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INTRODUCTION

The follewing pages represent the seventh reportd offered to the State of

Ccorg1a by the Jud1c1a1 Councﬂb regarding the need for add1t10na1 super1or court

judgeships in the state This Seventh Annua] Report Regard1ng,the Need for

Additional Superior Court Judgesh1ps in Georg1a is offered to the 1980 General

Assemb1y and to Governor George Busbee as an obJect1ve analysis of the need for

additional super1or court 3udgesh1ps in Georg1a It is the strong belief of the

Judicial Council that the addztaon of a Judgesh1p is a matter of great gravity
and should be approached through careful inquiry and de]1berate study. - The
creation of new Judgesh1ps‘not nonly requires the.compensat1on of additional Judges,

" but also of ass1stant district attorneys, secretar1es ba11ffs and other personnel
TATEMENT OF PGLICY

i ‘§UDICIAL COUNCIL RECUMMENDATIDNS FOR 1980
] o PAST RECGMMENDAT;DNS ot
[ METHODOLOGY B R

REPORT DESIGN .

as well as expendltures for and the provision of off1ce space, courtroom space,
1urn1ture and other 1nnumerab1e items. The public is entitled to have a thorough

N*ﬁand in-depth study made of-such matters before action is taken.

The data for the 1980 Judgeship Study was coilected by the nine District Admini-
strative Assistants in the districts in which such a pos1t1on had been filled at the

time of the study and by members of the Adm1n1strat1ve Office of the Courts research

staff in the remaining d1str1ct w1th assistance and cooperation of local court

personne] The definitions used for the collection and compilation of the data in

this 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 judicial circuits in Georgia. A1l data

See p. 10 for a summary of past Judicial Counc11 recommendat1ons concern1ng the
need for additional superior court judgeships.

b See Appendix One for a list of . the duties of the Jud1c1a1 Counc11/Adm1n1strat1ve
- Office of the Courts.

See p.7 for a summary of the 1980 Judicial Counc1] recommendations - concern1ng
the need for add1t1ona1 superior court Judgesh1ps
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was coIlécted_for the 1979 fiscal year in the superior, state, probate and
Juvenile cdurfs of Georgia. The 1979 fiscal year was selected as the time

per1od for this study so that the recommendat1ons 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 fofmu1ating these recommendations, the Judicial Council
considered the need fof judgeships nbt only by revieWing the data for each |
circuit, but also by‘using é perspective based on the Administrative
Districts which were estab]ished»to jncrease flexibility of judicial manpower.
By hsing,both perspectives, the Jﬁdicia] Council seeks to achieve a balanced

and equifab?e 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 to 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.

Some of the particular advantages of a multi-judge court are that it:
1. Allows division of responsibility or internal spécia]ization--a
multi-judge court can establish necessary divisions or specialization in

such areas as criminal cases, civil cases, domestic relations cases, etc.

2. Prov1des for acommodation of Jud1c1a1 absences-«mu1t1-gudge
circuits allow efficient management in the absence of a judge from the circuit
due to illness, disqualification, vacation, and the demands of other

responsibilities such as continuing legal education.

3. Makes possible more efficient use of jurors--better use of jury
manpower can be effected when two judges hold court simultaneous]y 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 permit two trials simu]taneou;]y, but such a practice, if implemented,
may justify the bui]ding of a second, smaller cdurtroom by the county affected,

or the making of other arrangements.

4.'fPromotes greater impartiality through flexibility in case assignment--

a multi-judge circuit may permit a case, where the Judge is acqua1nted with

 the party or part1es 1nvo]ved to be cons1dered by an out-of town Judge without
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the appearance that the local judge is avoiding responsibility.
RN

5. Improves court administratioh--multi-judge circuits‘ténd to
promote impartiality and uniformity of administrative practicgs and grocedures.
Multi-judge circuits also permit economies in the gmp1oyment of auxiTiary

court personnel. | . g g .

-
7

6. Expedites handling of cases--probably most important of all, -
under the arithmetic of ca]end;r management, the judges of a multi-judge

court can handle substantially more cases than“gn equal number of judges

. operating in separate courts.

THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL RECOQMENDATIONS FOR 1980

The JuQic%a] Council of Georgia Fécbmmends that additional judgeships
be created in seven of Georgia's forty-two judicial circuits. In order of
priority, these circuits are:

TOOMBS
TIFTON
ROME
CORDELE
COWETA
BRUNSWgCK
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 sbught“to reduce
disparity in caseload per judge among the various 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.

d conditioned on the abolition of the State Court of Laurens County.
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judge for the entire state:

One method of3eva1uatihg the “current recommendations of the Judicial

Council is to compare the circuit mean caseload per JudgeF for the seven
. circuits rece1v1ng recommendat1ons w1th the statew1de c1rcu1t mean per
Jjudge. f Below 1s a compar1son of the c1rcu1t mean case1oad per judge of the'

seven circuits rece1v1ng recommendat1ons to the c1rcu1t mean case1omd per

0
* RECOMMENDED STATEWIDE CIRCUIT
», - __CIRCUITS T MEAN
FELONY R e 255 { 283
MISDEMEANOR o VAT AR}
TRAFFIC | 167 1
TOTAL CRIMINML 819 658
GENERAL CIVIL  s16 359
' DOMESTIC RELATIONS s s
INDEPENDENT wotioNs o 3s. 198
TOTAL CIVIL Y ms ¢ 1109
SQWENILE 166 19
TOTAL FILINGS =~ S auss 12

. Note that in each ftling category except tra???c, the circuit mean of

“the reconmended'circuits exceeds the statewide circuit mean. The effect of

- creating additiona1~judgeships in these seven circuits will reduce the
caseload of these circuits-so“as to approach more clqsely the current circuit
mean caseload per.judge for the entire state. This would;be}in keeping with
the stated‘policy of ‘achieving ai"morefequftable distributiontof court}work

amona the judges in the state."

€The ‘circuit mean. caseload per: Judge is the sum of the caseload per 1udoe .

for each of the recommended r'1rcu‘its divided by the number of these
circuits (7).

' The statewide circuit mean per Judge is the sum of the case]oad per Judge
. for each c1rcu1t d1v1ded by the total. number of c1rcu1ts in the state (42)

8

b

i
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Of course the current case1oad is not ‘the sole criteria for mak1ng the

recommendat1ons

trends in the circuits, a551stance from support1ng courts and d1str1but1on of

s s S ey i e e

'Other factors which are cons1dered are 1ncreases in f111ngs in

‘ each case category, d1spos1t1ons rates we1ghted caseload f1gures demograph1c

case]oad among circuits within a d1str1ct
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8 Administrative Office of the Courts.

PAST RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL

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

of additional judgeships based on'case]oad and popu]ation data prepared by the 2

,,,,,

Past recommendat1ons Nave been made for the

followi c1rcu1ts
1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
ATLANTA* coBs CHEROKEE CHEROKEE CHEROKEE*  EASTERN*
‘ — MIDDLE* SOUTH ~  OCMULGEE*
CONASAUGA* SOUTHERN CLAYTON DLE L
COWETA* RLINT* co8B GRIFFIN* ALCOVY* TOOMBS
DOUGHERTY* | GWINNETT TALLAPOOSA*  COBB*
| ALAPAHA* LOOKOUT

WAYCROSS* MIDDLE oQuT

NORTHERN NORTHERN* OGEECHEE*

OCONEE* CLAYTON*

“TALLAPQOSA c08B

WESTERN* GWINNETT*

CHATTAHOOCHEE*

actually created

* Circuits in which anvadditional judgeship’was

Over this seven-year period the caseloads and populations in Georgia's forty-
two judiciaT cfrcufts have contined to increase. Not only is the workload indthe’
courts on the rise, but»the increase is faster in some circuits than in others.

It seems appropr1ate at this time to evaluate the Counc11 s past recommendations
in the Tight of their impact on statew1de and average caseload The question “that

must be considered is whether the additional Judgeshmps have been_p]aced‘ini»

10

- circuits in a manner that has provided a more equitable distribution of the

judicial work]oad among the c1rcu1ts and Judges in the state.

There is no s1ng]e statistical 1nd1cator of judicial workload.
A]though caseload data prov1des the primary cr1ter1a for evaluating the
need for additional Judgesh1ps, it is only an approx1mat1on of workload.
The case types that make up the total caseload, the number and difficulty
of dispositions, plead1ng pract1ces of local attorneys and efficiency
of support personnel can affect the judicial workload w1thout affecting the
caseload Therefore, the distribution of caseload is only a close approxi-
mation of the work]oad distribution.

One method for evaluating the effectiveness of placement of additional
judgeships is by'ohserving the degree to which the caseloads in recommended

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

Judge caseload averages for racommended circuits compare to circutt averages

for the entire state.9 |

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

have considerably 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,judgeshfps'have averages
higher than the state circuit average for all case types except traffic.

The following table demonstrates trends in statewide case]oad as well
as prov1d1ng a comparison f1gure for the recommended circuits. The c1rcu1t
mean figure for»each case type has increased since 1979. This is a reVersa]

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

g Averages for 1975 and 1976 recommendations are omitted because statewide data
~ is not available for those years. ‘ : | v

11
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1974 1977 | 1978 S99} 1980
RECOM.  STATE | RECOM.  STATE | RECOM.  STATE .| RECOM.  STATE . | RECOM.  STATE
CIRCUITS AVERAGE3) CIRCUITS  AVERAGES | 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 | 465 300 | 383 269 | 307 288
MISDEMEANOR 354 343 356 289 395 215 ) a7 203 490 220
TRAFFIC 192 216 | 4n 224 | 359 169 59 - 172 | 167 191
TOTAL CRIMINAL! 864 825 | 1,170 780 | 1,219 . 686 | 1,369 645 | 965 = 699
GENERAL CIVIL | 734 520 592 as2 | s67 3719 | 30 355 520 359 a
DOMESTIC RELATIONS | 904 53 | 692 540 74z = 528 | 637 526 | 587 582 |
TOTAL CIVIL 1,638 - 1,056 |1,284 1,023/ 1/;09 907 87 881 o
: . /oo - o -
JUVENILE 9~ 3 26 3B 67 . 3 192 46 | 166 75
TOTAL FILINGS 2,511 1,915 2,480 1,839 | 2,595 1,628 | 2,488 1,572 | 2,238 1,685 :

1A]l criminal case types are based on the number of defendants 11sted on separate indictments or accusat1ons.

2
Total c1v1l does not lnclude 1ndependent mot1ons

3State circuit average per judge is adJusted for additional judgeships created.
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’ TotaI filings per judge increased by 113 cases since 1979. Nevertheless,
(-- , Sy - o Pt : B % the circuit mean total filings per judge in 1980 is 230 cases per judge Tess
S . | S o 4 than it had been in 1974. |

Prior'to this year, there has been a trend toward a more equal dis-

| B | s e g“ . tribution of caseload among superior court Judges in the state In other words,‘
r'f : : more of the circuits have exh1b1ted per judge caseloads that were closer to

i§ the circuit mean. This "clustering” about‘the mean, or reduced d1spers:on

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

i e ot

in the distributions 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 k

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. g
' i
cvio73d FY1976 FY1977 - FY1978 FY1979 gf
FELONY 101 105 130 84 92
MISDEMEANQR 356 277 232 218 241
i TRAFFIC S 390 578 339 431 478
E TOTAL CRIMINAL 685 757 536 596 641
. SR GENERAL CIVIL 223 Co1es 14 102 124
o . T~ DOMESTIC RELATIONS = 231 196 204 196 - 190
Y = TOTAL CIVIL 375 298" - 264 - 21 o 224
o ) ‘ TOTAL FILINGS =~ = 808 897 681 633 o 6}2‘
g B 1Number of defendants on separate indictments or acﬂusat1ons ‘ o ’?5“
2Does_not include_independent motigns. £y
P 3Caseload was co11ected for the calendar year 1973 e
el ;e . This tab]e shows that since fiscal year 1978; the dispersioh‘eround' 7;
RE - e ¥ circuit mean, as measured by the standard devia;idn, has increased for each. E



case type with the exception of domestic relations. Note that the standard
deviations for each case type except traffic remain lower than they héd been -

in calendar year 1973.

The following table displays the,mean ¢ircuit population per judge and
the associated s?andard~deviations for 1973, 1975, 1977, 1978 ahd 1979. The
data shows that the circuit mean populations per judge have markedly declined
each period,from'1973 to 1978. The standard deviations have also declined,
but the deline occurred 1argg1y‘between 1973 and 1975. The data for 1979
indicates sTight 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 redqced by

almost 13,000 since 1973,

L E 973! 19752 19771 19781 1979l

| MEAN 61,512 88,076 52,010 48,524 48,548
STANDARD - I L .
DEVIATION 19,632 13,608 13,690 13,067 13,317

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

%Based on the same year's population statistics and the number of
superior court judges. A , ‘

e | The decrease in the circuit means and standard deviationsif§r both -
 total caseload per judge and population per judge since 1973'indicate§ a

greater equa]izatidn‘of the workload imposed on each judge and;popﬂlationf

14
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served by each judge. The s1ight’increase in the circuit means and standard
deviation since 1978 shows that consideration of recommendations for new
judgeships will continue to be necessary inkorder to keeﬁ pace with case-

load and population growth trends and distribution patterns.

Recommendations do not automatically result in additional judgeships.
Neverthe]ess, each year the Judicial Council makes recommendations con-
cerning additional judgeships based primarily on caseload data and secon-
darily on deniographic data.‘ Recommended 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.

15
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METHODOLOGY

The data for this report was co]]écted under the direction of thg ~
AdministratiVe 0ffice of the Courts and with the cooperation of the Administrative
Judges from the ten Judicia] Districts. The data was cpl]ectéd by the District
Administratfve,Assistants in the nine districts which had filled 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,éssistahtSAin‘the remaining district with the
cooperation of local court personnel. A11'daté collection conformed to aésingle
methodology which was sanctioned by‘the Jué?cia1 Council of Gebrgig as recommended

by the Case Definition Committee.

The methods of data collection used were designed for broad applitation
to accommodate the numerous docketing systems and court practices thrb&ghout the
state. The main objectives of the methodclogy 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 h;s been the MOst serious obstacle to these

objectives, great care has been taken to define terms for universal application.

Data Co]]ection

hA]] caseload data included in this report was collected directly from
the G1érks‘ officés of the respective courts under study. ’Infthis seﬁse, the data :
collection method can be desc;ﬁbedfas a manual system; that is, the,data was collected
without the assistance of any computerized information system?f The research staff
of the Administrative‘Office of the Courts presented the methodoTogy and collection
techniques to those persons responsiBIe for the collection of the data at a seminar

held in Atlanta on June 26-27, 1979. The seminarVwas'follwed‘by a pretest in each

of the ten Judicial Districts. During the pretest a District Administrative

16
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Assistant or a member of the research staff conducted a practice case coﬁnt. The
case counters were shown the various types of docketing systems they would encounter

and how to establish uniform counting practicesQ

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

|

- 0 » j

the counting forms prior to creating computer files of all the data. i
3
{

Courts
The data collection efforts were directed toward the four principa1 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 0y
traffic cases, and 63 of the 64 state courts 'in‘Gecir-g'ia..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 | , i
92 probate courts
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 data that was unobtainable was

h c°unty-gourts héve been treated 'as state courts in this study. There are éounty
courts in Baldwin, Echols and Putnam counties. Caseload data for the State Court .
of DeKalb County 1is not available at this time. - ‘ '

i Disposition data is unavailable foh Ware County.

17
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certain state court and juvenile data (See footnotes h and i p.17).

Unit of Analysis
The basic unit of éﬁa]ysis in the present study is the judicial circuit.
Although caseload 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 objective 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
within the counting period. Al} cases disposed between July 1, 1978 and June
30, 1979, or remaining open as of June 30, 1979, were also considered
within the cbunting period. In order to locate all dispositions during fiscal year
1979 and open cases as of June 30, 1979, the'case counters 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 disposed 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.
Variahles

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

the study along with their definitions. It should be noted that the 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 instructions as a misdemeanor counted in the superior court.

18

Filing Categories

Filing Types: 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 types are:

Felony: "A crime punishable by death, or by imprisonment for life,

or by imprisonment for more than twelve months." (Ga. Code Ann.§26-401 (e))

Misdemeanor: In general, "any crime other than a felony."(Ga. Code Ann.

