTAL GENERJi.L DOMESTIC NDEPEt-DENT TOTAL TOTAL 
CIRCUIT FIU/'.k;S FELONY TRAFFIC CRUHNAL CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE* 

--.." . ,,(~~ ,,' --.......,... 

LOOKOUT MTN 4886 776 940 210 i926 877 1539 480 2896 64 

MACON 4891 1148 165 60 1373 920 2060 498 3478 40 

HIDDLE 2697 422 2 0 424 539 1005 291 1835 438 

MOUNTAIN 2168 181 174 80 435 527 703 339 1569 164 

NORTHEASTERN 3782 474 344 622 1440 755 964 528 2247 95 

NORTHERN 2754 269 654 106 1029 585 606 347 1538 187 

OCMULGEE 4698 750 1037 242 2029 844 787 498 2129 540 

OCONEE 3060 I 312 665 343 1320 683';; 562 237 1482 258 

OGEECHEE 2142 336 28 17 381 714 676 204 1594 167 

PATAULA 1864 361 459 35 855 420 401 138 959 50 

PIEDMONT 2014 157 255 364 776 512 481 245 1238 0 

ROME 4973 350 1790 128 2268 1106 871 728 2705 0 

SOUTH GEORGIA 2316 ,,658 152 28 838 508 637 203 1348 130 

SOUTHERN 4294 698 311 5 1014 865 1924 482 3271 9 

SOUTH\~ESTERN 1525 160 57 2 219 544 450 200 1194 112 

STONE MTN. 11432 1852 83 31 1966 2463 5573 1430 9466 0 

TALLAPOOSA *** 5846 513 940 407 1860 2078 1340 481 3899 87 

TIFTON 2372 308 172 39 519 559 743 348 1650 203 

TOOMBS 3605 302 786 913 2001 304 405 222 931 673 

WAYCROSS 3185 432 377 286 1095 512 ,1159 262 1933 157 

WESTERN 2428 438 187 50 675 600 806 331 1737 16 

TOTAL 181,707 28,511 16,969 15,008 60,488 35,306 '61,016 19,116 115,438 5781 

* WHERE THE S~PERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE. 
** JEFF DAVIS COUNTY FILINGS NOT INCLUDED AFTER 9/1/79. SUPERIOR CT. JUDGE NO LONGER HEARS JUVENILE CASES. 

*** DOUGLAS COUNTY FILINGS NOT INCLUDED AFTER 7/1/79. SUPERIOR CT. JUDGE NO LONGER HEARS JUVENILE CASES. 
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EXHIBIT A-II. SUPERIOR COURT OPEN CASES BY FILING TYPE. FY1979 

CRIMINAL CIVIL 
OPEN OPEN 

TOTAL ~ISOEMEANO~ TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC NOEPENDENl 
C'iRCUIT OPEN FELONY TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS 

ALAPAHA 2210 _~O] 424 164 995 60B 315 292 
ALCOVY 2550 394 360 24 ,778 843 562 367 
ATI-ANTA 9827 1160 80 0 1240 5225 2749 _613 -, 
ATLANTIC 

11.04 219 52 4 _27~ 1fi3 ":I?O 1?7 
AUGUSTA 6956 ' 304 47 9 360 2100 3584 685 
BLUE RIDGE -

2219 399 456 ~9.5... 1050 462 572 135 
BRUNSWICK 3580 672 194 3 869 1092 1121 498 

1-::.' CHATTAHOOCHEE 5677 670 B55 147 1172 142? ?40~ fill? 
CHEROKEE 5021 429 535 755 1719 1527 996 779 
CLAYTON 2663 414 7 5 426 840 1175 222 
COBB 7519 471 0 2 473 2736 3636 674 
CONASAUGA , 2411 263 H1 61 495 964 613 320 
CORDELE, 

1357 106 382 15 503 ::\07 ?57 281 
COWETA 4105 47 10 1 58 1462 1422 l162 
DOUGHERTY 1372 258 0 0 258 375 433 _306 
DUBLIN 2/)3] 267 16 0 283 ]28 502 A98 -.'"'-.... ~ 
EASTERN , 

.::....liLJ? 1278 14 0 1292 1276 1944 1627 
FLINT 1979 130 230 22 382 868 180 ?89 
GRIFFIN 2691 180 126 81 387 893 924 487 

, , 
GWINNETT 1178 ??7 1 _0 228 548 454 JAB 
HOUSTON 2086 213 10 0 223 323 1097 443 

o * WHERE TH~ SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUpGE. 
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_3.10 
6369 
1169 
2711 
44RQ 

3302 
2237 

7046 
1897 

845 
4046 

1114 
1728 

4847 
1517 
2304 

,1150 

1863 

o ' 

JUVENILE 
OPEN 

TOTAL 
JUVENILE * 

0 

0 
j) 
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0 
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EXHIBIT A-III SUPERIOR COURT OPEN CASES BY FILING TYPE, FY1979 

CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE 
OPEN OPEN OPEN 

:. 

TOTAL 
lISOEMEANOR 

TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDENT TOTAL 
, TOTAL 

CIRCUIT OPEN FELONY TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL REU\TIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE >I< 

LOOKOUT ~,ffN. 3354 491 507 "218 1 ?1f\ 704 1013 373 2090 48 
MACON 4075 588 54 27 669 980 1860 523 3363 43 
MIDDLE 2577 258 0 261 -" 

811 941 522 2274 42 
MOUNTAIN 1040 118 110' 4? 270 '351 244 159 754 16 ---_. 
NORHiEASTERN 1268 156 75 156 387 432 266 175 873 8 
NORTHERN 1880 112 326 55 553 523 460 295 1278 49 
OCMULGEE 3737 fi95 « 639 l?O 1354 823 639 871 2333 50 
OCONEE '1888 138 217 79 434 656 350 413 1419 35 
OGEECHEE 2013 182 ~\. 7 223 832 575 362 1769 21 
PATAULA 1063 ·,231 300 17 548 \ 212 153 J34 .499 16 
PIEDMONT 1573 .L-J.QL 76 62 242 551 330 450 1331 0 
ROME. ttt41 323 591 114 10?8 1349 839 1225 3413 0 
SOUTH GEORGIA -

-89O, 2BO -~. 6 380 107 213 108 428 82 
SOUTHERN 3306 :~15 . Rfi n Am 887 1388 630 2905 0 ,-
SOUTHWESTERN 1025 fiR q n 17 410 286 _2!l6 902 46 

~ ., « 

STONE MTN. 12 147 , 1131 50 1n lUn 4175 5407 1374 110.956 0 
TALLAPOOSA 8895 698 863 437 1998 3832 1896 1101 6829 68 -, .'. 

