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INTRODUCTION 

The following pages represent the eighth report a offered to the State of 

Georgia by the Judicial Council b regarding the need for additional superior 

court judgeships in the state. The Eighth Annual Report Regarding the Need for 

Additional Superior Court Judgeships in GeorgiaC is offered to the 1981 

General Assembly and to Governor Busbee as an analysis of the need for 

additional superior court judgeships in Georgia. It is the strong belief of the 

Judicial Council that the addition of a judgeship is a matter of great gravity. 

The creation of new judgeships not only requires the compensation of additional 

judges, but also of assistant district attorneys, secretaries, bailiffs, and 

other personnel as well as expenditures for and the provision of office space, 

courtroan space, furniture and other innumerable items,. 

The data for the 1981 Judgeshi p St udy was coll ected by the ni ne Oi st ri ct 

Administrative Assistants in the districts in which such a position has been 

filled at the time of the study and by members of the Administrative Office of 

the Court's research staff in the remaining district, the Fourth Judicial 

District, with the cooperation of local court personnel. The definitions used 

for the collection and canpilation of the data in this report are provided in 

the Methodology section, on pages 

The present study i ncl udes an eval uation of the need for additional 

superior court judgeships in all forty-two judicial circuits in Georgia. All 

data was collected for the 1980 fiscal year in the superior, state, probate, 

and juvenile courts of Georgia. The 1980 fiscal year was selected as the time 

a See p. for a summary of past JUdicial Council reca.nmendations concerning 
the need for additional superior court judgeships. 
b See Appendix Two for a list of the duties of the Judicial Council/Admini­
strative Office of the Courts • 

c See p. for a summary of the 1980 Judicial Council recommendations con­
cern; ng the need for addit i onal superi or court j udgeshi ps. 
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period for this study so that the recanmendations to the 1981 General Assembly 

could be based on the most current data that could be coll ected usi ng a manual 

system. The Judicial Council seeks to achieve a balanced and equitable 

di stribution of court work among the judges of the state. 

4 
I 

STATEMENT OF POLICY 

The Judicial Council of Georgia has a policy concerning judicial assist­

ance which states that no new part-time judgeships should be created and that 

mult i-j udge ci rcuits shoul d be establ i shed whenever possible to capt ure the 

benefi ts associ ated with multi-j udge courts--that is, improved court admi ni­

stration, caseload and jury management efficiencies and econanies 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 specialization--a 

multi-judge court can establish necessary divisions or special ization in such 

areas as criminal cases, civil cases, danestic relations cases, etc. 

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

circuits allow efficient management in the absence of a judge fran the circuit 

due to ill ness, disqual ification, vacation, and the demands of other responsi­

bilities such as continuing legal education. 

3. Makes possible more efficient use of jurors--better use of jury man­

power can be effected when two judges hold court simultaneousl y in the same 

county. One judge ina multi-judge ci rcuit may use the other j udge ' s excess 

jurors for a tri al of a second case rather than excusi ng than at an added 

expense to the county. Present courtroom space in many count i es may not pennit 

two trials simultaneously, but such a practice, if implemented, may justify 

the bui 1 di ng of a second, small cour'troan by the COUn1:Y affected, or the maki ng 

of other arrangements. 

4. Promotes greater impartia1ity through flexibility in case assignnent-­

a mult i-j udge ci rcuit may pennit a case, wher'e the judge is acquai nted with the 

party or parties involved, to be considered by an out-of-town judge without 

the appearance that the local judge is avoidi ng responsi bil ity. 

5 
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5. Improves court admi ni strati on--mul t i -j udge ci rcui ts tend to pronote 

impartiality and unifonnity of administrative practices and procedures. Multi­

judge circuits also pennit economies in the emplojfT1ent of auxiliary court 

personnel. 

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

arittmetic o,f calendar managanent, the judges of a multi-judge court can handle 

substantially more cases than an equal nunber of judges operat~ng in separate 

courts. 
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PAST RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL 

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

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

Administrative Office of the Courts. Past recommendations have been made for 

the following circuits: 

1974 

Atl anta* 
Conasauga* 
Coweta* 
Dougherty 
Waycross* 

1979 

Eastern* 
Ocmul gee* 
Toanbs 

1975 

Cobb 
Fl i nt* 
Southern* 

1980 

Brunswick* 
Cordel e* 
Coweta* 
Dub 1 i n* 
Rome* 
Ti fton* 
Toanbs 

1976 

Cherokee 
Cl ayton 
Cobb 
Gwi nnett 
Middle 
Northern 
Oconee* 
Tallapoosa 
Western* 

1977 1978 

Al apaha* Al cov y"" 
Ch attahoochee* Cherokee* 
Cherokee Cobb* 
Cl ayton* Lookout Mountai n* 
Cobb Ogeechee* 
Gri ffi n* So uth Georg i a* 
Gwinnett* 
Mi ddl e* 
Northern* 
Ta 11 apoosa* 

*Circuits in which an additional judgeship was actually created 

Over this eight-year period the caseloads and populations in Georgia's 

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

load in the courts been rising, but the increase has been faster in sane cir-

cuits than in others. It seems appropriate at this time to eval uate the Coun­

Cil's past recanmendations in the light of their impact on statewide and 

average caseload. The question that must be considered is whether the addi­

tional judgeships have been placed in circuits in a manner that has provided a 

more equitable distribution of the judicial workload among the circuits and 

judges in the state. 

7 
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There is no single statistical indicator of judicial wor~oad. Although 

caseload data provides the primary criteria for eval uati ng the need for addi­

tional judgeships, it is only an approximation of workload. The case types 

that make up th'c total caseload, the nunber and difficulty of dispositions, 

pleading practices of local attorneys, and efficiency of support personnel can 

affect the judicial workload without affecting the caseload. Therefore, the 

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

but ion. 

One method for evaluating the effectiveness of placement of additional 

j udgeshi ps is by observi ng the degree to whi ch the caseloads oj n recanmended 

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

judge caseload averages for recanmended ci rcuits canpare to ci rcuit averages 

for the entire state.d• 

Fran the table on the next page it can be seen that the recommended ci r­

cuits 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 following table demonstrates trends in statewide caseload as well as 

providing a comparison figure for the recanmended circuits. The circuit means 

for both misdemeanor and juvenile case types have decreased since 1979. 

dAverage for 1975 and 1976 recqrnmendations are omitted because statewide data 
is not available for those years. 

8 
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COMPARISON RECOMMENDED CIRCUITS AND STATE CIRCUIT AVERAGES PER JUDGE 

Year Total General Domestic Total Total 
Avg. Per Judge Felony Misdemeanor Traffic Criminal Civ; 1 Relations C~vil Juvenile Fi 11 ings 

1974 
Recom. Cir. Avg. 318 354 192 864 734 90j~ 1,638 9 2,511 
State Cir. Avg. 266 343 216 825 520 536 1,056 34 1,915 

1977 
Recom. Ciro Avg. 343 356 471 1,170 592 692 1,284 26 2,480 
State Ciro Avg. 269 289 224 781 482 540 1,023 35 1,839 

1978 
Recom. Cir. Avg. 465 395 359 1,219 567 742 1,309 67 2,595 
State Cir. Avgo 301 215 169 686 379 528 907 35 1,628 

1979 
Recomo Ciro Avg. 383 417 569 1,369 350 537 887 192 2,448 
State Cir. Avg. 269 203 172 645 355 526 881 46 1,572 

1980 
Recom. Ciro Avg. 307 490 167 965 520 587 1,107 166 2,238 
State Cir. Avg. 288 220 191 699 359 552 911 75 1,685 

1981 
Recom. Cir. Avgo 345 299 218 862 484 624 1,108 65 2,035 
State Cir. Avg. 320 199 188 706 368 545 913 52 1,671 

~All criminal case figures are in terms of the number of defendants listed on separate indictments or accusations 
2Total civil does not include independent motions. 
3State circuit average per judge is adjusted for additional judgeships created. 
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The following table displays the mean circuit population per judge and the 

associated standard deviations. The data shows that the circuit mean popula-

tions per judge have markedly declined fran 1973 to 1980. The standard 

deviations for most years have also declined, but the decline occurred largely 

between 1973 and 1975. The data for 1979 indicates slight increases in both the 

mean circuit population per judge and the standard deviation. The data for 1980 

shows a decrease in the circuit mean population since six new superior court 

judges were created in 1980. The 1980 circuit mean is 77.2% of the 1973 circuit 

mean. The mean popul ation per judge has been reduced by 16,000 since 1973. 

19731 1975 2 19771 19781 19791 19803 

MEAN 61,512 58,076 52,OlD 48,524 48,548 47,477 

STANDARD 19,632 13,608 13,690 13,067 13,317 13,239 
DEVIATION 

ISased on the previous yearl s population statistics and the nunber of 
superi or court judges in the current year. 

2Sased on the same yearl s population statistics and the nunber of superior 
court judges. 

3Sased on 1980 preliminar'y census and the nunber of superior court judges 
in the current year. The 1980 census figures have not been finalized as of 
date of this printing. 

The decrease in the circuit means ard standard deviations for both total 

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

equalization of the workload imposed on each judge and population served by each 

judge. 
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Recommendations do not automatically result in additional judgeships. Each 

year the Judicial Council studies the need for recommendations concerning addi­

tional judgeships. Recommended circuits have consistently been above the 

average in the number of filings per judge. The recommendations have contri­

buted to the achievement of a more equl'table d an manageable distribution of 
judicial workload. 

11 
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REPORT DESIGN 

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

demographic and caseload characteristics of the forty-two judicial circuits 

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

panying appendices which include supplemental data and other relevant 

information. 

All chapters contain only information pertinent to the consideration of 

additional superior court judgeships in Georgia. All material for the 

general information and reference of the reader is provided in the 

append ices. 

The first chapter includes the 1981 Judicial Council recommendations 

followed by brief circuit reports on each of the nine circuits receiving 

recommendations. The circuit reports often refer to the subsequent chapters 

in identifying the salient characteristics of each recommended circuit. 

Each of the next four chapters concentrates on one general charac­

teristic of the forty-two Circuits, while each exhibit in each chapter­

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

to fil i ngs in the superior courts. Each of the four exhibits in Chapter II 

centers on one aspect of the superior court filings, such as current FY1980 

circuit filings levels and increases or decreases in circuit filings from 

1977 through 1980. 

Chapter II is devoted to a comparison of disposition characteristics of 

the caseload in the forty-two circuits. The four exhibits in this chapter 

include only current (fiscal year 1980) dispositions. Exhibit V illustrates 

aggregate dispositions as a function of filing levels and proceeds to 

Exhibits VII and VIII where criminal and civil dispositions are categorized 

by method of di sposition. 

12 
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Chapter IV presents the demographic characteristics of the circuits. 

Circuit population for 1970 and 1980 and percent change in circuit popula­

tion is illustrated in Exhibit IX. In addition, Exhibit IX displays ttle 

1980 population per judge of the for·ty-two circuits and the hypothetical 

1980 population per judge assuning that an additional judge had been added 

to each circuit. The projected population for 1985 is also shown. 

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 concentrating on potential sources of 

judi ci al assi stance other than new j udgeshi ps. Ci rcuit caseload is 

presented in Exhibit X for each circuit as a component of one of the ten 

Judicial Admi~istrative Districts. 

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

proceed fran the general characteristics to the more specific. Each exhibit 

is preceded by a brief narrative identifying the data elements contained in 

the exhibit and the appropriate qualifications and limitations upon the 

interpretqtion of the data. Each exhibit ' s narrative is a brief analysis of 

its content. In comparing data among the various exhibits, it is important 

that the data elements be the same. Docket nunbers in one exhibit should 

not be compared to defendants in another exhibit even though both types of 

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

pared to dispositions in another, even though both elements could be char-

acterized as "caseload data." 

Additional material relating to this report including the Methodology 

is located in the appendices. 

13 
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Throughout this report the caseload is standarized into the caseload 

per judge in each ci rcuit. Thi s provides easy canpari son of the actual 

judicial workload among the circuits. For this type of study, the absolute 

ci rcuit caseload is i rrel evant because it does not control for the ntmber of 

judges in the circuit. Therefore, unless otherwise specified, all caseload 

date is expressed in tenns of the ratio of cases to superior court judges in 

the ci rcuit. 
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CHAPTER I 

CIRCUIT REPORTS 

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

circuit recommendations of the JUdicial Council of Georgia. The Judicial 

Council has recommended the creation of additional superior court judgeships 

in nine of the forty-two circuits. The Council believes that the five one-

judge Circuits included in the nine recommendations should be given priority 

in consideration. These five circuits are listed below in alphabetical 

order: 

DOUGLASe 
MOUNTAIN 
PATAULA 
SOUTHWESTERN 
TOOMBSf 

Four other circuits were also recommended and are listed below in alphabeti-

cal order: 

BLUE RIDGE 
CONASAUGA 
MACON 
WAYCROSS 

This chapter contains separate circuit reports for each of the nine 

circuits recommended. They identify the salient characteristics of each 

circuit. For more detail, the reader is encouraged to refer to the exhibits 

set out in the follOWing chapters. Those chapters present data for all 

forty-two judicial circuits. 

eAn additi ona 1 j udgeshi pis recommended for Dougl as County effective 
January 1, 1983 when Dougl as County is separated from the Tall apoosa 
Circuit and becomes the Douglas Judicial Circuit. 

fThe Council made a recommendation for Toombs Circuit to both the 1979 
and the 1980 General Assembl y. The General Assembl y did not pass the bill 
in either year. 

17 
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As in the case throughout this study, the circuit caseload data is 

standardi zed to express the caseload in per judge terms for each circuit. 

This method facilitates comparison of the actual workload among the judges 

in the vari ous ci rcuits. Unl ess otherwi se stated, all caseload fig ures 

cited in the circuit reports are per judge figures. The caseload per judge 

in a single circuit is often compared to other circuits as well as to the 

circuit averages for the state as a whole. 

This chapter contains separate circuit reports for each of the nine 

circuits recommended. They identify the salient characteristics of each 

circuit. For more detail, the reader is encouraged to refer to the exhibits 

set out in the following chapters. Those chapters present data for all 

forty-two judi ci al ci rcuits. 

Another method often used in the following circuit reports is the rank­

i ng of ci rcuits accordi ng to a given vari abl e. All ranki ngs have been ca 1-

cu1ated so as to place the circuit with the highest value as number one and 

the circuit with the lowest val ue as number forty-two. For example, the 

circuit ranked number one in domestic relations filings per judge has the 

highest rat io of domest ic relations fil i ngs to the number of superior court 

judges. For conveni ence, such a fi g ure may be cited in the ci rcuit report 

as lithe ci rcuit ranki ng number one in domest ic relations filings. II 
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BLUE RIDGE JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

The geographical jurisdiction of the Blue Ridge JUdicial Circuit includes 

five northern Georgia counties: Cherokee, Fannin, Forsyth, Gilmer, and Pickens. 

It is one of five circuits in the Ninth Administrative JUdicial District. 

The 1980 population per superior court judge of the circuit was 58,449 

seventh highest in the state. The Blue Ridge Circuit has experienced a high 

population growth rate (forty-six percent) since 1970. A rapid growth rate is 

ex pect ed to cont in ue. 

The current major judicial resources in the circuit are: two superior 

court judges, one state court judge who serves Cherokee and Forsyth count i es, a 

juvenile court judge who serves on a circuit - wide basis, and five probate 

judges, three of which handle traffic cases. 

Bl ue Ridge Circuit ranks tenth highest in the state in total filings per 

judge for fiscal year 1980. A substantial portion of the circuit's caseload 

(forty-seven percent) is composed of ,felonies and domestic relations cases. 

Since these case types are within the exclusive jurisdiction of the superior 

court, other supporting trial courts cannot relieve the superior court judges of 

the burden of any of these cases. 'Blue Ridge has experienced a positive 

caseload growth since fiscal year 1977. In fact, total filings, felonies, and 

domestic relations increased by over ten percent in the last fiscal year. 

The Del phi Wei ghted Ca sel oad val ue for Bl ue Ri dge (2.91) shows that there 

is a need for a greater amount of judicial time to process the caseload. This 

is due in part to the high ratio of non-jury and jury trials to criminal 

fil i ngs. B1 ue Ridge ranked thi rd in crimi na1 counts per judge heard by a jury 
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and first in criminal counts disposed by a non-jury trial. Bl ue Ridge has a 

1 ess outstanding Ratio Weighted Caseload (878)9 which enphasi zes circuit 

fil i ngs. 

In terms of dispositions, the superior court surpassed the statewide 

circuit mean in total dispositions. Despite this large number of dispositions, 

it appears the filing rate of cases is causing pending cases and backlog to 

accumul ate at a rate of twenty percent per year. 

The profile above delineates the outstanding characteristics of the Bl ue 

Ridge Judicial Circuit, one of the Judicial Council's recommendations for addi-

tional judgeships in 1981. 

9A Ratio Weighted Caseload of 1,000 or more units per judge is evidence of a 
very time-consuming caseload. 
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CONASAUGA JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

The Conasauga Judicial Circuit is composed of two counties: Murray and 

Whitfield. The population of the circuit in 1980 preliminary census figures is 

85,379; this is a twenty-five percent increase since the 1970 census. The 

circuit population is expected to continue to grow fairly rapidly. This circuit 

in the Ninth Judicial District is presently served by two superior court judges 

and one juvenile court judge in Whitfield County. There are no state courts. 

Conasauga ranks sixth in total FY1980 filings per judge (2,084). Felony 

and domestic relations caseload was forty-seven percent of total filings per 

judge. The circuit had over 1,900 felony/domestic relations filings in fiscal 
-" 

year 1980. The civil caseload filed in this circuit is extrenely heavy. The 

1,444 civil filings per judg(~ is greater than one standard deviation above the 

circuit mean for civil filings. Since 1977 the caseload has grown by nineteen 

percent. Felony filings have increased by over one hundred percent in this same 

period. As caseload has grown, the number of resident attorneys has also 

increased. Between 1976 and 198'0, the nunber of resident attorneys increased by 

twenty-one percent. The Conasauga Judicial Circuit ranks fifth in total 

di s posit ions per judge a rrl di s posed of as many ca ses as were fil ed in FY1980. 

Conasauga has a significant number of civil jury trials per judge (22) and ranks 

eleventh in the state. 

Both the Delphi Weighted Caseload (2.33) and the Ratio Weighted Caseload 

(1013) for thi s ci rcuit show that the judges have an extrenel y heavy casel oad in 

terms of the time needed to process the judicial workload in the circuit. 

Thus, both population and caseload in the Conasauga JUdicial Circuit has 

shown significant growth in the last few years and these two factors contribute 

to make Conasauga a recanmended circuit. 
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DOUGLAS JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

At present, Douglas County is one of four counties in the Tallapoosa 

Judicial Circuit. The 1980 General Assembly passed legislation to make Douglas 

County the forty-thi rd ci rcuit, effect ive January 1, 1983. 

The recommendation for an additional judgeship for Douglas Circuit is for a 

second superior court judgeship to be created as of the effective date of the 

new circuit, January 1, 1983. In addition to the superior court judge in the 

circuit, a part-time juvenile judge will continue to handle juvenile cases in 

Douglas County and the probate judge will continue to process traffic cases. 

The population of Douglas County has grown by forty-six percent from 1970 

to 1980. The county has an 1980 population of 53,373. If a second superior 

court judgeship was added, the population per judge \vould be 26,687 and the 

circuit would rank twenty-ninth of the forty-three circuits. It is expected 

that the circuit will continue to have a rapid population growth in the 1980's. 

If Dougl as County's FYl980 caseload fil ings per judge are compared to the 

caseloads of the current forty-two circuits, Doug'las would rank fourth in total 

filings pel~ judge. Both criminal and civil filings per judge would exceed the 

FY1980 statewide circuit means. Although the felony and domestic relations case 

total, the exclusive jurisdiction case types, would equal only thirty percent of 

the per judge filings, the sheer vollJlle of cases filed in the circuit is 

extremel y burdensome. The caseload in the county has grown by thi rteen percent 

from fi scal year 1977 through fi scal year 1980. 
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The total dispositions for the county does not indicate how well the court 

will operate when Dougl as County becomes the forty-th; rd ci rcuit si nce presentl y 

three judges are available to hear the cases and as of 1983 only one judge could 

hear the cases if a second judge is not added. But the nlJl1ber of jury tri al s 

conducted in Douglas County in FY1980 can give one an idea of how Douglas 

compares with the other ci rcuits in the frequency of thi s time-cons llTIi ng type of 

disposition. Douglas would rank above the statewide circuit mean in civil jury 

tri al s. Although Dougl as criminal jury tri al s do not exceed the ci rcuit mean, 

for a one-j udge ci rcuit with a h-j gh vol une caseload the twenty-fi ve counts tri ed 

by jury represent a significant nunber of jury trials. 

If the FYl980 caseload of Douglas County was used to calculate Delphi and 

Ratio Weighted Caseloads, Douglas would be shown by these measures to be in need 

of additional judicial assistance. 

The major characteristics of Douglas County are that the county has a very 

high vol une caseload and a rapidly grow; ng population. 
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MACON JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

The Macon Judicial Circuit is canposed of thr'ee counties: Bibb, Crawford, 

and Peach. The population per superior court judge in preliminary 1980 census 

figures is 58,363, which is a six percent increase since 1970. This circuit 

ranks eighth in population per judge. The judicial resources of the circuit 

incl ude: three superior court judges, a full-time state court judge, and a 

part-time juvenile court judge in Bibb County. Two of the three probate judges 

hear traffic cases. 

The Macon Judicial Circuit ranks nineteenth of the forty-two circuits in 

total fil i ngs per judge. Although total fil i ngs per judge do not exceed the 

circuit mean, the domestic relations and felony cases exceed the means for these 

two case-types. Danestic relations cases and felony cases canprise over seventy 

percent of the filings. There has been a positive caseload growth fran 1977-

1980 despite the fact that felony caseload has decreased. The largest increase 

in caseload has been in domestic relations filings. The number of resident 

attorneys in the circuit has risen by twenty-one percent since 1976. 

Macon ran ks tenth in total di sposit ions per judge. The judges managed to 

dispose of as many cases as were filed in fiscal year 1980. In criminal counts 

and civil cases heard by a jury, Macon Ci rcuit ranks twenty-fi rst and thi rty­

third respectively. 

The weighted caseload measures for Macon Circuit are: Delphi Weighted 

Caseload - 2.55 and Ratio Weighted Caseload 973. 
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MOUNTAIN JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

The Mountai n Judici al Ci rcuit, canposed of Habersham, Rabun, Stephens, 

Towns, and Union counties, ;s located in the northwestern section of the state. 

As are Conasauga and Blue Ridge circuits, it is one of the five circuits in the 

Ninth Judicial Administrative District. A single judge serves the superior 

court, am al so serves as the j uvenil e court judge i, n each county. There are 

two- pa rt state court judges in the ci rcui t and the probate court judge in each 

county handles some traffic court cases. 

the population per judge in the 1980 preliminary census figures is 71,909, 

which was fourth highest in the state. Since 1970 there has been an increase in 

population of eighteen percent. 

The criminal and civil caseload has also increased significantly in the 

last few years. The total filings have increased nine percent since fiscal year 

1977. The circuit ranks eleventh in total FY1980 filings per judge (2,031 

cases). The circuit has a particularly heavy civil caseload. Over 1,496 civil 

cases per judge were filed in this circuit in FY1980. The civil cases per judge 

exceed the state circuit mean in each of the three civil case types. 