§26-401(g))For the purpose of this report, "misdemeanor” refers to any non-
traffic misdemeanor.

Traffic: Violations of motor vehicle laws except viclation 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.

General Civil: All other original civil cases such as torts, contracts,

complaints in equity and land condemnation.

Independent Motions: This case type is the most difficult to define.

Generally, independent motions are those actions that occur afte} a final
judgment or verdict has been issued. Certain original actions that are
thought to consume less judge time thah the domestic relations or general
civil case types and are consideréd 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 dispositioh (motion to the proceedings) was counted as an independent

motion or included in any other case type.

12
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There are five juvenile case typesswhfch are listed be1ow‘andfdefineda'
in the following paragraph: ( | |

Delinquent
Unruly
Traffic
Deprived
Special Proceedings

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

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

- under the age of sixteen. Special proceed1ngs are all Juven11e ‘cases that do not

fall 1nto any of the other case types.

Juvenile cases may be handled informa]Ty or'may be heard in court before a
Jjudge. A comp]aint 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 record1ng comp1a1nts throughout
Georgia, co11ect1on of Juven11e data is d1ff1cu1t A comprehens1ve effort was

made in fiscal year 19/9 to jocate all comp1a1nts.

Additional Categoriesi' Several categories have been created from the

rawydata used in the compf]ation of this report. They, too, require definition,

as they are frequently‘cited in the text of this report without prior qualification.

o
i

Case]oad Th1s term has a very broad and therefore, amb1guous usage.

i

It can refer to a]] cases f11ed d1sposed and open dur1ng a g1ven count1ng per1od

or 1t can refer to any one case type or f11|ng type separate]y when used a]one,

20" | o

o
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[

the reader can generally expect the term to have a broad 1nterpretat1on Often

it is used w1th a mod1f1er as in "fe]ony case]oad " wh1ch clarifies its meaning

in a more spec1f1c context

;}Fi]ings These can best be deflned by d1st1ngu1sh1ng \hem from disposed
and ‘open cases. F111ngs, for any given per1od refer to the number of act1ons

(whether cr1m1na], c1v11 or Juven11e) 1n1t1ated as opposed to the number d1sposed

OI" remanmng open.

' Exclusive.Jurischtion‘Category' This refers to the felony and domestic

relations case types which are heard exclus1ve1y in the super1or courts. Felony

and domest1c re]at1ons are the only two case types" where all actions 1nc1uded

~must be heard in a super1or court Many actions 1nc1uded in the general c1v11

case type also fall under the exclus1ve Jur1sd1ctlon of the super1or court. However,

all the actions within this case type are not within the exclusive Jurisdiction
and,therefore cannot be 1nc1uded in the Yexclusive Jur1sd1ct1on category" as

def1ned for th1s report

N

Concurrent Jur1sd1ct1on oategory In genera1, concurrent Jur1sd1ct1on is

"the Jur1sd1ct1on of severa] d1fferent tr1bunals, each author1zed to deal w1th the

same subject matter at the cho1ce of the suitor.” (Black-s Law D1ct1onary, Revised

Fourth Edition pP. 363' 1968) For the purposes of th1s study, the category 1nc1udes

'the m1sdemeanor, traff1c, genera1 c1v11, 1ndependent fotions and Juven11e case

types Jur1sd1ct1on over these act1ons are shared by 11m1ted Jur1sd1ct1on courts

- w1th two except1ons The genera] c1v11 case type 1nc1udes some act1ons w1th1n the

- ~exclusive jurisdiction of the,super1or courts, as exp1a1ncd above,'and Juven11e

21
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juri d1ct1on is not legally shared by the Juven11e and super1or court as is the
case in the other concurrent Jur1sd1ct1on case types. When a Juven11e court
is created, it has exclusive jurisdiction in.juveniIe cases. Juvenile cases are
included in the concurrent jurisdiction category because in the absence of a
juvenile court, these cases would be heard by the superior court judges. The
distinguishing characteristic of thfs‘category is that a11:the‘actions within these

case types are not exclusively within the jurisdiction of the superior court.

OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS
F111ngs S |
Separate operationalldefinitions are required for each fi]ing type. ATl
case tyoes of the same filfng type adhere to'the same operational deftnitions.

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

relations the same as general cfvi].

Criminal: There were three data- elements collected for every criminal
case. The basic unit of a criminal case is an indictment or accusation. The
derivatives of this unit are docket entries, defendants and counts Docket entries

are def1ned so as to correspond w1th indictments or accusat1ons. Defendants are
def1ned as the number of defendants listed on separate 1nd1ctments or accusat1ons,
and counts are defined as the aggregate number of charges against each defendant

I1sted on the charglng document An 1nd1ctment filed aga1nst one defendant charged

w1th one count would be counted -as one docket entry, one defendant and one count

An 1nd1ctment f119d aga1nst two defendants WIth two charges against each of them

would be counted as one docket entry, two defendants and four counts.

From calendar year11971 to fiscal vear 1976, the Administrative‘Office of
the Courts co]lectedhériminal data only in terms of the number of‘defendants, but
since fiscal yeartI977; it has collected this data in terms of docket entries,

22

defendants, and counts. Al comparisons of criininal data in this study will be

" in terms of docket entries unIesssotherwisetsoeciffed;

Civil: A civil case is defined&%nvgeneraI terms as a docket entry. The

number of parties, counter-claims or cross-claims and issues entered on a docket -

a,numbergwere not counted separately, but at times-more than one case may be

- independent motions were missed.

‘actions may be recorded in the docket book with a related case.

entries were always counted as cases.

-category and ‘the juvenile category.

same case type.:

separated accord1ng to the or1g1na1 charg1ng documents

counted for a docket number. For example, many. cases which fall into the-

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

Case counters were

instructed to read through the motions on each docket entry to ensure that ne

‘ Conversely;'nOt all actions recorded as docket -

'FOr'examp!e, bond forfeitures often»appear :

in the motion book but are considered motions .to proceedings and, therefore, are

not cOunted; | |
JuvéntIe: There are two elementsawhich were‘collected'for'a'juvenile case,

the number of chfldren fntroduced ™nto the system‘at:a given time andvthe number

of actions on behalf of each child.

‘ There”is‘some.similarityfin'the method used to count  cases in the;criminar

) ~;mu1t1p1e-count 1nd1ctments may not conta1n aII defendants and all counts of the

For example, al] counts aga1nst a single defendant may not be
felonies‘ A defendant may. have one fe]ony count and two m1sdemeanor counts aga1nst

1m on the same charging document. S1nce there is a qua11tat1ve difference. between

“a mvsdemeanor or trafflc count conta1ned as a lesser 1nc1uded offense on a felony

1nd1ctment, and a m1sdemeanor that is thenmost ser1ous charge aga1nst a defendant
they were counted separater Consequent]y, “the data perta1n1ng to counts 1s
M]sdemeanor and traffic

7
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counts against the defendant were completely dispoSed

counts Tisted on felony charging documents are separated from m1sdemeanor and

traff1c counts which appear as the most serious charge on separate docket entr1es
Similarly, the juvenile counts listed on one pet1t1on,may fall within more than
one case type. fUnruly, deprtVed, traffic, and special‘proceedings counts may bel,'
separate, associated with a delinquent fiTing, or interchanged among themSeYves.

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

were filed.

Dispositions
Separate operaticrial definitions are again required for criminal, civil
and juvenile dispesition types;‘;The one standard applicable to all dispesitions is that
each required a formal order from the court which was either entered in the docket

or filed with the original case. In certain types of civil cases this standard was

difficult to maintain; discretionary judgenents were often made to determine if a
case was open or closed. As a general rule, however, in the absence of a formal
order, the case was counted open.

Criminal: Disposition data was collected for each e]ement.of a criminal
case: docket entries,,defendantstand<counts. Docket entries were considered disposed
only when all counts against all defendants listed on the docket entry were
completely disposed. Simi1ar]y, a defendant was not considered'disposed until all
S1nce counts were col]ected
individua]1y and have‘no’furth r subdivision, each d1sposed count was s1mp1y

recorded appropriately. : ffjfg

2

Methods of Disposition: Although aggregate disposition data was collected

on eachvelement‘of a criminal case,‘criminal dispositions by method were collected

only by <counts. The mostrdetailed criminal dispoSitions'that‘appear in this report

are listed and defined as follows:

‘Cash Bond: In certain Cases;fthe'forfeiture of a bond is acéepted by
thg court‘as a'form of disposition flor the charges and,thereby terminates
'th;‘case. This occurs most frequently for traffic cases and often for some
‘m1nor mlsdemeanors It 1s 1mportant to note that only ‘cash bonds which
'term1nate proceed1ngs have been counted in th1s category Cash bonds should
'be d1st1ngu1shed from "recogn1zance bond forfe1tures" where the court issues
’a Bench warrant on the defendant |

' Dead Docket: Counts that were p]aced on the dead docket, either as

: 1nd1rated ‘on the docket or by an order filed with the original case, were
* those in which all prosecutoralgand~Jud1c1a1 xnvolvement in the case’were
~discontinUed It Shoqu»be understood that, although dead dockets were
| counted as d15pos1t1ons counts p]aced on the dead dockets may be reopened

at a later t1me

A nol]e prosequ1 1s "(i)n pract1ce, a formal entry

rNo]fe Prosequi'
upon the record by the prosecut1ng off1cer in a cr1m1na1 act1on by wh1ch

he dec]ares that he w111 no further prosecute the case " (Black s Law

' 1ct10narz, Rev1sed Fourth Ed1t1on p. 1198 1968) It is 1mportant to

.note that a. no11e prosequ1 must be 1n1t1ated by the prosecutor and accepted

” (by the court e ?h
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Dismissal: A dismissal is "(a)n order or judgment.fina11y
disposing of an'actgon, suit, motion, etc., by senddng it out of court,

though without a trial of the issues involved." (Black's Law Dictionary,

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

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

prosecuting attorney.

Non-trial Judgment: A non-trfal judgment refers to theddisposition
‘of a count prior to the case going to tria1 and which;isiexclusive'of |
the;above-mentioned categories. The vast majority of non;trial judgments
are guilty pleas. Also incTuded 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,,

JurydTrial: Cases that were heard by a Jjury and term1nated by a
jury verdict were considered Jury tr1als. In fiscal year 1979, jury
trial defendants were also counted. This provides‘the~number ofgcrimina]

| defendants who had at least one count disposed by jury trial. |
| Open Cases A11 cases that had not been comp]ete]y d1sposed of were

counted as open. Separate co]lect1on was made on open docket entr1es defen-

dants. and counts.

C1v11. S1nce there are no der1vat1ves of a c1v11 case s1m11ar to those B

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

‘claims before it was considered disposed.‘ If any part of the case was

unresolved, the case was counted open.

was counted

Methods of D1spos1t1on

When several actlons aopeared to be equa]]y

res
pons1b1e for the f1na1 d1sposition, only the most t1me-consum1ng d1soos1t1on

The fo]]ow1ng is a 11st of a]l civil d1spos1tvon cateqor1es '
and the1r operat1ona1 def1n1t1ons

Settled:. Cases 1n wh1ch the issues were resolved out of court by the

part1es themse]ves w1thout Jud1¢ia1 determ1nat1on of the issues were considered
sett]ed ek [

Dismissed: Any case that was sent out of court by judicial order without

" formal adJud1cat1on was counted as a d1sm1ssa1

AdministratiVe'Termination Cases d15m1ssed by the clerk of the court

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

- as adm1n13trat1ve1y term1nated cases -(Ga. Code Ann.§ 81A-141(e))

““Beford Trial:
&

'kto the case go1ng to trial on the 1ssues were cons1dered before trial

Cases that were disposed on the basis of the record prior

dispositions. Included in this’ category are consent Judgments, summary

Judgments, defau1t Judgments, confess1ons of Judgment, and»judgments on the
“fplead1ngs : i |

‘ NOn-Jury'Trial' Cases that were d1sposed by fu]l tr1als on the issues

\
before a Judge w1thout a jury weve cons1dered non-Jury \n1a1 d1Sp0$1t10nS

Term1no1ogy often used to descr1be act1ons that were 1nc1uded in this category

are Judgment and decrees, Judgments for the p1a1nt1ff or defendant and f1na1

Judgment e
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Jury Trial: - Cases disposed by a jury verdict were7considered as

jury trial dispositions.

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

closed as to all partieé‘and claims.

There is some oyerlap among several of the civil dispositipns categories
which requires qualification. It is often difficult to distinguish between the
settled category and the dismissed category. For examp]e,vmany cases that are settled
out of coﬁrt by the parties are accompanied by a;?dismjssed With/without’prejudice"
order from the court. Aléo, inrmany counties, distinctions between thgse two types
of disposition are not made in the docket‘books; a clerk may entgr "dighissed" whether
the case was settled or dismissed. There is also some overlap between the “before
trial" and “"non-jury" categories; As a general rule, the case counters were instructed
to count a civil caSe as disposéd by a non-jury trial only if it was clearly
designated as such on the court records. Settled and dismissed are presented
together as "non-adjudicated," in Exhibit VI, but before trial and non-jury trial

dispositions are presented as separate disposition methods.

Juvenile: Juven%]e dispositions appearing in this study are aggregate"
number$ of children for which all charges stated in the petition or complaint have
been processed by the juvenile court. Although there are specific}methog categories
for juvenile dispositions, they do’nof appear in this‘report. For the purpose of

this study, only the number of children disposed are reported..

Additional Criteria Variables

'The preceding'hasfbeEn a brief outline of the caseload data elements
employed in this study. CaséToad is considered the primary fndicator of the courts’
workloads. This Study also includes what are considered secondary indices: circuit
popUIation, circuit population per judge, assistance from senior judges and resident

active attorneys. A secondéry 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 court caseload, but one expects caseload to increase as

population increases.

Stétfstical 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 defihedfés thefdifference,bétween the highest observed value
and the 1owesf. In filings per judge, for example, if the highest circuit had
‘500 filings per judge and the lowest had 100 fi]ings‘per judge, the range would
be 500-100 or 400. | |

Rank»-‘Circuits‘arg often ranked in descending ofder.§ The circuit with the highest
~-observed value is }anked numbe;%gnevand the circui%>with the Towest is number forty-
two. Ties are indicated by fractional ranks, for example, 21.5 means tied for

twenty-first and“twénty-secbndnplace;
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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. The statewide per judge circuit mean is obtained by dividing each circuit's
caseload by the number of judges in the circuit and then averaging these
figures. The statewide circuit mean differs from the statewide average per
Judge. The latter is obtained by dividing the state's caseload by the number

of judges.

« Standard Deviation - The standard deviation is a measure of dispersion around

the average. If all circuits had the same number of filings per judge, the
standard deviation would be equal to zero. The greater the differences in
circuit per judge caseloads, the higher the standard deviation will be. The
traffic column in. Exhibit I, for example, reveals a great deal of variation

in the number of traffic cases per judge filed in different circuits. Two
circuits have over a thousand traffic 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 sgquare root of the arlthmetic mean of the squared deviations from the

circuit mean.

In many instances, it was necessary to round off the.entries‘in the exhibits.

The procedure was as follows: if the digit to be rounded'wasvunder “5"%, the previous

digit was rounded off to the nearest number, as appropriate; if the‘digit to be
rounded was‘"5", or above then the 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.