TIFTON 1954 451\ 147 31 fi34 410 384 472 1266 54 
TO(Jfl1BS 2221 231 ' ,,?, 341\ lnQQ ·324 499 291 1114 8 . 
WAYCROSS 1671 273 ~£_. 1 170 460 649 ]85 .1294 ] -. c'·· 
~/ESTERN 1342 . 3Jfi 85 · 1~ 440 383 ,~_ 369 145 897 5 
TOTAL . ~137 ,235 h5.652 83~, 3.235 27 .241 44 .174 44.222 20.629 1109.025 969 

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

__ !'._tl~_t:l_~~~_' __ - __ , ___ ......... ;:-, ~------- -------=_ , 
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EXHIBIT A-IIII STATE COURT CASE LOAD BY CASE TYPE. FY1979 

# STATE MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC GENERAL CIVIL INDEPE('.[)EI'IT MOTIO~ 

CIRCUIT 
~ouns IN 

FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED CIRCUIT 

ALAPAHA 1 173 173 1008 1008 3 3 0 0 
ATLANTA 1 7859 8016 16,704 16,552 43,441 48,671 35,839 38,7?6 
ATLANTIC 5 1386 1324 19.504 19.601 186· 109 95 56 
AUGUSTA 2 6970 487, 15.824 11.8~l_ 2Ui 131 66 -: 5R 
BLUE RIDGE 1 ~' 00 194 5921 570~ 799 657 164 103 
BRUNSWICK 3 Z466 . 255: 10,10? ~18 1297 1065 1358 1107 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 1 44~ct 48% 4798 5240 721 351 34 10 
CLAYTON 1 3171 2920 11,38_9 10,69] ~077 2841 1134 584 
COBB 1 5973, ,4§4~ 11~.~~Z ?~,~~ §19~ 51~f! 3522 2819 

OJ, 

COWETA 3 . 3633 .. 34~2 10 .. 614 9471 1170 974 384 101 
DOUGHERTY J 3888 3313 4644 3875 13Jtl 1223 2522 1939 
DUBLIN 3 473 348 9930 9288 276 210 96 14 
EASTERN 1 2212 2133 1537., 1481 3002 1861 1442 790 
GRIFFIN l' 856 7l~ 2827/ 2549 65 37 12 6 
GWINNETT 1 2567 2245 1125 809 2554 1904 1001 788 
HOUSTON 1 1874 1542 7043 5838 789 578 295 230 
LOOKOUT MTN~ 1 678 600 1778 ~1816 37 28 31 16 
MACON 1 3489 3307 2373 2238 551 554 107 86 
MIDDLE ... 5 2642 2248 8617 7772 157 116 75 39 
MOUNTAIN 2 1138 913 1766 1718 131 131 63 47 
NORTHEASTERN 1 2472 2072 6080 5725 743 674 241 213 
NORTHERN 1 362 393 810 811 26 20 26 23 
OCMULGEE * f 2005 2003 4254 4253 1 1 0 0 
OGEECHEE 4 1250 1237 8100 7837 368 253 144 106 
PATAULA 2 433 511 1262 1469 29 30 13 6 
PIEDMONT 1 363 369 3890 3520 133 90 65 41 
SOUTH GEORGIA 3 1566 1638 4686 4913 37 28 24 13 
SOUTHERN * 4 3219 2909 16 326 16 .. 153 . 231 132 53 29 
SOUTHWESTERN 2 1027 788 2401 2472 173 162 194 85 
STONE MIN. ** 1 
TALLAPOOSA 1 204 120 1711 1580 260 197 ' 69 22 
TIFTON 2 1590 1093 9922 10.415 155 146 18 8 
WAYCROSS 3 2325 1875 5142 4683 306 288 61 39 
WESTERN 1 360 263 190 133 169 155 97 122 

* NUMBER OF STATE COURTS INCLUDES COUNTY COURTS 
** DATA FROM DEKALB COUNTY STATE COURT WAS UNAVAILABLE AT THE TIME OF THIS STUDY. 

" .' " . 
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TOTAL CASES 

FILINGS DISPOSED .-
1184 1184 

103,843 111 ,965 
21 .171 21 .090 
23.07R lR914· 

8984 8404 
15 L223 13,904 
10.043 10.494 
19.771 17 .042 
37.987 33.658 

. 15 L801 14,028 
12.428 10.350 
10.775 9860 

8193 6265 
3760 3307 
6847 5746 

10.001 8188 
2524 2460 
6520 . 6185 

11.491 10.175 
3098 2809 
9536 8684 
1224 1247 
6260 625I 
9862 9483 
1737 2016 
4451 4020 
6313 6592 

19 829 19.223 
3795 3507 

2244 1919 
11.685 11.662 

7834 6885 
816 
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PROBATE COURT CR 1M INAL CASELOAD BY diASE TYPE: 
.) (.' 

EXHIBIT A-IV: FY1979 

" I ~ 
~..;.o--r~ 

~V 

'H 
" ~ 

CIRCUIT 

ALAPAHA 
" 

ALCOVY 
ATLANTIC 
AUGUSTA 
BLUE RIDGE 
BRUNSWICK 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 
CHEROKEE 
CONASAUGA 
CORDELE 
COWETA 
OUBqN 
FLINT 
GRIFFIN 
LOOKOUT MTN. 
MACON 
MOUNTAIN 
NORTHEASTERN -NORTHERN 
OCMULGEE -OCONEE 
PATAULA 
PIEDMONT 
ROME 
SOUTH GEORGIA 
SOUTHERN 
SOUTHWESTERN 
STONE MTN. 
TALLAPOOSA 
TIFTON 
TOOMBS 
WAYCROSS 
WESTERN 
TOTAL 

MISDEMEANOR 
FILINGS DISPOSED ':, 

0 o ' 
236 235 

o " 0 
69 69 
71 73 

150 150 

137 137 

37 38 

313 303 
105 99 

134 134 
76 78 

300 301 
120 123 

, .:-

35 .' 41 . 
38, 38 

172 172 

142 130 
331 251 

199 " 197 
273 310 
191 190 

8 8 

209 177 
" 

19 19 
31 31 

.... > 

157 li.~:O 
\\ 

0 0" 

61 58 
44 25 

363 374 
41 42 . 