Mountain Circuit disposed of 1,955 cases which is significantly greater 

than the circuit mean. It disposed of almost as many cases as were fil ed 

(ninety-six percent). It disposed of 171 felonies, but a much greater number of 

felonies were filed in FY1980; therefore, the circuit had only an eighty-three 

percent disposition rate for felonies. This may be due in part to the fairly 

large number of felonies which required a jury trial for disposition. Mountain 

Circuit had forty criminal counts in FY1980 handled in a jury trial; on this 

variable the circuit ranks tenth in the state. For civil cases disposed by jury 

trial the circuit ranks seventeenth. 
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The Delphi Ratio Caseload for Mountain Judicial Circuit is 1.38 and the 

Ratio Weighted Caseload is 984. 

Thus, the significant caseload features of the Mountain Judicial Circuit 

are a high vollJT1e caseload an:! a substanti al nunber of crimi nal jury tri al s. 
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PATAULA JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

The Pataula Judicial Circuit is located in the southwestern portion of the 

state in the Second Judicial Administrative District. Seven counties comprise 

this circuit: Clay, Early, Miller, Quitman, Randolph, Seminole, and Terrell 

counties. There is one superior court judge; a part-time judge serves in the 

circuit as state court judge in Early and Miller counties. In all but Miller 

and Seminole counties a juvenile court judge (other than the superior court 

judge) handles the juvenile caseload. 

The 1980 preliminary census figures show a 56,588 population level per 

judge, which ranks tenth in the state. The population growth though was nine 

percent between 1970 and 1980. 

Pataul a Judicial Ci rcuit ranks eighth in total fil in9s per judge. It has a 

very large nlJT1ber of felony filings per judge (476). In fact, the circuit ranks 

third in felony filings. Although the caseload has decreased slightly since 

1977, by two percent, in the last fiscal year the caseload increased by eleven 

percent. This increase is particularly noteworthy because the more 

time-conslJT1ing case categories have experienced the fastest growth rate. 

Felonies, domestic relations and general civil cases have all increased by more 

than ten percent in both the 1977-1980 and 1979-1980 periods. 

Although the Pataula Circuit had disposed of 1,725 cases which exceeded the 

circuit mean for dispositions (1,625), this nlJT1ber was significantly less than 

the nunber of filings in that circuit in fiscal ,Year 1980. Thus, pending cases 

are currently acclJT1ulati ng at a rate of sixteen percent. The nlJT1ber of jury 
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11Th us the caseload burden trials held in this circuit was not unusual y arge. , 

. . 1 and coopl exity and not of a in Pataula is largely a product of. flllngs vo LITle 

nunber of t ime-consuming type of dispositions. This;s further sub sta nt i a 1 

b the fact that the Ratio Weighted Caseload was very high, (1121). illustrated y h 

In contrast, the Delphi Ratio Caseload was not 

previ ousl y noted; the Del phi Weighted Caseload 

as well as filing categories. 

as outstanding (.94). As 

anphasi zes the di sposition method 

. Standard of a val ue greater t~an ~.O as nTheJudicial Council has set a De~p~l l' dgeship in a one-judge clrcult. 
danonstrating the need for an addltlona JU 
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SOUTHWESTERN JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

The Southwestern Judicial Circuit borders the Pataula Judicial Circuit, 

but is in the Third, not the Second, Judicial Administrative District. Thus, 

both the Macon Judicial Circuit and the Southwestern Judicial Circuit are in the 

same Administrative District. The Southwestern Circuit is composed of six 

counties: Lee, Macon, Schley, Stewart, Sunter, and Webster. 

The population per judge of the circuit in the 1980 census preliminary 

statistics was 64,116, which is the fifth largest in the state. The population 

growth rate was thirteen percent between 1970 and 1980. 

This circuit is served by one superior court judge and this judge serves as 

juvenile court judge in all counties except Sumter County. Swnter County has 

both a part-time juvenile court judge and a part-time state court judge. There 

is also a part-time state court judge in Macon County. In the four counties 

where there is no state court, the probate court judge handles most traffic 
cases. 

Southwestern Circuit ranks sixteenth in total filings per judge. Although 

its FY1980 criminal caseload was fairly small (340 cases), it has a fairly large 

civil and juvenile caseload, 352 cases and 158 cases, respectively. Its case-

load growth rate has been twenty-one percent from FY1977 through FY1980. 

The total dispositions of the Southwestern Circuit for FY1980 do not exceed 

the state circuit mean, and the circuit did not process as many cases as were 

filed in FY1980. The circuit appears to be accunulating pending cases at a 

current' rate of fiteen percent a year. The j udge ' s i nabil ity to keep pace with 

filings is particularly true for civil cases. The circuit does not have an 

unusually large nunber of jury trials as a proportion of its caseload. 

The circuit has a Ratio Weighted Caseload of 1044 and a Del phi Weighted 

Caseload score of .89. 
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TOOMBS JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

The Toombs Judicial Circuit is located in the Tenth Judicial Administrative 

District, and is composed of six counties. These counties are: Glascock, 

Lincoln, McDuffie, Taliaferro, Warren and Wilkes. 

This circuit had a population of 46,008 in 1980, and is served by one 

superior court judge. The circuit experienced an eight percent increase in 

population since 1970. There are no state courts to assist the superior court 

in the circuit. The sole superior court judge must also act as juvenile court 

judge in each of the six counties in the circuit. 

Toombs Ci rcuit ranks second in the total fil i ngs per judge for FY1980 

(3,291). It has had comparable rankings in previous years. Toombs ranked 

second in fil i ngs per judge in both FY1978 and FYl979. It has been recanmended 

by the Judicial Council for the last two years for an additional judgeship, but 

the legislature has not yet acted favorably on this recanmendation. Since 1977 

the fil ings per judge have increased thirty-five percent. Although Toombs does 

not have a large portion of its caseload in the felony a.nd danestic relations 

case categories, the sheer volume of cases creates a demanding caseload. 

The Toombs Circuit1s total dispositions for FY1980 (3,262) exceed the cir­

cuit mean (1,625) by more than one standard deviation. The circuit disposed of 

almost as many cases as were filed in fiscal year 1980 (ninety-nine percent). 

This is due in part to the large number of minor criminal offenses which the 

judge must handle and which on the average take a smaller amount of time to 

process than other types of cases. On the other hand, in the more 

time-consuming case types a small disposition rate is shown. The disposition 

rate for felonies was only eighty- five percent and for general civil cases was 

only eighty percent. Toombs Circuit also has a significant number of criminal 

counts heard by a jury. There were thi rty-si x crimi nal counts heard by a jury 

in fiscal year 1980 which causes the circuit to be ranked fourteenth in criminal 

counts di sposed by jury tri al • 
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The Delphi Weighted Caseload (1.33) exceeded the caseload standard for a 

one-judge circuit, therefore demonstrating the need for' additional judicial 
assistance. The Ratio Weighted Caseload is substant,·al at 969, but is not as 
outstanding as the Delphi Weighted Caseload. 

Thus, the chief characteristic of this circu,·t ,·s a multiple county circuit 
with little available supporting court ass,·stance. The sheer caseload volume 

creates an impediment to the timely processing of caseload. 
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WAYCROSS JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

The Wa~ross Judicial Circuit is canposed of six counties in the First 

Judicial Administrative District. These counties are: Bacon, Brantley, 

Charlton, Coffee, Pierce, and Ware. 

The preliminary 1980 census statistics show the population per superior 

court judge of Waycross Circuit is 45,697. This figure represents a sixteen 

percent increase since the 1970 census. If an additional judgeship was created, 

the population per superior court judge would be 28,187. 

The judicial resources of the circuit presently include: two superior 

court judges, three part-time state court judges, and a part-time juvenile court 

judge in Ware County. In the two counties in which a state court is not 

located, the probate court judges handle many of the traffic cases. 

The Wa~ross Circuit had 1,623 filings per judge in fiscal year 1980, thus 

the ci rcuit ranks twenty-fourth in total fil i ngs per judge. Although the felony 

and danestic rel ations fil ings total does not exceed the circuit mean, these 

time-conslllling types of cases do constitute 49.5% of the FY1980 Waycross Circuit 

fi 1 i ng s. 

The circuit caseload growth rate is positive for both the 1977-1980 and 

1979-1980 time periods, seven percent and two percent respectively. 

The Wa ~ ross Ci rc ui t disposed of a greater nllllber of cases then were 

filed in FY1980. The circuit disposed of 1,666 cases. Despite this high dis­

position rate, in one of the more complex case type categories, felonies, the 

disposition rate was significantly lower, eighty-five percent. Thus, it appears 

the circuit judges find it difficult to keep pace with the felony caseload filed 

in the ci rcuit. 

The circuit ranks fairly high in the nllllber of cases disposed by jury trial 

seventeenth in criminal counts and fifth in civil cases heard by a jury. 
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The Ratio Weighted Caseload of the circuit is 808. The Delphi Weighted 

Caseload 2.45) shows a more significant need for additional judicial assistance. 

This is due in part to the proportion of jury trial dispositions occuring in the 

circuit and in part to a case counting problem. i wa~ross showed an unusually 

large percentage of civil non-jury trial dispositions~ If this is not an 

accurate count of this disposition method, it will falsely increase the Delphi 

Weighted Caseload for this circuit. 

1In some circuits, the dockets do not clearly distinguish civil non-trial and 
non-jury trial dispositions. 
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CHAPTER II - CASELOAD IN THE SUPERIOR 

COURTS: FY1980 FILINGS 

EXH IBIT I SUPERIOR COURT FY1980 TOTAL CASELOAD PER JUDGE 

EXHIBIT II SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL FILINGS RATIOS: 1980 

EXHIBIT III 

EXHIBIT IV 

SUPERIOR COURT FELONY AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS FILINGS 
PER JUDGE: FY1980 

OBSERVED RATE OF CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS 
PER JUDGE 
FY1977 - FY1980 AND FY1979 - FY1980. 
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EXH IB IT I 

Superior Court Circuit FYl980 Filings Per' Judge 

Exhibit I presents the distribution of caseload per judge for the Judicial 

Circuitsj if the total caseload of each circuit was divided equally among the 

superior court judges in the cit~cllit. Both the criminal and civil caseload is 

shown in terms of docket entries. Criminal case docket entries correspond to 

the nLmber of accusations or indictments filed. Civil case docket entries 

correspond to the nunber of civil actions (complaints or petitions) filed. 

Juvenile filings, included in this exhibit, represent filings fran counties in 

which the superior court judge receives no assistance from a juvenile court 

judge. Total filings per judge are an indicator of a high vollJlle caseload, but 

other indicators of a heavy workload should be examined such as the nunber of 

filings in the more time-conslJlling case categories such as felonies, danestic 

relations and general civil cases. 

The circuits that rank in the top five in the nlJllber of total filings per 

j LJdge are: 

Cherokee 5,247 
Atlantic 3,291 
Toombs 3,291 
Alapaha 2,670 
Pi edmont 2,233 

jNote only forty-one circuits are represented in this exhibit. Cobb Judicial 
Circuit data was unavailable. See Methodology page 
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A different set of circuits surpass the mean by more than one standard 

deviation in the exclusive jurisdiction case types, felony and danestic 

relations. 

Felony 

Chattahoochee 
At 1 anta 
Eastern 

593 
504 
493 

Domestic Relations 

Houston 
Macon 
Brunswi ck 
Cl ayton 
Chattahoochee 
Stone Mountain 
Augusta 

1,026 
922 
904 
810 
804 
795 
775 

The following six circuits have a general civil filings per judge figure 

exceeding the mean of 368 by more than one standard deviation. 

Dublink 
Southwestern 
Pi edmont 

708 
618 
578 

At 1 anta 507 
Cherokee 505 
Brunswi ck 499 

KNote that Dublin Circuit has an additional superior court judgeship since 
January 1,1981 and, therefore, its felony filings will no longer exceed the 
circuit mean. 
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EXHIBIT I SUPERIOR COURT FY1980 TOTAL FILINGS PER JUDGE' 

CRIMINAL CIVIL 
FILINGS FILINGS 

CIRCUIT FILINGS FELONY MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC 
TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDENT 

CRHlINAL CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS 
AU\PAHA 2670 320 623 1183 2125 240 226 80 
ALCOVY 1387 225 258 57 539 327 369 152 
ATLANTA 1733 504 0 0 504 507 581 141 
ATLANTIC 3291 232 77 1739 2047 431 548 138 
AUGUSTA 1871 170 79 3 251 252 775 209 
BLUE RIDGE, 2055 323 432 274 1029 257 638 132 
BRUNS~JICK 2084 323 85 121 529 499 904 153 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 1931 532 173 79 785 207 804 93 
CHEROKEE 5247 449 704 2809 3966 505 438 338 
CLAYTON 1439 233 1 0 234 279 810 116 
COBB 
CONASAUGA 2084 244 239 91 574 476 736 232 
COfWELE 1278 157 398 34 588 297 257 103 
COWETA 1482 220 67 49 337 313 570 253 
DOUGHERTY 1455 364 0 0 364 224 727 141 
DUBLIN 1849 258 16 9 283 708 418 395 
EJ\STERN 1490 493 48 0 540 158 693 99 
FLINT 1366 172 167 10 349 418 320 219 
GRIFFIN 1986 284 220 211 714 323 666 284 
GWINNETT 1199 178 1 0 179 161 670 189 
HOUSTON 1790 346 24 3 373 298 1026 93 

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

, 
I -l 

, 

JUVENILE 
FILINGS 

TOTAL TOTAL 
CIVIL JUVENILE 

545 0 
848 0 

1229 0 
1118 126 
1236 384 
1027 0 
1556 0 
1103 42 

1281 0 
1205 0 

1444 67 
657 33 

1136 9 
1092 0 
1521 45 \ 

950 0 
956 62 

1272 0 
1020 0 
1417 0 
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EXHIBIT I: SUPERIOR COURT FY1980 TOTAL FILINGS PER JUDGE' 

22 

23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

31 
32 
33 

34 
35 

36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 

CIRCUIT 

LOOKOUT ~inl. 

MACON 
MIDDLE 
MOUNTAIN 
NOlm-IEJ\STEIH'1 
NORTHERN 
001ULGEE 
OCONEE 
OGEECHEE 
PATAULA 
PIEDMONT 
ROME 
SOUTHERN 
SOUTH GEORGIA 
SOUTHWESTERN 
STONE 1'1m. 
TALLAPOOSA 
TIFTON 
TOOMBS 
WAYCROSS 
WESTERN 

C I RCU IT ~1EAN 

FILINGS FELONY 

1779 253 

1779 317 
1246 193 
2031 206 
1949 292 
1396 146 
1716 297 
1601 202 
1166 270 
2067 476 
2233 228 
1713 125 
1386 332 
1377 474 
1850 261 
1617 325 
2065 219 
1407 185 
3291 279 
1623 228 
1321 326 

1861 284 

CRIMINAL 
FILINGS 

mSDEMEANOR TRAFFIC TOTAL 
CRHlINAL 

354 59 666 

89 8 414 
7 0 200 , 

160 88 454 
198 324 813 
226 53 424 
300 43 641 
303 141 646 

25 28 '323 
371 44 891 
257 353 838 
598 39 761 
69 1 403 
62 15 550 

65 14 340 
5 1 331 

259 146 624 
148 12 344 
739 1118 2136 
128 131 486 
38 28 392 

195 227 707 

CIVIL 
FILINGS 

GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDENT 
CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS 
374 527 194 

283 922 134 
303 278 322 
489 710 297 
384 504 228 
292 413 179 
449 319 237 
455 220 191 
284 354 122 
460 512 171 
578 507 310 
376 301 274 
318 526 131 
264 360 102 
618 523 211 
371 795 120 
642 456 312 
257 473 179 

351 440 208 
354 576 140 

286 463 Hi8 

368 545 190 

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

" 

, 

.. 

JUVENILE 
FILINGS* 

TOTAL TOTAL 
CIVIL JUVENILE 
1094 19 

1339 25 
902 145 

1496 81 
1115 21 
883 90 

1005 70 
865 90 
759 85 

1143 33 
1395 0 

951 0 
976 8 
725 102 

1352 158 
1286 0 
1409 31 

909 154 
999 12;6 

1069 68 
916 13 

1102 52 
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EXH IBIT II 

Superior Court Criminal FY1980 Ratios 

Exhibit II has been included in order to provide more detailed informat-/on 

on the superior court criminal caseload. There are three units of the criminal 

caseload: the nunber of indictments or accusations filed in superior court, the 

nunber of defendants 1 isted 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 actual workload 

required by the criminal fili ngs. 

The ratios shown in Exhibit II illustrate the practices of the district 

attorney in canposi ng chargi ng documents. A ratio of more than one defendant to 

a docket woul d indicate that many of the criminal cases i nvol ve multi pl e 

defendants. A defendants-to-counts ratio of exactly one would indicate that the 

district attorney draws the indictments or accusations with only one count 

against each defendant. A ratio of two would indicate that, on the average, the 

district attorney files two counts against each defendant on the charging docu-

mente 

The value of the counts-to-defendants ratio can best be observed byevalu-

at i ng the extent to whi ch the i nformat i on on counts i ncrea ses our understa ndi ng 

of criminal case activity. 

There are three circuits in which the ratio of total criminal counts to 

total criminal defendants is greater than 1.5: 

Houston 1. 9 
Cl ayton 1.8 
Cona sa uga 1. 8 

The same three circuits and six others have a felony count to felony defen­

dant ratio greater than 1.5. In fi scal year 1979, fourteen circuits had ratios 

exceeding 1.5. By viewing the data in this matter, it can be seen that the 
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criminal workload in some circuits could be under-represented if only docket 

nunbers or defendants were considered for anal ysi s. 

When caseload per judge figures are calculated for total criminal counts, 

four circuits have extremely high values in the distribution. Two circuits 

exceed the circuit mean nunber of total criminal counts per judge (861) by more 

than one standard deviation. They are: 

Cherokee 
Toombs 

4,416 
2,444 

Since January 1, 1981, the BartCM County Probate Court in Cherokee Judicial 

Circuit handles traffic cases and thus relieves the Superior Court to some 

extent of its unusually heavy criminal caseload. 

When felony counts per judge are calculated to determine which circuits 

have the most demunding workloads in terms of time required to process their 

respect'ive cases, the picture alters. Nine circuits show a felony (count) 

caseload higher than one standard deviation about the mean of 412. In decending 

order, they are: 

Houston 675 
Cherokee 661 
Blue Rid g e 61 9 
Pataula 574 
Atlanta 560 
Chattahoochee 551 
Eastern 545 
Stone Mountain 541 
Macon 540 

The use of a particular filing element can distort the canparison of the 

circuits caseload. Therefore, the reader should consider the values in all 

categories -- docket entries, defendants, and counts -- in evaluating the cir-

cuits with the most imposing criminal caseload. 
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EXHIBIT II: SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL FILINGS FY1980: 
RATIOS OF DEFENDANTS TO DOCKETS AND COUNTS TO DEFENDANTS 

FELONY NI SDEf.1EANOR TRAFFIC 
RATIOS RATIOS RATIOS 

CIRCUIT DEF /DKT CNT/DEF DEF/DKT CNT/DEF DEF/DKT CNT/DEF 

ALAPAHA 1.0 1.0 1 0 1.0 100 1.0 
ALCOVY 100 1 !i lD In5 100 1.3 
ATLANTA 1.1 1 1 - - - -
ATLANTIC 1.3 1.3 1 .1 1.4 1 0 1 0 
AUGUSTA 1.2 1.7 1.0 11. LO 2.4 
BLUE RIDGE 1.2 1.7 1.0 101 1.0 1.4 
BRUNSWICK 102 1.1 1.0 1 1 1.0 100 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 1.0 1.0 1.0 1 0 LO 1.0 
CHEROKEE 1.1 1.6 1.0 L1 1.0 1.0 
CLAYTON 1.2 1.8 1.0 15 - -
COBB 
CONASAUGA 1.1 1.7 1.11 lR 1 0 1 8 
CORDELE 102 1.2 10 1.0 10 1.0 
COWETA 1.2 1.4 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.0 
DOUGHERTY 1.1 1.2 - - - -
DUBLIN 1.3 1.5 1 .3 1.0 1.0 1.0 
EASTERN 1.2 1.1 1.0 1 1 - -
FLINT 1.2 1.4 1 1 1 1 1.0 1.5 
GRIFFIN 102 L3 1.0 1 4 l.Q 1.6 
GWINNETT 1.2 1.5 10 1 0 - -
HOUSTON 1.0 2.0 J .0 1 0 1 .0 1.0 
LOOKOUT tHN. 1.0 1.1 1.0 10 1.0_ 1 0 
MACON· 1.1 1.6 1.0 1 .2 1.0 1 4 
MIDDLE 1 3 L.~ 103 10 - -
MOUNTAIN 1.3 1.5 1.1 1.3 10 1 4 
NORTHEASTERN 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.2 10 1.0 
NORTHERN 1.3 1.5 1.1 1.3 10 1.8 
OCMULGEE 1.2 103 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.3 
OCONEE 1.1 1.2 1 0 1.2 1.0 1 5 
OGEECHEE 1.1 1.0 100 1.0 100 1.0 

, . 

-'f / 

TOTAL CRIMINAL 
RATIOS 

DEF /DKT CNT/DEF 

100 1.0 
l.U 1 5 
101 101 
102 104 
1.1 1.5 
1.1 104 
101 1.1 
1.0 100 
1.0 101 
1.2 1.8 

1.1 1.8 
1.1 1.1 
1 1 1.3 
1.1 102 
1.3 105 
1 2 1.1 
1.1 1.3 
1.0 L4 
1.2 1.5 
1.0 1 9 
1.0 1.0 
1 1 1 5 
1 3 LA 
1 2 1.4 
1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 4 
1.1 1.2 

.. 100 1 3 -101 100 
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EXHIBIT II: SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL FILINGS FY1980: 
RATIOS OF DEFENDANTS TO DOCKETS AND COUNTS TO DEFENDANTS 

I 
" 

FELONY MISDEt~EANOR TRAFFIC TOTAL CRIMINAL 
RATIOS RATIOS RATIOS RATIOS 

CIRCUIT DEF /DKT CNT/DEF DEF/DKT CNT /DEF DEF/DKT CNT/DEF DEF /DKT CNT/DEF 
-

PATAULA 1 ,0 1 2 1.0 1.0 100 1.3 1.0 101 
PIEDMONT 1 2 1.2, 1.0 1.1 1.0 101 101 1.1 
ROME 1 0 1.7 1.0 1.2 1.0 201 100 1.3 
SOUTH GEORGIA 1-0 - ,- ~O 1 0 -1 1 1.0 1.1 1.0 100 
SOUTHERN 1.1 .12 3 1 0 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.1 103 
:';OUTHWESTERN 1.2 1.4 1.1 1.2 1.0 105 102 104 
STONE MTN. 1 2 1.5 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.6 102 105 
TALLAPOOSA 1-2 1-7 1-1 1 4 1.0 1.5 1.1 1.5 . 
TIFTON 1.2 1.5 11 0 1.1 1.0 1.5 101 1.3 
TOOMBS L2 1.2 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.1 , 100 1.1 
WAYCROSS 1 2 1.5 1 0 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.3 
WESTERN '1.0 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.4 1.0 1.1 
CIRCUIT MEAN' 1.1 1.3 1.0 102 1.0 10 1- - 1.1 1.2 

" 
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EXH IBIT I II 

Superior Court FYl980 Felony and Domestic Relations Filings Per Judge 

The fi scal year 1980 circuit caseload per j I.jdge by caseload are presented 

on the basis of the percentage of caseload composed of domestic relations and 

felony cases. Since felony and domestic relations cases are within the exclu­

sive juri sdiction of the superior courts, Supporti ng courts cannot assi st the 

superior .courts in handling these cases. Many of the cases counted in the 

general civil category are al so within the excl usive juri sdiction of the 

superior court, but these cases cannot be separated here from the remainder of 
the general civil cases. 