30
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Another statistical tool currently osed by the Judicial Councll to

analyze caseload data is the weighted caseload concept The purpose of a

: we1ghted caseload system 1s to prov1de a basis from which to compare Judicial

ti
1me necessary to process c1rcu1t caseloads d1ffer1ng not only in volumes of

caseload but differ1ng in caseload compos1t1on

2

In previous years, the “Judicial Councll has employed a Rat1o Nevghted
Caseload System. Based on the ,average responses to 1nterv1ews of a small sample
of super1or court judges, a weight factor was determ1ned for each case type.
VThese weights were expressed in terms of felony equ1valents s1nce felony cases
are generally considered the most time consuming case category. For example,
in this system each felony case equals one and each m1sdemeanor is seven. This

means that seven m1sdemeanors are equ1valent to one felony case. The equivalence‘

factors for the rema1n1ng case types are shown below

Equ1valence Factors for Super1or Court We1ghts

S S Felony .
—7____ Misdemeanors A
41 Traffic Cases SRR
—:30__ General Civil Cases g . WEIGHTED CASES
2.25 _ Domestic Relations Cases « -__———--z-e]°"y - Equivalent)

it
s

4.20 Independent Motions | . #

oI

Juvenile Cases =

| ‘The fiscal year 1979 caseload per Judge of each of the forty-two Jud1c1al
circuits we1ghted accord1ng to this Ratio System ranged from 590 to 1313 felony

units. The statew1de c1rcu1t mean rat1o we1ghted caseload was 895
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‘ ‘J L \ ' Delphi Weighted Caseload System
In fiscal year 1979, in addition to the Ratio Weighted System, the o | |
. £ . , , S ' T Case Types/Disposition Methods
Judicial Council conducted a Delphi Weighted Caseload Survey. A’ser1es or ‘ - ‘ Medfan Time Estimates
qdestionnaifés were directed to each of the superior court judges requesting ' Hours
their response concerning the average time necessary to.process different cése sl. 'felony cases, jury tr1a1 | 2.0
types in the1r courts. This system is similar to the Ratio System in that both 5 fe]ony cases, non-jury trial | - RS Y
surveys are subJect1ve studwes utilizing the opinions of case processing experts- 3.' felony cases, non~trial f{ | 0.5
fer from the Ratio System in three important 4" ; : . o -
- judges. The Delphi System does differ fr - 4. misdemeanor cases, jury trial , u 50
| . 3. misdemeanor cases, nod-juny trial 2.5
particulars: . and €2, | _ ) L —a
ate o
1) A1l Superior Court judges were given an °pp°rtu"1ty th particlp ] 6, misdemeanor cases, non-trial o , . 0.5
| G ¢ a ‘ 7. traffic cases Jury trial ' , 4.0
n development of the we?ghtsa ’ o 40
2) Circuit variations in the freQuepcy of different methods of case ) 8. traffic cases, non-jury tr1a1 | | 20
’ . 3 ion in calculaticn . y S
disposition as well as filing patterns were taken into consideration i . 9. traffic cases, non-trial —0:25
. . : ‘ o ' 10. general civil cases, Jury tr{a] 12.0
of the weights; and . Civit ¢ Ju —2e:0
3) The weights are the median responses of the JudgeS expressed in terms - | | ; 11, genesal‘civil cases, hon-jury trial . = 65
of time (i.e., hours) not fe]ony equ1vale"t5 R : i 12. general civil cases, non-trial e ‘ 1.0
i3.’domestic relations cases, jury trial 9.5
Listed below are the median time estimates for each case type. These time o 14. domestic relations cases, non-jury tr1a1 R 40
. . i i h and
. fudicial ti ended in case preparation, in researc | 15. domestic relations cases, non-trial 0.58
estimates include: all judicial time exp ‘ 3 | ) ’ | ~ - .
in discussions or hearings with the parties. o b 16. independent motions, Jury trial : | 4.0
17. independent\motiohs; non-jury trial - | 2.0
18. independent motions, non-trial e _0.83
. - 19. juvenile cases; petition, tria] ; o 2.0
©20. juvenile cases, non-trial , ' 1.0
N ~ 21. juvenile cases, informal ad3ustment ' '} ‘ , 0.63
A
: i
Q  | s ,
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To determine if a circuit is in need of additional Jud1c1a1 assistance, under
the Dalphi Weighted Caseload System caseload, f111ngs proaected for FY1980 are
grouped according to the percentages of FY1979 cases disposed by different disposition
methods. These filings are-then mu]tiplied by‘the appropriaté 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 caseload. The total hours’are then divided:
by a judge year value. The number df hours in a judgé year was baged on a'220 day
year and ranged from 1,430 to 1,650 hours. This range is set to vary in smal1 amounts
by grouping circuits into four categories accord1ng to the number of count1es and
superior court judges in the circuit. The final judge year f1gure 1s divided by 1.5
judge years which is the threshold point set by the Judicial Counc11’for cons1der1ng
a circuit for an additional judgeship.

DELPHI WEIGHTED CASELOAD FORMULA WITH SAMPLE JUDICIAL CIRCUIT AS AN EXAMPLE

FORMULA | |

Step Cne: #d1sposed cases by method for FY1979
FY1979 filings by case type X toraT ¥ o7 dispositions for FY19/9

Projected number of filings d1sposed by method in FY1980.

Step Two: o ‘ S
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 ;ota] of the number of hours for each case type/d1spos1t1on method

Tota1 judge hours required to process prejected FY1980 f111ngs

Step Four:
Total.judge hours required to process projected FY1980 filings = judge year
value ‘

NUmber of judge years neCeSsary for Casg1o§d.
Step Five: b
Number of Judge years necessary for Laseload ¢ threshold Vactor 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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EXAMPLE: SAMPLE JUDICIAL CIRCUIT: FY1979 : ] - /;4
. . LS . fo
e ‘ Projecfed # of Delphi Weights Hours for Hours: for Hours for : .
# Superior Court % Disposed Filings Disposed {Median # of ; Jury-trial . Non-trial Non-jury Trial -~ Total #
Case type FY1979 Filings by Jury Trial by Jury Trial Judge Hours Spent) Dispositions Dispositions Dispositions » of iHours
FELONY 453 X 2.5% = u X 12.0 = 132+ (447%0.5) . (O x 4.6) o
. » : . 224 + 0 = 356
Ry K . . | E PR
MISDEMEANOR 593 X 0.3% = 2 X 5.0 = 10 + (590x0.5) (1 x 2.5)
. , o 295 + 3 =308
TRAFFIC - 107 0% = {107x0.25) (0 x 2.0) B
’ 27 + 0 27
- - - - f il
GENERAL CIVIL 572 : X -3.4% = 19 - X 120 . = 228 + (515 x1.0) (38 x 6.5) :
: , 515+ . 247 = 990 |
(%] : 2 ;
{82} .
DOMESTIC o - ) . :
RELATIONS 654 X 1.1% ’ = 7 X 9.5 = 67 + (615x0.58) (32 x 4.0) . :
o ‘ 357 ¥ 128 L= 5§52
THDEPENDENT ; ‘ ‘ ' o
MOTIONS 411 o X o 0.3% = 1 X 4.0 = 4 +  (245x0.83) (165 x 2.0) e
: : e 203 + 330 .= 837 . o
JUVENILE 0 X 0% = [1 X . 2.0 = 0 .+ (0 x 1.0) (0 x 0.63) s
, « , : : ) 0 R o = 0" ;
. i Total Judge Hours required to process all cases filed ‘ 2,770 IC *
o ~ : (sum of all case type totals) P , N
220 (days per year) x 7.5(hrs.per day) = 1,650 hours : .
1,650 is the Alcovy Judge Year Value ‘ . o i
2,770 (Judge hrs required) i 1,650(Judge year value)=1.7 RIS : ~ i TRAAN
175 Jjudge years per judge is the threshold for consideration for an additional Jjudgeship reconmendation . , A e
1.7°+°1.5 = 1.1 Delphi Heighted Caseloaduﬁlcoyy Circuit : : b ' . : PRI
BN , : X S
“ Gy g W“ f o 4-73 ¥
3\: S " - i L et P - I : ol ‘ ~
Wy - 4. 5 2 L & s ,L ( -
) : P ; Q, e “’ g u ‘ 4 ¢ u" ! " ":
¥ - : > ;; R ) ¢ \ . ’, . .
* K 4 . L =3 i . g ¢ <y ! @ s f} s
| - 9] w ! " . -~




Suiaeteiity

N

¢
\_/ 1
i
1
i
f
|
i
.
:'7
I
t
B
i
it
i
b
o 7
i
;
{
g
i
i
“ e
jul
pe
-

AN S e

If the De]phi“wetphted Caseload System Shows’a vaTue'df greaterhthan one
for a one’ Judge C1rcu1t additional Jud1c1a1 resources may be needed. If the

De]ph1 value is one or 1ess present judicial manpower 1s suff1c1ent 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 usefu] tools in

analysis ofﬂcaseioad, but are subjective systems and only'in experimental stages.

', Georg1a

“icourts.

v ggf'RtPORT‘oeszeur..;d; - E;u_d,~‘ =

ThJS report cou]d best be described as a comparat1ve analys1s of the
demographlc and case]oad character1stics of the forty-two judicial circuits =i
The report 1s dlvided 1nto five chapters of text w1th9accompany1ng
append1ces wh1ch 1nc1ude supplemental data and other re]evant information.
All chapters contaln only informat1on pert1nent to the cons1derat1on of
; add1t1ona1 super1or court Judgesh1ps in Georg1a. A]] ‘material for the genera]

‘1nformat1on and reference of the reader 1s prov1ded in the appendlces

The f1rst chapter 1nc1udes the 1980 Judicial Counc11 recommendations

]

fol]owed by br1ef c1rcu1t ‘reports on each of the seven circuits receiving

recommendat1ons?, The circuit reports often refer to the subsequent chapters in

" identifying the»sa]ientfcharacteristfcs‘ofneachfrecommendedvcircuit,

B Each of the next four chapters concentrates on one genera] characteristic
of the forty-two c1rcu1ts wh11e each exh1b1t in each chapter centers on a more
spec1f1c character1st1c. Chapter II is devoted ent1re1y to filings in the super1or:
s Each of the four exhibits‘in‘chapter II centers on One aspect of the
super1or court filings, such as. current FY1979 c1rcu1t f111ngs 1evels and 1ncrease5'f

or decreases 1n c1rcu1t f111ngs from 1976 through 1979

Chapter II 1s devoted ent1re1y to a compar1son of d1spos1t1on character1st1cs o

'of the caseload in the forty-two c1rcu1ts The four exh1b1ts 1n this chapter 1nc1ude

on]y current (f1sca1 year 1979) d1sposnt1ons

|-‘c |
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chapter is designed’to,focus on the more geﬁera] aspects of case‘disposition and
proceed to the more specific;aspe;ts. Exhibit V illustrates aggregate dispositions
as a function of fi]ing»leve]s‘and proceeds to Exhibits VII and VIII where criminal

and civil dispositionsVare categorized by method of disposition.

Chapter IV presents the demographic characteristics of the circuits. Circuit
population for 197Q and 1978 and percent change in circuit population is i1lustrated
in Exhibit IX. In addition,‘Exhibit IX‘ranks the forty-two circuits on the basis
of 1978 popuiation per judge and the hypothetical 1978 popuTation 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

" chapter contributes the final aspects of a comprehensive study on the need for

additional resources by cohcentréting on potential sources of jUdicial assiStahce
other than new judgeships. Exhibit X observes the effective assistance from
supporting courts by observing the number of supporting courts in each circuit and
the percentagé§ of cases in the concurrent jurisdiction categories heard by the
supporting courts. Circuit‘CaseToad_is presented in Exhibit Xi for each citcuit

as a component of one of the ten Judicial Administrative Districts.

Within each chépter, the sequénce of exhibits‘is arranged so as to proceed
from the general charécteristics to fhe more specific. Each exhibit is preceded
by a brief'narrative‘identifyihg the data elements contained in the exhibit. Also
included in this narrative are abpropriate qua]ifications and limitaticons 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 impdrtant‘the reader study the narrative preceding each exhibit to

assure understanding of the content.- In‘comparing data amongythe various exhibits,

38

it is importaht 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 qdalify as "filings.“i Filings in one exhibit should not bev
compared to dispositions in another, even. though both elements could be

characterized as "caseload data."

Throughoht this report the caseload data is standardized into the caseload
per judge in eaéh circuit. This provides easy comparison of the actual judicial
| workload among the circuits. For this type of study, the absolute circuit
caseload is irrelevant because it’does not contfo] for the number of judges‘in

~the circuit. Theréfore, unless otherwise specified, all caseload data is

0

ped
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expressed in terms of the ratio of cases to suberior court judges in the circuit.
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CHAPTER |

recommendatlons for 1980

TOOMBS
TIFTON
ROME
CORDELE
COWETA
BRUNSWICK
DUBLIN

CIRCUIT REPORTS:

Analysns of Judicial Councll

to express the caseload in persaudge terms for each circuit.

S © CHAPTER I 1 I
~ CIRCUIT REPORTS -

The purpose of this chapter is to present a brief ana]ys1s of the c1rcu1t

recommendat1ons of the Judicial Council of Georgia. -The Jud1c1a1 Council has

recommended the creation of add1t1ona1 ‘Superior court Judgesh1ps in seven circuits.
Listed in descend1ng order of priority the circuits are:

TOOMBS
“TIFTON
- ROME
CORDELE
COWETA
BRUNSWICK
DUBLIN'

Th1s chapter contains separate circuit reports for each of the seven c1rcu1ts

recommended They identify the salient characteristics of each circuit which

prec1p1tated the Councxl's recommendations. For more detail, the reader is encouraged

to refer to the exh1b1ts set out in the following chapters. Those chapters

Ppresent data for all forty-two judicial circuits.

As is the case throughout‘thiS'study, the circuit caseload data is standardized
This method fac111tates
comparison of the actual: work]oad among the Judges 1n the varijous c1rcu1ts “Unless
otherw1se stated, all caseload f1gures c1ted in the c1rcu1t reports are per Judge

figures. The ‘caseload per judge in a s1ng]e c1rcu1t is often ~compared to other

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

4

X Conditioned on the abolition of the State Court of Laurens County.
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Another method often used in the foIlow1ng c1rcu1t reports is the ranking

of circuits according to a g1ven var1ab1e..}A11 ‘rankings have been arranged so
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 7ilings,

felony filings, misdemeanor filings, traffic filings, total criminal

number one in domestic relations filings per judge has*the highest ratio of

such a figure may be cited in the circuit report as "the circuit ranking number

one in domestic relations filings."
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as to place the circuit with the highest value as number one and the circuit with

filings, general civil filings;, domesticore1ations filings, independent motions,

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

domestic relations filings to the number of superior court judges. For convenience,

: Cr1m1na1 case types have increased part1cu1ar1y in felon1es (18%) On:the‘Whole,

TOOMBS JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

The geographic jurisdiction of the Toombs Judicfal'Circuit inc1udes the
Six count1es of Glascock L1nco]n, McDuff1e Tal1aferro Warren and W11kes
The 1978 populat1on was 45,600 and is expected to increase to 47, 500 by the

year 1985 The current Jud1c1a1 resources in the circuit consist of one superior

court Judge and six probate court Judges who hear m1sdemeanor and traff1c cases.

In fwscal year 1979 the Toombs Circuit had the second h1ﬂhest number of
total f111ngs per audge (3, 605) in the state. Toombs has had comparab]e rankings

in’ prev1ous years On the bas1s of total filings per judge, it was ranked second

71n 1978, fourth 1n 1977 and s1xth +in 1976

The Toombs C1rcu1t has an extreme]y h1gh f111ng rate per judge in both
total cr1m1na1 (2,001) and total juvenile (673) filing types. With these filing
rates, Toombs ranks second in each of the two categories. Although‘the casettypes
for which Toombs Circuit recorded the greatest number of filings (misdemeanor, traffic
and juvenile) are not the'most time-consumidg case types,athe sheer volume of tota]
fi]in95~imposes a heavy burden on the sole Superior court judge.

Trends in caseload over the three year per1od f1sca1 years 1976 through 1979,

indicate that the super1or court f111ngs per judge are 1ncreas1ng in both the cr1m1na]

,and Juven11e categor1es (Exh1b1t IV). In total cr1m1na1 f111ngs per Judge the average

1ncrease per year 1s over 13% desp1te a statew1de average decrease

a]though tota] ‘statewide filings per Judge have decreased at an average of approximateiy

% per year, the Toombs C1rcu1t has’ sustalned an average 1ncrease in total f111ngs of

ngreater than 12%.

O
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The Weighted Caseload System shows that there is a need for a gfeater
amount of judicial time to process caseload than is presently available in the
Toombs Judicfal 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 aésistance.

The Toombs Circuit is ranked second in total dispositions per judge but the
overall disposition rate (total dispositions per judge as a percent of total
filings per judge) is less than 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

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

the Toombs Circujf does not have an equaily large percentage (1.9%) of criminal
Jjury 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 civi1‘cases and all juvenile cases’in

each of the six counties,ovér 1,700'misdemeanor‘and traffic cases were incorporated
into the superior court judgefs fiscal year 1979 case]oad.. Since there are no state
or juvenile courts, the sole superior court judge must hear all civil and juvenile

cases.