0 0 
' 4062 3943 

TRAFFIC TOTAL FILINGS 
FILIt-(;S DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED 

4064 4019 4064 4019 
5677 '~ / 5609 5913 5844 
3011 3011 3011 3011 
4783 4783 4852 4852 
2379 2324 2450 2397 
5406 5478 5556 5628 . 

7474 7265 7611 7402 
" " 5499 5274>; 5536 5312 

8404 7908 a717 8261 
13,380 12,868 13,485 12,967 

3835 4160 3969 4294 
1153 1152 1229 1230 

14 me:; 33 612 34.375 33.913 
6410 6279 6530 6402 
9541 9750 9576 9791 
4737 4965 4775 5003 
1248 1248 1420 1420 -
1516 1509 1658 1639 -
7994 8090 8325 8341 

11,947 11 ,918 12,146 12,115 
5245 5402 5518 5712 

4518 4521 4709 4711 
1708 1800 1716 1808 

5159 4924 5368 5101 
761 746 780 765 

1879 1879 1910 1910 

2183 2040 2340 2180 

5974 5978 5974 5978 
7718 6876 ' 7779 6934 
5071 5146 5115 5171 
7807 7822 8170 8196 
1911 2000 1952 2042 

776 741 776 741 

193 .243 191.147 197,305 195,090 
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EXHIBIT A-V. JUVENILE COURT CASELOAD BY CASE TYPE. FY1979 
= t?!! 

SPECIAL 
DELINQUENT UNRULY TRAFFIC DEPRIVED PROCEEDI~ TOTAL 

CHILOREN CHILDREN CHILDREN CHILDREN CHILDREN ~HILDREN ~HILDREN ~HILDREN ~HILDREN ~HILDREN ~HILDREN ~HILDREN 
CIRCUIT FILED DISPOSED FILED DISPOSED . FILED PISPOSED FILED ~ISPOSED . FILED DISPOSED FILED ISPOSED 

ALAPAHA 219 220 16 16 ' 2 '2 ,. S 8 0 0 245 246 -
ALCOVY 440 418 145 139 126 99 200 173 11 9 922 . 838 
ATLANTA 3863 3657 ----'- . 848 838 225 223 683 621 21 23 5640 5362 
ATLAf'frIC 157 152 10 12 0 0 30 26 6 fi, 203 196 
AUGUSTA 816 683 387 334 47 28 148 147 3 3 1401 1195 
BLUE RIDGE 379 312 224 199 109 97 153 140 0 0 865 748 
BRUNSWICK 679 657 220 224 176 167 102 96 l5 16 1?12 llRO 

CHATTAHOOCHEE 1296 971 518 391 200 197 184 138 139 78 2337 1775 
CHEROKEE 477 412 228 213 95 q7 7q 66 ?O 1? RQQ sno 
CLAYTON 988 861 644 545 119 102 218 .258 159 138 2188 1904 
COBB 1255 1284 641 644 94 104 303 312 17 25 2310 2369 . 
CONASAUGA 317 313 203 189 3 3 171 171 6 8 100 684 
CORDELE 362 332 78 78 6 6 13 17 3 3 462 _136 
COWETA 561 569 43 33 46 43 211 197 2 2 863 844 
DOUGHERTY 493 517 0 0 108 112 63 73 3 .1 667 105 
DUBLIN 161 158 11. J] 21 21 39 36 4 4 '.tOR ?Qf\ 

EASTERN H5R ;l?nR 280 218 136 127 Rn 64 ~h '\':t 1910 1610 
FLINT 143 131 25 19 7 5 47 21 3 1 225 . 177 
GRIFFIN ~,' 293 271 74 70 13 9 94 105 0 0 414 455 
GWINNETT 770 463 274 134 63 36 115 89 63 49 1285 771 
HOUSTON ,. 154 160 3 3 1 1 8 8 1 0 167 172 

i 

I 
J 

I 
I 

* FY1979 JUVENILE COURT CASELQAD DISPOSITION DATA WAS UNAVAILABLE FROM WARE COUNTY. 
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EXHIBIT A-V: JUVENILE COURT CASE LOAD BY CASE. TYPEr FY1979 

SPECIAL 
DELINQUENT UNRULY TRAFFIC DEPRIVED PROCEEDlt.G TOTAL 

CHILDREN CHILDREN CHILDREI\ CHILDREI\ CHILDREN CHILDRE" CHILDREN CHILDRE" CHILDREN CHILDREI' CHILDREN CHILDREN 
CIRCUIT FILED DISPOSED FILED DISPOSED FILED DISPOSEC FILED DISPOSEC FILED DISPOSEC FILED DISPOSED 

LOOKOUT MTN. 276 260 93 75 33 32 31 27 14 16 447 410 
t-1ACON 723 724 65 74 8 12 87 70 87 70 970 950 
MIDDLE 295 287 79 78 1 1 62 56 1 1 438 423 
MOUNTAIN 123 117 6 4 11. 12 24 22 0 0 164 155 
NORTHEASTERN 357 349 255 256 49 47 77 71 1 1 739 724 
NORTHERN 116 106 10 10 15 13 46 56 0 0 187 185 
OCMULGEE 279 261 196 190 2 2 44 45 19 17 540 515 
OCONEE 156 153 67 62 7 7 23 17 . 5 4 258 243 
OGEECHEE 123 115 12 14 11 11 8 9 13 10 167 159 
PATAULA 97 96 5 5 5 5 25 24 0 0 132 130 
PIEDMONT 108 93 47 45 4 4 38 50 0 0 197 192 
ROME 380 380 170 171 23 26 192 193 13 14 778 784 
SOUTH GEORGIA 103 87 3 2 1 0 22 16 1 0 130 105 
SOUTHERN 341 301 24 22 11 11 122 96 0 0 498 430 
SOUTHWESTERN 234 180 113 104 0 0 22 2 0 0 369 286 
STONE MTN. 2450 2386 1237 1237 432 411 474 437 66 78 4659 4549 
TALLAPOOSA 195 150 56 37 10 12 43 29 13 14 317 242 
TIFTON 

I 
160 155 23 23 0 0 20 19 0 0 203 197 

.. 