When the felony-domestic relations percentage ofa circuit's caseload is 

high, there is 1 ess opportunity for expansion of the use of supporti ng courts to 

relieve the superior court of a heavy caseload burden. Secondly, since felonies 

and many domestic relations are very time-consuming kinds of cases, this 

percentage can highlight demanding caseload filings patterns. The following 

circuits exceed the mean (830) of the felony-domestic relations filings total by 

more than one standard deviation. They are descending order: 

Houston 
Chattahoochee 
Macon 
Brunswick 
Eastern 
Stone Mountai n 
Dougherty 
Atlanta 

1,372 
1,336 
1,239 
1,227 
1,186 
1,120 
1,091 
1,085 

In six of these eight circuits the felony-domestic relations caseload was 

over fifty percent of the total filings per judge for fiscal year 1980. It 

should be noted that almost all these circuits include fairly large urban areas. 

These circuits generally have supporting courts which hear a large percentage of 

cases filed in the other case categories. 
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If general civil cases are added with the felonies and domestic relations 

cases, the circuit mean is 1198. Eight circuits have caseloads that exceed this 

mean by at least one standard deviation. 

Atlanta 
Bl ue Ri dge 
Brunswick 
Cl ayton 
Houston 
Macon 
Pataul a 
Stone Mountai n 

By compari ng the ci rcuits highl ighted in thi s exhibit anal ysi s with the 

circuits in Exhibit I with high filings totals, one can see which circuits have 

both a denandi ng and high vollJTIe caseload. 

The data in Exhibit III provides valuable insight into two important 

factors in the consideration of an additional superior court judgeship. 

Circuits which rank high in felony and domestic relations cases per judge have 

heavy caseload in t ime-conslJ11i ng categories which cannot be shared by supporti ng 

courts. Therefore, creation of a limited jurisdiction court in such a circuit 

would not help alleviate the heavy volUlle in the felony and domestic relations 

categories. Conversely, if most of the caseload vollJTIe falls in the other case 

types, the expanded use of supporting courts may be considered as an alternative 

to a superior court j udgeshi p. 
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EXHIBIT III : SUPERIOR COURT FY1980 FELONY AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS FILINGS PER JUDGE 

DOMESTIC % OF GENERAL INDEPENDENT % OF 
CIRCUIT . FELONY RELATIONS SUBTOTAL TOTAL CIVIL MOTIONS MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC JUVENILE* SUBTOTAL TOTAL 

ALAPAHA 320 226 546 20.5 240 80 623 1,),83 0 2,124 7905 

ALCOVY 225 369 594 42.8 327 152 258 57 0 793 5702 
ATLANTA 504 581 1,085 62 06 507 141 0 0 0 648 3704 
ATLANTIC 232 548 780 24.0 431 138 77 1,739 126 2,511 76.0 
AUGUSTA 170 775 945 50.0 252 209 79 3 384 927 50.0 

BLUE RIDGE 323 638 961 46 08 257 132 432 274 0 1,095 53.3 

BRUNSWICK 323 904 1,227 58 09 ·499 153 85 121 0 858 4·1.2 

CHATTAHOOCHEE 532 804 1,336 69 02 207 93 173 79 42 594 30 08 
CHEROKEE 449 438 887 1609 505 338 704 2,809 0 4,356 83 06 
CLAYTON 233 810 1,043 72 05 279 116 1 0 0 396 27 05 

COBB 

CONASAUGA 244 736 980 4700 476 232 239 91 67 1,105 53.0 
CORDELE 157 257 414 3204 297 103 398 34 33 865 67.7 
COWETA 220 570 790 53.3 313 253 67 49 9 691 46 06 
DOUGHERTY 364 727 1,091 7500 224 141 0 0 0 365 25 0 1 
DUBLIN 258 418 676 36.6 708 395 16 9 45 1,173 63.4 

EASTERN 493 693 1,186 79 06 158 99 48 0 0 305 20 05 \ 

FLINT 172 320 492 3600 418 219 167 10 62 876 64 01 
GRIFFIN 284 666 950 47.8 323 284 220 211 0 1,038 52.3 
GWINNETT 178 670 848 7007 161 189 1 0 0 351 29 03 
HOUSTON 346 1,Oi!o 1,372 76.7 298 93 24 3 0 418 2304 

* WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE. 
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EXHIBIT III : SUPERIOR COURT FY1980 FELONY AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS FILINGS PER JUDGE 

DOMESTIC % OF GENERAL INDEPENDENT % OF 
CIRCUIT FELONY RELATIONS SUBTOTAL TOTAL CIVIL MOTIONS ~1ISDEMEANOF TRAFFIC JUVENILE* SUBTOTAL TOTAL 

LOOKOUT MTN. 253 527 780 43.8 374 194 354 59 19 1,000 56.2 
MACON 317 922 1,239 69.7 283 134 89 8 25 539 30.3 
MIDDLE 193 278 471 37.8 303 322 7 0 145 777 62.4 
MOUNTAIN I 206 710 916 45.1 489 297 160 88 81 1,115 54.9 
NORTHEASTERN 292 504 796 41.0 384' 228 '198 324 21 1,155 59.4 
NORTHEHN - 146 413 559 40.0 292 '179 226 53 90 840 60.2 
OCMULGEE 297 319 616 35.9 449 237 300 43 70 1,099 64.0 
OCONEE 202 220 422 26.4 455 191 303 141 90 1,180 73.7 
OGEECIIEE 279 354 624 53.5 284 122 25 28 85 544 46.7 

·PATAULA 476 512 988 47.8 460 171 371 44 33 1,079 52.2 
PIED~10NT 228 507 735 32.9 578 310 257 353 0 1,498 67.1 
ROME 125 301 426 24.9 376 274 598 39 0 1,287 75.1 
SOUTH GEORGIA 474 360 834 60.6 264 102 62 15 102 545 39.6 
SOUTHERN 332 526 858 61.9 318 131 69 1 8 527 38.6 
SOUTHWESTERN 261 523 784 42.4 618 211 65 14 158 1,066 57.6 . 
STONE MTN. 325 795 1,120 69.3 371 120 5 1 0 ·497 30.7 
TALLAPOOSA 219 456 -675 32.7 642 312 259 146 31 1,390 67.3 ~\ 

TI FTON 185 473 658 46.6 257 179 148 12 154 750 53"2 
1 

i l 

i 

TOOMBS 279 440 719 21.9 351 208 739 1,118 156 2.572 78.2 
I 

-j 

;i 
WAYCROSS 228 576 804 49.5 354 .140 128 131 68 821 50.6 il ,I 
WESTERN 326 463 789 59.7 286 168 38 28 '13 533 40.4 Ii 

tl. 

C I RCU IT MEAN 284 545 830 47.9 368 190 195 227 52 1,032 52.2 
1\ 
II 

-k WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROt4 A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE. 
II 
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EXHIBIT IV 

Observed Rate of Change inS uperi or Court Fil i ngs per Judge: 
FY1977 - FY1980 and FY1979-FY1980 

Exhibit IV represents the observed rate of change in fil i ngs per judge 

between 1977 and 1980 and between 1979 and 1980. This is the percent of 

increase. or decrease in case fil i ngs fran the fonner to the latter fi scal year. 

The rate of change was cal cul ated on the basi s of the caseload per judge in 

each circuit for FY1977, FY1979, and FY1980. The calculations reflect the 

changes in the nunber of judges in each ci rcuit over the four years, whi ch is 

the caseload divided by the nunber of judges within a circuit for that year. A 

substantial decrease in the rates of change may be due to an increase in the 

nunber of judges rather than to a decrease in circuit filings. 

Also, changes in the caseload per judge may be caused by a change in the 

distribution of supporting courts. Creating or abolishing a state or juvenile 

court within a circuit would either add to or subtract from the superior court 

caseload figures of that circuit. Additonally, other factors which affect 

caseload levels are changes in jurisdiction of a supporting court or changes in 

local practice concerning the courts in which certain cases are filed. For 

example, if the dollar limit of the civil jurisdiction of a state court is 

increased at the beginning of the fiscal year, then there may be a decrease in 

general civil findings per judge in the superior court and an increase in the 

general civil cases heard by supporting courts in the circuit. 

Notations within the exhibit have been made to identify those circuits that 

have received an addit ional superi or court judge between 1977 and 1980 and those 

circuits in which a state court has been created or abolished. 

Another qualification to this Exhibit is that the percentage change may 

exaggerate the actual variation in caseload per judge when the numerical change 

is a small nunber and the initial caseload is low. This is particularly true 
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of the juvenile case category. Improvanents in recordkeeping and changes in 

case counting procedures may have affected this relatively small category. For 

example, in Toanbs circuit, Exhibit IV shows a decrease of 517 cases per judge 

whi ch is a seventy- seven percent decrea se in one yea rl s time. Thi s decrea se wa s 

caused by the instruction to 1980 case counters that they were not required to 

collect juvenile canplaints that were not entered in the docket book although 

they were filed in FY1980. 

Exhibit IV can be used to isolate circuits with rapid caseload growth. 

Only one circuit, Atlantic, had an increase in total filings greater than one 

standard deviation above the mean for both the FY1977-FY1980 and the FY1979-

FY1980 period. This large increase was due to a tremendous increase in traffic 

filings which resulted partially fran a change in filing practices in that 

ci rcuit. It is anti ci pated that a small er portion of traffic cases wi 11 be 

filed in the superior court in the next year. Although Northeastern and 

Southwestern Circuits increases were not as large as Atlantic Judicial Circuit, 

they are the only circuits in which the percentage incre.ase~exceeded the state 
.-

percentage increase for the three major case categories (felony, general-civil, 

and danestic rel ations). 

When one looks at each maj or case type separatel y, there are several 

circuits which danonstrate substantial caseload growth. The following circuits 

have filing increases of more than one standard deviation above the mean for the 

period FY1977-FY1980 and FY1979-FY1980. 

Felony 

Chattahoochee 
Western 

General Civil 

Atlanta 
Dublin 
Oconee 

Danestic Relations 

Macon 
Pataul a 

An increasing caseload is not necessarily an excessive caseload. If there 

are significant increases in both absolute and percentage terms, the caseload 

may still be relatively low. The circuits which need attention are those in 
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which the caseload is both large and increasing. Exhibit I should be used in 

conj unction with Exhibit IV to identify those ci rcuits whose caseloads are cur­

rently large and still increasing. 
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E~IIBIT IV: OBSERVED RATE OF CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILI~GS 
PER JUDGE: FY1977 - FY1980 AND FV1979 - FY1980 

CRIMINAL 
I FILINGS 

TOTAL 
CIRCUIT FILINGS FELOI~Y NISD. TRAFFIC 

# % # % # % n % 
ALAPAIIA* 

OBSEftVED 1977-1980 B44 46% 123 62% -38 -6% 696 143% 
OBS\:',lWEO 1979- 1980 155 6X 34 In 80 15% 172 17% 

ALCOVY* 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 ·1186 -46% -234 -51% -323 -56% -66 -54% 
OBSERVED 1979-1900 -6 -0.4% 0 - -38 -15% 3 6% 

ATLANTA 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 4!i!i 11i% 10!i 26% -6 - 0 -
OBSERVED 1979-1980 230 15% 99 24% -1 -100% 0 -

ATLAJHlC 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 1789 124% -1_ -3% 11 17% 1732 ~4J43% 
OUSERVED 1979-1980 1029 47% A 4% 13 20% 936 115% 

AUGUSTA 
OUSERVEO 1977-1980 308 24% 0 - -18 -19% 1 50% 
OBSERVED 19/9-1900 -200 -11% 21 16% 9 13% -6 -67% 

uLuE RWlil: 
6n fi2% -62% OBSERVED 1977-19UO 

Ti} fl 1'1- I?II lfi2 -442 
OUSERVED 1979-1980 13% 82 34% 29 7% 113 7X 

!3RUNS~JJ CK* 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 -706 -25% 59 22"1, -?2 -"IX -Ion -A9'!'. 
OBSERVED 1979-19&0 246 13% 142 79% -25 -~9% 115 1917% 

CIIATTAHOOCHEE* 
OBSERVED 1~77-19BO ~ 32% 297 126% 23 15't 42 114% 
OUSERVED 1979-1980 lOA liX UO 26% JO 2l't. lq 1~'t. 

CIIEROKEE* 
OBSERVED 1977-1900 -237 -4% -nq -?4% -lq? _?I'i. Jllill.. lili't. 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 113 2% 102 29'X -32 -41. -53 -2% 

TOTAL 
CRIMENAL 
g .~ 

781 58% 
286 16% 

624 54% 
-35 -6% 

99 24% 
98 24% 

1734 554% 
950 87% 

-18 -7% 
25 11% 

-155 -13% 
129 14% 

-gAg -fi5% 
233 79% 

3li3 A6% 
lfiO ?1i'Y. 

fi71i 21't. 
22 1% 

* CIRCUITS ~JIIEnE SUPEHIOR COURT JUDGESHIP liAS BEEN ADDED BETWEEN 1977 AND 1980 
H CIIICUITS WIIICH UTIIER AllUED on AUOLlSIlED A STATE COURT BETWEEN 1977 AND 19130 
f WIII:RE THE SUPEIOUH CUUIH .JUDG[ liAS HO ASSISTANCE FROfol A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE 

" 

- ! 

, 

CIVIL JUVENILE 
FILINGS FILINGS 

GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDENT TOTAL TOTAL 
CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILEt 

n % J % # ~ L. % # % 

62 35% 24 12% -20 -20% 65 14% -2 - I 

17 8% -5 -2% -20 -20% -8 -u, u u 

-165 -34% -191 -34% -206 -58% -562 40% 0 0 
41 14% 42 13% -54 -26% 29 4% 0 u 

203 Ii 7 "1. 72 14% 82 139% 356 41% 0 0 
122 32% -23 -4% 33 31% 132 12% 0 0 

-23 -!if. 142 35% -30 -18% 91 9% -36 -36% 
107 33% 8 2% 1 1% 117 12% -39 -38% 

-8 -3% 124 19% 1111 143% 240 24% 86 860% 
21 9% -21 -3% 29 16% 29 2% 254 -7~ 

35 lfio/. ?Il4 lili% 22 20% 311 43% -149 - . 
0 - 100 lq'¥. q 7"1, 110 12% 0 -

179 I;fi'l'. lAA ?7"i. _R1 -35% 284 22%. 0 0 
85 21% 90 11% -162 . _Ill'¥. 14 1% 0 0 

-40 _Ifio/. 11;1 ?1't. -39 -10% 71 7% 30 250% \ 

-iiI -20'Y. 111 I;'Y. -SA -38% -liR -6% }I; 36% 1\ 

-Mill -4f1"i. -301 -41% -148 -30% -q13 -42% 0 0 
79 19% -47 --:ror 58 21% qO A% 0 0 
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EXIIIDIT IV: OBSERVED RATE Of CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT fILINGS 
PER JUDGE' fY1977 - fY1980 AND fY1979 - fY1980 

CRIMINAL 
fILINGS 

TOTAL 
CIRCUIT fILINGS fELONY MISD. TRAffIC 

T ~% 1 ~ -, ~ 
.. , 

% 

CLAYTON* 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 8 1% 8 4~ -?fi -9fi'r -I -OBSERVED 1979-19BO -107 -7% -3 -1% 0 - -2 -

tOBB* 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 

CONASAUGA 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 l?A 19% 136 126% -44 -16~ -27 -23% 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 if 0.2% .u 6'Y. 19 ?O~ 17 ?1't. 

CORDELE* 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 _Iill -29% -174 -53% -50 -w IB 53% 
ITRSERVED 1979-1980 ':'10Q,1 -46% -13 -17'Y. -411 -52~ -IA -l"i% 

COWETA* 

CIVIL 
fILINGS 

TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC 
CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS 
N % * 

% # % 

-HI -7~ fiQ 27% ll2 16% 
-6 -3% 9 3% -4.0 -5% 

65 13j' 66 16% 256 53% 
n 14~ _''11 -6% 39 fit 

-207 -;2ti~ -A4 -22% -132 -34'1: 
-4t!3 -"' ~~ _1l? -31% -4n'Y. ':'4 -220 

OBSERVED 1977-1980 -444 -23% -15 -6% -103 -61~ -29 -371'. -145 _1m , . ..=.llQ... -30% -134 --=.l.9% 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 -32'l :1()6 -~i~ ":-fi -1~ ':'4A'l( ':'1/;4 ..: 11~ 1_42% -217 -708 _lin 

DOUGHERTY 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 120 9% 77 ?7% 0 - 0 - 77 ?7't 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 140 11% 5-'- lfi'Y: 

DUBLIN* 
~. - 0 - -19 ·lii~ 

OBSERVED 1977-198D 488 36% J} 54% 9 129~ 9 - H!9. 1\1'i' 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 176 fW ':'lfi~ _l? -43~ q - ~L ":1~~ 

EASTERN* 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 -657 -31% _7 _1'l'. "120 -7U n - -12z.. -=.l9'i' 
~BSERVED 1979-1980 144 11% 90 22% 4A" - 0 - 137 ld'i' 

FLINT 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 333 l?'i'. 71 711"1. "ill 49~ _11 _1'1'i .......lZ1 1;11'l' 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 115 9% 65 61% ?5 18% .HI -fiOo/. 80 11W 

GRIffIN* 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 636 4 7" -1U IH~ n7 44% iii! 48Z. ~ ~ ~ 
OBSERVED 1979-19BO 220 12% 41 17% 35 19% 48 29% 123 

* CIRCUITS WilEn/: SUPERIOR COURT JIJOGESIIIP liAS BEEN liDDED BETWEEN 1977 AND 1980 
** CIIlCUITS WIHCII EITIIER ADDEO Oil ABOLISIIED ,r.,. STATE COURT BETWEEN 1977 AND 1980 

:j: WIIERE TIlE SUPEnIOR COURT JUDGE liAS NO ASSISTANCE fROM l ... JUVENILE COURT JUDGE 

-227 _?A'i'. 

-38 -15% 125 ?1'Y, 
12 6% 107 1n 

299 73% -50 _1l'l, 

143 25% -32 -:7'! 

-145 -48% -297 -30% 
24 18% 142 26% 

26 7% 70 ?A't. 
-20 -5% -6 -?% 

35 f~ 216 4R'Y. 
---=43 -12% 43 7% 

Jr_ 'I 

, 

JUVENILE i 
fILINGS 

-
INDEPENDENT TOTAL TOTAL I 

MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE* 
1/ % # ~ # X 

-14fi -56% ?Ii ?'l( (\ -
-71 -38% -101 -8't 0 -

-96 -29% ??f ilQ'l( 17 1?1't 
-10fi -31% ..Af ::fii 10 Rw. 

-75 -42% _?Ql _11'i'. _1 "i -11't 
-102 -50% ":4~4 ":41'i ':-1~7 _R1~ 

-32 -ll% _10? _?l'i', 1 "iM. 
-105 -29% ~ _-m. 4" ~ 

-43 -23% 411 1I'i n -
-28 -17% _ M C;q 0 -
124 46% 1,' 1?'i 1\ 1"i'Y. 
156 65% m ~ --;!;\ ~ 

-88 -47% _"i'lf -16% n -
-159 -62% - l'i (} -

66 43'1: l1'>f ?11'l' 1;11 1117~: 

36 20% ~ Ii ?h m 
102 56% 1"il lA'l. n .. -

97 52% 97 8% 0 -
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EXHIBIT IV: OBSERVED RATE Of CIIANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT fILINGS 
PER JUDGE: fY1977 - fYI980 AND fY1979 - fY1980 

CRIMINAL 
fILINGS 

TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL 
fILINGS fELONY MISD. TRAffIC CRIMINAL CIVIL 

CIRCUIT N % # % # % -n % N % # 

GWINNETT* 
40% OBSERVED 1977-1980 263 

1~ "fi 4fi't: _4 ::illl1 _1 - 51 2 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 109 30 ?()% 0 -0 - 30 20% -14 

IIOUSTON 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 254 17% 36 12% 24 - 3 - 63 20% -111 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 75 -4% ~-- ?lX 22 110m 1 - 90 32% 13 

LOOKOUT MTN.*/** 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 590 -25% 2 1% -239 -40% -21 -31% 263 -28% -73 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 150 qq, ~fi -2"1, 41 ll't: -'" -22% 24 4% R2 

MACON 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 6 0,3% -101 -24':: 15 20% 1 14% 85 17% 36 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 149 ~ ~ .:or 34 fi2X 1? 60% -44 .:to% --24 

MIDDLE* 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 483 63'1: 40 ?fi'Y. -2 -?? 0 - 38 23% 73 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 103 -8% 

- .:lfl ~ 6 I6iliii () -12 -6% 33 -
MOUNTAIN 

OBSERVED 1977-1980 +72 2a! Q? Al't -26 _14't: _?1 -19% 45 11% -5 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 117 _h'Y. ?I; ''''1' _14 _A'Y. A 10% lQ 40/. -1R 

NORTI/EASTERN 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 316 22% ---i~ ~~ 

41; ?Q'Y. 121 60% 1'41 41'% 1'fi 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 53 i"l, ?1;r. 2fi 1 ""I, 13 4% 93 13% 6 

NORTHERN* 
-7% OBSERVED 1977-1980 241 q;~ l? 1'A'Y. 1104 A"'Y. -4 131 45% -8!L 

OBSERVED 1979-1980 19 11 A'l'. :101 ~'H'Y. 0 - -91 -18% :1 
OCNULGEE* 

-62% OBSERVED 1977-1980 141 -81. -'" _1 "'I'. .=lL _4X -69 .nl -17% --ll. 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 150 10% 47 ,qi 46 13% -38 -47% -35 -5% 168 

* CIRCUITS WIIERE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGESIIIP HAS BEEN ADDEO BEnlEEN 1977 AND 1980 
** CIRCUITS 1~IIICIl EITHER ADDEO OR AIlOLISIlED A STATE COUHT IlETWEEN 1977 AND 1980 
+ WIlERE TIlE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE liAS NO ASSISTANCE fROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE 

% 

1% 
-8% 

-?1"i. 
,,'t: 

-16% 
2B% 

15% 
':8% 

321 
T2% 

-l'i: 
_7't: 

7'Y. 
2% 

-23% 
-0 .1~ 

1"':: 
60% 

, 
I 

j 
1 
i 

CIVIL JUVENILE 
fILINGS fILINGS 

DOMESTIC INDEPENDENT TOTAL TOTAL 
RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE+ 
# % H % # % # -y 

213 47,}; -3 -?~ PI? ?6~ 0 -
82 14% 11 6% 79 8% 0 -

367 56% -1\" -41% 191 16% 0 -
QQ 11 't: _127 _"A'Y. ·15 -1% 0 -

·197 -27% -76 -28% .14 -24% 19 
-14 3't: 34 21% 129 11i -2 :10% 

355 63% -307 -70% 85 7% 6 32% --1'ii; -14'i -l? -lCl'Y, lRO lfi'f. 12 ~ 

40 17'1: ?2fi 12W.l: ~J8 60% 1107 282% 
:225 ~45% ]76 1121% ·16 -2% -74 ~ 

llA 20X 3fi 14'1'. 149 ll~ -1'? -1'1"1. 
7 1'Y. _41' _11'1. _71 _"'Y. _Al _'11'1: 

"'I l1''Y. lfi lQ'Y. 1" 11'1. -" -19% 
21' ,,'.I: -36 -14% -9 -10/. -'27 --sm-

111' J7'Y. 47 36% hQ A'!: 1I? 88% I 
110 'HiX " 3"1, 114 1"<1, _4 -4% 

I: 