In‘summary, the Toombs Judicial Circuit is a one-judge, multi-county circuit
. o .
for which there is a high volume caseload and little potential for expanded use

of supparting zourts' assistance. Toombs circuit has an increasing per judge case-

46

¢

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,‘the

Judicial Council recommends that an additional superior court judgeship be created

in the Toombs Judicial Circuit.
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TIFTON JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

/The geographic jurisdiction of the Tifton Judicial Council includes the four.
| : . i 1 .
counties of Irwin, Tift, Turner and Worth. The 1973 population was 64,800° and is

“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, 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 filings, third in independent motions

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

those cases which are most time-consuming to process, felonies 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 and, therefore, the burden of these cases on the sole superior cdurt

judge cannot be relieved by 5upporting courts. In fact, the supporting courts 1in

/

Tifton Circu1t do ‘et prov1de a great dea1 of relief in any of the categories for

which the circuit shows total per Judge filings above the stateWide mean. Supporting

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

: . . Y . . . & . .C
juverile cases. Their main assistance 1S 1n hearing‘misdemeanor (91A) and traffic

(alnost 100%) cases. .

T Ranked sixth in popuiation per superior court judge.
m Twe of whom hear misdemeanor and traffic cases
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Whiie‘the total‘number of cases disposed (1,939) is above statewide mean of

¥,682 per Judge the dispOSition rate is 81. 7%. This means that a]though'the superior

court Judge is d1$p051ng of a great number of cases, jpending cases are accumulating at

.a rate of 18.3% each year, This accumulation rate is ranked fifth in~the'state.

Trends in case]oad over the three year period fiscal years 1976 through 1979,

1ndicate that superior court fiiings are 1ncrea51ng in all maJor case types (criminal

civil and Juvenile) Juvenile fi]ings, especialiy, show an increase of 89% between

1976 and 1979,and an even greater increase of 4977 between the years 1978 and 1979 o
Despite statew1de average decreases in tota] fi]ings the Tifton Circuit has sus-

tained an average increase of almost 10% per year in total filings. When the totai

filings of the Tifton Circuit are Viewed in terms of Judic1a1 workload as determined
.by the weighted Ratio System, Tifton Circu1t ranks first w1th 1, 318 felony units.

The De]phi Weighted Case]oad is a system which -puts emphaSis on disposition time and
‘“judge time, When Tifton Circuit is viewed*ﬁhrough-this systen, a Dé]phi measure of

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

In summary, Tifton Judicial Gircuit is a one-judge, multi-county circuit for
which there is a high volume case]oad,particuiariy in the most demanding case types,
felony and domestic relations. Supporting courts hear a large nercentage;of
misdemeanor and traffic cases but the most time consuming'case types~must be handled

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

‘combined with-an above average disp051tion rate points to the fact that’ the present
1ncreasing~ caseload is too great to be handled by one judge. So that it can
effectiuely deal with an excessive;'increasing case]oad in itssexclusive jurisdiction
case types the Judicial Council recommends the creation of an additional superior

court Judneship in the Tifton Jud1c1a1 Circu1t

nD1Sp0$1t10nS as percent Ofx ilings per judge

O These unusually Targe increases in Juveni]e filings may be due in part to improved
5 record keeping. a
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ROME JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

The Rome Judicial Circuit is coextensive with F1oyd County. Its 1978
est1mated population was 79,100, a 7.27% increase from 1970. The projected,I985
population is 88, 900 an expected 12.39% increase over the 1978 popu]at1on estlmate
The current populat1on per Judge is 39 550, which ranks th1rty-second among
Georgia's forty-two circuits. If an add1t1ona1 superior court Judge\Nas,added,'

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

HoWever, the ceseload'data presented below indicates that the workload is much too
great for only two superior court judges.

The Rome Judicial Circuit recorded 2,487 totaT fi1ings per judge in fisce1
year 1979. Th1s f1gure is the fourth h1ghest in the state. The Rome’Circuit ranks
only th1rty-fourth in the combined fe]ony and donest1c relations filings,: 611 cases
per'qudge. However, the inclusion of general c1v11 cases increases the c1rcu1t s
rank tn this new combined category to nineteenth. The importance of these case
categories is that felony and domestic relations cases lie within the exc]usive
jurisdiction of the superior courts and that certain sub-categories of general civil
cases, i.e., equity and title cases, also lie within the exclusive jurisdiction.of
the superior courts. The Rome Circuit ranked fourth in the number oftgeneralkcivil

cases per judge (553), first in indepéndent 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
despite?a 7.8% decrease from FY1978 to. FY1979 General civil filings have increased

by 22.6% and domestic relations f1]1ngs by 4.1% in the last year. SRR ;f
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The two Superior Court Judges in the Rome Circuit have disposed of a very
h1gh proportion of f111ngs in the more t1me-consum1ng case types: felonies - 97.7%;
general c1y1]‘casesw- 95.1%; and\domest1c relations cases - 100.9%. The statewide
circuit means are 92.7%, 88.2% and 93.6%, respectively,‘t- |
7 :
' The d1str1butxon of d1spos1t1ons w1th1n the criminal case types magn1f1es the

‘demand for Judge time. Within the felony case type, 17.5% of the counts'were :

I}d1sposed by jury trial, the most time-consumingxmethod. Anyaddttjonal 20.7% of

'felony counts were disposed'by non-jury trials.

The est1mated demand for Judge txne based on the FY1979 f111ngs and the Rat1o
We1ghts shows that Rome Jud1c1a1 C1rcu1t has a need for additional judicial

aSS1stance Rome has a Ratio Weight of 957 fe]ony units per judge which is

V‘ cons1derab1y greater than the statewide c1rcu1t mean per judge of 895 fe]ony units.
ﬂ’;when the distribution of disposition methods 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 Superidr court judges réceive substant1a1 ass1stance’from supporting
courts in traffic and Juven11e cases: the probate court hears 97.6% of all traffic
cases and there is a separate Juven11e court wh1ch hears all Juven11e cases. However,
there is l1tt1e support in m1sdemeanor cases (10.5% of the 1979 f111ngs) and none

in c1v11 case types. This dlfference in support among case types is due to tne

absence of a support1ng court w1th Jur1sd1ct1on +o hear these cases(i.e., a state court)
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- without an additional Jjudge.

In summary, the Rome Judicial Circuit has a high‘and increasing volume of
cases.”‘The rate of‘1ncreases from FY1976 to FY1979 in" felony f111ngs is
significantly greater than the‘statew1de average increase. General c1vm1 and
domestic relations cases are also increasing at a substant1a1 rate. The two
Jjudges d1spose of a very high proport1on of cases in the most t1me-consuming~case i
type categories, and the judges have an extremely high demand for jury.and non-jury
trials, particularly tn felony cases.' There is no potential for an increase in
assistance from existihg supporting coUrts. The demand for Judge time to process

the caseload is so great that the two superior court judges cannot meet the demand

of an additional Superior Court Judgesh1p in the Rome Judicial C1rcu1t
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Therefore, the Judicial Counc11 recommends the creation

¥

- (criminai, c1v11 and Juven11e)

'16% and 3%, respectively.

‘a;;% decrease between the years FY1976band FY1979.

- CORDELE JUDICIAL CIRCUIT . ..
A 0 i\\( : :

The geograph1c Jur1sd1ct1on of the Corde]e Jud1c1a1 C1rcu1t 1nc1udes the

four COQntJQSVQf Ben,H111 Crisp, Dooly and W11cox The 1978 population was

53,200 andvit‘raﬁks 13thf00t.of‘forty-two circuits in population ner superior:
court~judge By the year 1985 thefpopulation is‘expected to increase to 56,000.
The current Jud1c1a1 resources in the cvrcu1t include one superxor court Judge,

| - four probate court Jjudges and one part ~time Juven11e Judge

In fiscal year 1979 the Cordele C1rcu1t had the fifth highest (along with

the T1fton Circuit) number of tota] f111ngs per Judge in the state- (2,372). In

the two prev1ous years,FY1977 and FY1978, Cordele Circuit was ranked n1neteenth(2 104)
and seventh (1 791), respect1ve1v, in total f111ngs per judge.

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

Jjudge in four case categories: first in misdemeanor filings, sixth in total criminal

In :
domest1c re]at1ons f111ngs per judge (477), Corde]e C1rcu1t is close to the statewide

c1rcu1t mean (552) anq’has shownvmarked increases in past years.

f111ngs fifth in Juven11e filings and eleventh in general civil f111ngs

Trends in caseload over the three year period, f1sca1 years 1976 through 1979,

show that super1or court f111ngs per judge are. 1ncreas1ng 1n all major case types

In total cr1m1na1 f111ngs the average increase

~has been over 19% . per year: desp1te the fact that the statew1de average per Judge has
 decreased.

Total civil f111ngs per Judge have. 1ncreased at an average rate of

37 and: total Juven11e at an average rate of 79% per year since FY1976. The most R
time consum1ng cases, felon1es and domest1c re1at1ons f111ngs have 1ncreased over
The statewxde average change for total f111ngs reveals

The Cordele Circuit, however,_
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has sustained more than a 13% average increase in total filings oer Judge

Supporting courts in the Cordele Circuit provide assistance in hearing
traffic cases (99.6%), juvenile cases (58.9%), and misdemeandr‘caSes (11.1%2).
This means that in addition to all felony cases and all civii cases in each of the
four counties, 1,074 misdemeanor, traffic,'and juvenile cases were incorponated
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 fortheoming 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 heaning those cases. Cordele Judicial Circuit is ranked seventh (51.3%)
in percent of civii filings (Exhibit VI) disposed by‘the time-consuming method of -
non-jury trial. The sole part-time juvenile court judge heers almost 60% of all
juvenile cases. The current volume of juvenile filings inxfhe circuit ranks fifth
highest in the state, and there is no available additional assistance from the
supportfng courts.

When the’tdta1 filings for Corde]e Judicial Circuit are Viewed’under application
of the We1ghted Ratio System, it ranks eleventh with 1,077 fe]ony units per judge.
The Delphi We1ghted Caseload puts emphas1s on disposition time and judge time.

When Cordele Circuit is viewed through th1s~system it has a delphi measure

of 1.4 which reveals the need fd? additional judge time.

7

54

ety

B SN

In summary, the Cordele Judicial Cireuit is a one-judge, mu]tiicodnty,
circuit forswhichvthere is ‘a high volume caseload that has been increesing at
an average rate'of 13” each year since FY1976. Support1ng courts prov1de

substant1a1 ass1stance in hearing Juven11e and traff1c cases but they prov1de

‘11tt1e ass1stance to the superior court Judge 1n hear1ng the misdemeanor cases

and no ass1stance in hear1ng civil cases. The Corde]e Circuit has an 1ncrea51ng

VO1ume of cases within the’ exc]us1ve Jur1sd1ct1on of the super1or court and of
cases within the concurrent Jur1sd1ct1on of the supporting and super1or courts.
In view of the c1rcu1t s thirteenth- rank1ng popu]at1on per Judge, fifth-ranking
number of tota1 f111ngs per Judge, increasing caseload, and limited ass1stance
ava11ab1e from support1ng courts, the Jud1c1a1 Counc11 recommends the creation -

of a second Superlor Court Judgesh1p in the Cordele Jud1c1a1 Circuit.
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COWETA JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

| The Coweta Jud1c1a1 Circuit is composed of f1ve count1es Carro]] Coweta,
Heard, Meriwether and Troup. The 1978 populat1on of the circuit was 166,800 and
ranks number one of all Georgia circuits in popu]at1on per judge. The popu]atlon
is expected to increase by 11.4% and reach 185,800 by 1985. ‘The judicial resources
of the circuit include: two super1or court Judges three. state court Judges,p five

probate Judgesq and two part- t1me Jjuvenile court Judges

In 1979, Coweta Judicia],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,Coweta is fourth. Over ftfty percent of the circuit's filings are

felony or domestic relations cases, which are case types heard exclusively in the
superior courts. Coweta Judicial C1rcu1t has a very heavy civil 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 case1oad 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.

g9 Two of five probate judges-handle traffic and misdemeanor cases.

56

W

Between fiscal year 1978 and 1979 the rate of change in Coweta Judicial C1rcu1t

h has been greater than the statew1de average

&y

Tota] d1spos1tions expressed as a percent of f111ngs in f1sca1 year 1979

~was 84 4%, Although the tota] number of d1spos1t1ons per Judge (1, 848) 1s greater

/\(\7‘

’than the statew1de circuit mean, 1t appears that pend1ng and open cases are

6]

accumu]at1ng'ata rate of 15 6% of f111ngs a year ~}ﬁ

| The Superior Court receives a substantial amount of a551stance from support1ng
courts. OQver 95 of all m1sdemeanors and traff1c v1olat1ons are heard by the
supporting courts. In add1t1on these courts prov1de a. s1gn1f1cant amount of case-
1oad assistance in the c1v11 area. They handle over one-half of the circuit's

general c1y1];caseload and one-third of the independent motion f111ngs. Almost

all juvenile caseload is processed by the supporting courts.

In summary, the Coweta Judicial Circuit has a high volume caseload part1cu1ar]y

in the most demand1ng case types, fe]ony and domest1c re1at1ons The caseload

ggrowth and population growth trends suggest an even greater volume of case]oad in

the future, Although the Superior court receives substant1a] a551stance from
supporting‘courts in’the circuit,lcaseload is accumulating at a significant rate;
While'dispositions in total numbershare above the‘statewide‘circuit mean, the
disposition‘rate in civiﬁ cases remains low. So that the Coweta Jud1c1a1 C1rcu1t

can effectvve]y process a h1gh-vo]ume,comp1ex, and 1ncreas1ng caseload the Judicial

Council of Georg1a recommends the creat1on of an add1t1ona1 super1or court Judgesh1p

in the Coweta Jud1c1a1 C1rcu1t
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BRUNSWICK JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

The Brunswick Judicia] Circuit consists of five counties - App]ing, 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 popu]ation‘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 per judge: 181 felony,
110 misdemeanor; and 6 traffic as compared to statewide circuit means of 253,215, and

191, respectively. However the number of c1v11 filings per judge are a11 markedly

higher than the respective statewxde circuit means: genera] c1v11 - 414 versus 359;
domestic relations - 814 versus 552; and independent motions - 315 versms 198. The
Brunswick Circuit ranked tenth in combined felony and domestic re]ation§5Eases with
995 cases‘per judge; the statenide 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% pner year averaged over the four year period FY1976-
FY1979 and by an observed rate of 12.5% since=FY1978;‘the correSponding figures'
for domestic relations cases are 14% and 10.4% and for independent motions 33%
and 86;4%; Felony counts per'judge declined by an average rate of 34% per year
STnce FY1976; but increased by 0.6% from FY1978. Misdemeanor counts per Judge
deéreaSed by 15.1% since FY1978 although the average rate 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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‘a weight of 957 felony units.

superior court case]oad demands is probab]y not feasible.

The ratios of dispositions to filings are beTow the statewide circuit

means in all case types. The disposition rates for the Brunswick Circuit and

the statew1de circuit means are: felony - 85. 1% versus 92.7%; misdemeanor -

66.44
6.4% versus 110.9%; general c1v1l - 66 47 versus 88.2%; and domestic relations -

87. 87 versus 93.6%. Th1s may be in part due to the .high proport1on of the case-

Toad
wh1ch is compr1sed of t1me-consum1ng felonies and domest1c relat1ons cases.

,"f

Brunsw1ck Judicial Circuit has a fairly high proportion of cases disposed

of by trial. The proport1on of felony counts d1sposed by jury trial 1s 8.3% and

by non-Jury tr1a1 1 6%. The statew1de circuit means for these categories are 7.5%

and 2.7%, respeet1ve1y. The percentages of general civil cases and independent

motions disposed of by non-Jury trials in the Brunswick Jud1c1a1 C1rcu1t are

18.7% and 26. 4%, respectively. The corresponding statewide circuit means are

16.5% and 23.1%.

The Weighted Caseload concept prov1des an additional means of anaTyz1ng

Judicial workload. The Brunswick Jud1c1a1 C1rcu1t caseload per judge ranks

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

The Delphi Weight of 2.3 shows a greater

need for additional judicial assistance than the Ratio Weight.

The two Super1or Court Jjudges current]y recelve substantial assistance from
supporting courts and, therefore, a greater reliance on these courts to reduce
The three state courts
and two probate courts 1n the circuit hear 92. 3% of the 2,835 misdemeanor filings,
99.9% of the 15 579 traffic f1]1ngs 61 1% of the 2,124 general civil cases, and

68 3% of the 1,987 1ndependent motions. In addition, there is an independent
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Juvenile Court in ééch county; as a result, the Superior Court judges hear no .

juvenile cases.