1 

.! 
'I 

!","F [ 
if I 

! 

j 
fJ ~ 

~ 

TOOMBS 74 68 576 575 0 0 23 23 0 0 673 666 
WAYCROSS * 364 134 105 3 16 1 74 7 33 13 592 158 
WESTERN 203 201 5 5 311 311 20 21 9 9 548 547 
TOTAL 22.344 20,352 8085 7368 2547 2397 4486 4056 827 710 38,289 34,883 

-

* FY1979 JUVENILE COURT CASE LOAD DISPOSITION DATA WAS UNAVAILABLE FROM WARE COUNTY . 

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

I 
I \ I j 

j.~~ " 

o 
,~-, . 

~-

if I 
I) 



EXHIBIT A-VI: 

-_. 
CIRCUIT 

ALAPAHA 

ALCOVY 

ATLANTA 

ATLANTIC 

AUGUSTA 

BLUE RIDGE 

BRUNSWICK 

CHATIAHOOCHEE 

CHEROKEE 

CLAyroN 

COBB 

CONASAUGA 

-"---'~ 
;"",,.,.~~.,.,--.~..-.-,-~.,,",,,,,,,, .... """'~'~~ 

POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANGE BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY 

1970 1978 % CHANGE 1985 POP. 
COUNTY POPULATION POPULATION 1970-1978 PROjECTION 

ATKINSON 589.7 5700 -3.34 6300 
BERRIEN 11 ,556 12,900 11.63 13,lUU 
CL.INCH 6405 0500 1.48 nuo 
COCK 121?q 11 .4nn -6,01 14 600 
LANIER Cim1 CiCinn q3? -5800 

TOTAL 41mQ 4?nnn 23q 47.nnn 
NEWTON ?I; ?Q? '1 'ton 2061 37 :qOn 
WALTON ?, 4n4 ?Q ~nn ?? 20 3i~4nn 

TOTAL 49 ~686 60 300 21.36 71.300 
FLLTON 605 210 581.000 -4.00 589,600 

TOTAL 605 .210 5RIOOO -4.00 589.600 
BRYAN 6539 7QOO 20.81 9100 
EVANS . 7"90 8500 16.60 94·00 
LIBERTY i69 17 I; 33 ?OO 88.97 29.500 . 
LONG 3' 46 3800 1.44 3900 
MCINTOSH 7 71 7600 3.11 9700 
TATTNALL 16 .557 18 500 11.74 18.800 

TOTAL Sq.07? 7Q.Cinn 34.58 80.4·00 
BURKE 18.255 18 400 0.79 19.200 
COLUMBIA 22.3'27 32 200 44.22 35.800 
RICHMOND 162.437 167.000 2.81 189,900 

TOTAL .203 019 217.600 7.18 -21+4' :'9'00 
CHERCKEE 31 059 43 200 39.09 50.600 
FANNIN 13.357 15.000 12.30 16.200 
FORSYTH 16.928 23.100 36.46 27,900 
GILMER 8956 11.300 26.17 11 ,200 
PIO<ENS 9620 10,800 12.27 12,7UU 

TOTAL 79.920 103.400 29.38 118,6UU 
APPLING 12 726 13.900 9.23 15.3UU 
CAMDEN 11 334 10.700 -5.59 14,100 
GLYNN 50.528 52.700 4.30 0'2',800 
JEFF DAVIS Q4?C; , 1.400 20.QS 12.500 
WAYNE 17 .858 19.200 7.51 21.700 

TOTAL 101.871 107.900 5.92 126,400 
CHA TT AHOOo-lEE 25.813 12,400 -51.96 15,500 
HARRIS 11.520 13.300 15.45 13,bUU 
MARION 5099 5000 -1.94 ~{J 

MUSCOGEE 167.377 177,300 5.93 177,9'0'0 
TALBOT 6625 6600 -0.38 6600 
TAYLOR 7865 7100 -9.73 7900 

TOTAL ??4?OQ ??1 70n -1 1~ ~QOn 
BARTOW 32 :911 37 400 13.64 49,200 
GORDON 23.570 27.900 18.37 31,2UU 

TOTAL 56 481 65.300 15.61 80.400 
Cl..AYTON 98.126 132.100 34.62 168,300 

TOTAL 98.126 132.100 34.62 ros-;J(rO 
COBS 196.793 271.400 37.91 312.100 

TOTAL 196.793 -271 ,400 37.91 312,1UU 
~"URRAY 12.986 17.800 37.07 19.300 
WHITFIELD 55 108 65.800 19.40 77.200 

TOTAL 68 094 83.600 22.77 -go.oDD 
, 

,.; CHANGE 
1978-1985 

10.53 
1.55 

W.II 
28.07 
5.45 

11 90 
19."S6 
16 78 
18.24 
1.48 
1.48 

15.19 
10.59 

-11.14 
2.63 

27.63 
1.62 
1.13 
4.35 

11.18 
13.71 
12.55 
17.13 
8.00 

20.78 
-0.88 
17.59 
14.7U 
lU.UI 
31.'8 
19.17 
9.65 

13.02 
1/.1~ 

i::O.UU 
i::.i::b 
8.00 
0.34 
U 

11.27 
2 35 

31.55 
11.~j 

i:::3.1~ 
i::/.4U 
27.40 
15.00 
10.UU 
~.q.j 

17.33 
15.43 

. 