-4" _l?X 6 If. 1'0 ?"I. -10 -30% ;1 
57 22% 71 43% 295 42% -110 -'01% t! .1 

Ii 
il 
:1 
,1 
H 
II n 
" w 
[I 
q 
Ii 
d 
n 
u 

II 
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EXIIIBlT IV: 

CIRCUIT 

OCONEE 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 

OGEECHEE* 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 

PATAULA 
OBSEIlVED 1977-1980 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 

PIEDMONT 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 

ROME* 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 
OBSERVED '1979-1980 

SOUTH GEORGIA* 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 

SOUTHERN 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 

SOUTHWESTERN 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 

STONE MOUNTArn 
OBSERVED 1~77-1980 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 

OBSERVED RATE OF CHANGE IN SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS 
PER JUDGE: FV1977 - FV1980 AND FY1979 - FY198D 

CRII1INAL 
FILINGS 

TOTAL TOTAL 
FILINGS FELONY MISD. TRAFFIC CRIMINAL 
H -% # % -6 % -n % # % 

301 23% 40 25% 54 ?2'.\: -;13 -In'.\: 71 
~~~ 71 5% 46 29% -30 -9% -31 -18% ':14 

-892 -43% 24 -B'K -1A -nO'!: ?.L nOO'.\: _1A _11~ 

95 9% 102 61% 11 79% 19 211% 132 6Q'.\: 

-37 27% 37 'lL k12l -9H: ~?A4 _?Il~ -2% 100 
203 11% 115 ,32% -88 -19% ~il 26'1: 1n 4'1: 

428 24% 57 33% 63 32% Jm.. 45'.1: 229 ::IR% 
219 11% 71 45% 2 1% -11 -3'l: -6? 8% 

-555 -24% 10 9% -190 -24% -34 -47% 215 -??,; 
-774 -31% 50 -29% -297 -33'.1: -25 -39% 373 -33'.1: 

-977 -42% 79 -14% -141 -69% -11? -flR'1: .1::11 _::Ill'; 
219 19% 45 44'1: -14 -11l'!: 1 7'1: 111 11'1: 

-213 -13% ~ ~ 14 25% 0 - 10 3'.1: 
-45 -3% 99 _1i; _14'1( _1 _I;/)'l( /;1; 10'l: 

324 21% 72 30'; 11> J1't: 11 1 ':IQilL 101 .d?'lC 
325 21% 01 39% 8 14X 1? 6000/. 1?1 IiIlX 

136 9% 56 21% -9 64% 0 - 47 17X 
-16 -1% 60 23% -7 58% -3 -75% 50 18% 

* CIRCUITS WHERE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGESHIP liAS BEEN ADDEO BETWEEN 1977 AND 1980 
** CIHCUlTS WltICU EITIIER ADDED OH ABOLISItED A STATE COURT BETWEEN 1977 AND 1980 

1: WItERE HIE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE 

. .. 

• I 

" 
I 

\ 
, 

CIVIL JUVENILE 
FILINGS, FILINGS 

GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDENT TOTAL TOTAL 
CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILEi 

N X # % # % # % # % 

1n1 I;n~ 8 4% 65 52% 
ri~~ 

37% -5 -5% 
113 :n~ -61 -22% 72 61% 17% -39 -30% 

_10? _I;?~ -292 -45% -114 -48% _7(\( -48% -liL -63% 
-71 _?O~ 16 5% 20 20% _1A -5% 1 ----w 

1;1 270 112% -n? -27% I?I;Q 29% -12 L:m-]2% 
40 1 /)~ III 28% 33 24% 11A4 19% --::u -34% 

r~~ fl7 1M 21 4% 91 42% 17% 0 -
Iili 11~ 26 5% 65 27% 13% 0 -

_Q4 _?O~ -139 -32% -108 -28% -3111 -26% 0 -
-177 -1?'; -135 -31% -90 -z!>:t 402 -30% 0 -
_?Q1 _1;1,!: -191 -35% -88 -46% L571 -44% -71 41% 

10 .HI 41 13% 0 - 1;1 8% 37 5fiiI 

-1 _0.::1' -186 -26% -40 -23% .??I> -19% 4 100% 
':In H\O/ -lTI" -lR'; -::10 -19% .11 _ 0'lC ~ ~ 

117 ?':I'l' 35 7"1, -fiO -22% Q? 7% 131 485% 
74 1 II'!: 73 16% 11 6% 1i5A .13% : 46 41% \ 

41 1:J'!: 76 11% -28 -19% AQ 7% 0 -
19 5% -1 -0.1% -84 -41% -66 -5% 0 -

\ .. \ 
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EXIIiOIT IV: OOSERVEO RATE OF CUANGE IN SUPEIUOR COURT FILINGS 
PER JUDGE- FY1977 - FY19BO AND FY1979 - FY19BO 

CRIMINAL 
FILINGS 

TOTAL TOTAL 
fILINGS FELONY MISD. TRAfFIC CRIMINAL 

CI RCUIT # % I % N % # % # 

TALLAPOOSA* 
OOSERVED 1~77-1980 275 15% 52 31% -21 -8% -7 5% ?4 
OBSERVED 1979~1980 116 6% 48 28% -54 -17% 10- 7% 4 

TIFTON* 
OOSERVED 1977-1980 -443 -24% -222 -55% _14 _IQ'Y. -7 _17' _?1i4 
OBSERVED 1979-1980 -961 -41% -123 ~ :?4 _14¥ -'ii ~;;Q. _171; 

TOOMBS 
OOSERVED 1977-1980 858 35% 93 50% 43 6% 696 165~ fill? 
OBSERVED 1979-19BO -314 -8% -23 -8% -47 -Ii"1, 205 ?2~ 115 

WAYCROSS 
OOSERVED 1977-1980 99 7% 4B 27% -12 -?01: -11 -?O~ .:.ill..-
OOSERVED 1979-1980 29 2% 12 6% -fil '::1?i -I? _A~ .. Ii? 

WESTERN* 
OOSERVED 1977-1980 431 48% 164 101% ?Ii ?171: ?Ii 110M "Ili 
OOSERVED 1979-1980 107 9% 107 T!W- ~ -~ 1 'l?~ ~d 

STATEWIDE 
OBSERVED 1977-1980 3157 H It ?(\A 12% 1079 ~12% 2060 90'1' _~'517 
OOSERVED 1979-1980 894 1% 1528 15% 1266 -14 % 1158 14% 1889 

" 

* C I RCU ITS WIiEIlE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGESII I P liAS BEEN ADDED onWEEN 1977 AND 19111O 
** CIRCUITS WI/ICII EITIIER ADDED OR AOOLlSIIED A STATE COURT BETWEEN 1977 AND 198;0 
t ~mERE TilE SUPERIOR COUIlT JUDGE liAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE 

" 

% 

4% 
1% 

_41'1. 
_111'!! 

1i4% 
'n 

_II'!: 
_11,!,. 

t I ?1'Y. 
I;;~ 

10'1. 
7% 

CIVIL 
FILINGS 

GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDENT 
CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS , % N % N % 

lit II 'Y. Ql 26% 82 36% 
-51 -7% q Z% 1!l2 95% 

-206 _4 II '!: -59 -11% -43 -19X 
-10? _"II'!: -uu -36:f, -169 -49% 

41 11% -131 -23% 48 30% 
47 Hi'¥. 35 9% -14 -=-6Z 

1;0 Iii'!'. 68 13% -35 -20% 
QA lll'!: -4 -IX 9 IX 

IEl El'Y. 190 70X -2 -1% 
_111 -~'!! 60 15% 2 ff 

-539 -1'1. il41A 7'¥. Iilli _7"l 

211 1% 197 1% -842 -10% 

TOTAL 
CIVIL 
H % 

b35 20% 
09 8% 

301 -25% 
74 -45% 

-4 -4% 
-61 7% 

8 8% 
10 11% 

20 28% 
4 5% 

In? .n 11"1. 

M55 _3% 

JUVENILE 
FILINGS 

TOTAL 
JUVENILE:j: 
N % 

15 94% 
2 7% 

125 b31% 
-49 24% 

68 M% 
517 77% 

34 OOX 
-11 14% 

13 -
5 113% 

7(H 117'1( 

-949 -30% 
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:/ 

H 
t; 
'I 
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11 
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CHAPTER III - CASELOAD IN THE SUPERIOR 

COURTS: FYI980 D.I SPOS I TI ONS 

EXHIBIT V TOTAL FY1980 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND 
DISPOSITIONS AS PERCENT OF FILINGS PER 
JUDGE 

EXHIBIT VI TOTAL FY1980 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND 
PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

EXHIBIT VII FY1980 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY 
CASE TYPE AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

EXHIBIT VIII FY1980 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE 
TYPE AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 
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EXH IB IT V 

Total FY1980 Dispositions per Judge and Dispositions as a Percent of Filings 

The total fiscal year 1980 dispositions per judge and the dispositions as a 

percent of the total fil i ngs per judge are presented in Exhibit V for each of 

the criminal, civil and juvenile case types. The anphasis of this exhibit is 

the volt.rne of dispositions. It does not take into consideration the different 

methods of case termination. 

An important qualification for interpreting the data is that: criminal, 

civil and juvenile cases are considered as disposed only if all charges or 

issues have been disposed. 

The number of disposed cases can be compared with the filings per judge to 

determi ne whether di spositions are keepi ng pace with the fil ingrate. But the 

anal ysi s of the exhibit must be made with care. For exampl e, if the felony 

disposition rate in the circuit is 95% of filings, the circuit judges appear to 

be processing cases at a very reasonable rate. On the other hand, the circuit 

may be accumulating open cases at a rate of five percent of the filings per 

year. Eventually, this accumulation of open cases may create a serious backlog 

problan. It should also be understood that if there is a high disposition rate, 

the judge or judges in the circuit may be working nights and weekends to keep 

pace with the filings. 

Circuits with low disposition percentages indicate that many more cases are 

filed in one year than are concluded. Civil disposition rates are often lower 

than criminal because the speedy trial rule applies only to criminal cases and 

si nce, in civ il cases, the parti es have greater control over the tri al readi ness 

of a case. The statewide mean for total criminal categories is over 90%, while, 

as expected, the mean for the total civil category is less than 90%. 

59 
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Circuits for which the total of dispositions per judge exceeds the mean by 

more than one standard deviat:on are~ 

Cherokee 
Toanbs 
Atlantic 
A 1 i'I.paha 

3,987 
3,262 
3,235 
2,400 

A different distribution of case types ar~ disposition methods affect the 

judicial time consumed in case processing; therefore, a l~rge number of disposi-

tions per judge should not be the sole indicator of judicial capacity to process 

all cases. On the other hand, a small number of dispositions seems to indicate 

a strai n on judi ci al personnel but thi s may not be true if the court is operat­

ing inefficiently. A better measure can be made by reviewing both the number of 

dispositions per judge and the disposition rate as a percent of filings. A 

circuit with a large number of dispositions and a low disposition rate, may be 

operating at full capacity and still unable to meet the caseload demand. 

Ci rcui ts in whi ch the total number of di sposit ions is above the means (1655) and 

the disposition rate is below ninety percent are: 

Cherokee 
Pi edmont 
Pataul a 

3,987 - 76% 
1,890 - 85% 
1,725 - 84% 

The following table illustrates for each criminal case type the circuits in 

which dispositions per judge exceed the circuit mean by more than one standard 

deviation and the disposition rate is less than 90%. Remanber that felony cases 

are the most time-consuming criminal case type. 

Felony 

Pataul a 390-82% 
South Georgi a 385-81% 

Mi sdemea nor 

Al apaha 496~80% 

Traffic 

None 

There are four circuits that meet the same criteria for general civil 

cases. 

Dublin 
Southwestern 
Pi edmont 
Cherokee 

60 

497 - 70% 
495 - 80% 
476 - 82% 
448 - 89% 
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In contrast, there is only one circuit, Houston, that appears to be under a 

strain fran danestic relations case~oad. 

It must be remembered that although Exhibit V does indicate the ability of 

a court to meet its caseload demand, this data may be infl uenced by factors 

other than the judicial time available to process cases. For example, such 

vari abl es as caseload canpl exity, tenns of court, varyi ng case- processi ng 

systems, and j ud ici al performance may affect thi s di sposit i on data. 
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EXHIBIT V TOTAL FY1980 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND DISPOSITIONS AS PERCENT OF FILINGS PER JUDGE 

TOTAL CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS CIVIL DISPOSITIONS JUV. DSPN. 
DISPO- -

SITIONS FELONY MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC TOT. CRIM. GEN.i CIVIL DOM.! REL. IND.MOTIONS TOT.CIVIL TOT. JUV. 
CIRCUIT # % # % # % # I % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

ALAPAHA 2400 90 284 89 496 ,80 1230 104 2009 95 149 62 194 86 48 60 391 72 0 -
ALCOVY ~. 1302 94 191 85 240 93 53 93 483 90 283 87 394 107 143 94 819 97 0 -
ATLANTA 1654 95 493 98 0 - 0 - 493 98 402 79 636 110 123 87 1161 95 0 -
ATLANTIC 3235 98 222 96 72 94 1739 106 2032 99 414 96 581 106 114 83 1109 99 94 75 
AUGUSTA 1509 81 175 103 81 103, 3 100 258 103 182 72 623 80 168 80 974 79 277 72 
BLUE RIDGE 1647 80 218 68 311 72 247 90 776 75 181 70 609 96 81 61 871 85 0 -
BRUNSWICK 1221 88 136 63 55 97 80 100 270 77 292 59 551 61 108 71 951 61 0 -

CHATTAHOOCHEE 1401 73 486 91 154 89 49 62 689 88 141 68 506 63 134 37 681 62 31 74 
CHEROKEE 5178 ' 99 405 90 693 98 2889 103 3987 101 448 89 498 114 295 87 1191 93 0 -
CLAYTON 1362 95 215 92 0 - 0 - 215 92 229 82 821 101 97 84 1147 95 ·0 -
COBB 
CONASAUGA 2133 102 229 94 183 77 84 92 495 '86 511 107 819 111 241 104 1570 109 68 102 -'-
CORDELE 1349 1'06 191 122 504 126 32 94 726 124 266 90 257 100 64 62 587 89 36 108 
COWETA 1185 80 221 101 60 90 47 96 328 97 236 75 486 85 127 50 848 75 9 64 
DOUGHERTY 1201 83 324 89 0 - 0 - 324 89 182 81 620 85 76 54 877 80 ,0 -
nUBLItl 1308 71 135 52 2 13 4 44 141 50 497 70 378 90 '269 68 1144 75 23 100 
EASTERN 1283 86 488 99 9 19 0 497 92 116 73 557 80 113 114 786 83 0 -
FLINT 1115 82 176 102 162 97 10 100 347 100 351 84, 279 '87' 92 42 722 76 46 75 -GIUFFIN i563 79 187 66 221 101 189 90 596 84 226; 70 552 83 190 67 967 76 :0 --
GWINNETT 1096 91 162 91 0 - 0 - 162 91 138 86 620 93 176 93 934 92 0 -
HOUSTON 1680 94' 392 113 29 121 3 100 424 114 284 95 901 88 71 76 1256 189 0 -

, , 

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

,~ I 
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EXHIBIT V TOTAL FY1980 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND DISPOSITIONS AS PERCENT OF FILINGS PER JUDGE 

TOTAL CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS CIVIL DISPOSITIONS JUV.DSPN. 
DISPO-

GEN.CIVIL DOM.REL. IND.MOTIONS TOT.JUV. SIT IONS FELONY mSDEMEANOR TRAFFIC TOT.CRIM. TOT.CIVIL 
CIRCUIT /I % /I % # % /I 0 1 

N # % /I % # % # % # % /I % 

LOOKOUT MTN. 1640 92 220 87 258 73 57 97 535 80 354 95 577 110 161 83 1092 100 13 ,67 

MACON 1774 100 389 123 82 92 11 128 483 117 230 81 934 101 101 75 1264 94 27 105 
MIDDLE 957 77 158 82 1 14 0 - 158 79 215 71 249 90 195 61 658 73 141 97 

MOUNTAIN 1955 96 171 83 183 114 98 111 452 100 504 103 670 94 234 79 1408 94 95 117 
NORTHEASTERN 1804 93 251 86 193 98 287 89 731 90 362 '94 472 94 219 ,96 1052 94 21 102 
NORTHERN 1359 97 120 82 '301 133 40 76 461 109 ,262 90 383 93 171 ,96 816 92 82 91 

OCMULGEE 1492 87 325 109 267 89 51 119 643 100 320 71 274 86 149 63 743 74 106 101 
OCONEE 1430 89 213 106 305 101 143 101 661 102 336 74 208 95 134 70 676 78 93 103 
OGEECIIEE 1258 108 269 100 ,31 124 27 '96 327 101 337 .1~9 374 106 142 116 852 112 79 94 
PATAULA 1725 84 390 82 293 .79 44 100 727 82 431 94 432 84 105 61 968 85 30 91 
PIEDMONT 1890 85 191 84 241 94 323 92 755 90 476 82 446 88 213 69 1135 81 0 -
ROME 1412 82 102 82 580 97 36 92 718 94 266 71 227 75 201 73 694 73 0 -
SOUTH GEORGIA 1187 86 385 81 59 i94 i15 100 '458 83 234 89 337 94 71 70 641 88 88 86 -
SOUTHERN 1138 82 280 84 69 100, 1 100 350 87 '232 73 458 87 91 70 781 80 7 96 
SOUTH\·JESTERN 1563 85 259 99 ,67 103 12 86 338 99 495 80 464 89 143 68 1102 ,82 123 78 
STONE MTN. 1294 80 259 80 2 40 0 - 261 79 280 76 669 84 83 69 1033 80 0 -
TALLAPOOSA 2096 102 190 87 353 136 93 138 744 119 634 99 453 100 241 77 1328 94 24 77 
TI FTON 955 68 107 58 85 57 11 92 202 59 190 74 343 73 92 51 624 69 129 81 
TOO"'1[3S 3262 99 23H 85 829 112 1153 103 2220 104 281 80 438 100 161 77 880 88 162 104 
I~AYCROSS 1666 103 191 84 154 120 125 95 469 97 353 100 598 104 180 129 1131 106 66 98 
WESTERN 1156 88 288 88 6 16 20 71 314 80 255 89 414 89 162 96 830 91 12 127 
C I HCU IT MEAN 1655 89 252 29 186 88 225 96 665 93 307 83 495 83 143 76 944 86 45 92 

* \-Jl·IEHE TilE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COUHT JUDGE. 
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EXHIBIT VI 

TOTAL FYl980 Dispositions per Judge and Percent Disposed by Each Method 

A low percentage of dispositions by jury trial does not necessaril y mean 

that jury trials are few in mmber; if the total nunber of dispositions is 

1 arge, even a 1 arge nunber of jury tri al s wi 11 show up as a small percentage. 

Circuits with the largest nunber of criminal counts per judge disposed by jury 

trial are: 

Coweta 78.6 
Dougherty 61.8 
Northeastern 59.8 
81 ue Ridge 57.5 

C i rc ui t s wi t h the 'I argest nunber of civil cases per judge di sposed by jury 

tri al are: 

Northeastern 52.6 
Houston 37.6 
Atlanta 34.7 
Waycross 33.9 

Attent ion shoul d be paid to circuits with both a high number of 

dispositions and a high percentage of jury trial dispositions as these are 

rather time-consuming dispositions. Circuits above the mean for total dispo­

sitions and percent disposed by jury trial in criminal counts are: 

Northeastern 
Bl ue Ri dge 
Rome 

Circuits above the mean in total cases disposed and percent disposed by 

jury trial in civil cases are: 

~i I 

Northeastern 
HoustL>n 
Atlanta 
Waycross 
Tall apoosa 
Augusta 
Atl antic 
Pata ul a 
Gri ffi n 

64 

fj 
n 
It 
\i 
d 

1
1 
1 
1 
{ 
j 

In Houston, the nunber and percent of civil cases disposed by jury trial 

exceed the mean by one standard deviation. 

The circuits with the largest number of criminal counts disposed by non­

jury trial follow, since non-jury trials are the next most time-consuning dis­

posit i on method. 

81 ue Ri dge 71 
Eastern 64 
Houston 44 
Northeastern 30 

Seven circuits are above the circuit mean of both the number and percent of 

crimi nal non-j ury tri al s. 

81 ue Ri dge 
Eastern 
Houston 
Northeastern 
Stone Mountai n 
Atlanta 
Cordel e 

65 

--, I 
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EXHIBIT VI 

CIRCUIT 

ALAPAHA 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

ALCOVY 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

ATLANTA 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

ATLANTIC 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

AUGUSTA 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

BLUE RIDGE 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

BRUNSWICK 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

CHATTAHOOCHEE 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

CHEROKEE 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

CLAYTON 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

COBB 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

CONASAUGA 
CRHlINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

CORDELE 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

COWETA 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

'. I 

TOTAL FY1980 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND PERCENT DISPOSED 
BY EACH METHOD 

# % % % NON-
DISPOSED NON-ADJUDICATED NON-TRIAL JURY TRIAL 

2019 66.9% 32.0~ 0.1% 
391 29.f% 6/.6% 1.8~ 

713 20.0% 78.3~ 
819 34.4% 46.6% lfi.9~ 

540 1507% 73.6% 2.7% 
1159 34.3% 8.3% 54.6% 

2232 81.9% 15.8% 0.8% 
1109 32.5% 15.6% 49.9% 

483 39.6% 52.5% 0.5% 
974 1503% 64.5% 17.4% 

1151 1203% 76.2% 6.2% 
871 29.2% 7.6% 60.8% 

324 43.1% 48_.8% 1..1% 
951 3104% 16.7% 50.4% 

712 26.9% 70.7% 006% 
681 18.6% 13 5°~ 67 4% 

4392 70.4% 27.9% 0.4% 
1191 33 6% 36 7% 27 6% 

413 22 8% 70 4% o 2% 
1147 30 0% 68 4% o 1% 

935 
834 

_971 25 1% B.6% 11 ?% 
1570 ~4.fi% _26. Jl% .32.9% 

833 3A 4% 58.3% 2.0% 
587 33 _5% 8.2% .5l. '1% 

605 :n '1% 53.2% o 1 % 
848 22 4% 76.1% o 2% 

% EXHIBIT VI: 
JURY TRIAL 

0.9% 
1 4% CIRCUIT 

1.6% 
?o~ 

8 0% 
?8% I 

DOUGHERTY 
CRIrlINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

DUBLIN 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

1 6% 
1.9% 

EASTERN 
CRI~IINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

75% 
2.8% 

FLINT 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

5.3% 
25% 

GRI FFIN 
CRHlINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

7 .8~ 
1 .4% 

GWINNETT 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

1 .8~ 
n '1% 

HOUSTON 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

1.3% 
2.1% 

LOOKOUT MTN. 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIl. CASES 

6.5% 
1.5% 

MACON 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

MIDDLE 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

3 1% 
1.4% 

MOUNTAIN 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

i ,. 

1 3% 
o 9% - L 

NORTHEASTERN 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

13 .2% 
1.3% 

NORTHERN 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

OCMULGEE 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

TOTAL FY1980 DISPOSI~IONS PER JUDGE AND PERCENT DISPOSED 
BY EACH METHOD 

# % % % NON-DISPOSED NON-ADJUDICATED NON-TRIAL JURY TRIAL 

442 20 00% 65.7% -_876 Z.8% 90.5% -
231 1905% 67051& 004% 1144 21.3% 10.5% 6i·~ 

606 26 00% 57.~ 10.5% 786 23.5.% 3.2% 71.7% 
535 3806% 51.6~ 001% 722 27.9% 66.3~ 3.8% 
923 60.8% 3701% 0 ____ 2% -.967 25.3% 72.7% -
258 18 03% 74.7% 0.5% 934 30.5% 19.4% 42...6% 
7-.04 4400% 43.9% -.6.3X 1?5fi 33.5% l1 cS% ~o 3% 
5'11 49.5% 43.2% 0.2~ J1l99 3108% 24.1% .4.L7% 
ROq 53.8% 42 6% -l?h4 32.8% 29.4% .3.fi ~% 

270 5.8% 87 ___ 8% lS%. 658 24 ... 0% 3.3% 70.7% 
760 43.6% 50.5% JLZX 1408 33.2% 18 5% ..47 .1% 
855 27 ... 4% 61.4% 3 5% 1052 32.9% 8.9% _53.8% 
692 44,,-0~ 47.0% 0.7% 816 34.2% 93.8% 2nM 

861 30,0% 66 6% L .. 2% 743 22.4% 12.6% 64.2% 

% 
JURY TRIAL 

14.2% 
107% 

12.5% 
102% 

507% 
1.6""% 

907% 
109% 

1.9% 
2.0% 

6.5% 
2.5% 

5.8% 
?7% 

_1,1% 
1 3% 

3 fi% 
0.9% 

5 0% 
2.0% 

5 3% 
1 .?~ 

6~ 
4S%. 

8.4% 
2 0% 

? ?% 
0.9.%. 



EXHIBIT VI 

CIRCUIT 

OCONEE 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

OGEECHEE 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

PATAULA 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

PIEDMONT 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

ROME 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

SOUTH GEORGIA 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

SOUTHERN 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

SOUTHWESTERN 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

STONE MTN. 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL GASES 

TALLAPOOSA 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

TIFTON 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

TOOMBS 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

WAYCROSS 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

WESTERN 
CRIMINAL COUNTS 
CIVIL CASES 

TOTAL FY1980 DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE AND PERCENT DISPOSED 
BY EACH METHOD 

# % % % NON-
DISPOSED NON-ADJUDICATED NON-TRIAL JURY TRIAL 

871 33.4% 6406% 0.9% 
677 28.5% 1~.n% 'idM 

382 20 03% il.4% -
852 25.4% 1? 70/" ~~ 1;0/" 

81Ll 18.3% 78.0% 0.7% 
968 25.4% 7??0/" nfio/" 

890 3303% 62_70/" 0.5% 
1135 2706% I;fi.Ro/" 1.1..40/" 

964 46.4% 47 70/" nRo/" 
_694 24.4% 4~.qo/" 2q ~o/" 

479 16.5% Rn do/" 0.2% 