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

__of total filings per judge, 16th in Georgia, and ranks 10th in the exclusive

vgurisdiction case types of felony and domestic relations. The caseload increased

by 16.5% since FY1978, dae almost entirely to the increase in the civil case types.
There is also a significant proportion of trial dispositions, périicu1§r1y in tgg
civil case types. Thus, despite substantiaf‘assistanée from supporting courts there
js a demand fdr judge time well beyénd the level which two Superior Court judges

can shpply. Thekefore, the Judicial Council recommends the creation of an additional

Superior Court Judgeship in the Brunswick Judicial Circuit.

g

E A/‘
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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
popu]atﬁop‘offthe circuit is increasing, and is expected to reach 60,260 by 1985.
The population per ;udgerpreseqfay’ranks ninth_in the state. The judicial personnel
serving this circuit include: ’one superior court judge, four state court judgesr

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

At the request of the superior 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. Without the inclusion of the

state court caselcad, Dublin Judicfal Circuit ranks twenty-second in total filings

and the weighted caseload measures are not extremely favorable for a judgeship

recommendation by the Judicia]vCouncil. But if the State Court of Laurens County is

abolished, additional judicial resources will be needed. in the ‘superior court.

3
§

o

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 Superior
\é&hrt Jjudge, the number of filings per judge in Dublin Circuit ranks seventh in the

state. In both felony and general civil filings per superior court judde, Dublin

already exceeds the statewide circuit mean. Dublin Judicial Circuit ranks first in

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

F One full-time and three part-time judges.
S Ppresumably almost all traffic cases filed in the state court will be filed. in a

1imited 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 fiscal year 1979.
Less than one percent involved non-jury and jury trialsand, therefore, even if the

Timited jurisdiction court does not hear contested cases, these few additional cases

will not impose a burden 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 permit overall improvement of the
circuit's judicial organization and performance. , =
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The average rate of increase in caseload per judge.1976-1979 is 6.2%
for the Superior Court. In the ]ast fiscal year there was a 20.9% increase.
Dublin Circuit has had a particulariy high increase in felony (25.8%) and doﬁestic
relations (6.6%) between 1973 and 1979. In-both 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 c¢ircuit still exceeds the statewide percentage change in

caseload filings per judge.

At present, the disposition ratef 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-
wide circuit mean of 95.9%. On the other hand, civil caselpad has a significantly
lower disposition rate (69.5%). In fact, the circuit's civil disposition 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 processing, supporting courts handle only a small
Presently only 32.8% of general civil cases

Thus, the

percentage of circuit civil caseload.
and 28.7% of independent motions are processed by the state courts.
low disposition rate and the low percentage of sUpporting court assistance in civil

caseload fT]ustrates the circuit's need for additional judicial resources to improve

efficient processing of civil, caseload.

t For purposes of this study, the d1spos1t1on rate refers to the number of case
dispositions expressed as a percent of fiscal year 1979 filings.
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1063 felony based units per Judge

On the Rat1o We1ghted Caseload System, Dub11n C1rcu1t ranks seventh with

On the De]ph1 System, a weight of 1.16 shows that

there is a very smal] need for add1t10na1 judicial resources. A much stronger

case fGP add1t1ona1 Jud1c1a1 resources is made when the case]oad of the State

Court of Laurens County is included in weighted caseload ca]cuat1ons for the c1rcu1t

The c1rcu1t ‘then ranks.second in Ratio Weights w1th 1,291 felony units. The

Delphi Nelght would be 1. 45 which 1nd1cates a substant1a1 need for an additional
Jjudgeship. '

Caseload and population. show 1ncreas1ng trends in Dublin Circuit. Overall,

Dublin Judicial Circuit! 's case]oad analys1s shows only a small need for additional

Jjudicial personnel; but both the disposition rate and supporting courts analysis

1nd1cate that Dublin Circuit is unable to adequately Process its civil caseload. If

the StateuCourt of Laurens County is abolished, there will be a much greater need

for additional Jjudicial resources. - Therefore, the Judicial Council of Georgia
recommends that if the State Court of Laurens County is abolished an additional

Super1or Court judgeship he designated for the Dub11n Judicial C1rcu1t
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CHAPTER II
INTRODUCTION

In providing a comprehensive description of the workload confronting
Georgia's superior court Judges Chapter II 1nvest1gates the number of f111ngs
in each circuit. Cons1dered as a whole, the fo110w1ng exhibits speak not only
in terms of total caseload volume;‘but they suggest how the distribution of case

types can place constraints on the efficient'management of the courts.

Exhibit I, "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, "Superior Court Criminal Filings: FY1979, u presents the total
criminal caseload of each circuit. ThiS»exhibtt 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
cr1m1na1 category are also displayed. These ratios highlight those circuits in
which there 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 Filings per Judge: FY1979 " the c1rcu1ts are arranged in descend1ng order

ef 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

relations caseload shows a time-consuming caseload and since these two case types
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are exciusive Jur1sd1ct1on case types wh1ch must be- heard in the superior

court at the trial 1eve1 - | B |

From the Iast exh1b1t in th1s chapter, "Average and Observed Rate of

~ Change in Super1or Court F111ngs per Judge FY1976 FY1979 and FY1978 FY1979 "

the reader 1s‘ab1e to dtscover whether or not a trend of 1ncreas1ng caseload exists
for the judges in a circuit. The rates of change in per judge f111ngs are given

in absolute numbers and as percentages to provide for a rap1d evaluation of recent

and current filing patterns.

of course, Chapter II does not ‘purport to give the comp]ete picture of

what has happened in the courts in FY1979. However, it does provide some exp11cit

‘1nformat1on about the volume and types of cases filed during the past fiscal year

and whether the case]oad has 1ncreased decreased or stab111zed from prev1ous years.
The 1nformat1on on filings in the superwor court supp11es a p1cture of the demand

on the judges* t1me requ1red by these new filings.
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"EXHIBIT I

Superior Court Circuit Rankings by FY1979 Total Caseload per Judge

The total caseload per judge and the distribution of caseload among the
criminal, civil and juvenile filing categories ar2 presented in Exhibit 1 fof
each of Georgia's forty-two judicial cincuits. The ¢ircuits are Eanked in
descending order on the basis of totai caseload per judge (i.e., the circuit
listed last has the lTowest total caseload per judge). The caseload per judge
figures were ca]culated for each circuit by dividing the total number of
cases filed in each of the respective categories’by the numher of superior court
Jjudges. 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 FY1979. The criminal figures do not account for
defendants or counts listed on the indictment or accusation (Exhibit II of this
chapter contains this information), and civil suits do not account for cross-c]aims,
countef-claims or number of parties. ‘Juveni1e cases are actions in which children
have one or more charges fileo 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 exp]anation. By dividing the total circuit caseload by the number of
superior court judges, it is assumed that the caseload is evenly divided among each
of the ﬁudges. 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 criminaIvcases‘to’one judge and all

- ¢civil cases to another. A1so, the chief judge in a multi-judge, mu]ti-county
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generally considered to consume the largest Proportion of judge time

. , .
ircuit may assign cuses so that one Jjudge hears a11 casesf1n one county but

“none
of the cases in another counfy Independent of the ass1gnment practices of
th
e var1ous c1rcu1ts the data in Exhibit I can be 1nterpreted as the caseload per

ud
Jjudge 1n each c1rcu1t, assum1ng the cases in each f111ng category are evenly divided

among the judges.

A f1na1 1nterpretat1ve qua]1f1cat1on of the data in Exhibit I concerns the

rank1ngs of the circuits on the basis of total caseload per judge. While total]

caseload per judge is 1mportant as an indicator of high caseload volume courts and
Tow caseload volume courts other indicators must be examined to identify the actual

workload which confronts any one court. In order to make any inferences regard1ng

the relat1ve work]oad of the Judgeq in each c1rcu1t one would need to observe the
d1str1but1on of caseload among the various case types. Particular attention shou]d

be given to those types of cases (fe]ony, general c1v1] and domestic relaticns)

Excessive
workload 1s of pr1mary 1nterest high vo1ume caseload is one of several factors

utilized to 1dentify circuits with excessive work]oads.
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EXHIBIT I: SUPERIOR COURT CIRCUIT RANKINGS BY FY1979 TOTAL FILINGS PER JUDGE
‘ ,

¥ JUVENILE

i AN b O 5t S

e

CRIMINAL CIVIL
FILINGS | FILINGS FILINGS
" TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC JNDEPENDEN TOTAL TOTAL
——CIRCUIT _{_FILINGS FELONY MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC | CRIMINAL | CIVIL RELATIONS ] MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE
1 CHEROKEE 5134 347 736 2862 3944 426 485 280 1191 [0
2 TOOMBS 3605 302 786 913 2001 304 405 222 931 673
3_ALAPAHA 2515 286 543 1011 | 1839 223 231 100 6§63 123
4 ROME 2487 175 895 64 1134 553 436 364 1353 0
S CORDELE 2372 190 829 52 1071 429 477 205 1111 190
6 TIFTON 2372 308 172 | 39 519 559 743 348 1650 203
7 ATLANTIC 2199 224 64 809 1097 324 540 137 1001 .| 102
8 COWETA 2190 326 80 95 501 540 181 358 1685 5
9 MOUNTAIN 2168 181 174 80 435 527 703 339 1569 164
10 ’CUNASAUGA 2079 230 200 14 603 507 697 337 1540 kVi
11 kPIEDMUNT 2014 167 aee 364 716 512 481 245 1238 Q
12 TALLAPOOSA 1949 171 313 136 620 693 447 160 1300 29
13 COBB 1946 478 36 4 517 270 1025 134 1429 0
14 NORTHEASTERN 1891 237 172 311 720 378 482 264 1124 48
15 PATAULA 1864 361 459 - 35 855 420 401 138 959 50
16 BRUNSWICK 1838 181 110 6 206 | 414 814 315 1542 0
17_CHATTAHDOCHEE 1823 422 143 60 625 258 763 151 1171 21
18 BLUE RIDGE 1817 241 203 _ | 256 900 257 538 123 917 0
19 AUGUSTA 1783 147 70 9 226 231 796 180 1207 350
20 GRIFFIN 1766 243 185 163 591 | 366 623 187 1175 0
21 HOUSTON 1715 281 2 0 /283 285 927 220 1432 0
* WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE“ FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE
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EXHIBIT I:. SUPERIOR COURT CIRCUIT RANKINGS BY FY1979 TOTAL FILINGS PER JUDGE

[T TR R e e e ]

CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE
FILINGS FILINGS FILINGS
TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC JNDEPENDENT| TOTAL TOTAL

CIRCUIT FILINGS FELONY MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS | MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE
22 DUBLIN 1673 302 28 0 330 565 450 239 1254 89
23 STONE MTN. 1633 265 12 4 ‘281 352 796 204 1352 0
24 MACON 1630 383 55 20 458 307 687 166 1159 13
25_ LOOKOUT MTN. 1629 259 313 70 642 292 513 160 965 21
26_ WAYCROSS 1594 216 189 143 548 256 580 131 967 19
27_ OCMULGEE 1566 250 346 81 676 281 262 166 710 180
28 CLAYTON 1546 236 1 2 240 270 850 187 1306 0
29 OCONEE 1530 156 333 172 660 342 281 119 741 129
30 SOUTHWESTERN 1525 160 57 219 544 450 200 1194 112
31_ ATLANTA - 1503 405 1 0 40§ 385 604 108 1097 Q
32 SOUTHERN 1431 233 104 2 338 288 641 161 1090 3
33 ALCOVY 1393 225 296 54 574 286 327 206 819 0
34__NORTHERN 1377 135 327 53 515 293 303 174 769 94
35 MIDDLE 1349 211 1 0 212 270 503 146 918 219
36 EASTERN 1346 403 0 0. 403 134 551 258 943 0
37__DOUGHERTY 1315 313 3 0 315 212 620 169 1000 0
38 FLINT 1251 107 142 20 269 438 326 183 947 36
39 WESTERN , 1214 219 94 25 338 300 403 166 869 8
40_SOUTH GEORGIA 1158 329 76 14 419 254 319 102 674 65
41 GWINNETT 1090 148 1 0 149 175 588 178 941 0
42 (OGEECHEE 1071 168 14 9 191 357 338 102 797 84
CIRCUIT MEAN 1842 253 215 191 658 359 552 198 1109 79

* WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE
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EXHIBIT I ANALYSIS

A]though Exhibit I ranks the circuits by total caseload per j“$ge, th1s

category is only one 1nd1cator of circuit workload. It identifies c:rpfw;s with
a high vo]ume of cases without considering how demanding, in terms of timgiind
difficulty, that caseload actually is. In general, the majority of traffic cases
is summarily disposed of; so a high volume of these cases may inflate the total
filings out of proportion to circuit workload. A good indicator of circuit
workload, as opposed to cfrcuit caseload, is the number of filings in ;he more
démanding case tipes. Generally, the time-consuming cases will be felony,

domestic relations and general civil cases.

The mean number of filings per judge in each -case type for all forty-two
Jud1c1a1 circuits is shown on the last line of the exhibit. While the exhibit
shows fifteen (1-15) circuits ranked above thekmean in total filings, only two
circuits have extremely high volume{case]oads.' 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 5,134
TOOMBS 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

circuits surpass1ng the mean for feiony f111ngs (253) by more than one and one-half

standard dev1at1ons are:

COBB 478

 CHATTAHOOCHEE 422

ATLANTA 405

EASTERN . 403

MACON 383
73
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- standard deviation above the mean of 552:

C0BB 1025
HOUSTON 927
'CLAYTON 850
BRUNSWICK 814

 AUGUSTA 796

* STONE MOUNTAIN 796
COWETA 787
CHATTAHOOCHEE 763
TIFTON 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
s , CONASAUGA 507

b In domestic relations filings, the following circuits are more than one”

Four circuits have high levels of filings in two of the most time-consuming
case types: Cobb and Chattahoochee - felony and domestic reTations cases; and

Coweta and Tifton - general civil and domestic relations cases.

A1th0ugh not a.l circuits have Juvenile filings in the1r respect1ve supericr

courts, it is important to view the Jjuvenile case]oad in the" context of its effect ;

on the total judicial workload. when a superior court judge must a]]ocate t1me to
‘ hear Juven11e cases, judge time is expended which could be spent to process the
E » rema1nder of the caseload. Only one of the twenty-seveh o1rcu1ts whose superior
| court judge hears juvenile cases has a juvenile caseload that exceeds the circuit
“ mean in juvehi]e filings by more than two standard deviations and is rahked {h the
i‘é top ten circuits inyterms of case volume per judge. | ‘}

TOOMBS = (673
: ; S

&
1

s

ol

7o

and as such, 1s used as. one 1nd1cator in the eva]uat1on of circuit workload

£y B
3]

Althouoh severa] circuits exhibit a high vo]ume caseload they are not
necessarily the circuits w1th the most demand1ng workload. Exhibit I presents

the total per Judge caseload in criminal, c1v11 and Juven11e filing categor1es

In

%the exh1b1t those c1rcu1ts with the greatest number of f111ngs and the most

demand1ng caseloads maj* be identified.
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EXHIBIT II

Superior Court Criminal Filings: FY1979

Exhibit II has been inciuded in order to provide more detailed +information
on the superior court criminal caseload. There are three units of the criminal
caseload: the number of jndictments or accusations f11ed 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 criminal filings. This data js presented to illustrate

the criminal workload by recording the number of jndictments or accusations
filed in the superior courts as well as the number of defendants listed on the
charging document and the total number of counts filed against the defendants.

while considering these numbers, the reader must remember that they are not per

 judge figures; rather, they are totals of the dacket entries, defendants and

counts filed in each circuit.

Exhibit 11 is divided into four major categories: felony, misdemeanor, traffic,
and total criminal. Docket entries, defendants, and counts are listed in the
appropriate col umns under each of the respective subheadings. Note that under the
Qgggg-subheading in the felony category there are felony, misdemeanor, and traffic
counts. Theee m1sdemeanor and traff1c counts are lesser jncluded offenses on &
felony docket entry Similarly, in the misdemeanor category the traffic counts
contained as lesser included offenses on a misdemeanor docket entny are separated

from other traffic docket entries. There areno lesser included offenses in a

traffic case. Finally, the Total Crimina1 category includes the sum of all docket

numbers, all defendants, and all counts.