J 

Ii 
Il 

'jl 
JI ..... , 

1 
j 
J 
i 
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EXHIBIT A-VI: POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANG'E --"iii BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY 

CIRCUIT COUNTY 1970 1978 ~ CHANG 

~CO~R~D~EL~E~===f=S~E~N~H~I~L::=L==~P~~~:~~~~7~:~IO~N~~P~~:~~~~~OTto I~O~NJ=:Jtil~o'~-1i=9=7~==jFP~~~6J~8~~C~T~IO~N~~1~~7~~~~A~1~~~~~= 
CRISP 18.087 13.13 15,200 2.01 

COWETA 
CARROLL 4Ci:'4n4 ~~:~~g 2~'i~ 56.000 5.26 

"OEUiN __ -t~Dii=0~UGH;J.;';:;E;:iRTY....!£!~~Q~t'a4.s.;1;;'3.5tIQC'= lon 100 1i '6~ 185,800 11.39 
DUBLIN TOTAL ~Q . i=i~a t~:JlD:i'Z! l0m=0=t-~M!~--1~11~8t.9~0~0_-+~18~.~7[:8=: Jo-!NSON 77?7 11. 67 118.900 18.78 

LAURENS ~? 7~Q 347i~g -g.f~ 8100 5.19 

EASTERN TOT At., Ci4 -·t1i 56 .300 3' 62 9000 5.88 

FLINT 

GRIFFIN 
20 30 • 1b.91 

PIKE 7'1" 0 78.63 23,500 10.76 
51 i 43 900 11. 10 i:: • 44 

L..CSON ?3 lim; 24 300 3 47 ~200 7.02 

MACON BIBB 
CRAWFORD 
PEACH 18 900 18.20 .94 

TOTAL Hili 1n4- 170 700 24,i::UU i::~.U4 MIDDLE 

TOTAL 7Q.Ci74 80.500 17,7UU j:51 

, . 
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EXHIBIT A-VI: 
POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANGE BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY 

1970 1978 % CI-!AN;E 1985·POP. 
POPULATION POPULATION 1970-1978 PROJECTION 

CIRCUIT COUNTY 
?nfiQ1 ?~ ,nn l' ':;4 ?I; .?on 

MOUNTAIN HABERSHAM 4.48 11 ,300 
RABUN 8327 8700 

24.600 
STEPHENS 20 331 22.700 11 65 

13.91 5500 
TOWNS 4565 5200 

8800 
6811 8200 20.39 

~ION 11 .82 7-5 400 
TOTAl.. 60 725 67 900 

3639 5100 40.15 4800 
NORTHEASTERN DAWSON 

59.405 68.800 15.82 80 800 
HALl.. 

8728 9600 9.99 11.500 
LUr-PKIN To 100 7742 9500 22.71 
WHITE T07 200 

TOTAl.. 79 514 93.000 16.96 
17.262 17 .100 -0.94 19,400 

NORTHERN' ELSERT 14 700 
FRANKLIN 12.784 13.500 5.60 

15.814 16.100 1.81 18.700 
HART 19.100 

13,517 16.000 18.37 
MADISON 8100 14.50 8900 
OGL..ETHORPE 7598 . 

6.61 80,800 
66.975 71.400 iOTAI.. 6.31 37.700 
34,_240 36.400 

OCMULGEE SALDWIN 10,6qO 3.80 11,500 
GREENE 10,212 ,930( 
HANCOCK 9019 9300 3.12 

,1.53 750( 
JASPER 5760 700Q. 

32.03 19,201 
1~,Z70 16,ZOI 

. JONES 9900 -u.04 11,4UU 
MORGAN ~YUlf. i:::U.3Z lU,bUU 
PUTNAM ~j94 lU,100 

WILKINSON ~j~3 lU,100 1.53 lU,lf.UU 
lUy,oOU .I.u.-4~ - 1ll,bUU 

TOTAL ~Y,.I.Y~ 

lIT ,700 3.91 ll,oUU 
OCONEE BLECKLEY lU,~Yl 

10 ;EOU u.91 1/j,UUU 
DODGE 1!l,b:l~ 

9.85 7000 
MONTGOf.ilERY 6099 6700 

7500 -7.02 8900 
p\JI..ASKI 8066 4.44 13,400 
TELFAIR 11.394 11 ,900 

15.32 5400 
Wt-EELER 4596 ' 5300 

57,900 3.20 64,200 
TOTAL 56,104 8.28 42,200 

8ULLOCH 31,585 34,20 
UGEECHEE _13 ,632 17,200 26.17 20,20U 

EFFI NGH.6.M 0:B2 8400 
JEN<.INS ,gj32 ~ao 

SCREVEN 12,591 13.700 8.81 11,900 

TOTAL 66,140 73.-S( a 11.13 82,700 

3036 37' JO 1.76 3000 
PATAULA O-AY 

12,682 1"2,7 )0 0.14 13.OUU 
EARLY 

6424 66' )0 2.74 660U 
MILLER 1900 -12.84 2~ 
QUITMAN 218U 6.48 ~UUU 

RANDOLPH 8734 93UU 9500 
70b~ 7700 9.08 

SEMINOI~E lU ,"5U<! -8.02 11.50U 
TERRELL 11.410 

52;400 0.:52 '!:lb.l110 
TOTAL !le.,131 18.54 I!JUU 

6833 NOD 
PIEDt-10NT SANKS 12.70 ~z.~uu 

SARROW 1b,85~ 19,OUU 
. 73;OUU ~.uq. 27,500 

JACKSON ll,U':Ij 
50.100 11.87 57,800 

TOTAL 44.785 7.27 88,900 
ROt4E FLOYD 73.742 79.100 

7.27 88.900 
73 742 79.100 TOTAL 

---~--

~ CHANGE 
1978-1985 

Q 09 
29 R9 

! R 37 
~ -7Z 

.3? 
1 05 
-5.88 
17.44 
19.79 
6:.32 

15.22 
13.45 
8.89 

16.15 
19.38 

2.30 
13.17 
3.57 
8.49· 
0 
7.14 

18.52 
10.15 
4.95 
e..97 
7.""30 
7.~8 

lJ.9Z 
4.48 

18.67 
12.61 
1.89_ 

10.88 
23"'.39 
17.-41+ 

0 
-13.14 

12.-52 
-18.92 

6."30 
0 
5.26 

- ~. 23 
2 3.38 

, .""52 
5. is 

-7.41 
e.u.OU 
19.57 
15.37 
12.39 
12.39 -

--------

-~----~------~ ---------..------

1 

EXHIBIT A-VI: POPULATION AND POPULATION CHANGE BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY 

I COUNTY 
1970 1978 x CH.AN;E 1985 POP. " CHANGE 

CIRCUIT POPULATION POPULATION 1970-1978 PROJECTION 1978-1985 

SOUTH GEORGIA ~CA~ 3875 4200 8.39 3500 -16.67 
6606 6400 -3.12 7100 10.94 

DECATUR 22.310 23.100 3.54 24 000 3.90 
GRADY 17 826 19.100 ro.7 .15 20.000 4.71 
MITOiELL 18.956 18.900 -0.30 21.400 13.23 