h41 2702% 7n~0/" -
493 42 30/" . llQ 1;0/" n ho/" 
781 25.3% 73 1% 040/" 

504 3.0% Q? 70;" n ?o/" 
1102 35.2% ~~.fio/" ~n 10/" 

446 24 05% hR fici 403% 
1m~ 24.8% 11 ~OL 62 5% 

1162 5609% 4n 10/" 0.2% 
l1?R 27.0% llO 1°L 22.1% 

260 21.0% 7504% -
n?4 1508% 82 9% o 2% 

1270 84.9°b 1"4.8% 02% 
880 32--,>8% 4900% 16.5% 

641 4R 40/" lll; .70/" nR"i 
1131 ~5.no/" 11 . ~o/" I; 1 . 00/" 

386 28.oi -~ 1% -? ~% 
830 30 0 2% 43.0% 2~R% 

% 
JURY TRIAL 

1 1% 
2.0% 

8 3% 
1 10/" 

'" 

3 ~O% 
1.Ro/" 

3 6% 
1?0/" 

5 no/" 
2 4% 

3 no/" 
? ~o/n 

7 hi 
1 ?o/" 

II ?"i 
1 1 0/" . 

? !;i 
1 ll"L. 

? Q"L. 
1 A"L. 

~ 7°L 
, 1"L. 

0.2% 
1 7% 

~ -,% 
2 7% 

1? ~o/" 

3 0% 

I 
I . 

EXH IB IT VII 

FY1980 Criminal Dispositions per Judge by Case Type and Percent Disposed 
by Each Method 

Exhibit VII provides more detailed information on criminal dispositions by 

1 isting the case types as well as the methods of disposition. The first colunn 

of figures represents the total nunber of dockets and indicates the number of 

indictments or accusations for which all charges against all defendants listed 

in the chargi ng doclJTlent have been di sposed. The total nunber of defendants and 

counts disposed are entered in the next two colunns. The disposed counts are 

di stri - b uted among the rena i ni ng colunns by the method of di s posit i on. The 

methods of di sposition are arranged fran right to 1 eft with the more 

time-consuning methods closer to the left-hand margin of the page. It should be 

noted that the non- trial category includes counts disposed by a guilty plea. 

Since felonies are the most serious criminal offenses, they are generally 

the most time-consuning criminal case type. Therefore, it is important to note 

the circuits which disposed of a large nunber of felony counts. In six cir­

cuits, felony counts disposed exceed the mean (363) by more than one standard 

devia- tion. 

Houston 672 
Macon 667 
Cherokee 588 
Atlanta 539 
Eastern 533 
Chattahoochee 500 

It should be noted that, of these six, only Chattahoochee and Cherokee have a 

significant number of other criminal cases. 

In contrast, although six other circuits have a smaller nunber of felony 

count dispositions, they have a higher nunber of felony counts disposed by jury 

69 
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trials. In fact, in the following six circuits, felony counts disposed by jury 

tri al are more than one standard deviation above the mean (11 counts). 

Coweta 72 
Dougherty 63 
Northeastern 56 
Blue Ridge 44 
Northern 44 
Western 44 

Non-j ury tri al s (or bench tri al s) are al so usuall y more t ime-consuni ng than 

the remaining disposition methods. Therefore, circuits with an extremely large 

proportion of non-jury trial counts will generally require more time to process 

their caseloads. vJhen all forty-two circuits are compared, the following 

circuits have a large nunber of counts disposed by non-jury trial. 

Blue Ridge 71 
Eastern 64 
Toanbs 52 
Houston 44 
Northeastern 30 

Although misdemeanor and traffic caseload is usually less time-consuning 

than felony cases, an unusually large number of these cases can be associated 

with a large felony caseload caseload which may create a strain on the court l s 

ability to process its caseload. Cherokee and Toombs circuits both mentioned in 

the previous di scussion show an extremely high volllTIe of mi sdemeanor counts 

disposed. 

Thus, Exhibit VII, which displays the proportions of different criminal 

disposition methods, can assist the reader to pinpoint demandirY;j caseloads. 

70 
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EXHIBIT VI I: 

CIRCUIT . 

ALAPAHA 
FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
ALCOVY 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
ATLANTA 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
ATLANTIC 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
AUGUSTA 

FELONY 
MISDEr~EANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
BLUE RIDGE 

FELONY 
MISDH1EANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
BRUNSWICK 

FELONY 
MISDE~lEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
CHEROKEE 

FELONY 
~lISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 

FY1980 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

# OF DISPOSED: # OF COUNTS DISPOSED BY: 

DEFEN- CASH DEAD NOL PROSj NON-
DOCKETS DANTS COUNTS BOND DOCKET DISMiSSED TRIAL 

284 284 290 0 0 73 198 
496 4q7 497 65 0 146 285 

1230 1231 1231 816 20 233 164 
2009 2011 2019 881 20 452 647 

191 196 280 0 0 51 219 
240 241 348 1 1 39 306 

53 51 86 0 0 4 81 
483 dQn 713 1 1 94 606 

493 51'i 539 0 74 13 404 
0 1 1 0 0 0 1 
0 -n 0 0 0 0 0 

493 5g 540 0 74 13 405 

222 2fi? 343 0 14 46 242 
72 Qt; 134 5 6 16 95 

1739 174.fi 1756 1737 1 2 16 
2032 ?1n-:l ??12 1742 21 fi4 352 

175 ?1l1 387 0 19 9Li. 238 
81 Rl 90 50 0 24 15 
3 ~ 6 1 0 4 1 

258 ?QA 4R1 51 19 1 ?? 254 

218 258 3qR 0 12 67 256 
311 341 17q 5 2 25 306 
247 249 374 12 0 21 316 
776 847 1 1 51 16 14 11? 878 

136 159 183 0 0 35 127 
55 55 60 12 0 27 17 
80 80 80 59 0 6 15 

270 294 324 71 0 68 158 

486 492 500 0 17 125 348 
154 155 158 5 2 24 122 
49 50 55 8 2 9 34 

689 697 712 13 21 158 504 

405 44q 588 0 44 267 241 
hq~ 709 796 4 32 330 405 

?RAQ ?RRQ 3008 12208 lfi 193 58n 
3qR7 404fi 4392 2212 q1 789 1225 

NON-
JURY JURY 

3 16 
0 1 
0 1 
3 18 

0 10 
0 1 
0 1 
0 12 

22 26 
0 0 
0 0 

22 26 

12 30 
7 5 
0 0 

19 35 

2 35 
1 1 
0 0 
2 36 

20 44 
29 14 
23 4 
71 61 

2 20 
2 2 
0 0 
4 23-

1 9 
2 2 
1 L 
4 13 

1 34 
14 13 
-3 Q 
20 56 

, I 
:' 
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EXHIBIT VII 

CIRCUIT 

CLAYTON 
FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
COBB 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
CONASAUGA 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
CORDELE 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
COWETA 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
DOUGHERTY 

FELONY 
MISDH~EANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
DUBLIN 

FELONY 
MISDEt~EANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
EASTERN 

FELONY 
MISDn1EANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
FLINT 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 

FY1980 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

# OF DISPOSED: # OF COUNTS DISPOSED BY: 

DEFEN- CASH DEAD NOL PROS/ NON-
DOCKETS DANTS COUNTS BOND DOCKET DISMISSED TRIAL 

215 258 400 0 2 91 ?RO 
0 2 2 0 0 0 2 
0 3 10 0 0 1 9 

215 264 413 0 2 9? 291 

632 745 935 

229 262 407 0 3 103 276 
183 191 367 4 4 72 286 
84 84 197 34 0 26 134 

495 536 q71 38 7 ?nn fiCl!) 

191 230 281 0 31 !)3 181 
504 517 518 1 167 60 28!) 

32 33 34 0 5 4 20 
726 780 833 1 203 -1 ,-~ 486 

221 268 471 0 110 3q 249 
60 61 70 5 0 10 51 
47 48 64 38 0 2 22 

328 378 605 42 110 Sl 322 

324 361 440 0 7 82 289 
0 1 1 0 0 0 1 
0 1 1 0 0 0 1 

324 362 442 0 7 R? ?q1 
J 

135 155 224 0 1q ?e; , e;n 
2 3 3 0 n 1 ? 
4 4 4 0 0 0 4 

141 162 ?31 0 1q ?fi 1 e;h 

488 517 533 0 140 ? :iOR 
9 69 72 3 11 ? _43 
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 

497 586 fiOn 3 1 S1 11 351 

176 214 284 0 3fi h3 151 
162 196 230 2 30 he; 118 

10 10 22 0 6 C; 7 
347 420 535 2 72 133 276 

NON-
JURY 

1 
0 
0 
1 

1 
1 
1 
2 

7 
5 
5 

17 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
1 

50 
13 
1 

64 

0 
1 
0 
1 

r-' 
I 

I 
I 
1 
I 
I 

\ 
\ 

\ 
EXHIBIT VII 

\: 
Ii 
Ji 

JURY 

(: 
I; , 
I 

CIRCUIT 

I GRIFFIN 
27 
0 
0 

27 

J 

\ 

I I 
I 

~ j. 

'j I; 
" 

I] 
\i 
ij 

! 

t 
I 
f 
J 

I 

FELONY 
MISDEr~EANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
GWINNETT 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
HOUSTON 

25 
2 
4 

30 

9 
2 
1 

11 

72 
5 
3 

80 

63 
0 
0 

63 

\ , 

l 
\ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
! 
\ 
\ 
\ 

i 
1 

! 
I-
I 
I 

I .. 
f 
[ 
\ 

\ 

\ 
I 
1 

FELONY 
MISDEt~EANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
MACON 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
MIDDLE 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
MOUNTAIN 

29 
0 
0 

29 

}' 

I 
I 
i 
~ 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
NORTHEASTERN 

34 
1 
0 

34 

34 
15 
4 

52 

J 

! 
j, 

t, 
f; 

I 
l 
\ ' 

~ .. 
Ii 
r 
r 
i 

I 

FELQNY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
NORTHERN 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
OCMULGEE 

- FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
L 

~:~-:- :-:;: -_~,':;;;T::-. : 

FY1980 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

# OF DISPOSED: # OF COUNTS DISPOSED BY: 

DE FEN- CASH DEAD NOL PROS/ NON- NON-
DOCKETS DANTS COUNTS BOND DOCKET DISMISSED TRIAL JURY 

187 218 275 0 12 99 149 2 
221 224 296 89 25 90 91 0 
189 189 353 167 0 80 103 1 
596 631 923 256 36 269 343 i::: 

162 185 253 0 0 47 188 1 
0 0 5 0 0 0 4 1 
0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 

1fi2 186 258 0 0 47 193 1 

392 631 672 0 84 220 283 44 
29 29 29 0 1 5 23 0 
3 3 3 0 0 0 3 0 

424 663 704 0 85 225 309 44 

220 222 232 0 0 72 123 1 
258 258 260 103 0 71 83 0 

57 57 59 9 0 18 32 0 
535 537 551 112 0 161 238 1 

389 463 667 0 161 200 278 0 
82 85 118 0 22 35 60 0 
11 11 24 1 2 14 6 0 

483 -559 809 1 186 249 344 0 

158 189 256 0 2 14 ??3 4 
1 1 2 0 0 1 1 0 
0 8 13 0 0 0 13 0 

158 198 270 0 2 14 237 4 

171 216 336 0 50 56 189 5 
183 199 272 37 67 55 109 0 

98 10fi 152 6 30 3D 86 0 
452 521 760 43 147 141 3R4 5 

251 ?83 374 0 14 58 ??? ?5 
193 194 194 88 0 13 86 5 
287 287 287 39 0 23 223 0 
731 764 855 127 14 94 511 30 

120 141 210 0 19 34 117 2 
301 317 387 2 11 ?04 1S4 3 

40 40 96 12 9 15 60 1 
461 498 692 14 39 252 3?S 5 

325 "'74 ~I 472 0 1 120 327 7 
267 288 305 19 0 80 '204 0 

51 71 85 25 0 13 43 4 
643 734 861 44 1 213 574 11 

JURY 

15 
1 
2 

18 

17 
0 
0 

17 

41 
0 
0 

41 

36 
3 
1 

39 

27 
1 
1 

29 

14 
0 
0 

14 

36 
4 
0 

40 

56 
2 
0 

5G 

44 
14 
1 

58 

16 
2 
1 

19 
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EXHIBIT VII: FY1980 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

# OF DISPOSED: # OF COUNTS DISPOSED BY: 

DEFEN- CASH DEAD NOL PROSj NON-
CIRCUIT DOCKETS DANTS COUNTS BOND DOCKET DISMISSED TRIAL 

OCONEE 
FELONY 213 2?:i 251 0 12 .3..6. J91 
MISDEt~EANOR 305 311 401 65 33 49 250 
TRAFFIC 143 J47 220 64 14 20 122 

TOTAL _6.61 fiR1 871 _ill 58 104. -.5.6.2 
OGEECHEE 

FELONY 269 311 314 0 0 6A 222 
MISDEt~EANOR 31 35 35 0 0 11 23 
TRAFFIC 27 31 33 2 0 2 29 

TOTAL 327 376 382 2 0 76 273 
PATAULA 

FELONY 390 :393 451 0 0 71 358 
MISDEMEANOR 293 29'1 301 0 0 75 223 
TRAFFIC 44 47 62 0 0 3 54 

TOTAL ].21 L35 814 0 a 149 635 
PIEDMONT 

FELONY 191 22R 277 Jl. 32 2.3 191 
MISDEMEANOR 2.4.1 246 263 96 _0 -.9. 154 
TRAFFIC 32..3. 1?1 350 112 3 21 213 

TOTAL ]..5..5 J..!17 890 2.O.li 35 5~ 558 
ROME 

FELONY .1.0.2. 10? 195 0 12 23 133 
MISDEMEANOR 580 .582 696 2J4 24 159 271 
TRAFFIC .J..Q 36. 74 2 3 ~ 56 

TOTAL 71R 720 ~A. 216. 39 192 460 
SOUTH GEORGIA 

FELONY 385 385 398 lL n 6Jl. 325 
MISDEt~EANOR 59 60 63 J1 1 17 45 
TRAFFIC J5 16 18 0 0 2 16 

TOTAL A.5..8. 4fiO 47q 11. 1 7R 385 
SOUTHERN 

FELONY 28.0. 286 399 Jl 0 132. 229 
MISDEt~EANOR 69 75 87 0 _0 75 9 
TRAFFIC _1 3 6 Jl 0 ..1 5 

TOTAL 3..5..0. 364 493 Jl _0 ~ 244 
SOUTHWESTERN 

FELONY 259 270 404 n 0 15 369 
MISDEMEANOR _61_ 78 72 lL 0 _a_ II 
TRAFFIC 12 12 28 11 n 0 27 

TOTAL 33.8. 360 _5lli1- Jl 0 _u 469 
STONE MOUNTAIN 

FELONY 25.9. 303 _4311 Jl 20 ...8.5.. 300 
MISDEr~EANOR ..2 5 9 Jl 2 _1 5 
TRAFFIC 0 2 3 0 1 1 2 

TOTAL 2fil 311 44fi - n 23 R..6. 30fi 

NON-
JURY JURY 

5 8 
4 2 
1 0 
9 10. 

0 29 
0 2 
0 1 
0 32 

4 18 
0 3 
2 3 
6 24 

3 2.8. 
1 3 
0 1 
4 32. 

2 24 
6 20 
0 5 
8 .A.9. 

1 13 
0 1 
0 1 
1 14 

2 3-.6. 
1 1 
0 Jl 
3 37 

1 19 
0 1 
0 J 
1 21 

19 11 
1 Jl 
0 Jl 

1q 11 

EXHIBIT VI I: 

CIRCUIT 

TALLAPOOSA 
FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

mTON 
TOTAL 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
TOOMBS 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
WAYCROSS 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
WESTERN 

FELONY 
MISDE~1EANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 
CIRCUIT MEAN 

FELONY 
MISDEMEANOR 
TRAFFIC 

TOTAL 

FY1980 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND PERCENT DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

,. 

# OF DISPOSED: # OF COUNTS DISPOSED BY: 

DEFEN- CASH DEAD NOL PROSj NON- NON-DOCKETS DANTS COUNTS BOND DOCKET DISMISSED TRIAL JURY 

190 245 3D] D R AO 192 1 ;;so;; 378 4.8.5 ~~. 33 209 149 1 
;CUI 201 37-.0. 42 Ji 193 124 0 744 8..2.4.- 1162 131 AI 4.82.. 466 2 

107 116 J54 a _Q 24 121 0 
85 87 -.92 0 0 28 64 0 
11 12 14 0 D 3 12 0 

202 214 .26.fl ......D _0. 55 196 0 

238 260 325 0 12. B9. 183 12 829 851 ~ 53 12 420 389 38 
~153 1154 llID_ Hl.O.9 7 fi2 188 2 
2220 ??fi~ 2512 1062 U 1i71 760 52 

191 22..5. 3A3 0 n ...SAc 256 4 154 156 -In 101 Jl 2.-9 37 1 
125 127 128 125 _0 3 1 0 

A6.9. 508 641 226 Jl R.5. 293 5 

288 286 346 0 0 96 198 9 
6 7 7 0 0 5 2 0 

20 20 34 0 0 8 21 1 
314 313 386 0 1) loa 221 10 

2'12 2M 36.3. 0 24 7.3. 232 ~ lRfi lQCj 22.4 27 12 -.6.1 118. 3 
227 2:30 25.9 159 3 ..25 M 1 
665 7.118 _846 186 38 159 A20 J1 

JURY 

25 
4 
4 

33 

9 
1 
0 

10 

29 
5 
2 

..16 

29 
4 
0 

33 

44 
1 
4 

48 -
.2.8. 

..3. 

..1 
32 
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EXH IB IT VI II 

FY1980 Civil Dispositions PElrJudge byCase~ 
and Number Disposed by Each Method . 

Exhibit VIII presents the civil dispositions per judge by method and case 

type for each circuit. The different methods of disposition are listed across 

the top of the page and include settlenent/dismissal, five yeat administrative 

termination, before-trial judgment, non-jury trial and jury trtal. The total 

nllnber of disposed cases are listed in the second colunn. 

It should be noted that the figures in this exhibit refer to actual cases 

which were disposed by each method. Collectively, these figures can be 

interpreted as the total nunber of civil dispositions per judge during the 1980 

fi scal year. As previous dispos'ition exhibits have explained, the cases . -
disposed during the fiscal year could have been filed any time between July 1, 

1974 and June 30,1980. Therefore, these figures should not be interpreted as 

the dis- positions for~'the cases filed only during fiscal year 1980. 

The major' qualification of the data in this exhibit concerns the categories 

"five year administrative termination" and "before-trial judgments" and "non-

jury tri al S". Under Georgi a 1 aw, the cl erk of the court is authori zed to 

di smi ss admi ni strat'ivel y those cases in whi ch there has been no activity for' 

five years. In sane counties, the clerk takes care to mark these cases in the 

docket books; in other counties, the clerk does not. It cannot be assuned that 

ca ses are termi nated admi ni strat ivel y unl ess the cl erk has offi ci all y marked the 

docket books. Therefore, the nunber of administrative terminations may vary 

according to the clerks' practices. In general, many more cases could be 

administratively terminated than the data in Exhibit VIII shows. Two civil 

disposition methods, "before-trial judgments" and "non-jury trial" dispositions, 

are not always clearly delineated in court records. Therefore, inferences 

concerni ng these methods of di s posit ion shoul d be st udi ed carefull y. 

76' 

~f I 

The nunber of di sposed civ il Ica~es per J' udge d excee s the mean by more than 
one standard deviation in the foll()wing circuits. 

r10untai n 
Tall apoosa 
~lacon 
Houston 
Cherokee 

1,408 
1,328 
1,264 
1,256 
1,192 

The nunber of jury tri al s pE~r :,' udge ' t' _ - 1S mos slgnificant because it is the 

most time-consuning method of disposition. S ettlenents, dismissals and 

administrative term'inations are considered 

Before trial judgments and non-jury trial 
the least time-consuming methods. 

dispositions are considered inter-

mediate in terms of required judge time. 

Inferences regardi ng the total Iworkload per judge in each ci rcuit on the 

basi s of the data in Exhibit VII I should be avoided • However, the relative 

nunber of jury trial s is an indicCltol~ of the denand 
in the circuit for this very 

time-consuning type of disposition. Th e nunber of civil cases disposed by 

jury-trial exceeded the mean by mote h 
t an one standard devia- tion in these 

c i rcui ts. 

Northeastern 47 
Houston 34 
Wayc I~OS:S 31 
Augusta 27 
Cherokee 26 
Western 25 

Circuits with both a high vol f' une 0 clYil filings and a large nunber of 

jury trial s per judge may have a very denanding CiV1'" caseload. 

which both these factors d th excee e mean are: 

Atlanta 
Atlantic 
Augusta 
Cherokee 
Cona sa uga 
Gri ffi n 
Houston 
Northeastern 

77 

Ci rcuits for 
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EXHIBIT VII I 

CIRCUIT 

ALAPAHA 
DOMESTIC REL. 
GENERAL CIviL 
INDEP. MOTIONS 

TOTAL 
ALCOVY 

DOMESTI C REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INOEP. MOTIONS 

TOTAL 
ATLANTA 

OOMESTI C REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INOEP. MOTIONS 

IQ'fAL 
ATLANTIC 

OOMESTI C REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INOEP. MOTIONS 

TOTAL 
AUGUSTA 

DOMESTIC REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INOEP. MOTIONS 

TOTAL 
BLUE RIDGE 

DOMESTIC REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. MOTIONS 

IOTAL 
BRUNSWICK 

DOMESTIC REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. MOTIONS 

TOTAL 
CHATIAHOOCHEE 

DOMESTIC REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. MOTIONS 

T TA 
CHEROKEE 

DOMESTIC REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INOEP. MOTION~ 

TOTAL 
CLAYTON 

DOMESTIC REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INOEP. MOTIONS 

TOTAL 
COB8 

Dor~ESTIC REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INOEP. MalIaNS 

TOTAL 
CONASAUGA 

DOMESiI C REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. MOrIONS 

TOTAb 

FY1980 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

1# OF CASES DISPOSED BY: 
# OF 5 YEAR -

DISPOSED SETILEMENT/ ADMIN. BEFORE NON-JURY 
CASES DIS~lISSAL TERMINATIO~ TRIAL TRIAL 

194 41 a 151 2 
149 52 a 89 4 

48 22 a 25 2 
:J91 114 U Zb4 7 

394 137 11 160 86 
283 90 8 Ibl 10 
14j jo j b, 44 
819 2bl 21 Jti2 UY. 

636 125 a 8 499 
402 259 a 40 82 
123 15 a 00 58 

1 161 399 a .. 9.8. 63q 

581 162 0 49 366 
414 156 _u 'Qi 104 
114 43 0 38 34 

1 lUY jb1 U lU 004 

623 52 a 509 56 
182 85 U 60 17 
168 12 a 59 97 
974 149 a 628 1]0 

609 139 0 38 428 
181 82 a 16 72 
81 34 0 12 30 

ti..Ll 204 bb 529 

551 145 0 41 363 
292 103 a 80 96 
108 51 a 37 20 
951 299 a 159 480 

506 50 a 12 442 
141 63 a 67 10 
34 13 a 14 7 

bS. 126 0 92 459 

448 107 17 113 210 
449 158 28 140 99 
'-9.5 79 13 184 20 

, 192 344 57 437 328 

821 189 a 623 a 
229 142 a 80 a 

97 14 a 81 1 
1 147 344 a 784 1 

819 234 a 152 432 
511 229 a 137 125 
241 82 0 120 40 

1 010 :144 U 4U9 :IYb 

t \ 

JURY 

a 
5 
1 
b 

2 
10 

0 
JL 

4 
20 
a 

-i£i' 

4 
1S 
0-

a 

6 
21 
1 

'f.L 

5 
12 
_5 
22 

1 
12 
a 

14 

2 
1 
0 
<1 

2 
~. 

0 
,b 

9 
7 
1 

.!L. 

" " d 
0 

a 

EXHIBIT VIII: FY1980 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

¥ OF CASES DISPOSED BY: 
# OF 5 YEAR 

DISPOSED SETILE~IENT / ADMIN. BEFORE NON-JURY 
CIRCUIT CASES DISMISSAL TERMINATION TRIAL TRIAL 

CORDELE 
DOMESTI C REL. 257 53 a 1 203 
GENERAL CIVIL 266 106 a 46 111 
INDEP .MOTIONS 64 39 0 2 24 

..IOIAL 587 191 0 48 13R 
COWETA 

DOMESTIC REL. 486 Ii::! 12 407 1 
GENERAL CIVIL 236 64 14 14q 0 
INDEP .MOTIONS 127 32 6. 89 Q 

TOTAL 848 158 32 645 1 
lJUUGHERTY 

DOMESTI C REL. 620 ?1 0 5.9.5. 0 
GENERAL CIVIL 182 38 a 132 a 
INDEP .MOTIONS .16 10 Q 66 0_ 

TOTAL 877 IiQ 0 791 0 
DUBLIN 

DOMESTIC REL. 378 47 0 a _329 
GENERAL CIVIL 497 144 0 116 225 
INDEP • MOTIONS 269 53 0 4 212 

TOTAL 1,144 244 .', 0 1?0 7 Ii Ii 
EASTERN 

DOMESTI C REL. 557 7? n 0 485 
GENERAL CIVIL 116 61 0 0 43 
INDEP .MorruNS Uj 52 0 25 36 

TOTAL 786 lRS 0 ?5 563 
FLINT 

DOMESTIC REL. 279 46 0 220 14 
GENE_RAL C I VJL El lIB n ;1n7 13 
l,NDEP .MOTIO_NS 92 36 2.- 53 1 

TOTAL 722 .. 20D. _2.- 470 28 
GRIFFIN 

DO~IESTI C REL. 552 71 1? 44~ a 
GENERAL CIVIL 226 66 ?q 114 a 
INDEP ,MOTIONS 190 10 1 q 142 0 

TOTAL 967 lli7 79 70, 0 
GWINNETI 

DOMESTIC REL. 620 14R n ~1 380 
GENERAL CIVIL 138 87 0 30 8 
rNDEP • MOTl ON.5 176 4q 0 70 57 

TOTAL 934 ?R4 0 lRl 4115_ 
HOUSTON 

DOMESTIC REL. 901 ?46 n " 
621 

GENERAL CIVIL 284 115 0 130 8 
INDEP • MOTIONS 71 40 0 28 3 

TOTAL 1 206 421 n 169 632 
LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN 

OOMESTI C REL. 577 .llD. ? 55 351 
GENERAL CIVIL 354 140 1 86 113 
INDEP ,"lOTIONS 161 10 t; ?" 2 

TOTAL 1 092 '.dn a ?63 466 
MACON 

DOMEST! C REL. 934 ?71 0 213 440 
GENERAL CIVIL 230 104 0. 112 10 
INOEP . MOTIONS 101 .17 0 47 16 

TOTAL 1,264 41e; n 372 466 
MIDDLE 

DOMEST! C REL. 249 16 0. 0 208 
GENERAL CIVIL 215 1i6 0 21 121 
INDEP .f.1§TIONS 195 c;'" n 1 138 
---T''fAL 658 1 t;R n ?? 4.66 

JURY 

1 
5 
a 
5 

1 
9 
0 

11 

4 
12 
_Q 

1<; 

? 
12 
0 

14 

1 
12 
a 

13 

0 
14 
1 

14 

2 
18 
0 

19 

10 
13 
1 -~ 

23 
11 
a 

34 

1 
14 
0 

15 

_8 
3 
a 

11 

6 
7 
0 

13 
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EXHIBIT VIII 

CIRCUIT 

MOUNTAIN 
DOMESTI C REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. MoiioNS 

TOTAL 
NORTHEASTERN 

DOMESTI C REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. MOTIONS 

T AL 
NORTHERN 

DOMESTIC REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. MOTIONS 

TOTAL 
OCI~ULGEE 

DOMESTI C REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. MOTIONS 

TOTAL 
OCONEE 

DOMESTI C REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. MOTiONS 

TOTAL 
OGEECHEE 