76
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One final p1ece of 1nformation contained in Exhibit II is the ratio of
counts to defendants. This 15'3 quant1tative indicator of the practices of the

istrict attorhey in composing charging documents. A ratio of exactly one would

| iindicate that the district attorney brings on]y one count against each defendant -

.on
a charq1ng document. A ratjo of two would 1nd1cate that,on the average, the

d,‘ . ‘ . . . s )
stn1ct attorney~f11es;two counts aga1nst‘each defendant on the charging document

v‘ The, value of thef co,unts-to-defendants ratio can t,_;est be observed by
'eva]uating the extent»to‘which the~information‘on.counts increases our understanding
of crimina]Acase activity. ‘Where‘the ratio equals one, tne,information on counts
Ptovides notmone information thanithe data on defendants. ‘when:the ratio is greater
than onef knoWTedge‘othhebnumber of counts beoomes more vaiuable in understanding
the actual criminal workload. The final qua]ificatfon'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 mu1t1p1e charges aga1nst the same defendant on
different 1nd1ctments.

It is not possible from this data to infer specifically and with confidence

~what each data element offers about the caseload. Various factors such as those

mentioned above can distort the comparison of the circuits on the basis of the data

presented in Exh?bitVII.‘Therefore, the reader should consider the values in all
categor1es - docket‘entries, defendants, and counts -- in evaluating the circuits
with the most imposing criminal caseload. | C
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EXHIBIT I1: SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL FILINGS: FY1979 IR TSR SN
FELONY MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC TOTAL CRIMINAL
DOCKET COUNTS s Aoocket ; COUNTS m}]szioocn@'r COUNTS %WS/ DOCKET BN,
CIRCUIT ENTRIES| DEF. | FeLony | misp. frrarric] OEF.” |ENTRIES| Def, [misp. frrarrid Der JENTRIES| DEF. [rrarric| DEF. JENTRIES| OEF. {COUNTS| DEF.
ALAPAHA 570 | 573 | 579 1 0 | 1.0 | 1085 | 1085 | 1001 1 1.0 | 202 J202) | 202) | v.0 | 3677 | 3679 | 3693 | 1.0
ALCOVY 450 | 458 § 687 | 42 27 1 17 { 59 593 ) 736 | 14 1.3 ) w7 Fwr ] e [ fas | niss Jiees .
ATLANTA 4450 | 4933 [s480 | 33 0o | 8 8 9 | o 1.1 of o 0 | - Jaass | 4941 |s522 |1
ATLANTIC a8 | 486 | 75 35 13 | 1.6 ) 1281 137} 286 |17 1.6 | 1617 |1617 | 1620 | 1.0 | 2193 | 2240 J2642 | 1.2
AUGUSTA 587 | 740 |nn 2 0o 1.6 1 o 281 | 326 | 4 1.2 6 | 36 80 § 2.2 | 904 ! 1057 {1583 | 1.5
BLUE_RIDGE a82 | 605 |n2s | s7 93 | 2.1 | 806 | 83| 910 |10 1.1 511 § 511 | 685 | 1.3 J 1799 | 1929 [2880 | 1.5
BRUNSHICK 361 | 455 | 485 0 o f .2 | o219 | 228 ) 237 | 2 1.1 n " 1w |10 | s9 694 | 735 | 1a
CHATTAHOOCHEE | 1689 | 1706|1715 | . 0 3 L 10| 5713 ] s79 | 594 | 1 1.0 ' 238 | 238 | 240 | 1.0 | 2500 | 2523 | 2553 | 1.0
CHERGKEE 693 | 769 | 856 | a2 |45 | 1.4 | ra7n | 1490 [1599 | 1 1.1 | 5723 | 5723 | 5752 | 1.0 | 7887 | 7982 8395 [ 1.1
CLAYTON 709 | 883 [1555 | 18 16 | 1.8 4 4 6 | o 1.6 6 6 7 Vi ] no| 893 |02 | 1.8
o8B 1910 | 2078|3162 |166 42 | 1.6 | 144 144 | 246 | 4 1.7 “ul u 32 { 2.3 |2068 | 2236 {3652 | 1.6
CONASAUGA 459 | 564 | 815 | 20 4a | 1.6 ] 399 | 429 ] 782 |10 1.9 0 147 | 148 | 226 | 1.5 005 | 1141 897 | 1.7
CORDELE 190 | 202 | 281 | 8 3 |12 | 829 | 852 ] 855 | o 1.0 52 1 52 52 1 1.0 fronn | a6 (1199 | 1.
COWETA 651 | 778 1003 119 | 19 [ 1.3 ] weo | 169 | 170 | o | 1.0 [ 190 ] 190 | 190 | 1.0 00 | m137 [1a00 [ 1.2
DOUGHERTY 625 | 765 1135 |26 | 33 | 1.6 5 6 6 ] o 1.0 - 630 | 771 1190 | 1.5
DUBLIN 302 | 380 | 435 i 0§ 1.2 28 291 34 | o 1.2 0 0 o | - 330 | 409 | 476 | 1.2
EASTERN 1613 {1790 |1837 3 Ina | 0 0 0o | o - 0 0 0o | - 113 | 1790 L1954 | 1.
FLINT 214 | 281 | 364 | 10 0 | 1.3 | 284 | 295 ] 352 | 5 1.2 40 | 40 61 | 1.5 ] 58 | 616 | 792 | 1.3
GRIFFIN 486 | 527 | 891 15. 6 1 1.7 1 30| 373 ] 468 |1 1.3 ] 326 | 327 | s28 | 1.6 | ne2 | 1227 1912 | 1.6
GHINNETT 443 | 509 | 745 2 1 1.5 4 4 4 o ] 1o] 1 V1o ] aas | 519 753 [ s
HOUSTON 281 | 331 J 416 | o 0 1.3 2 2 2 40 1.0 0 0 0] - 283 | 333 | ©18 | 1.3
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EXHIBIT I1f. SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL FILINGS. FY1979
FELONY MISDEMEANGR TRAFFIC TOTAL CRIMINAL
T s T baoer | [ _cowis TS8R bocer | Jemns T B0 foocrer ALy

CIRCUIT NTRIES| DEF. [reLonv| misp. frarric] DEF.” fENTRIES] DEr. |misp. |trareic] DEF.” [ENTRIES| DEF. [wmarFic| DEF. |ENTRIES| oEF. |counts|  oEF.,
LOOKOUT MTN. 726 | 793 | 83 9 0 1.1} 940 940 J 026 | @ 1.1 | 210 1210 210 1.0 1 1926 | 1943 | 2081 | 1.1
MACON 1148 | 1355 | 1885 | 10 1 L vadies | ver | es| o | 1| en | 60 | -7 | 1.2 ] 1373 | 1582 | 2153 | 1.4
MIDDLE 922 | 547 | 674 | 1 5 | 1.2 2 3 1| o 23 ) o 0 0 c a24 | s50 | 687 | 1.3
MOUNTAIN 181 | 219 | 354 | 4 | 6 [ 1.7 faza | 188 | 283 | N 1.6 | 80 | 80 J 126 | 1.6 | 435 | 487 ] 784 | 1.6
NORTHEASTERN | 474 | 662 | 702 | o 2 § 1.3 f34a | 351 | 360 0 1.0 | 622 | 622 | 638 | 1.0 | 1440 | 1535 {1698 | 1.1
NORTHERN 269 | 317 583 | 10 A 1.9 | 654 709 805 6 1.1 | 106 | 107 162 1.5 § 1029 | 1133 {1571 | 1.4
OCMULGEE 750 | 876 | 1061 | 29 49 | 1.3 11037 | nes 1211 4 1.0 | 242 [242 [ 276 | 1.1 | 2029 | 2284 | 2630 | 1.2
OCONEE 312 | 342 | 405 | 3 | 6 ) 1.2 ] 665 | 682 | 8147 31 1.2 | 343 |33 447 | 1.3 ] 1320 | 1367 | 1706 | 1.3
OGEECHEE 336 | 38) | 411 | 1 13 | 1| es 39 40 | 2 RN AR 19 | 1] 3e | 437 ] 486 | 1
PATAULA 361 | 361 | 366 | ¢ 1 | 1.0} as9 | as9 | 462 ] @ 1.0 ] 35 | 35 35 ] 1.0 ] 855 | 855 | 864 [ 1.0
PIEDMONT 157 | 1s9 | 236 | 3 3 | 1.3 ) 255 | 259 | 288 | 0 1.1 | 364 | 364 | 378 | 1.0 ) 776 | 812 | 908 | 1.1
ROME 350 § 3sa | 700 | 16 5 ] 2.0 J1790 |7 | 2188 | 2 1.2 | 128 J128 | 216 | 1.7 | 2268 | 2273 { 3124 | 1.4
soutH GEORGIA | 658 | 658 | 659 | 0 0o | vo )]sz |is2 | 183] o 1.0 | 28 | 28 28 | 1.0] 83| 83| 80| 1.0
southern | 698 | 773 | yoa7 | 52 3 Jralan | a2 | 36| o 1.2 5 1.4 | 1014 | 1000 J1ars | 1.4
SOUTHWESTERN | 160 | 192 | 234 | 2 o | 12| 57 | 8| ‘68l o 1.2 2 2.0 § 219 | 252 | 308 | 1.2
stone MiN. | 1852 | 2028 | 2558 | 92 1 { 1.3 ] a3 87 | 0] 1 151 | = a6 | 1.5 | 1966 | 2146 | 2828 | 1.3
TALLAPOOSA 513 | 652 | 935 | 42 81 { 1.6 910 | 976 | nnaa | a7 1.2 | 407 | 407 | 609 | 1.5 | 1860 | 2035 | 2858 | 1.4
TIFTON 308 | 403 | 514 | 13 0 j1r3fr2 | 19 [ 183 o 1.0 1 39 | 39 39 | 1.0 | 519 | ea | 749 | 1.2
TOMBS 302 | 332 | 463 ) 18 | 2 |-1.5) 786 | soa | 839 | 5 | 1.1 f 913 {914 {1064 | 1.2 | 2001 | 2050 | 2391 | 1.2
WAYCROSS 432 | 489 | 812 | 1 2 | vz lam | 33 | ara| o 1.2 | 286 [ 286 | 286 | 1.0 | 1095 | 1158 ] 1585 | 1.4
WESTERN a38 | 452 | sa9 | 1o | v | 2] 187 | 188 | 98] 2 10 ] 50 | 5 79 | 16 ] 75| 6o0] 839 ] 1.2

o
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EXHIBIT II ANALYSIS

In this exhibit the three elemghts of the criminal caseload are displayed

as total figures for each circuit. The most important factor here is thé ratio of
counts to defendants; this ratio can be used to gain an undéfstandfng of the criminal
caseload in any one‘cifcdit. The ratio of counts to defendants contributes to our
information on criminal'workloadfto the extent that the ratio significant]y exceeds
one. There are five circults in which the ratio of total criminal counts to
total criminal defendants is greater than 1.5:. |

CLAYTON

cosB

CONASAUGA

GRIFFIN
- MOUNTAIN

The same five cirtuits 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 -~ 4,198
TOOMBS - 2,391
ALAPAHA 1,847 S
ROME 1,562 ‘ | e

Two of these circuits, Cherokee and Toombs, exceed the meaﬁ~by more than two

standard deviations.

80

-order, they are:‘

When felony counts per Judge are calculated to determine which éﬁrcufts
have the most demanding wdfk]oads,in terms of timéinequired to process their
respective cases, the picture alters. Seven circuits show a felony (count)
caseload higher than one standard deviatiép above the mean of 379.7 In decending

CoBB 791

) ~ MACON " 62
- DOUGHERTY seg
- BLUE RIDGE 563
CLAYTON . 518
TIFTON ‘ 514
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L EXHIBIT III < , o S .

Superior Court Circuit Rankings by Felony and Domestic Re]ations Filings per

Judge: FY1979

The FY1979 circuit caseload per judge by case type is again yresented in '
: g P g P The data in Exhibit III provides vaulable 1ns1ght into two important

Exhibit III (see Exhibit I for previous presentation). The c1rcu1tseen Exhibit III aspects 1n the cons1derat on of an additional super1or court Judgesh1p C1rcuifs
are ranked on the basis of total felony plus domestic relations filings per judge that rank h1gh in felony and domest1c relat1ons o per - )
Jjudge have eavy case-

(i.e., the circuit with the highest felony plus domestic relations caséload‘ er
g Yy p p loads in time-consuming categories wh1ch cannot be shared by support1ng courts.

judge is ranked number one, while the circuit with the lowest felony plus domestic .
g . Yy P Therefore, creation of a limited Jur1sd1ct1on court in such a circuit would not

relations caseload per judge is ranked number forty-two). The data elements are - help alleviate the heavy volume in the felony and domestic relations categories.

e

the dockets entries which were presented in Exhibit I, and the numbers indicate the Conversely, if most of the caseload volume fall the oth
s s in the other case types, the

absolute caseload divided by the number of judges in each circuit.
y judg . expanded use of support1ng courts may be considered as an a]ternat1ve to an add1tona1

) : | superior court Judgesh1p
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
felony plus domestic relations caseload includes many of the cases within the exclusive
jurisdiction of the superior court. Finaily, the caseload in the remaining case . - . . ,; S T
types (i.e., misdemeanor, traffic, general civil, independent motions and juvenile) | .

represent caseload that could be shared by a supportirg court.

There is one general qualification regarding the interpretation of the data in
Exhibit III. This is that the felony cases and the domestic relations cases do not o R R -
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 fespecting title to land, complaints
in equity and appeals from lower courts. Therefore, it should be noted that the
sub-totals for the fe1onyfplus domestic relations caseloads do not inc]ude all

errmgeie,

1 cases under the exclusive jurisdiction of the superior courts.
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EXHIBIT III: SUPERIOR COURT CIRCUIT RANKINGS BY FY1979 FELONY AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS FILINGS PER JUDGE

DOMESTIC , X OF | GENERAL ,%lwspemem X OF
CIRCUIT _FELONY |RELATIONS | SUBTOTAL | TOTAL | CIVIL MOTIONS MISDEMEANORR TRAFFIC |JUVENILE * | SUBTOTAL TOTAL
1 CORR 478 1025 1503 1.2 270 134 36 4 | 444 22.8
2 HOUSTON 281 927 1208 70.4 285 220 2 ] 1] 507 29.6
3 - CHATTAHOOCHEE | 422 763 1185 65.0 258 151 143 ) 27 639 35.1
4 COWETA 326 787 1113 50.8 540 358 80 95 5 1078 49.2
5 CLAYTON 236 850 1086 70.2 270 187 ] 2 0 460 29.8
6 MACON 383 687 1070 65.6 307 166 55 20 13 561 34.4
7 STONE MTN. 265 796 1061 65.0 352 204 12 4 0 572 35.0
8  TIFTON 308 743 1051 44.3 559 348 172 . 39 203 1321 55,7
9 _ ATLANTA 405 604 1009 67.1 385 108 1 0 0 494 32.9
10 BRUNSHICK 181 814 995 54.1 14 315 110 6 0 845 45.9
11 EASTERN 403 551 954 70,9 | 134 258 0 0 0 392 29.1
12 AUGUSTA 147 796 943 52.9 231 180 76 9 350 840 47.1 -
13 DOUGHERTY 313 620 933 71.0 212 169 3 0 0 384 29.2
14 CONASAUGA 230 697 927 44.6 507 337 200 74 37 11565 55.6
iS5 MOUNTAIN 181 703 884 40.8 | 527 339 174 80 164 1284 59,2
16 SOUTHERN 233 64) 874 61.1 288 161 104 2 3 558 39.0
17 GRIFFIN 243 623 866 49.0 366 187 185 163 0 901 51.0
18 CHEROKEE 347 485 832 16.2 426 280 | 736 2862 1) 4304 83.8
19 AYCROSS 216 580 796 49,9 256 131 189 143 79 798 50.1
20 BLUE RIDGE 241 538 779 42.9 257 123 403 256 0 1039 |
21 | OOKGUT MTN. 259 513 772 47.4 292 160 313 70 21 856 52.5