TOTAL ~q.573 71 700 3.06 76 000 6.00 
SOUTHERN SROOKS 13.743 13.900 1.14 14.200 2.16 

COI..QUITT 32.298 33.400 3.41 35.500 6.29 
EOiOLS 1924 1900 -1. 25 2300 21.05 
LOWNDES 55.112 70,000 27.01 79.300 13.29'-
THOMAS 34.562 37 ~300_ 7.92 42 000 12.60 

TOTAL 137.639 156.500 13.70 173.300 10.73 
SOUTH~'ESTERN LEE 7044 9100 29.19 10.900 19.78 

MACON 12.933 12,500 -3.35 14,300 14.40 
SQiLEY 3097 2800 -9.59 3300 17.86 
STEWART 6511 5600 -13.99 5900 . 5.36 
SUMTER 26 931 27.300 1.37 33.400 22.34 
WESSTER 2362 2200 -6.86 2800 2[.27 

TOTAL 58,878 59,500 1.06 70,600 18.~b_ 

STONE MTN. DEKALS 415,387 479,000 15.31 556,200 Ib.1e. 
ROCKDALE 18,1---SZ Z8.900 59.21 35,-JOlJ ~I. ,)0_ 

TOTAL 433,539 -.?97,9UU 17.15 5!H,oUU 1b.q.b 
TALLAPOOSA DOUGLAS 28.659 40,90U' 60.1b Ii::: ,lUU 01. U/j 

HARALSON 15,927 17, 909 12.j~ 11:).9UU !:l.!:l':l 

PAlA...DING 17,-EN .??~700 ""2"9".57 28.100 23.79 
POLK Z9,656 30 700 3.52 36.000 17.26 

TOT/J,L 91 762 117 200 'D .72 155.100 32.34 
TIFTON IRWIN 8036 8500 5.77 9100 7.06 

TIFT 27 288 31~100 13.97 37,100 19.29 
TURNER 8790 8800 0.11 10,000 13.64 -
WORTH 14 770 16.400 11.04 18.400 1Z.~O 

TOTAL 58.884 64.800 10.05 74,600 15.12 
TOOMBS GLASCOCK 2280 2500 9.65 2200 -12.00 

LINCOLN 5895 6400 8.57 7000 9.38 
MCDUFFIE 15.276 17',500 14.56 19,100 9.14 
TAU AFERRO 2423 2500 3.18 1800 -28.00 
WARREN 6669 6300 -5.53 6600 4.76 
WILKES 10.184 lO,40U 7.12 10,800 j .J:!5_ 

TOTAL 42,727 45.600 6.72 47,500 4.11 
WAYCROSS BACON 8233 9700 17.82 9500 -1..Ub 

BRANTLEY '5-940 8400 41.41 8300 -1.19 
CHARLTON 568U 6500 1~,.4_4 7l0U 9.l.j 
COFFEE 22,828 23,800 4.l.b as ;600 ~U.17 

PIERCE 92Sr 11 ,100 19.bU 11 ,UUU -U.::IU 
WARE '33,""52!) 34,50U Z.~1 j/,IOU I.':i'+ 

TOTAL 85,487 ~4,UUU 9. ':It:> LU1,600 8.U':I 

't/ESTERN CLARKE 65.177 76.900 17.99 96.800 25.88 
OCONEE 7915 9600 21.29 10.900 13.54 

TOTAL 73.092 86.500 18.34 107,700 24.51 

STATDIIDE TOTAL 4,587,948 5,153,000 12.32 5.810,000 12.75 

SOURCE: ANNUAL ESTIMATE OF POPULATION FOR THE STATE OF GEORGIA 1978 (OFFICE OF PLANNING AND 
SIJDGET, SEPT. 1979) ,a.ND POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR GEORGliA COUNTIES 1980-2010 (OFF-ICE 
OF PLANNING AND BUDGET, SEPT. 1978). 
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EXHIBIT A-VII: ASSISTANCE FROM SENIOR JUDGES 
BY CIRCUIT. FY1979 

JJ. 
7T 

CIRCUIT OF DAYS RANK 

ALAPAHA 10 ?? 

ALCOVY n -~, 

ATLANTA 40 14 
ATLANTIC 50 -12 
AUGUSTA ~n ~ 

BLUE RIDGE 2§~ 
Ci 

BRUNSWICK 1 
CHATT"AHutX::HEE 0 ~~1 

CHEROKEE 32 15 
CLAYrON !1 I 28.3 
CoeB 139 3 '-CONASAUGA 4 28.3 

-CORDELE 8 
.-. 24.3 

QQW~& 0 36.1 
QQU~EBr:c: 53 11 
QUEU.I~ 24 19 
EASTER~ 62 9 
E!.INT' 26 18 
GRIFFIN 0 36.1 
GWINNEII 4 28.3 
HQ!'!STO~ 28 17 
~QQ~YI MOUNTAIN 1 I 32.3 
MAQON 180 2 

MIQD!., 7 27 
MQUNTAIN 14 21 
~QRTHEASTE~ 73 8 
NDR"""HERN 1 32.3 

_OCMULGEE 0 36.1 
~ 

, 
32.~ OCQ~" 1 

QG,EQHEE 8 24.3 
E.!IAULA 8 24.3 
EI,Cf:1CM" 9 23 

~~-~C1RGiA 
90 6 
1 32.3 

SOUTHERN 20 20 
. ~nl1THw~~ I ~r<N 0 36.1 

:sTJiJf MntNTATN 79 7 

TALLAPOOSA ~Q 10' 
TIETON 130 4 -TD!]!BS ? 31 .-
WAY ;l-t r""L ..... 44 11 

-WF~RN 0 36.1 

TOTAl 1575 
AVERAGE nF'All CiRCtlT)C; 37.S 

AVERAGE OF CIRCUITS 
WHICH USED SENIOR JUDGES 45.0 

SOURCE: GEORGIA-DEPARTMENT" OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