DOMESTIC REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. MOTl"lfNS 

TAL 
PATAULA 

DOMESTIC REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. MOTIONS 

TOTAL 
PIEDMONT 

DOMESTIC REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INGEP. MOTIONS 

TOTAL 
ROME 

DOMESTIC REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. MOTIONS 

T TA 
SOUTH GEORGIA 

DOMESTIC REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
rNDEP. MOTIONS 

TOTAL 
SOUTHERN 

DOMESTI C REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. MOTIONS 

TOTAL 
SOUTHWESTERN 

DOME1:nC REL. 
GENERAL CIVIL 
INDEP. MOTIONS 

TOTAL 

'r I 

FY1980 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

# OF CASES DISPOSED BY: 
# OF 5 YEAR 

DISPOSED SETTLEMENT! ADMIN. BEFORE NON-JURY 
CASES DISMISSAL TERMINATION TRIAL TRIAL 

670 133 0 'i7 117H 
504 224 0 129 t41 
234 llO 0 75 44 

1.408 467 0 261 663 

472 95 0 14 349 
362 177 0 46 108 
219 75 0 33 llO 

1.052 ~46 q 566 

383 94 3 195 91 
?5? 127 0 11 10 
171 56 0 53 62 
816 277 3 358 163 

274 39 7 0 226 
320 83 6 89 138 
149 30 1 4 113 
741 153 14 q4 477 

?nR 38 0 ? 162 
336 115 0 40 173 
134 40 0 64 30 
1i78 193 0 106 365 

374 94 58 60 162 
137 109 76 39 104 
14? 45 7B 10 20 
85? -248 ?r jnq ?Rt; 

111? 75 0 352 1 

431 125 0 288 5 
05 46 0 59 0 

qF';R ?46 0 liqQ Ii 

441i 60 0 291 9 
t17F'; ?OO 0 ?4A 1 
21' 53 0 106 0:;4 

l11'i 313 0 li4O:; 16 

2?7 34 2 22 IliA 
?66 94 2 T~l 33 
201 36 0 162 "3 
Iiql1 165 11 1nl; ?n1 

1"!7 65 0 ?59 0 
234 85 0 140 0 
71 25 0 43 0 

lUI 175 0 40:;1 n 
4'i.:l 92 0 352 1 
?1? 75 0 ll1Q ? 

Ql 31 0 60 n 
311 3 198 0 7Rl .-"'-'. 

l1F';d no n lq 111 
I1Q'i 162 0 313 1-0 

111 Q6 0 3R q 
1 102 388 n 17n 11? 

JURY 

2 
10 
5 

17 

15 
31 
2 

-4-7 

1 
.l5. -1 
17 

2 
5 
0 

..D_ 

6. 
8 
0 

14 

1 
..9. 
0 

lfi 

4 
13 
0 

.12 

11 
lQ 
..0. 
~4 

.1 
jj 
....Q 
11 

3 
lD 
-1 

J...6 

...J 

.1 
Jl 
ill 

? 

..1D 
.-D 
.l2 

EXHIBIT VIII 

I # OF 

CIRCUIT 
DISPOSED 

CASES 

STONE MOUNTAIN 
DOMESTIC REL. 669 
GENERAL CIVIL 280 
I NDEP. MOTI ONS 83 

TOTAL 
TALLAPOOSA 

1.033 

DOMESTIC REL. 453 
GENERAL CIVIL 634 
.!NDEP. MOTIONS 241 

TOTAL 
TIFTON 

1.328 

GOMESTI C REL. 343 
GENERAL CIVIL 190 
INDEP. MOTIONS 92 

TOTAL 624 
TOOMBS 

DOMESTIC REL. 438 
GENERAL CIVr::. 281 
INDEP. MOTIONS 161 

TOTAL 880 
WAYCROSS 

DOMESTIC REL. 598 
GENERAL CIVIL 353 
INDEP. MOTIONS 180 

TOTAL 1.111 
WESTERN 

DOMESTI C REL. 4111 
GENERAL CIVIL 255 
INDEP. MOTIONS 162 

TOTA[ A"!n I 

.. 

-. 

FY1980 CIVIL DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE BY CASE TYPE 
AND NUMBER DISPOSED BY EACH METHOD 

5 YEAR 
# OF CASES DISPOSED BY: 

SETTLEMENT! ADMIN. BEFORE NON-JURY DISMISSAL TERMINATION TRIAL TRIAL 

534 87 0 46 
161 0 45 64 

8 0 26 49 ?t;1i 0 117 646 

12 98 251 90 
169 35 371 37 
46 1 182 6 1nl1 5A 651 294 

309 0 32 0 
44 0 141 0 -23 0 68 1 QQ 0 , 517 2 , 

214 81 141 0 
_.wo 0 152 16 

48 0 65 48 289 0 ill 140:; 

421 155 0 19 
157 0 72 97 84 0 37 59 396 0 128 577 

129 88 0 193 
134 D 90 11 30 0 74 58 251 0 357 198 

JURY 

3 
11 
0 

15 

2 
22 
0 

24 

2 
5 
0 
7 

2 
13 
0 

15 

3 
28 
1 

31 

5 
20 
0 

25 
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CHAPTER IV - CIRCUIT POPULATION: 1980 

EXH IBIT IX : CIRCUIT POPULATION, RATE OF CHANGE AND 
POPULATION PER JUDGE 
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EXH IBIT IX: 

Circuit Population. Rate of Changes and Population Per Judge 

In Exhibit IX, the 1970 and 1980 circuit populations are presented with the 

percent increase or decrease in circuit population which has occurred over the 

same time period. All 1980 population statistics in this Exhibit are derived 

fran prel iminary 1980 census figures for Georgia's 159 counties released by the 

State Office of Planning and Budget. 

The circuit populations per judge and the ranking for each circuit on this 

·variable are also shown. The 1980 circuit populations per judge are ranked in 

descending order so that the circuit with the highest population per judge is 

number one, and the circuit with the lowest population per judge ranks forty-

second. 

The 1980 circuit population per judge ranges from 22,433 (Alapaha Judicial 

Circuit) to 77,206 (Houston Judicial Circuit). The statewide circuit mean pop-

ul at i on is 47,477 peopl e pel" superi or court judge. When a compari son to 

previous years is made, it is evident the circuit mean population per judge has 

declined substantially. This is in contrast to a statewide increase in popula­

tion of 17.6% since 1970. The decrease in the circuit mean population per judge 

is largely due to the creation of new superior court judgeships between 1973 and 

1980. 

It is noteworthy that ten of the forty-two circuits have a 1980 population 

per judge greater than the statewide circuit mean and the increase in population 

since 1970 exceeded the statewide population growth rate. 

Bl ue Ridge 
Cl ayton 
Cobb 
Griffin 
Gwi nnett 

58,449 -
49,601 
73,037 
55,831 -
55,059 -

46.3% 
51.6% 
48.4% 
36.7% 

128.3% 

85 

Houston 
Mo untai n 
Northeastern 
Pi edmont 
Stone Mountai n 

77 ,206 - 22.7% 
71,909 18.4% 
49,349 24.1% 
53,347 - 19.0% 
73,097 - 18.0% 



Although the population per judge may not be highly correlated to workload, 

the probability that increases in case10ad accanpany increases in population is 

recognized. Of the ten circuits above, only five had FY1980 filings per judge 

which exceeded the circuit mean: 

B1 ue Ri dge 
Griffin 
Mountain 
Northeastern 
Pi edmont 

86 

" 

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

' .. .. _-
I # OF 1980 ". JUDGES 1970 1980 % CHANGE POPULATION 
CIRCUIT 70-80 POPULATION POPULATION 70-80 PER JUDGE* 

ALAPAHA 1 2 41.018 44 865 9.4% 22.433 

ALCOVY 0 2 49,686 64,664 30.1% 32.332 

ATLANTA 9 11 605,210 585,270 -3.3% 53,206 

ATLANTIC 1 2 59,072 85,621 31.0% 42,811 

AUGUSTA 3 4 203,019 234,921 15.7% 58,730 

BLUE RIDGE 2 2 79,920 116,898 46.3% 58,449 

BRUNSWICK 2 3 101,871 114,356 12.3% 38.119 

CHATTAHOOCHEE 3 4 224,299 225,679 0.6% 56,420 

CHEROKEE 1 2 56,481 70,618 25.0% 35,309 

CLAYTON 2 3 98,126 148,804 51.6% 49,601 

COBB 2 4 196,793 292,149 48.4% 73.037 

CONASAUGA 1 2 68,094 85~379 25.4% 42,690 

CORDELE 1 2 48,660 53,170 9.3% 26,585 

COWETA 1 3 146,995 172,718 17.5% 57,573 

DOUGHERTY 1 2 89,639 100,470 12.1% 50,235 

DUBLIN 1 2 54,334 60,453 10.1% 30,227 

EASTERN 3 4 187,816 197,388 5.1% 49,347 
" 

FLINT 1 2 55.963 74.812 51.6% 37.406 

" 

, 
I -l 

1980 POP. PER 1985 : 
CIRCUIT JUDGE WITH CIRCUIT PROJ. POP.I 

RANK ADD. JUDGE RANK PER JUDGE 

42 14ql)I) A2. ...2::1 .1)00 

37 21 555 37 35.n50 

15 48.773 3 53.600 

25 28,540 24 40.200 

6 46.984 4 61 225 

7 38,966 11 59.300 

31 28 589 23 42 ,13~ 

11 45.136 5 56 725 

35 23.539 34 40 200 

18 37.201 14 56 100 

3 58.430 2 78 025 

26 28.460 25 4A,250 

41 17,723 41 ?A.OOO 

9 43,180 7 61,933 

17 33.490 16 59.450 

38 20.151 38 30.100 

20 39.478 9 51. 775 

-.3..3. 24.937 33 38,250 
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EXHIBIT IX: CIRCUIT POPULATION, RATE OF CHANGE AND POPULATION PER JUDGE 

# OF 1980 1980 POP.PER 1985 
JUDGES 1970 1980 % CHANGE POPULATION CIRCUIT JUDGE WITH CIRCUIT PROJ.POP. 

CIRCUIT 70-80 POPULATION POPULATION 70-80 PER JUDGE* RANK ADD. JUDGE RANK PER JUDGE 

GRIFFIN 1 2 81,699 111 ,661 36.7% 55,831 12 37,220 13 53,650 

GWINNETT 1 3 72 ,349 165,177 128.3% 55,059 13 41,294 8 63,533 

HOUSTON 0 1 62,924 77 ,206 22.7% 77 ,206 1 38,603 12 95,000 

LOOKOUT MTN. 2 3 109,413 127,996 17.0% 42,665 27 31,999 21 46,500 

MACON 3 3 165,104 175,090 6.0% 58,363 8 43,773 6 64,600 

MIDDLE 1 2 78,574 87,116 10.9% 43,558 23 29,039 22 44,650 

MOUNTAIN 1 1 60,725 71 ,909 18.4% ; 71~909 4 35,955 15 75~ 

NORTHEASTERN 2 2 79,514 98,698 24.1% 49,349 19 32,899 18 53,600 

NORTHERN 1 2 66,975 78,332 17.0% 39,166 29 26,111 30 40.400 

OCMULGEE 2 3 99,192 109,663 10.6% 36,554 34 27,416 28 39,200 

OCONEE 1 2 56,104 59,333 5.8% 29,667 39 19,778 40 32,100 

OGEECHEE 1 2 66,140 76,305 15.4% 38,153 30 25,435 31 41.350 -
PATAULA 1 1 52,131 56,588 8.5% 56,588 10 28,294 26 55.100 . 

PIEDMONT 1 1 44,785 53,347 19.0% 53,347 14 26,674 29 57,800 

ROME 1 3 73,742 79,839 8.3% 26,613 40 19,960 39 29.633 

SOUTH GEORGIA 1 2 69,573 75,995 9.2% 37,998 32 25,332 32 38,000 

SOUTHERN 2 3 137.639 157,549 14.5% 52.516 16 39.387 10 57.767 

'r I 
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EXHIBIT IX CIRCUIT POPULATION, RATE OF CHANGE AND POPULATION PER JUDGE 

# OF 1980 1980 POP.PER 1985 : 

JUDGES 1970 1980 % CHANl[lE POPULATION CIRCUIT JUDGE WITH CIRCUIT PROJ. POP. 
CIRCUIT 70-80 POPULATION POPULATION 70-810 PER JUDGE* RANK ADD. JUDGE RANK PER JUDGE 

. I 
SOUTHWESTERN 1 1 58.878 66.375 12 70/" fifi ~7f:\ 5 111RR 17 70.600 

STONE MTN. 5 7 433.539 511.679 18.00/" 73 .• 097 2 63 .960 1 84 500 
, . TALLAPOOSA 1 3 91,762 130.007 417% 43.336 24 32 502 20 51.700 

TIFTON 1 2 58,884 69.196 17.5% 34.598 36 23.065 35 37.300 

TOOMBS 1 1 42.727 46.008 7 7% 46.008 22 23 004 36 47.500 

~'JAYCROSS 1 2 85.487 98.604 l5.. .. 3l 49 302 21 :12.868 19 48 400 
I 

~JESTERN 1 2 73,092 84.562 15.7% 42.281 28 28.187 27 53.850 
.. 

Preliminary 1980 census figures provided by the Office of Planning and Budget, December 1980. 
, Population projections for Georgia counties 1980-2010, Office of Planning and Budget, September, 1978. 
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CHAPTER V POTENTIAL SOURCES OF JUDICIAL 

ASSISTANCE: ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICTS 

EXHIBIT X SUPERIOR COURT FY1980 CASELOAD 
BY ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT 

---- --- -- -- ---- -------------- ------
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EXHIBIT X: 

Superior Court FY1980 Caseload by Administrative District 

Exhibit X illustrates the superior court caseload of the ten judicial 

administrative districts. The case type filings as well as the total filings 

are detailed in the Exhibit by circuit and by district. 

The purpose of thi s exhibit is to ill ustrate the potent'j al for i ntra­

district judicial assistance. For circuits experiencing only minor or temporary 

case processing difficulties, it may be possible for other superior court judges 

within the same district to assist this circuit until these problems are 

resolved. However, if a demanding caseload exists in each circuit in a 

district, such assistance cannot reasonably be expected to be available. 

The reader should take note of not only the districts in which the average 

per judge is extremely high but also where the caseload per judge is not evenly 

di stributed among the circuits. 

The average filings per judge of the districts ranges from 1,456 (Dis­

trict X) to 2,469 (District VII). It is notable that over nine hundred of the 

District VII filings are in the less time-consuming case categories. The 

district mean for FY1980 is 1,723 cases. The district mean for FY1979 was 

almost identical (1,722). Only two districts have averages per judge exceeding 

the mean by more than one hundred cases. 

District III 1,855 
District VIr 2,469 

Exhibit X helps to pinpOint circuits for which the unevenly distributed 

caseload of a district imposes a burden upon the circuit judges. Such problem 

may be solved by judicial assistance fran another circuit or utilization of the 

services of a senior judge. These alternatives may be preferable to the 

creation of an additional judgeship in the circuit if this excessive caseload is 

a temporary probl ell. 
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EXHIBIT X: SUPERIOR COURT FY1980 CASELOAD BY ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT 

CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE 
FILINGS FILINGS FILINGS 

# OF 
SUPERIOR TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDENT TOTAL TOTAL 

CIRCUIT CT. JUDGES FILINGS FELONY MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE 
DISTRICT 1 

ATLANTIC 2 6.580 463 153 3,477 4,093 862 1.096 277 2~235 252 
OGEECHEE 2 2.332 540 50 55 645 567 708 243 1.518 169 
EASTERN 4 5 961 1 970 191 0 2.161 633 2.772 395 3.800 0 
BRUNSWICK 3 4 168 646 170 241 1.057 998 1.807 306 3.111 0 
WAYCROSS 2 3.245 455 255 262 972 708 1 151 279 2.138 135 

TOTAL 13 22,286 Ll.074 819 4 035 8 928 3 768 7 534 1 500 12 802 !H,6 
AVG. PER JUDGE 1. 714 313 63 310 687 290 580 115 985 43 
DISTRICT 2 ~---.-----.---""'-----,-----r-----r----r----.-----t----r-----

PATAULA 1 
SOUTH GEORGIA 2 
DOUGHERTY 2 
ALAPAHA 2 
TIFTON 2 
SOUTHERN 3 

TOTAL 12 
AVG. PER JUDGE 
DISTRICT 3 ,..-----,-----.---,-----,-----r-----y-----r-----r---___,,----r-----

CHATTAHOOCHEE 4 
MACON 3 
HOUSTON 1 
SOUTHWESTERN 1 

T TAL 9 
AVG. PER JUDGE 

D I STRI CT 5 t------r----..,-----:--r-------.-----,-----,------,-----,----___,r---r-----
ATLANTA 11 0 5 544 5 579 6 387 1556 0 

AVG. PER JUDGE 0 504 507 581 141 0 
DISTRICT 6 

FLINT 2 2.732 344 334 19 697 835 640 437 1.912 123 
GRIFFIN 2 3.972 568 439 421 1.428 646 1.331 567 2.544 0 
COWETA 3 4.445 660 202 148 1.010 939 1.710 758 3,407 28 
CLAYTON 3 4.318 698 4 0 702 837 2,430 349 3.616 0 

TOTAL 10 15.467 2.270 979 588 3.837 3.257 6.111 2.111 11.479 151 
AVG. PER JUDGE 1,547 227 98 59 384 326 611 211 1,148 15 

* WHERE THE SUPERIOR COuRT JUDGE HAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE. 
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EXHIBIT X SUPERIOR COURT FY1980 CASELOAD BY ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT 

CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE 
" FILINGS FILINGS FILINGS 

# OF 
SUPERIOR . 'TOTAL TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDENT TOTAL TOTAL 

CIRCUIT CT. JUDGES FILINGS FELONY MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE * 
DISTRICT 

TALLAPOOSA 3 6,195 658 777 438 1 ,873 . 1 .925 1 367 9.16 4.228 94 
LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN 3 5 336 759 1.062 176 1 997 1.121 1 580 581 3.282 57 
CHEROKEE 2 10.493 897 1 417 5 617 7 931 1 010 875 677 2 562 0 
ROME 3 5 138 374 1 794 116 2 284 1 128 903 823 2 854 0 
COBB 4 

TOTAL 15 27.162 2~688 5_.050 6~347 14 085 5 184 4.725 3.017 i1~ .9?fi 1 fi1 
AVG. PER JUDGE 2 469 244 459 577 1 .280 471 410 ?74 1115 HI. 
DISTRICT 8 

CORDELE 2 2 555 313 796 67 1 176 594 513 206 L313 66 
DUBLIN ** 2 1 .R49 ?!)8 ~6 _9 281 208 AlB 39_5 1.521 45 
OCMULGEE 3 5 147 892 901 _129. 1 .922 1 .347 958 ]ID 3,015 210 
OCONEE 2 '1 ?n1 404 fiOfi ?8? 1 ?9? 909 440 181 1 .710 179 
MIDDLE 2 2.492 386 13 0 399 605 555 643 1.803 290 

TOTAL 11 15 244 2 253 2 .. 332 487 5 072 4~163 3,,324 2 .... 335 9,382 790 
AVG. PER JUDGE 1 386 205 212 44 461 378 302 212 853 72 
DISTRICT 9 

CONASAUGA 2 4,167 488 477 182 1,147 952 1,471 464 2,887 133 
BLUE RIDGE 2 4,,110 646 - 864 547 2,057 514 1,276 263 2_,053 0 
GWItJNETT 3 597 - 484 566 3 .... 061 3 535 1 0 536 2,011 0 
MOUNTAIN 1 2.031 206 160 88 454 489 710 297 1.496 81 
NORTHEASTERN 2 3.897 584 395 647 1,626 767 1,007 456 2--,230 41 

TOTAL 10 17.802 2 459 1 897 1.464 5.820 3.206 6.475 2.046 11,727 255 
AVG. PER JUDGE 1 780 246 190 146 582 321 648 205 1.173 26 
DISTRICT 10 ., 

ALCOVY 2 2.773 450 515 113 1.078 653 738 304 1.695 0 
WESTERN 2 2.642 652 76 56 784 571 925 336 1.832 26 
PIEDMONT 1 2233 228 257 353 838 578 507 310 1 395 0 
NORTHERN 2 2 J.9.2. 292 451 105 848 583 825 357 1 765 179 
AUGUSTA 4 7 4R1 678 316 10 1,_004 1,007 .3 .099 836 4.942 11.535 
TOOMBS 1 3' .291 279 739 1 118 2136 351 440 208 999 156 

TOTAL 12 21 .. 212 2 .579 2 .354 1 ,755 6.688 3.743 6.534 2.351 12 .. 628 1, 896 
AVG. PER JUDGE 1,768 215 196 146 557 312 545 196 1.052 loti 

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

" . 
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APPENDIX ONE 

DUTIES OF JUDICIAL COUNCIL 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

The Judicial Council of Georgia and the Administrative Office of the 

Courts were created by Ga. Laws 1973, p.288, upon recommendation of a bl ue 

ribbon judicial processes study canmission appointed by Governor Jimmy 

Carter in 1971 called the Governor's Commission on Judicial Processes. More 

recently, on June 12, 1978, the Judicial Council was established as an 

administrative arm of the Georgia Supreme Court by judicial order. 

The responsibilities and duties of the Judicial Council and the Admini­

strative Office of the Courts, as set out in Act Number 178 of the 1973 

General Assembly, are as follows: 

Section 5. Under the supervision and direction of the Judicial 

Council, the Admi ni strat ive Office of the Courts shall perfonn the 

foll owi ng dut i es: 

(a) Consult with and assist judges, administrators, clerks of 

court and other officers and employees of the court pertai ni ng to 

matters relating to court administration and provide such services as 

are requested. 

(b) Examine the administrative and business methods and systems 

employed in the offices related to and serving the courts and make 

recommendations for necessary improvements. 

(c) Canpile statistical and financial data and other information 

on the judicial work of the courts and Qn the work of other officers 

rel ated to and servi ng the courts, which shall be provided by the 

court. 
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tU) tXamlne the state of the dockets and practices and pro-

cedures of the co~rts and make recommendations for the expedition 

of 1 itigation. 

(e) Act as fiscal officer and prepare and submit budget 

estimates of state appropriations necessary for the maintenance 

and operation of the judicial system. 

(f) Formul ate and submit reccmmendations for the improv811ent of 

the j udici al syst811. 

(g) Perform such additional duties as may be assigned by the 

Judicial Council. 

(h) Prepare and publish an annual report on the work of the 

courts and on the activities of the Administrative Office of the 

Courts. 

The first m811bers of the Judicial Council were sworn in during May, 

1973, and the Administrative Office of the Courts began operations on 

July 1, 1973, although a Director and most of the staff were not employed 

until October, 1973. Before and during the 1974 Session of the General 

Assembly, the Judicial Council received several requests as to whether addi­

tional judicial manpower was needed in any of the circuits, whether the 

circuits should be divided, and whether any other changes were needed. 

These requests came fran the Governor's Office, judges, and legislators, and 

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

charge the Judicial Council of Georgia and the Administrative Office of the 

Courts with the responsibility of compiling statistical data and other 

infonnation on the judicial work of the courts, and with fonnu-

1 ati ng and submitti ng reccmmendati ons for the improv811ent of the j ud ici al 

system. The Council perfonned the requested studies and five new superior 

,court judgeships were created by the General Assembly in 1974. Since that 
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first study in 1974, the Council and Administrative Office ~f the Courts has 

annually conducted a study of the need for additl'onal superi or court j udge-

ships and the following nunbers of judicial positions have been created: 

1975-two, 1976-two, 1977-eight, 1978-six, 1979-two, and 1980-six. Since 

1977 the caseload data included in the judicial manpower.study has been 

collected on a statewide basis. 
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APPENDIX TWO 

JURISDICTION OF THE SUPERIOR, STATE, PROBATE AND 

JUVENILE COURTS OF GEORGIA 

In recanmending additional superior court judgeships, the Judicial 

Council takes into consideration the concurrent jurisdiction and mutual 

interdependences of the superior, state, probate, and juvenile courts. For 

ease of reference and for clarity, the general constitutional and statutory 

provisions which define the jurisdiction of the superior, state, probate, 

and juvenile courts are briefly described. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

The superior court is a constitutionally established court. This is 

the trial court of general jurisdiction in Georgia, and there is a superior 

court in each of the one hundred fifty-nine (159) counties (Ga. Code Ann. 

§2-3301). 

Exclusive Jurisdiction: The superior court has exclusive jurisdiction 

in the following subject areas: divorce, equity, title to land and 

felonies. (Ga. Code Ann. §2-3301 and §2-3304). 

Exclusive Statutory Jurisdiction: This is a type of jurisdiction 

which, at the present time, is placed exclusively in the superior court by 

statute. There would probably be no constitutional objection to the 

extension of all or a part of it to other courts, but this has not been 

done. Such matters as decl aratory judgments, mandamus, quo warranto and 

prohibition would appear to fall within this category, but rather by virtue 

of Code provisions creating the remedies than by a constitutional require-

ment that they be confined to the superior court. (see Davis, and Shulman, 

Ga. P ract i ce ~ P roced ure §5 -4 ) • 
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Concurrent Jurisdiction: The superior court can hear all cases not 

specifically reserved to other courts. Thus, the superior court generally 

has concurrent trial jurisdiction with all the limited jurisdiction trial 

courts in the state. Juvenile matters, probate matters, and estate matters 

are exceptions to the rule. The juvenile court and probate court, 

respectively, have exclusive original jurisdiction in these subject areas. 

Appellate Jurisdiction: The superior court is an appellate body as 

well as a tri al court. Its review power extends to all the "i nferior 

judicatories," those trial courts of limited jurisdiction which have not 

been provided by statute or by the Constitution with a right of direct 

review to the court of appeals or supreme court. 