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

R T I X

I
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EXHIBIT III,; SUPERIOR .COURT CIRCUIT RANKINGS BY FY1979 FELONY AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS FILINGS PER JUDGE

* WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT

DOMESTIC X OF | GENERAL JNDEPENDEN X OF
CIRCUIT FELONY RELATIONS | SUBTOTAL | TOTAL CIVIL MOTIONS WISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC | JUVENILE *| SUBTOTAL TOTAL

22 ATLANTIC 224 540 764 34.7 324 137 64 809 102 1436 65.3
23 PATAULA _361 401 762 40,9 | 420 138 459 5 50 1102 59.1

24 DUBLIN 302 450 752 45.0 565 239 28 0 89 921 56.1
25  GWINNETT 148 588 736 67.5 175 178 ] 0 0 354 32.5
26 NORTHEASTERN 237 482 719 38.0 378 264 172 n 48 1173 62.0
27 _ MIDDLE 211 503 714 52.9 270 146 1 0 219 636 47.2
28 TOOMBS 302 405 707 19.6 304 222 786 913 673 2898 80.4
29 CORDELE 190 477 667 28.1 429 205 829 52 190 1705 71.9
30 SQUTH GEORGIAl 329 319 648 56.0 | 254 102 76 14 65 511 44,1
31 PIEDMONT 157 481 638 31.7 512 245 255 364 0 1376 68.3
32 WESTERM 219 403 622 51.2 300 166 94 25 8 593 48.8
33 TALLAPOOSA 171 447 618 31.7 693 160 313 136 29 1331 68.3

34 ROME 175 436 611 20.6 | 553 364 895 64 0 1876 75.4
35  SOUTHWESTERN 160 450 _ 610 40.0 544 200 57 2 112 915 60.0
36 ALCOVY 225 327 562 39.6 286 206 296 54 0 842 60.4
37___ALAPAHA 286 231 517 20.5 223 100 543 1011 123 2000 79.5
38 OCMULGEE 250 262 512 32.7 281 166 346 8] 180 1054 67.3
39 OGEECHEE 168 338 506 47.2 357 102 14 9 84 566 | 52.8
40 NORTHERN 135 303 438 31.8 293 174 327 53 94 941 _ 68.3
41 OCONEE 156 281 437 28.6 342 119 333 172 129 1095 71.6
42 FLINT 107 326 433 34.6 438 i83 142 20 36 819 65.5
CIRCUIT MEAN 253 552 | 805 46.8 359 198 215 191 79 1042 53,2

JUDGE .
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EXHIBIT III ANALYSIS e

After calculating the cwrcu1t mean and standard deviation: for the suptotals

of felony and domestic relations filings per judge, it was found that the
fo]]owing circuits exceed the mean (805) by at least one standard deviation:

C0BB

HOUSTON
CHATTAHOOCHEE
COWETA

CLAYTON

MACON

STONE MOUNTAIN
TIFTON

The general civil category also includes time-consuming cases which ‘may be

» ; ' jve j 1af10ns
part of the superibr courts' exclusive jurisdiction. If felony, domest1c re s

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. Circuits which exceed this mean by more than one

standard deviation are:

COBB -

COWETA
TIFTON
HOUSTON
'CHATTAHOOCHEE
CONASAUGA

i Lo
In contrast to Exhibit I which focused on volume w1thout regard to d1ff1cu.ty,

Exhibit III‘highlights c1rcuits with the greatest number of ‘111ngs in the most

complex case types. By comparing the above mentioned circuits with those circuits,

in Exhibit I, which had excessive filings,

a demanding and high volume caseload.

(9,2
&

1t can be seen which circuits have ‘both

_..,—f«ﬁg

‘EXHIEIT v

+ - Average and Observed Rate of Change _in Superior Court. F111ngs per Judge:

FY1976 FY1979 and FY1978-1979

Exhibit IV presents the average rate of change in filings per judge between

; fiscaﬂ year 1976 and fiscal year li‘9‘7j‘9, and the rate of change‘ between fiscal year

R e

1978 and fiscal year 1979. The average rate bf change between 1976 and 1979
represents the estimated annual average rate of change in filings per judge between
1976 and-1979. The obsefved ratefo? chqnge between 1978 and 1979 is simply the
percent of increase or decrease in case filings as compared to the previons,yéar.
The humef%cal CHange~betweenk1978 and 1979.1s Simplybthe'observed difference. Tha
numerical change between 1976 and 1979 is one-third;of the increase or decrease in

caseload between 1976 and 1979.

' The unit of the criminal case use in this exhibit is the number of defendiiits
listed on,seharate charging documents (i.e., indictments or accusations). It should
be noted that this is a change_f?am the'criminal’dhit used in Exhibit I which reports

the number of indictments or‘actuSations filed.

The number of defendants was sélécted as the criminal unit for the exhibit

‘because it is the only criminal unit for which data has been gathered for each year,

Also, it should be .noted that the case type "Independent Motions" is not included in

the ciVi] filings on this exhibit. "Independent Motions" is a case type first defined

“for the fiscal year 1977 data collection effort and,theréfore,no previous data

“exists for comparison in this category.

_ There are several interpretatiVe qua]ificatiohs-to be notedlin‘this exhibit.
The rate of change was calculated on the basis of the caseload per judge in each

c1rcu1t for FY1976, FY1978 and FY1979. The calculat1ons refTects the changes. 1n

87
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the number of judges in each circuit over the four years. Therefore, 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 weuld 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 filings, but may

be the result of an increase in the number of judges.

Abrupt changes in caseload per judge may also reflect changes in the distribution
of supporting courts. If a state or juvenile court has been created or abolished )
in the c¢ircuit (thereby either substracting from or adding to the superior court
caseload), there could be an abrupt change in the misdemeanor, traffic, general civil,

or juvenile figures in Exhibit IV.

Two other causes of sudden chanaes in caseload are changes in jurisdiction of -
a supporting court and changes in local practice concerning the cdurts in which
certain cases are filed. For example, if the dollar limit of the civil jurisdiction
of a state court was increased from $5,000 to $15,000 at the beginning of the fiscal

year, then a decrease in general civil fi1ings per judge in the superior court and

‘an increase in the proportion of general civil cases 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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' F1na]1y, the rﬂader shouId note not only the percentage change, but a]so the’
numerical change 1n the caseload per judge in each circuit. When the numerical
change is a small number and the initial case]oad is 1ow,_the percentage change
may serve to exaggerate the actual var1at10n in caseload per judge. For example,
if there were two m1sdemeanors filed in Circuit A dur1ng 1978 and four m1sdemeanor
cases f11ed in 1979, the appropr1ate figure in Exh1b1t IV wou]d 1nd1cate a 100
percent 1ncrease in m1sdemeanor cases per judge. The reader shou]d look for both

high percentage changes and h1gh ahsolute changes

For the purposes uf thms year s Judgesh1p study, Exh1b1t IV has been designed

| se that 1ncreases and decreases in c1rcu1t caseload per Judge could be isolated and

analyzed.: of part1cu1ar 1wportance, in this exh1b1t are those c1rcu1ts with large

FY1979 caseloads and figures wh1ch 1nd1cate that the case]oads have been increasing.
| F1na11y, the data 1n the exh1b1t controls for add1t1ona1 Judgesh'ps that have been

~created in the past by d1v1d1ng by the actual number of Judges in each c1rcu1t

~each year.
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* CIRCUITS
** CIRCUITS

WHERE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGESHIP HAS BEEN ADDED BETWEEN 1976 AND 1979
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

e

V4
"

EXHIBIT IV: AVERAGE AND OBSERVED RATE OF CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS
PER JUDGE: FY1976 - FY1979 AND FY1978 -~ FY1979
CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE
FILINGS FILINGS FILINGS
TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL |DOMESTIC TOTAL TOTAL
» FILINGS FELONY MISD, TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL JRELATIONS CIVIL JUVENILE §
g;RCUIT ___ # % # X # X _# l % #_ | x| # x| # } X 8 | x| # %
ALAPAHA * :
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 [-192 |-6.9{-20 |-6.01-145 }|-17.4 83 9.8{ -82 |-4.1]-70 }19.9-58 [-17.(j-128 }18.5 19 ]23.1
08S CHANGE 1978-1979 | 290 [13.6] 56 ]24.2]1-187 |-25.6(377 159.5] 24& 115.4] -7 -3.00 7 3.1 0] 0 | 45 157.7
ALcovy * 1
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 |-395 §20.5]-18__|-6.8]-_73_}-16.9-14 147.2]-105 |-13.5{-183 |-30.11-106 }-20.3!-290 |-25.9 O
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 21 |1 1.8]-38 |-14.4 30 {11.3-8 }i2.94- 15 [-2.5 31 1.1 34 111.64 37 | 6. 0
ATLANTA
AVG_CHANGE 1976-1979 12 1 0.8] 18 4.4 0.3} - 0 - 18 | 4.5] -26 ] -6.0__20 | 3. -6 ] -0.6 0 -
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 | 87 | 6.,4]-28 | -5.94 -3 }75.0] "0 -] -311-6.5 13] 3.5/ 105 }21.00 118 113.80 0 | -
ATLANTIC , )
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 | 424 136.8| 13 6.0 _-6 7.3251__1;39_,&_2])__-153,&__43_,_1&51 102 32,1} 145 J2a 4] 8 | 9.4
0BS "CHANGE 1978-1979 | 869 |71.4] -2 | -0.4 39 }30.0/803 }3383 -66 +16.9] 100 {22.721 34| 4.1] -4 |-3.8
AUGUSTA
AVG_CHANGE 1976-1979 | 145 _110.8{-25 _1-10.4_-1 _1-0.91 _0.3] 4, -51=2.1]_ 591 87| 541 58117 -
OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 | 225 116.91-29 |-13.64-56 }44.4] 7 RS0, -38 14,1} 11 0.1} -37.1-3.5/340 R400.0
BLUE RIDGE .
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 | -88 |-4.5] 24 9.6] 18 5.0F145 282 -8.9_-10 -3,5; A5 316,10 551 8.1] -39 -
. ___0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 ]1-156 |-8.1] 21 | 7.4] 82 125.2F312 }&4.9]-212 F18.0l 4o li1g8.4l 15] 2.9 &5} 7.4f 0 | -
BRUNSWICK ~ ) ,
AVG_CHANGE 19761979 1-59] |-22.3 28 116.8]-41 }21.61634 186.3]-647 ba6.7f 12 1-3.00 44 ] 6.1 561 5 of o} -
OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 | 131 | 9.1¢{ 30 115.2}-26 }18.6] 5 b00.0 721 2.1 46 112, 77 110.4! 123 11,1} O -
CHATTAHOOCHEE * i : ‘ : .
AVG_CHANGE_1976-1279 |- 75 |-4.1]-47 l-9.11 -7 l-a.6 -1 {-1.6 -56)-7.8] -3s } 13} 1.8 -»5)]-2.3 5 ]3a.49
0BS _CHANGE 1978-1979 9 | 6.1} 91 7.1 18 {14.21-29 ¢32.61 75 {13.51 -121-4.41 141} 1,9} 21 0.2} 19 P37.5
CHEROKEE ¥ ~
AVG_CHANGE 1976-1979 1-499 |-8.5} -4 | -101-89 |-9,7k144 |-4,6]-237 | -6.3]-181 }23.9] -82 L12.8)-263 £18.8] 0 | -
OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 | 809 [19.8{-39 | -921246 }49.3[643 }23.4] 747 123,00 -61-1.4] 68116 ‘ 2.3l ¢ | -
CLAYTON , _
AVG_CHANGE 1976-1979 |- 64 [-4.2|-12 1-3.71-26 }76.6f 1 | - -36}-9.9) -311-9.5 3} 0.4 -28]-2.4__0_
08? CHANGE 1978-1979 | 105 | 8.0] 36 }14.0(-26 }96.3] -1 33,3f 10} 3.5 44 119.5/ 51} 6,4 95 9.3, 0
.COBB ; ,
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 |- 29 |-1,61 20 4,2 12 - 1 331 6.7} -42 F12.1] _-20 |- =62 -4.4L 0
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 | 103 | 5.9} 61 }10.9 34 {700 4 88 118.7]1 -27 {-9.1] 42 4.%’ 151 1.21 0




EXHIBIT IV:

AVERAGE AND OBSERVED RATE OF CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS

PER JUDGE: FY1976 - FY1979 AND FY1978 - FY1979
CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE
FILINGS FILINGS FILINGS
TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL |DOMESTIC TOTAL TDTAL-I
FILINGS FELONY MISD. TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL |RELATIONS CIVIL JUVENILE
CIRCUIT # % # % # % # % ] % ¥ % " % ¥ % # %
CONASAUGA ‘ ; - "
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 | 127 | 8.2} 59 139.4f -7 {-3.1] -8 |-8.9] 44 9.21 3 0.6] 77 114.4] &0 7.7V 3 9.7
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 [-101 }-5.3 29 111.5]1 -37 $14.71 -20 §21.3}1-28 |-4.71-17 |-3.2 -34 |-4.7}-51 |-4.1|-22 }37.3
CORDELE
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 | 236 |13.5| 30 {16.8] 111 {17.9{ 17 {373.3158 {19.4] 8 2.01 181 4.1] 26 3.1} 52 |79.2
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 | 278 |14.2] -42 t14.8] 153 121.91 19 {57.6{130 [12.8] 22 5.4] 26| 5.8] 48 5.6/100 1%11.1
COWETA . '
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 31 ] 1.71 34 |10.5] -9 }-9.1 41 4.2] 28 5.5] 28 5.8] -24 1-2.9] 4 0.3] -1 t14.5
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 | 210 112.4]| 133 {52.01 -6 |-5.6] -H |-5.0]123 [27.6] 49 110.0] 44 | 5.9] 93 7.5 -6 154.5
DOUGHERTY
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 21 | 1.8] 46 115.9f -1 }20.6| -0.3] - 45 ]15.3)-58 +18.0f 34 | 6.2]-23 |-2.7] O -
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 | 207 120.5] 165 }75.7 3] - 0] - 168 |77.1] 11 5.5] 28| 4.7] 39 4.9 0 -
DUBLIN ~
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 83 1 6.2] 71 ]131.8 1] 2.4 0 72 128.4] 24 4.6y -31 |-6.1] -8 |-0.71 19 39.2
OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 | 262 [20.9] 78 [25.8] 27 [1350 0 105 |34.5f 81 j16.7] 281 6.6{109 {12.0] 48 117.1
EASTERNY , _
ALG CHANGE 1976-1979 |-127 |-9.2| 38 |10.4] -5 | - 0 - 34 8.9/-60 £24.7]1-101 F13.6|-161 }16.31 O -
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 [|-533 +32.0 -36 |-7.4] -87 [-100] -~22 |-100]145 1}24.5}139 }50.9]-249 }31.1]-388 }36.2] O -
FLINT ' ' '
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 | -44 |-3.7 11 0.5] -256 §{-12.9 -9 {25.31-34 }-9.2}-35 }-7.0] 17 } 6.0} -18 {-2.3}] 8 j44.2
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 | 102 [10.1] -5 |-3.4} 48 [48.0 6 142.91 49 }18.9] 14 3.3] 251 8.3 39| 5.4} 15 {71.4
GRIFFIN* _ ;
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 [-315 }14.3 -12 |-4.2] -89 {25.6{ -13 |-6.7]-114 |-13.71-94 }17.3]-107 }12.9]-201 14.7] O -
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 | 255 [18.9] 49 [22.8] -46 }19.7] 23 |16.3] 25 4.2] 66 [22.0] 164 |35.7]1 230 {30.3] O -
GWINNETT*
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 { -55 ]1-5.3 1] 6.4 -14 +71.2) -1 ]-46.9-14 1-6.9]-44 ¢17.0 21 0.3 -421-4.91 0 -
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 | 121 114.9] 41 |31.8 010 0| O 41 |31.5] 24 |15.9] 656 110.5/ 80 {11.71 O -
HOUSTON ' ' ' ,
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -3 |-0.21 151 4.9] -9 }-59.5 0] - 5 1.71-82 }18.8] 74} 9.6] -81-0.7 0O -
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 | 108 | 7.5] 61 ]22.6 1 150.0 0f - 62 |22.91-16 |-5.3] 62 ] 7.2] 46 3.9 O -
LODKOUT MTN.* / *¥ v ‘ )
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 |-174 |-9.6] 13 ] 5.5}(-123 }22.9 9 118.6] -101 }12.0{-29 |-8.3] -b11-8.3] -80]-8.3] 7 =
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 2 1 0.10 24 {10.0{ -67 }17.6} ~29 }29.3] -711-9.9] 5 1.71 47 }10.1} 52 ] 6.9] 21 -
* CIRCUITS WHERE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGESHIFP HAS BEEN ADDED BETWEEM 1976 AND 1979