... - ... -.------~ 

c 

I , 
EXHIBIT A-VIII: RESIDENT ACTIVE ATTORNEYS: 1918-1979 

1976-1979 

'1 ., 
1 

CIRCUIT 1976 RANK 1979 RANK CHANGE 
ALAPAHA 23 41 5 28 41 5 
ALCOVY 40 34.5 55 31 15 
ATLANTA 3.535 1 4.353 1 818 
ATLANTIC 42 32 5 47 33 5 
AUGUSTA. 24S 6 268 6 23 
BLUE RIDGE 66 20.5 72 22 6 
BRUNSWICK 123 8 142 9 19 
CHATIAHOOCHEE 228 7 244 7 16 
CHEROKEE 51 28 58 28.5 7 
CLJ\YTON 91 14 133 11 42 
COBB 30'- '4 401 4 94 
CONASAUGA 62 23 73 205 11 
CORDELE 31 3A 34 37 5 3 
COWETA llR -in 127 14 9 
DOUGHERTY 108 11 .5 129 13 21 
DUBLIN 32 37 34 37.5 2 
EASTERN 349 3 407 3 58 
FLINT 53 26.5 . 59 27 6 
GRIFFIN 71 18 90 18 19 
GWINNETT 83 15.5 132 12 49 
HOUSTON ~'i3 ?~ ',,- 60 26 7 
LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN 60 24 68 24 8 
MACON 287 5 .137 5. 50 
MIDDLE 65 22 70 23 5 
MOUNTAIN -Iii ?~ n7 ,!; 11 
NORTI1EASTERN lOS 13 12.5 15 20 
NORTHERN - 44 30.5 58 28 5 14 
OCMULGEE 66 20.5 74 20 5 8 
OCONEE ~~4 ~n- 38 36 4 
OGEECHEE -i? ~?~ 46" ·34 4 
PAT AU LA 29 39.5 33 39.5 4 , 
PIEDMONT 29 39.5 33 39,5 4 
ROME -82 Tt 99 16 17 
SOlITH GEORGIA 44 30:S 49 32 5 
SOUTHERN 108 11.5 137 10 29 
SOUTHWESTERN 40 34 5 39 35 1 
STONE MOUNTAIN 628 2 729 2 101 
TALLAPOOSA 83 15 5 95 17 12 
TIFTON 49 29 57 30 8 
TOOM3S 2" 41 c; 26 42 3 
WAYCROSS 70 19 76 19 6 
WESTERN 122 9 147 8 2.5 

9,349 

SOURCE: GEORGIA BAR ASSOCIATION DIRECTORY LISTING 
OF ACTIVE ATTORNEYS 

; -O;;:;~-------'---"'--' ,,-----
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21 .7 
37.5 
23 1 
11 .9 
9.4 
9.1 

15.4 
7.0 

13.7 
46 5 
30,6 
17 ,7 

Q 7 
7.6 

19.4 
6.3 

16.6 
11.3 
26 8 
59 0 
11 ? 
133 
17 4 
7 7 

?4 1 
lQ 0 
31 .8 
12.1 
11 .8 
9.5 

13.8 
13 8 
20 7 
11 .4 
26.9 
2.5 

16. 1 
14.5 
16.3 
, 3 0 
8.6 

20.5 

RANK 
10 
3 
9 

29 
35 
36 
20 
40 
23 
2 
5 

15 
33 
39 
13 
42 
17 
32 
7 
1 

26 
25 
16 
38 

R 
14 
4 

28 
30 
34 
22.5 
22.5 
11 
31 

6 
·43 

19 
21 
18 
27 
37 
12 
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EXHIBIT A-IX: JUDICIAL PERSONNEL: SUPERIOR STATE AND JUVENILE COURT 
BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY - DECEMBER 31, 1979 

SUPERIOR 

CIRCUIT COUNTY 
ALAPAHA AT1<INSON 

BERRIEN 
CLINCH 
coo< 
LANIER 

CIRCUIT TOTAL ? 

ALCOVY NEWTON 
WALIUN 

1 
CIRCUIT TOTAL , 

ATLANTA FULTON 11 

ATLANTIC BRYAN 
EVANS 
LISERTY 
LONG 
MCINrO;;H 
TATTNALL 

CIRCUIT TOTAL ~ 

AUGUSTA SURKE 
COLLI/BIA 
RICHMOND 

<..I:-<C01l iCTAL 4-

3LUE RIDGE O£Ro<EE 
FAl'IIIIN 
FClRSYl' 
GIU'ER 
PIO<ENS 

CIRCUIT TOTAL :._t __ 
6~UNSWICK APPl..ING 

CAMOCN 

GLYNN 
JEFF DAVIS 
WAYI\E 

CIRCUIT TOTAL ~ 

CHATTAHOOCHEE CHATTAHOOCHEE 
HARRIS 
MARION 
MUSCOGEt: 
TALBOT 
I AYLut'( 

CIRcun TO/AL 4 
CHEROKEE BARTOW 

GORDON 

CIRCUIT .OTAL 2 
CLAYTON CLAYTON 3 
COBB CCI3S 4 
CONASAUGA MURRAY 

WH_ITF_~ 

I...IRCUIT TOTAL. ~ 

CORDELE SEN HILL - I '-"'.,,,. 
DOCL'f . 
WILC~X 

'C.RCUI, TO:!L 1 

COWETA CARROLL 
I <..OWETA 

HEARD 
MERIWE' HER 
TROUP 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 2 - -o LAW CLERKS SERVE AS REFt:RE~S 
+ COUNTY COURT 

STATE JUVENILE 
r-'JLL PART FULL PART 
TIME TItJE TIME TIME REFEREE 

. 
1 

1 

1 
1 
~ 

R 2 2 
1 . 

1 
.l , 

!) 

1 1 

1 
1 1 2 

1/2* 1/5* 
1'!)" 