The application for a writ of certiorari fran the superior court is a 

constitutional right general to all such "inferior judicatories" (Ga. Code 

Ann. §2-3304). On the other hand, the Constitution requires that specific 

legislation must define the right of direct appeal to the superior court, if 

any, fran these lower tri al courts. Various statutes have provided di rect 

appeal: Ga. Code Ann. §6-201, the probate courts; §.~. Code Ann. §6-101 and 

§6-301, justices of the peace; and Ga. Code Ann. §92A-510, police and 

recorder's courts. Appeal proceedings in the superior court arising from 

cases initiated in one of the "inferior judicatories" are genera1ly de.!J.2.!.2 

proceed i ng s. 

In addition, the superior court has the authority to review decisions 

of certain administrative bodies (Ga. Code Ann. §3A-120 and §1l4-710). 

These proceedings are in the nature of an appeal although they are not 

designated as such. 
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STATE COURT 

Original Concurrent Jurisdiction: In 1970, Ga. Code Ann. Chap. 24-21a 

was enacted for the purpose of unify; ng a group of courts of simil ar juri s­

diction. Originally. many of these courts were created as city courts by 

local legislation to relieve the caseload pressures of a particular superior 

court. They were not established statewide. Ga. Code Ann. Chap. 24-21a 

states that these courts are of county-wide jurisdiction and share con­

current subject matter jurisdiction with the superior court in most civil 

and mi sdaneanor cases. There is no uni fonn ity of juri sd i ct i on of these 

courts in ex delicto (tort) actions. The local act creating each court and 

any amendments thereto control the extent of ~ del i cto juri sdi cti on. These 

courts have no original exclusive jurisdiction and generally no appellate 

juri sdiction. 

Right of Review of Decisions of State Courts: Petitioners in the state 

courts have the right of direct review by the court of appeals and supreme 

court (~. Code Ann. §24-2107a). The 1970 legislation designated the state 

courts as "other like courts," which refers to that tenn in the Judicial 

Article of the Constitution (~. Code Ann. §2-3108). The state courts are 

courts below the level of and having specified concurrent jurisdiction with 

the superior courts. 

County Courts: Although the three county courts in Georgia (Baldwin, 

Echols, and Putnam counties) do not, strictly speaking, fall within the 

class of state courts, these were created for purposes similar to those of 

state courts. For this reason, the county courts have jurisdiction canpar­

able to that of the state courts. They are counted as state courts in this 

study. In contrast to the state courts, an appeal must be taken to the 

superi 01' court from these county courts. 
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JUVENILE COURT 

The j uvenil e court is a stat utory court (Ga. Code Ann. §24-2401) and 

purely a trial court. Technically, there is one court per county. In 

act ual ity, the maj ority of these courts are not trul y separate j udici al 

bodies. Only in counties having a population of fifty thousand (50,000) 

persons or more and in a few other counties upon special recommendation of 

two successive grand juries are these courts created as separate bodies. 

In 1980 there were fifty-eight counties which had separate juvenile 

courts; in the remaining counties a superior court judge heard the juvenile 

cases. 

Whatever the structure of the court, the jurisdiction of each court is 

identical. 

Exclusive Jurisdiction: All proceedings involving any individual under 

the age of seventeen years and all eged to be del i nquent (except when the 

delinquent act is considered a capital crime when committed by an adult), 

unrul y or in need of treatment for mental ill ness, or under sixteen years of 

age and alleged to have committed a traffic offense are heard by the 

juvenile court. The court has the authority to hear actions for tennination 

of parental rights and other special proceedings. The juvenile court also 

has exclusive jurisdiction in proceedings alleging any individual under the 

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

Concurrent Original Jurisdiction: The juvenile court has concurrent 

jurisdiction with the superior court to hear alleged delinquent cases which 

constitute capital offenses when committed by an adult. The juvenile court 

may transfer a case involving conduct designated a crime to the superior 

court if the juvenile is fifteen (15) years old at the time of the alleged 

crime or if the child is thirteen (13) years or older and is charged \'Iith a 

capital felony. 
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In custody cases, concurrent jurisdiction is said to exist since a 

juvenile court can detennine the custody and support issues of a case when 

it is transferred to the juvenile court by an order of the superior court. 

Right of Review of Decisions of Juvenile Courts: By virtue of specific 

constitutional provisions, the decisions of the juvenile courts are reviewed 

directly by the court of appeals or supreme court. The case of Whitman v. 

State, 96 Ga.~. 731 (1957), resolved a conflict concerning appellate 

review fran the j uvenile COUl~tS. The case struck down the val idity of Ga. 

l· 1956, p. 69, as in conflict with a 1956 constitutional amendment (~.l., 

1956, p. 652). The decision assured that juvenile court decisions would 

follow the same route of appellate review whether the juvenile court is a 

separate court or a superior court judge acts as a juvenile judge. 

PROBATE COURT 

The probate court is a limited jurisdiction trial court established by 

the Constitution in each county (.§2. Code Ann. §2-3501). 

Exclusive Original Jurisdiction: The probate court has exclusive 

original jurisdiction in probate and estate matters. 

Concurrent Original Jurisdiction: The probate court is empowered to 

hear cases arising from violations of law relating to traffic upon public 

roads (including litter Violations) and violations of game and fish laws. 

The traffic subject matter juri~diction is concurrent with that of the 
.. 

superior court but there is no traffic jurisdiction exercised in the probate 

court if a state court is located in that county. Traffic jurisdiction is 

then exerci sed by the state court ~. Code Ann. §92A-501, §92A-502 and 

§92A-511) • 

For the purposes of this study only the criminal jurisdiction of the 

probate court which is concurrent with the superior courts (misdemeanor and 

traffic jurisdiction) is presented. 
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APPENDIX THREE 

EXPENDITURES FOR AN ADDITIONAL SUPERIOR COURT JUDGESHIP 

The Judicial Council also directed the Administrative Office of the 

Courts to collect expenditure infonnation concerning the costs associated 

with the addition of a superior court judgeship. For purposes of clarity, 

the types of costs associated with the addition of superior court judge­

ships can be categorized using the simple typology which follows: 

-- State fixed costs 

-- State variable closts 

-- County fixed costs 

-- County variable costs 

In this instance, fixed costs are defined as those costs which will be 

incurred by the addition of a superior court judgeship and do not fluctuate 

with the volume of activity. Variable costs, as herein defined, are those 

costs incurred by the addition of a superior court judgeship which fl uctuate 

according to change in the volume of activity or local preference. 

The primary concern of this section is the identification of state 

fixed and variable costs. As a secondary goal, types of county specific 

court cost infonnation are listed. The costs are as follows: 

STATE FIXED COSTS 

Salary Superior Court Judge 
Secretary, Superior Court Judge 

*Assistant District Attorney 

Fringe Benefits Superior Court Judge @ 30.38% 
**Secretary, Superior Court Judge 

@ 23.63% 
Assistant District Attorney 

@ 23.63% 

$41,328.21 
9,900.00 

15,000.00 

12,555.51 

2,339.57 

3,662.65 

***Contingent Fee 
****Library 

Court Reporters 

TOTAL RANGE 

$600.00 2,400.00 
3,570.00 

$89,455.74 - 91,255.74 

109 



---~---------------------------------

* This is a maximun statutory salary figure, but represents the 

actual figure in virtually all cases. 

** This is an approximate figure and may vary. 

*** Varies according to the nllTlber of counties in the circuit served. 

**** This represents a one-time fixed cost. 

STATE VARIABLE COSTS 

Range Average 
JL1dge i s Travel Expenses 0.00 - 4,642.00 1,009.63 

876.00 1 
1,885.63 

Asslt District Attorney1s Travel Expenses 0.00-=-2,672.00 
$0.00 - 7,314.06 

TOTAL RANGE OF STATE COSTS: $89,455.74 - 96,769.80 

As previously noted, county costs may vary greatly and are difficult to 

compute. Some of the costs attributable to the addition of a superior 

court j udgeshi p i ncl ude: 

COUNTY FIXED COSTS 

Sal a ri es: 

County Salary Supplanent - Superior Court Judge 
County Salary Supplanent - Secretary, Superior Court Judge 
County Sa 1 ary Suppl anent - Ass; stant Di stri ct Attorney 
County Salary Supplanent - Court Reporter 
County Salary and Fringe Benefits - Investigator 
County Salary and Fringe Benefits (or Federal Match) - Law Clerk 
County Salary and Fringe Benefits - Secretary, Assistant 

District Attorney 
County Salary and Fringe Benefits - Baliffs 

Egui pment: 

Office Equipnent and Furniture - Superior Court Judge 
Office Equipment and Furniture - Secretary, Superior Court Judge 
Office Equipnent and Furniture - Court Reporter 
Office Equipment and Furniture - Assistant District Attorney 
Offi ce Eq ui pnent and Furnit ure - Law Cl erk 
Office Equipnent and Furniture - Investigator 
Office Equipnent and Furniture - Jury Holding Room 
Office Equi pnent and Furniture - Courtroom 
Office Equipnent and Furniture - Witness Holding Room 

iF' 19ure represent 1979 travel, not 1980. 
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Travel: 

Operati ng 
Expenses: 

COUNTY VARIABLE COSTS 

Superior Court Judges - Expenses to Seminars, etc. 
Cour.t Reporter Travel Expenses 
Law Cl erk Travel Ex penses 
Investigator1s Travel Expenses 

Telephone and Tel egraph 
El ectricity 
Cost of Additional Office and Courtroom Space 
Reproduction Costs 
Office Supplies 
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APPENDIX FOUR 

METHODOLOGY 

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

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

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

Administrative Assistants in the nine districts which had filled such a position 

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

of the Courts and interns in the r8T1aining district. All data collection 

confonned to a single methodology which was sanctioned by the Judicial Council 

of Georgi a as recanmended by the Case Defi nit i on Canmittee. 

The methods of data collection used were deSigned for broad ap~ication 

to accanmodate the nunerous docketi ng systems and court practices throughout 

the state. The main objectives of the methodology were to assure that the 

caseload data was coll ected uni fonnl y throughout the state and the data woul d 

accurately reflect the judicial workload in all courts under study. Since 

variation in docketing systems and court practices has been the most serious 

obstacle to these objectives. great care has been taken to define terms for 

universal application. 

DATA COLLECTION 

The research staff of the Administrative Office of the Courts presented 

the methodology and collection techniques to those persons responsible for the 

collection of the data at a seminar held in Atlanta on June 26-27.1980. Data 

collection began on July 1.1980. and officially ended on September 30.1980. 

Each District Administt'ative ASSistant was responsible for the data collection 

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

tive Office of the Courts where members of the research staff verified the 

counting fonns prior to creating computer files of all the data. 
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COURTS 

The data collection efforts were directed toward the four principal trial 

courts of record in Georgia: Superior, State,m, Juvenile, and Probate. 

The following qualifications must be made concerning the caseload statis­

tics in the specified courts. 

A. Caseload data was not reported by either the District Administrative 

Assistant or the local Superior Court Administrator for the Cobb Judi­

cial Circuit. Therefore, in the following charts and analysis no data 

is presented for this circuit and all statewide figures were calculated 

from the remaining forty-one circuits. 

B. Dublin Judicial Circuit was recommended for an additional judgeship in 

1980. A bill was enacted to make that judgeship effective January 1, 

1981, the date of the abolishment of the Laurens County State Court .• 

this study does not take into account the second judgeship since it is 

not effective until January 1, 1981. 

C. The procedures used to collect the jury trial data presented for the 

Atlanta Judicial Circuit have not been verified by the District Admini­

strative Judge or his assistant as being in accordance with the uniform 

procedures for caseload collection. Therefore, the Atlanta figures may 

not be comparable to data from the remaining circuits. 

D. In District II, Southern Judicial Circuit case dispOSition data and 

Alapaha Judicial Circuit juvenile caseload data is incomplete due to 

recordkeepi ng probl ens. 

mCounty courts have been treated as state courts in thi s study. 
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UN IT OF ANAL YS IS 

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

circuit. Although caseload data vias 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 1980 fiscal year (July 1, 

1979 through June 30, 1980). The objective of the data collection effort 

was to measure the level of judicial activity in each court during the 

co~nting period. Therefore, all cases filed between July 1, 1979 and June 

30, 1980, inclusive, were considered within the counting period. All cases 

disposed between July 1, 1979 and June 30, 1980, or remaining open as of 

June 30,1980, were also considered within the counting period. In order to 

locate all dispOSitions during fiscal year 1980 and open cases as of June 

30 1980 the case counters were instructed to search all docket books as ' , 

far back as five years prior to the beginning of the counting period for 

superior aoo state court cases. 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 FY1980 filings as of June 30, 1980. 

VARIABLES 

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

for the superior courts along with their definitions. It should be noted 

that the case type definitions are the same for all courts with jurisdiction 

in' a given case. 

FILING CATEGORIES 

Filing Types: There are three general filing categories: 

civ i1, and j uvenil e. 

115 

criminal, 

Ii 

Ii 
Ij 

11 
q 

-' , 



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 imprisonnent for more than twelve months. 1I (Ga. 

Code Ann. §26-401(e)) 

Mi sdemeanor: In general, II any crime other than a felony.1I (Ga. 

Code Ann. §26-40l( g) For the purpose of thi s report, "mi sdeneanor" 

refers to any non-traffic misdeneanor. 

Traffic: Violations of motor vehicle laws except violation of 

motor vehicle laws that are serious charges and which may be 

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

The civil cases types are listed and defined as: 

Domestic Relations: All original litigation pertaining to marital 

relations and/or child custody. This includes divorce, ann~ment, 

alimony, child support (including U.R.E.S.A. actions) and custody. 

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

tracts, complaints in equity and land condennation. 

Independent Motions: This case type is the most difficult to 

define. Generally, independent motions are those actions that occur 

after a final judgment or verdict has been issued. Certain original 

actions that are thought to consume less judge-time than the domestic 

relations or general civil case types and are considered to be routine 

proceedi ngs are al so pl aced in thi s category. Exampl es of the fonner 

definition are post-judgment contenpts and modifications. Examples of 

the latter are dispossessory warrants and foreclosures. No motion in 

a case filed prior to final disposition (motion to the proceedings) was 

counted as an independent motion or included in any other case type. 
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There are five juvenile case types which are listed below and defined in 

the foll owi ng paragraph: 

Del i nquent 
Unrul y 
Traffi c 
Deprived 
Special Proceedings 

The del i nquent, unrul y and deprived case types are defi ned in Ga. Code 

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

a child under the age of sixteen. Special proceedings are all juvenile 

cases that do not fall into any of the other case types. 

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

before a judge. A complaint is handled without adjudication, but petitions 

require a court hearing. Petitions have been counted for the purpose of 

thi s st udy. Compl ai nts have al so been counted if these were recorded on the 

court's dockets. 

Additional Categories: Several categories have been created from the 

raw data used in the compilation of this report. They, too, require defi­

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

prior qualification. 

Caseload: This tenn has a very broad and, therefore, ambiguous usage. 

It can refer to all cases filed, disposed and open during a given counting 

period, or it can refer to anyone case type or filing type separately. 

When used alone, the reader can generally expect the term to have a broad 

interpretation. Often it is used with a modifier, as in IIfelony caseload,1I 

which clarifies its meaning in a more specific context. 

Filings: These can best be defined by distinguishing them from dis-

posed and open cases. Filings, for any given period, refer to the number of 

[; actions (whether criminal, civil, or juvenile) initiated, as opposed to the 

ri number disposed or renaining open. 
1 
i 
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Exclusive Jurisdiction Category: This refers to the felony and 

domestic relations case types which are heard exclusively in the superior 

courts. Felony and domestic relations are the only case categories used in 

this study which must be heard in a superior court. Many actions included 

in the general civil case type al so fall under the excl usive juri sdiction of 

the superior court. However, all the actions within this case type are not 

within the exclusive jurisdiction of the superior court and, therefore, 

cannot be included in the "exclusive jurisdiction categoryl as defined for 

thi s report. 

Concurrent Jurisdiction Category: In general,. concurrent jurisdiction 

is lithe jurisdiction of several different tribunals, each authorized to deal 

with the same subj ect matter at the choi ce of the suitor. II (B 1 ack l sLaw 

D;ctiona~, Revised Fourth Edition, p. 363, 1968). For the purpose of this 

study, the category includes the misdemeanor, traffic, general civil, 

independent motions and juvenile case types. Jurisdiction over these 

actions are shared by limited jurisdiction courts with two exceptions. The 

general civil case type includes some actions within the exclusive 

jurisdiction of the superior courts, as explained above, and juvenile 

jurisdiction is not usually shared by the juvenile ard superior court as is 

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

court is created, it has exclusive jurisd"iction in most juvenile cases. 

Juvenile cases are included in the concurrent juridsdiction category 

because, in the absence of a juvenile court judge, these cases would be 

heard by the superior court judges. The distinguishing characteristic of 

this category is that all the actions within these cases types are not 

exclusively within the jurisdiction of the superior court. 
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OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS 

Fil i ngs 

Crimi nal: There were three data el ements coll ected for every superi or 

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

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

counts. Docket entries are defined so as to correspond with indictments or 

accusations. Defendants are defined as the number of defendants listed on 

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

number of charges against each defendant listed on the charging document. 

An indictment filed against one defendant charged with one count wou"ld be 

counted as one docket entry, one defendant and one count. An indictment 

filed against two defendants with two charges against each of them would be 

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

From calendar year 1971 to fiscal year 1976, the Administrative Office 

of the Courts collected data only in terms of the number of defendants, but 

since fiscal year 1977, it has collected this data in terms of docket 

entries, defendants, and counts. All comparisons of criminal data in this 

study will be in terms of docket entries unless otherwise specified. 

Civil: A civil case is defined in general terms as a docket entry. 

The nunber of parties, counter-claims or cross-claims and issues entered on 

a docket nlJ11ber were not counted separately, but at times more than one case 