*¥ CIRCUITS WHICH EITHER ADDED OR ABOLISHED A STATE CODURT BETWEEN 1976 AND

1979

I WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE
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EXHIBIT IV,

AVERAGE AND OBSERVED RATE OF
PER JUDGE:

[ -

CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS
FY1976 - FY1979 AND FY1978 - FY1979

CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE
FILINGS FILINGS FILINGS
TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL | DOMESTIC TOTAL TOTAL
FILINGS FELONY MISD. TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS CIVIL JUVENILE
CIRCUIT # % ¥ % ¥ b4 4 % - # % # % # % # % # %
MACON . ‘
AVG CHANGE 1976—1979 4413.1] 41 111.4 -28}-26.4 -3 |-12.4 9 }|1.8 2 1071 36 }5.9] 38 |4.2 -31-16.1
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 1301 9.31110 | 32.0 -431-43.4 14 233.3 80 179 26 |8.97 28 {4,271 53 |5.b -31-18.8
MIDDLE * ~ '
AVG CHAMGE 1976-1979 | -1211{-8.1] -37 |-10.4 -1}-20.4 -0.3 - | -39 |-11.3-103 |.22.5] -40 }{-6.8 }143 |-13.4 61| 80.9
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 298130.8] 86 | 45.7 0] 0 -0.9-100] 85 {44.7 0 017 3T 6.8 31 3. A 18315083
MOUNTAIN , .
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 | -1681-7.6 2 0.4 -46}-16.4 -59 |-32.3¥-103 |-15.31-130 (16,8{ 32 | 5.0{-98 | -6.9 33} 35.4
08S CHANGE 1978-1979 -331-1.71 21 !110. S I3[ 19428 5 T [072 T3 IO U 771302
NORTHEASTERN ’ '
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -141-8.0§ 11 44 -32{-13.3 -26 | -7.1] -46 | ~5.4 1 16,41 22 15.41 25 3.0| 8] 26.0
0BS CHANGE 1976-1979 10071 6.3 1 04 " Tej 100101 (4B 119 1183 10 | 2.71-15 [-3.01 =5 | -0.4d <13 -21.3
NORTHERN *
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 | -2791-1566] -23 ]-11.3 1{ 04y -27 1-26.11 -A9 | -7.4-16% |-28.5 -57 |-13.9-226 {-224] -4 -4.2
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 2161 20.7) -9 | -5.4 196123.3] 17 [ 459 203 | 554 -48 1-14.}1 6 2.0 -42 | -66 551 141.0
OCMULGEE *
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 | -1921{-10.4] -31 |-8.7] -65}12.7 2 23] -95 1-100{-100 (-21.5 -31 ]-9.5|-131 |-166 33] 31.0
o8BS SHANGE 1978-1979 | -2721-15.4 ~74 ]-20.4 -6} -1.4 -7 | -8.0 -88 |-104]|-164 |-36.9 -101]-27.8-265 |-32.4 811 81.8
OCONEE
AVG CHANGE 1976—1979 61| 46 23 118.84 -20}-5.31 5 3.3 8 1.2 4 | 1.2 24 {102] 28 | 4.9 251 33.7
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 161] 124 -28 }14.1] 109147.0] 22 [14.7]104 17.9 12 3.4 5317232765 |11.6 71781
OGEECHEE *
AVG_CHANGE 1976-1979 | -367 122 . (1-63. 420.4] -74F56. -3 F19.11-140 |-30.1-104 |-18.9 -94 |-18.3-198 |-18.6] -29} -20.9
08S CHANGE 1978-1979 451 4. 71 49 {24.5 -21-9.1 7 850.00 51 §30.,5{ ~1 }-0.3] 13 40 12 1 1.81 -19¢ -18.4
PATAULA :
AVG_CHANGE 1976-1979 10! 0.61 .8 2.2 =21-0.4} -11 }-19.4 -5 1-0.6} -17 |-3.8]1 48 | 158 30 ! 4.0f =15} -19.5
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 | 337124 3! 68 l23.2! 78120.5{ 11 {45.4 157 }22.5] 12 | 2.9] 154 { 62.3] 166 {25.3] 14f 38.9
PIEDMONT ] A
AVG_CHANGE 1976-1979 791 4.8] 23 l16.0f -291-9.2{ 20| 6.1} 13| 1,71 20 1 4.21 46 | 119 66 | 7.6 0] -
08S_CHANGE 1978-1979.] 192111,9{-45 |-19.2 57128.2) -14 {-3.7} -2 {-0.2y 77 |17.7} 117 | 32.11 194 |24.3 0 -
ROME ** :
AVG_CHANGE 1976-1979 941 4.9} 30__26.2} 29} 3.4] -2 1-2.9] 56} 5.5 26} 5.11 12 3ol 381 4.2 0] -
0BS_CHANGE 1978-1979 207 110.8i-15 1-7.8 g86i10.61 17 136,21 88 ) 8.41 102 122.6} 17 43 119 313.7 0 -

¥ CIRCUITS
**¥ CIRCUITS

WHERE SUPERIOR CDURT JUDGESHIP HAS BEEN ADDED BETWEEN 1976 AND 1979
: WHICH EITHER ADDED OR ABOLISHED A STATE COURT BETWEEN 1976 AND 1979
Zti WHERE THE 'SUPERIDR;CDURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE
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EXHIBIT IV:

AVERAGE AND OBSERVED RATE OF CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS

PER JUDGE: FY1976 - FY1979 AND FY1978 - FY1979
[ e e e S e e e . . ]
CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE
FILINGS FILINGS FILINGS
TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL JDOMESTIC TOTAL TOTAL
FILINGS FELONY MISD. TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL JRELATIONS CIVIL JUVENILE
CIRCUIT % # # % ¥ % ¥ X » x ¥ X * % » % !
SOUTH GEORGIA * ' ' '
AVG CHANGE 1576-1979 -18.1j-29 -69 }-35.4 4 [67.1] -94 }15.8]-100 |-22.8 -63 |-14.3] -162 |-18.5] -32 _-26._1
08S CHAMNGE 1978-1979 1.4 27 -58 1-43.3] 10 25000 =21 |-4.8 g IB" 4071143 MU 83 =8 1110
SOUTHERN
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 671 -2 _ 6 611 0 0 3 jo0.8] -2 |-0.6f 77 {162 761 98{ -2 }-30.7
08S CHANGE 1978-1979 -12.1j-21 -9 | -80] 1 [100.0 -30 [-7.6] 10 | 3.6f-160 |-200] -1501-13.9 T 150.0
SOUTHWESTERN ,
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 =2.3]-21 -10 |-125] -1 [-206{ -31 [-9.9] -34 {-5.6 6 13] -281 -2.71 27 } 55.1
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 0,9]-28 -4 1 -65 -9 -818 -41 |-14 29 | 5.6] -8 -17] 211 221 32 1 40.0
STONE MTN. ,
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 6.9] 23 -1 {-7.21 1 } - 22 84 -1 {-0.2] 67 ]10.1 66] 65 O -
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 -4.2]-561 -6 [-333] 2 [100.00 -54 {-i500 -23 {-6.1] 14 ; 1.8 91 -03] O -
TALLAPDOSA * :
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -10,5-10 -51 [-12.4 -38 {-184] -99 |-114-119 F13.0/ -21 |-4.4}-141 |-100 -2 | -7.0
08S CHANGE 1978-—1979 6.01-14 18 59 -53 |[-280 -50 | -69 101 {17.1] 47 j11.8] 148 | 149 51 20.8
TIFTON
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 9,50 5 -1 {1 -071 13 = 17 28 24 1 4.7] 71 §11.9] 95 86] 58 | 89.1
OBS CHANGE 1978-1979 26,31 45 22 1144 18 |85.71 85 |15.9] 48 | 9.4] 141 }23.4] 189 | 170 169 [49/.1
TOOMBS :
AVG CHANGE 19761979 12.61 44 -50 { -55 221 |5381 215 }13.4] -45-j-115 -18 |-4.0} -62 |-7.5] 189 | 85.8
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 ~12H 34 35 46-683 1-424-614 1-234 -29 |-8.7] -42 [-9.4] -71 |-9.1] 193 | 40.2
WAYCROSS
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 5.21 14 -6} -3 25 128.11 33| 6.41 -19]-6.4f 41 | 8.2] 22 | 2.8] 16 | 36.6
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 =11.1-23 11 6.3 -63 [-30.6 -76 {-114-138 }-35.0 -18 |-3.0]-156 [-15 45°1132.4
WESTERN * m »
AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 10.0} -5 17_] 308 8 }232.lj 20 6.5] 12 1] 4.2 58 |20.6] 69 | 124 -1 |-12.6
0BS CHANGE 1578-1979 24.41 14 88 11467] 24 }2400f 127 |58.3] 44 [17.2] 42 f11.6] 86 | 13 -571-38.5
STATEWIDE ' » '
- AVG CHANGE 1976-1979 -1.31_9 -13 {-6.8f -3 1-2.2] -7 ]-1.1] ~32 |-7.9] 10 | 1.8} -21 |-2.2 71 15.9
0BS CHANGE 1978-1979 _5.71 12 91 5.71 13114.31 40 6.9] -31-0.9] 231 4.1] 20 2.2] 27 ] 93.1

¥ CIRCUIT WHERE SUPERIDR COURT

JUDGESHIP HAS BEEN ADDED BETWEEN 1976 AND 1979
CIRCUIT WHICH EITHER ADDED OR ABOLISHED A STATE COURT BETWEEN 1976 AND 1979

I WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NOD ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE




EXHIBIT IV ANALYSIS

One way to view the data nresented in Exhibit IV is to compare the statewide
average changes found on the last 11ne of the last page of this exhibit with the
average changes of 1nd1v1dual circuits. These averages show that the creation of
additional judgeships over the past several years has actua]ly’reuuced the average
number of filings per judge despite generally increasing caselqads. Three exceptions

are felony, domestic’re1ations,'and juvenile filings.

Despite the decline in most case categqries and in total filings between
1976 and 1979, there has been a significant increase, 87 cases per judge (5.7%) in
total filings between 1978 and 1279. Al1 case types except genenal'civi1 exhibited

i T . - [} eE
an increase during the last year; the decrease in general civil cases was.onIy thr

' tases 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 per1ods The two circuits are:

ATLANTIC
TIFTON

Both Cordele and Toombs had increases in total filings greater than one

| 1 for
standard deviation above the: mean average and observed numerical! increases,

FY1976-FY1979 and FY1978-FY1979.

UThis increase is due, in part, to improvedfrecord keeping methods.
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There were no circuits which met the same criter1a for felony filings per judge.

However, Dougherty and Dublin, were very close to meet1ng these cr1ter1a Circuits

whose felony filings 1ncreased by more than one standard deviation above the mean

- Since ]978 1nc1uded

COWETA
DOUGHERTY
MACON
MIDDLE

In domestic relations filings, several circuits have greater average increases
than the statewide average increase per year since calendar year 1976. The circuits
in which the average increase 1976-1979 exceeds the circuit mean 1ncrease by more

than dne standard deviation are:

ATLANTIC
BLUE RIDGE
CONASAUGA
SOUTHERN
The circuits with increases which exceed the cirucit mean by more than one
standard deviation in domestic relations filings per Judge, FY1978-FY1979, are:
GRIFFIN
PATAULA
TIFTON
PIEDMONT
No circuit appears on both lists; Tifton however, was extremely close to the

cutoff point for the 1976 to 1979 time period and was on the 1ist for the 1978
to 1979 time period.

There is a qua]1f1rat1on for this exh1b1t that must be made in regard to any
consideration of trends in general civil filings. The decrease in general civi]
filings, part1cu1arly in the average change figures, may be due in part to an
alteration of the methodalogy used to gather caseload data since 1977. In 1977 the

c1v11 case type, 1ndependent motions, was f1rst counted It 1s possible that some
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portion of the f%lings counted as indenendent motions in 1977dandf1978 were

~collected as generai civil cases in prior years (see‘Methodology, page 18).

As a result of this change in data cdlfection~procedure,_‘thesFY197‘9Qenefa"c"‘ﬁi1 '

average and observed change may seem low when comgared—to pre-FY1977 changes.

e
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one standard dev1at1on above the mean for both 1976 1979 and 1°78-1979

' c1v11 fi11ngs between 1978 and 1979 1nc1ude S ‘~/

Three c1rcu1ts show numer1ca1 1ncreases in general c1v11 f111ngs at Ieast ‘

They are:

DUBLIN
~ PIEDMONT  *
~ ROME =

C1rcu1ts wh1ch have exper1enced the largest numer1ca1 1n"reases in general

. o .

DUBLIN
PIEDNONT
ROME.
TALLAPQOSA

At1antic, Coweta and T1fton circuits showed an increase in genera] civil
f111ngs between 1976 and 1979 greater than one standard deviation above the mean.

~nowever, the general c1vi] case]oad per Judge in the Atlantic Circuit decl1ned by

7 a s1gn1f1cant amount between 1978 and 1979
Nhen domest1c relat1ons and general c1v11 cases are combined into the total-
o eivil category and ana]yzed one can see- that only one c1rcu1t is. characterlzed
by numer1ca1 1ncreases in tota] c1v11 cases of at least one staniard dev1at1on
. above the mean for both time periods. That c1rcu1t is: /
,TIFTON»
Those c1rcu1ts w1th h1gh numer1ca] 1ncreases in total c1v11 f111ngs between
1978 and 1979 1nc1ude i o |
|  GRIFFIN 230
PIEDMONT =~ = 194
TIFTON - 189
.. PATAULA " - 166
"+ TALLAPOOSA . 148
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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 high increases from 1978 to 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 collection

and, therefore, could have inflated both the statewide and the circuit's average

SoT

and observed change.

AnAincreasing 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 increasing. Exhibit I should be used in conJun t1on with

~Exhibit IV to identify those circuits whose caseloads are large and still increasing.
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'CHAPTER II SUMMARY ANALYSIS

o

R

| The purpose of the, four exh1b1ts in Chapter II has been to ident1ﬁy circuits

Wi th excess1ve workload as defined by filing levels.

There~have been three criteria

of particular concern h1ah caseload volume, high volume in the most demandxng case

types, and historical trends in. caseload 1nd1cat1ve of a stable or increasing caseload.

Exh1b1t I ranks the top ten circu1ts in total f1l1ngs per Judge as:

~ CHEROKEE 5134

" TOOMBS 3605
ALAPAHA 2515
'ROME 2487
CORDELE - 2372
TIFTON 2372
_ ATLANTIC 2199 =
" COMETA 2102

 MOUNTAIN 2168
~ CONASAUGA 2079

The data 1n Exh1b1t II 1ndicates that there are f1ve c1rcu1ts with ratios of

counts-to-defendants greater than 1.5. In alphabet1cal order, these circuits are:

CLAYTON
~ COBB -
CONASAUGA
GRIFFIN
 MOUNTAIN

: fHowever, the circuits with the highest ratios of counts—to-defendants on felony

ALCOVY ~ DOUGHERTY -
ATLANTIC GRIFFIN
AUGUSTA MOUNTAIN
BLUE RIDGE NORTHERN
CLAYTON ROME

C0BB =+ TALLAPOOSA
'CONASAUGA WAYCROSS '

~ indictments, (greater than 1.5) produce the follow1ng Tist:

The felony ratio is more s1gn1f1cant since felon1es requ1re the greatest portion -

%

o of Judge time among the cr1m1nal case types These c1rcu1ts workloads may be

l“ underest1mated when defendants, rather than counts, are used to est1mate workload
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When felony, domestic relations, and general civil filings are aggregated'
to determine excessive caseload volume in the most demanding case types (Exhibit I11),
the circuits which exceed the mean of 1,164 by more than one standard deviation are:
cosB
COWETA
TIFTON
HOUSTGN
CHATTAHOOCHEE
Many circuits have experienced large increases in orie or more case types for

one of the time periods, 1976-1979 or 1978-1979. The principa1 interest of‘Exhibit

IV lies in those circuits with incre