1/2'" 1'!)" 
1 !)" 
1'0" 

I-J 1 

1 ** 
_1 

1 1 
.l 1 

1 .l 
1 ~ '+ 1 

1 1 

-
1 1 

1 
1 .-
~ 

2 1 

4 1 . 1 

1 
I 

1 

1 ** 
1 "" 

_J. 
1 1 
1 2 2 

* FRACTIONS INDICATE THAT A SINGLE ~UDGE SERVES ~CRE THAN ONE COUNTY 
** STATE COURT JUDGE HEARING JUVENILE CASES 

*** JUDGES PRO HAC VICE 

------~------------

1 ' 

j 

• 

EXHIBIT A-IX. 
JUDICIAL PERSONNEL. SUPERIOR STATE AND JUVENILE 
BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY - OECEMBER 31, 1979 COURT 

SUPERIOR 
CiRCUIT COUNTY 
DOUGHERTY DOUGHERTY 2 
DUBLIN JOHNSON 

LAURENS 
TREUTLEN 
TWIGGS 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 1 
EASTERN CHATHAM 4 
FLINT SUTTS 

t-ENRY 
LAMAR 
I>'ONRQE 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 2 
GRIFFIN FAYETTE 

PIKE 
SPALDING 
UPSON 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 2 
GWINNETT GWI""ETT 3 
HOUSTON HOUSTON 1 
LOOKOUT MTN. CATDOSA 

CHATTOOGA 
DACE 
WALKER 

CIRCUIT OTAL _:t 
MACON SI88 

CRAWFORO 
PEACH 

CIRCU';'T TOTAL 3 
MIDDLE CANOLER 

EMANUEL 
JEFFERSON 
TOOr.t;!S 
WASH I NGTCN 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 2' 
~10U:1JT A IN HABERSHAM 

RASUN 
STEPHENS 
TOWNS 
UNION 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 1 
NORTHEASTERN DAWSON 

HALL 
LLiM"KIN 
WHITE 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 2 
NORTHERN ELBERT 

FRANKLIN 
HART 
MADISON 
OGLETHORPE 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 2 

a LAW CLERKS SERVE AS REFEREES 
+ COUNTY COURT 

STATE JUVENILE FUl..L PART FULL PART TIME: TIME: TIME TIME REFEREE 
1 2*** 1 1 

1 
1 1 

1 3 
2 1 1 

1 

. 
114* 

1 
114* 
1/(:"-

I 1 ' .. ..-
1 1 

1 1 
1 ** 

1 
1 

1 
1 i 

..l i 

1 1 

1 1 

1 lIS II 
1 

1/ ':) :J 

1/5 a 

1 
1/':) a 

4 
1/5 :J 

1 
1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 1 

1 I -

* FRACTIONS INDICATE THAT A 
** STATE COURT JUDGE HEARING SINGL€ JUDGE SERVES MORE THAN ONE COUNTY 

*** ~UVENILE CASES JUDGES PRO HAC VICE 

-"-'( 
., 

tt 
(. 

II 
! 
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EXHIBIT A-IX. JUDICIAL PERSONNEL. SU~ERIOR, STATE AND JUVENILE COURTS 
BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY - DECEMBER 31, 1979 

IE 

SUPERIOR 

CIRCUIT COUNTY 
OC~~ULGEE BALDWIN 

GREEN: 
HANCOCl< 
JASPER 
JQl\ES 
MORGAN 
PUTNAM 
WILKINSON 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 3 
OCONEE BL.ECI<L.EY 

DOOC-E 
MONTGOr-eRY 
PULASKI 
TELFAIR 
WHEEl..ER 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 2 

OGEECHEE BLA-LOCH 
EFFINGHAM 
JEN<INS 
SCREVEN 

ciRCUIT TOTAL 2 

rATAULA CLAY 
EARLY 
MILLER 
QUITMAN 
RANDOLPH 
SEMINOLE 
TERRELL 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 1 

?IEDMONT BAN<S 
BARROW 
JACI<SON 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 1 
ROi'!E FLOYD 2 

SOUTH GEORGIA BAKER 
CALHOl.N 
DECATUR 
GRADY 
MITCHELL 

CIRCUIT TOTAL <:: 

SOUTHERN BROCKS 
COLQUITT 
ECHOLS 
LOWNDES 
THOMAS 

CIRCUIT TOTAL '< 

SOUTHWESTEP.N LEE 
r~AC:JN 

SCHLEY 
STEl~ART 

SUMTER 
WEBSTER 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 1 

STONE MTN. DEKALB 
ROCl<DALE 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 7 

= LAW CLERKS SERVE AS REFEREES 
+ COUNTY COURT 

STATE JUVENILE 
FLA-L PART FULL PART 
Tlr.oe THIE TIME TIME REFEREE 

1+ 

-
1+ -
2 

0-

, 

1 
1 
1 
1 
4 

1/4* 
1 1/4* 
1 

1/4* 
1 '4" 

1 
2 2 

1/2 
Tn 

1 ** 
T T 

I 1 1 

l' 
l' -

1 
J 

1 1 
1+ 
1 1 
1 1 
4 3 .-
1 

1 

2 1 

3 2 1 . 
1 

3 2 1 ! 

* FRACTIONS INDiCATE THAT A SINGLE JUDGE SERVES MORE THAN ONE COUNTY 
** STATE COURT JUDGE HEARING JUVENILE CASES 

*,,* JUDGES PRO HAC VICE 

i , 

1
···.·,1 

1 
]1 
" I {, 
'1-1 
n ,I 
\:/ 

-! 
.~ 

• 

EXHIBIT A-IX: JUDICIAL PERSONNEL. SUPERIOR, STATE AND JUVENILE COURTS 
BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY - DECEMBER 31. 1979 

SUPERIOR 
CIRCUIT COUNTY 
TALLAPOOSA DOUGLAS 

HARALSON 
PAULDING 
POLK 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 3 
TIFTON IRWIN 

TIFT 
TURNER 
WORTH 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 1 
Toor~BS GLASCOCl< 

LINCOLN 
MCDUFFIE 
TALIAFER~O 

WARREN 
WILKES 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 1 
WAYCROSS BACON 

BRANTLEy 
CHARLTON 
COFFEE 
PIERCE 
WARE 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 2 
WESTERN CLARKE 

OCONEE 
CIRCUIT TOTAL 2 

TOTAL 104 

c LAW CLERKS SERVE AS REFEREES 
+ COUNTY COURT 

STATE JUVENILE 
FULL PART FULL PART 
TIME TIME TIME TIME REFEREE 

1 1 

1 ** 1 1 

J. 1 

.L 1 
_to 2 

1 
1 
1 1 
3 1 1 
1 1 

1 1 
32 49 a 35 17 

~ FRACTIONS INDICATE THAT A SINGLE JUDGE SERVES MORE THAN ONE COUNTY 
** STATE COURT JUDGE HEARING JUVENILE CASES 

*** JUDGES PRO HAC VICE 

'\ 
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