may be counted for a docket nunber. For example, many cases which fall into 

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

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

counters were instructed to read through the motions on each docket entry to 

ensure that no independent motions were missed. Conversely, not all actions 

recorded as docket entries were always counted as cases. For example, bond 

forfeitures often appear in the motion book but are considered motions to 

proceedings and, therefore, are 'not counted. 
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Juvenile: There is only one elenent which was collected for a juvenile 

case, the nunber of children introduced into the systan at a give:1 time. 

DI$POSITIONS 

Separate operational definitions are again required for criminal, civil 

and juvenile disposition types. The one standard applicable to all dispo­

sitions is that each required a formal order fran 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 judg-

ments 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 elenent of a 

criminal case: docket entries, defendants and counts. Docket entries were 

considered disposed only when all counts against all defendants listed on 

the docket entry were canpletely disposed. Similarly, a defendant was not 

considered disposed until all counts against the defendant were completely 

di sposed. Si nce counts were coll ected i ndividuall y and have no further 

subdivision, each disposed count was simply recorded appropriately. 

Methods of Disposition: Although aggregate disposition data was 

collected on each elenent of a criminal case, criminal dispositions by 

method were collected only by counts. The most detailed criminal disposi­

tions that appear in this report are listed and defined as follows: 

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

by the court as a form of di sposition for the charges and thereby 

telminates the case. This occurs most frequently for traffic cases and 

often for some mi nor mi sdeneanors. It is important to note that onl y 
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cash bonds which terminate proceedings have been counted in this cate­

gory. Cash bonds should be distinguished fran "recogni zance bond 

forfeitures" where the court issues a bench warrant on the defendant. 

Dead Docket: Counts that were pl aced on the dead docket, either 

as indicated on the docket or by an order filed with the original case, 

were those in which all prosecutoral and judicial involvanent in the 

case was discontinued. It should be understood that, although dead 

dockets were counted as dispositions, counts placed on the dead dockets 

may be reopened at a 1 ater time. 

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

entry upon the record, ••• by the prosecuting officer in a criminal 

action by which he declares that he will no further prosecute the 

case." (Black's Law Dictionary, Revised Fourth Edition, p. 1198, 1968). 

It is important to note that a nolle prosequi must be initiated by the 

prosecutor and accepted by the court. 

Dismissal: A dismi'ssal is "{a}n order or judgment finally 

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

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

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

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

prosecuti ng attorney. 

Non-trial Judgment: A non-trial judgment refers to the dispo­

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

. exclusive of the above-mentioned categories. The vast majority of 

non-tri al judgments are nolo contendere or guilty pleas. Al so incl uded 

are cases where the defendant was extradited, deceased or declared 

insane and unable to stand tri al • 

• 
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Non-jury Trial: When a court 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. 

JuryTrial: Cases that were heard by a jury and terminated by a 

jury verdict were considered jury tri al s. 

o pen Cases: All cases that had not been canpl etel y di sposed of 

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

entries, defendants and counts. 

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

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

parties and all claims before it was considered disposed. If any part 

of the case was unresolved, the case was counted as open. 

Methods of Disposition: When several actions appeared to be equally 

responsible for the final disposition, only the most time-conslJTIing dispo­

sition was counted. The following is a list of all civil disposition cate-

gories and their operational definitions: 

Settled: Cases in which the issues were resolved out of court by 

the parties thanselves without judicial determination of the issues 

were considered settled. 

Dismissed: Any case that was sent out of court by judicial order 

without formal adjudication was counted'as a disiilissal. 

Administrative Termination: Cases dismissed by the clerk of the 

court because no written order has been taken for a period of five 

years were counted as administratively terminated cases. (Ga. Code 

Ann. §81A-141(e)). 
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Before Trial: Cases that were disposed on the basis of the record 

prior to the case going to trial on the issues were considered before 

trial dispositions. Included in this category are consent judgments, 

slJTImary judgments, default judgments, confessions of judgment, and 

judgments on the pleadings. 

Non-jury Trial: Cases that were disposed by full trial s on the 

iss ues before a judge without a jury were considered non-j ury tri al 

dispositions. Terminology often used to describe actions that were 

i ncl uded in thi s category are judgment and decrees, j udgments fOl~ the 

pl ai ntiff or defendant, and fi nal judgment. 

Jury Trial: Cases disposed by a jury verdict were considered as 

jury trial dispositions. 

Open Cases: Ope~ cases were those cases which were not completely 

closed as to all parties and cl aims. 

There is some overlap among several of the civil dispositions cate­

gories which requires qualification. It is often difficult to distingUish 

between the settled category and the dismissed category. For example, many 

cases that are settl ed out of court by the parties are accanpani ed by a 

"dismissed with/without prejudice" order fran the court. Also, in many 

counties, distinctions between these two types of dispOSition are not made 

in the docket books; a cl erk may enter "di smi ssed ll whether the case was 

settled or dismissed. There is also sane overlap between the IIbefore trial" 

and II non-jury' categories. As a general rule, the case counters were 

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

was clearly designated as such on the court records. Settled and dismissed 

are presented together in Exhibits VI-VIII, but before-trial and non-jury 

trial dispositions are presented as separate disposition methods. 
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Juvenile: Juvenile dispositions appearing in this study are aggregate 

numbers of children for which all charges stated in the petition or 

complaint have been processed by the juvenile court. Although there are 

specific method categories for juvenile dispositions, they do not appear in 

this report. For the purpose of this study, only the number of children 

disposed are reported. 

ADDITIONAL CRITERIA VARIABLES 

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

employed in this study. Caseload is considered the primary indicator of the 

courts' workloads. This study also includes what are considered secondary 

indices: circuit population, circuit POf-lulation per judge, assistance from 

seni or judges and resident act ive attorneys. A secondary index is defi ned 

as a variable which is generally associated with the caseload level. For 

excmr.:',le, circuit population 'is not a direct indicator of superior court 
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STATISTICAL TOOLS OF ANALYSIS AND WEIGHTED CASELOAD 

The analyses of caseload and population exhibits in this study 

involve the use of four statistical tools: range, rank, mean, and standard 

deviation. 

Range: The range is defined as the difference between the highest observed 

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

est circuit had 500 filings per judge and the lowest had 100 filings 

per judge, the range would be 500-100 or 400. 

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

highest observed val ue is ranked number one and the ci rcuit with the 

lCMest is number forty-two. Ties are indicated by fractional ranks, 

for example, 21.5 means two circuits have the same val ue and are both 

ranked twenty-fi rst. 

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

n\Jl1ber of observations. In this study per judge circuit means are 

often used. The statewide per judge circuit mean is obtained by 

dividi rg each circuit's caseload by the number of judges in the 

circuit and then averaging these figures. The statewide circuit 

mean differs fran the statewide average per judge. The latter is 

obtained by dividing the state's caseload by the number of judges in 
." in the state. 

Standard Deviation - The standard deviation is a measure of dispersion 

around the average. If all circuits had the same number of fil i ngs per 

judge, the standard deviation woul d be equal to zero. The g."eater 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 
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judge fi 1 ed indifferent ci rcuits. Four ci rcuits have over one thou­

sand 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 539. In felony filings per judge, however, 

there is much less difference among the circuits and the standard 

deviation is much smaller - about 103. Mathematically, a standard 

deviation is defined as the square root of the arithmetic mean of the 

squared deviations fran 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 was under "5", the previous digit was rounded off to the 

lower nunber, as appropriate, if the digit to be rounded was "5", or 

above, then the nunbers were rounded up. For exampl e, when onl y whol e 

nunbers 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. 

Another statistical tool currently used by the Judicial Council to 

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

a weighted caseload systen is to provide a basi s fran whi ch to canpare 

judicial time necessary to process circuit caseloads differing not 

only in volunes of caseload but differing in caseload canposition. 

In previous years, the \.Judicial Council has employed a Ratio 

Weighted Caseload System. Based on the average responses to interviews 

of a 9l1all sample of superior court judges, a weight factor was deter., 

mi ned for each case type. These weights were expressed in tenns of 

felony equivalents since felony cases are generally considered the most 

time consuning case category. For eXi!IT!ple, in this systen.each felony 
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case equals one and each misdemeanor is seven. This means that seven 

misdemeanors are equivalent to one felony case. The equivalence fac­

tors for the remaining case types are shown below. 

1 Felony = 
7 Mi sdemeanors = 

41 Traffi c Cases = 
1.50 General Ci v il Cases = 1 WEIGHTED CASE 
2.25 Domestic Relations Cases = (FelonY-Equivalent) 
4.20 Independent Moti ons = 
2 Juvenile Cases = 

The fi scal year 1980 caseload per judge of each of the forty-two 

judicial circuits weighted according to this Ratio System ranged from 

531 to 1162 felony units. The statewide circuit mean ratio weighted 

caseload was 861. 

In fiscal year 1980, in addition to the Ratio Weighted System, the 

Judicial Council conducted a Delphi Weighted Caseload Survey. A ques­

tionnaire was directed to each of the superior court judges requesting 

their response concerning the average time necessary to process 

different case types in their courts. This system is similar to the 

Ratio Systen in that both surveys are subjective studies utilizing the 

opinions of case processing experts-judges. The Delphi System does 

differ fran the Ratio Systen in three important particulars: 

1) All Superior Court judges were given an opportunity to 

participate in developnent of the weights; 

2) Circuit variations in the frequency of different methods of 

case disposition as well as filing patterns were taken into considera­

tion in calculation of the weights; and 
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3) . The weights are the median responses of the judges expressed 

in tenns of time (i .e., hours) not felony equival ents. 

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

These time estimates include: all judicial time expended in case pre­

paration, in research and in discussions or hearings with the parties. 
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DELPHI WEIGHTED CASELOAD SYSTEM 

Case Types/Disposition Methods 
Median Time Estimates 

1. felony cases, jury trial 

2. felony cases, non-j ury tri al 

3. felony cases, non-trial 

4. mi sdeneanor cases, jury tri al 

5. mi sdeneanor cases, non-j ury tri al 

6. misdeneanor cases, non-trial 

7. traffic cases, jury tri al 

8. traffic cases, non-jury trial 

9. traffic cases, non-tri al 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

genera 1 civil cases, jury tri al 

general civ il cases, non-j ury tri al 

general civ il cases, non-tri al 

danest ic relations cases, jury trial 

danestic relations cases, non-j ury tri al 

danest ic rel at ions cases, non-tri al 

16. independent motions, jury trial 

17. independent motions, non-jury trial 

18. independent motions, non-trial 

19. juvenile cases, petition, tri al 

20. juvenile cases, non-trial 

21. j uvenil e cases, i nfonnal adj ustment 
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0.50 
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0.50 
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To determine if a circuit is in need of additional judicial assistance, 

under the Delphi Weighted Caseload System, projected FY1981 caseload filings 

are grouped according to the percentages of FY1980 cases disposed by 

different disposition methods. These filings are then multiplied by thr:: 

appropriate median time estimate. The sum of these values for all case 

type/disposition methods is equivalent to the total hours needed to process 

the circuit caseload. The total hours are then divided by a judge year 

val ue. The number of hours ina judge year was based on a 220 day year and 

ranged from 1,430 to 1,650 hours. This range was set to vary in small 

amounts by groupi ng ci rcuits into four categori es accordi ngl y to the number 

of counties and superior court judges in the circuit. The final judge year 

figure is divided by 1.5 judge years which is the threshold point set by the 

Judicial Council for considering a circuit for an additional judgeship. 

FORMULA 

DELPHI WEIGHTED CASELOAD FORMULA 

CIRCUIT EXAMPLE 

Step One: # disposed cases by methods: FY1980 = 
FY1980 filings by case type X total # of dispositions 
FY1980 projected number of filings disposed by method in FY1981. 

Step Two: 
[Projected number of filings disposed by method] X [median number of 
judge hours spent per case type/disposition method (Delphi time esti­
mates)] = number of hours required for each case type/disposition 
method. 

Step Three: 

The sum of the total hours for each ca.se type/disposition method = 
Total judge hours requi red to process proj ected FY1981 case fil i ngs. 

Step Four: 

Total judge hours required to process projected FY1981 case filings ~ 
judge year val uen = number of judge years necessary for processi ng 
the caseload. 

nJudge year val ue = days worked per year X hours worked per day. 
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Step Five: 

Number of judge yea 
rs necessary for processing the caseload i threshold 

factor for consideration for judgeship 
recanmendation = the Delphi 

Weighted Circuit caseload. 
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EXAMPLE JUDICIAL CIRCUIT: FY1980 

Case Type 

FELONY 

MISDEMEANOR 

TRAFFIC 

GENERAL CI Vll 

DOMESTIC 
RELATIONS 

INDEPENDENT 
MOTIONS 

JUVENilE 

, Superior Court 
FY1980 Filings 

450 x 

600 x 

100 x 

575 x 

650 x 

400 x 

o x 

% Oi sposed 
by Jury Trial 

2.5% 

1.5% 

o.u: 

3.5% 

2.0% 

0.3% 

o 

Proj ected , of 
filings Disposed 

b Jur Trial 

11 

9 

o 

20 

13 

1 

o 

220 (days per year) x 7.5 (hrs. per day) .. 1,650 hours 
1,650 is the X Ci rcui t Judge Year Value 

12 

5 

2 

12 

10 

4 

2 

Hours for 
Jury-Trial 

Dis ositions 

132 

(590 x 0.5) 
45 295 

(1 x 2) 
2 

(110 x .25) 
0 27.5 

(0 x 2) 
0 

(515 x l) 
240 515 

(40 x 6) '" 240 

(615 x .5) " 130 307.5 
(30 x 3.65)" 

(245 x 0.83)", 
4 203 

(0 x .5) = 
0 0 

122.5 

(165 x 2) 
330 

(0 x 2) 
o 

Total Judge Hours required to process all cases filed 
(sun of all case type totals) 

" 

2,805.5 (Jud!le !Irs. required) .. 1,650 (Jud!le year value) '" 1.7 
1.5 Judge Years per Judge is the threshold for consideration for an additional judgeship recollvllendation 

1. 7 t 1.5 '" 1.13 Del phi Weighted Caseload 

, 

" 

Total II 
of /lours 

352 

342 

29.5 

995 

550 

537 

o 

2,805.5 

\ 
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It the Delphi Weighted Caseload Systan shows a val ue of greater than 

one for a one judge circuit, additional judicial resources may be needed. 

If the Delphi value is one or less, present judicial manpower is sufficient 

in the circuit. If a two-j udge circuit has a val ue of greater than two, 

j ud ;c; al ass; stance may be needed. It must be noted that these Wei ghted 

Caseload Systens are useful tool s ; n anal ys; s of casel oad, but are onl y ; n 

the experimental stage. 
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APPENDIX FIVE 

ADDITIONAL CASELOAD STATISTICS 
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EXHIBIT AI TOTAL FYl980 SlIPERIOR COURT CASELOAD BY FILING TYPE 

CRHlINAL CIVIL JUVENILE 
TOTAL FILINGS FILINGS FILINGS 

FILINGS TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDENT TOTAL TOTAL 
CIRCUIT FELONY MISDEMEANOR TRAFFJC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE* 

ALAPAHA 5,340 640 1,245 2,365 4,250 479' 452 159 1,090 0 

ALCOVY 2,773 450 '515 113 1,078 653 738 304 1,695 -
ATLANTA 19,066 5,544 0 0 '5,544 5,579 6,387 1,556 13,522 -
ATLANTIC 6,580 463 153 3,477 4,093 862 1,096 277 2,235 252 
AUGUSTA 7,481 678 316 10 1,004 1,007 3,099 836 4,942 1,535 
BLUE RIDGE 4,110 646 '864 547 2,057 514 1,276 263 2,05~ 0 
BRUNSWICK 4,168 646 170 241 1,057 998 1,807 306 3,111 0 -CHATTAHOOCHEE 7,722 2, 1:~9 G91 315 3,141 827 3,216 370 4,413 168 
CHEROKEE 10,493 897 1,417 5,617 7,931 1,010 875 677 2.562 0 
CLAYTON 4,318 698 4 0 702 837 2430 349 3,616 -_ ... 

COBB 4,475 -
CONASAUGA 4,167 488 477 182 1,147 952 1,471 464 2,887 133 
CORDELE 2,555 313 796 67 1,176 594 513 ·206 1,313 66 
COWETA 4,445 660 202 148 1,010 - ·939 1,710 758 3,407 28 
DOUGHERTY 2,910 727 0 0 727 447 1,454 ·282 2,183 -
OLinLIN 1,849 258 16 9 283 708 418 395 1,521 45 . 

! 

EASTERN 5,961 1,970 191 0 2,161 633 2,772 .395 3,800 -
FLINT 2,732 344 334 19 697 835 640 437 1,912 123 
GRI FFIN 3,972 568 439 421 ,1,42B 646 1,331 567 2,544 -
GHINNETT 3,597 535 1 0 536 484 2,011 ,556 3,061 -
HOUSTON 1,790 346 24 3 373 298 1,026 93 1,417 -

* WHERE THE SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE liAS NO ASSISTANCE FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE. 
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EXHIBIT AI TOTAL FY1980 SUPERIOR COURT CASELOAD BY FILING TYPE 
-

CRIMINAL CIVIL JUVENILE 
TOTAL FILINGS FILINGS FILINGS 

FILINGS' TOTAL GENERAL DOMESTIC INDEPENDENT TOTAL TOTAL 
CIRCUIT FELONY MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC CRIMINAL CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL JUVENILE* 

LOOKOUT MTN. 5,336 759 1,062 176 1,997 1,121 1,580 581 3,282 57 

MACON 5,336 952 2'67 23 "1,242 849 2,766 403 4,018 .76 
MIDDLE 2~492 386 13 0 399 '605 555 643 1,803 :290 
MOUNTAIN 2,031 206 160 88 454 489 710 297 1,496 81 

NORTHEASTERN .3,897 584 395 647 1,626 ,767 1,007 456 2,230 41 
NORTHERN .2,792 ' 292 451 105 848 583 '825 357 1,765 179 
OCMULGEE 5,147 892 901 129 1,922 .1,347 958 710 3,015 210 
OCONEE 3,201 ' 404 606 282 1,292 ;909 .440 381 1,730 179 
OGEECHEE 2,332 540 50 55 645 1567 708 243 1,518 169 
PATAULA 2,067 476 371 44 891 :460 512 171 1,143 33 

PIEDMONT 2,233 228 257 353 838 578 507 310 1,395 -
ROME 5,138 374 1,794 116 2,284 1,12B ,903 823 2,854 -
SOUTH GEORGIA 2,753 948 123 29 1,100 ,527 719 203 1,449 204 
SOUTHERN 4,159 996 20B 4 1,208 ;955 1,579 394 2,928 23 

" 
SOUTHWESTERN 1,850 261 65 14 340 618 523 211 1,352 158 
STONE I~TN. 11 ,320 2,276 34 10 2,320 2,594 ,5,566 840 9,000 . -
TALLAPOOSA 6,195 ,658 '777 438 1,873 1,925 1,367 936 4,228 94 
TIFTON 2,821 369 295 23 687 ,514 945 358 .1,817 317 
TOOMBS 3,291 279 739 1,118 2,136 351 440 208, 999 156 
~JAYCROSS '3,245 - '455 255 262 972 ,70B 1,151 279 2,138 135 
~~ESTERN 2,642 652 76 56 784 :571' 925 336 1,832 26 \ 

\ 
TOTAL 186,304 31,980 16,769 17,507 66,256 37,474 59,409 18,409 115,292 4,797 

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

'. 
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10 
11 

12 
13 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

EXHIBIT All: SUPERIOR COURT OPEN CASES: FY1980 

CIVIL CRIMINAL. 
TOTAL OPEN OPEN 
OPEN GENERAL DOMESTIC , INDEP., TOTAL MISDE-

CIRCUIT CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL FELONY MEANOR TRAFFIC 

ALAPAHJ\ 2,425 362 233 108 703 569 774 379 

ALCOVY 2,546 893 492 320 1705 433 378 30 
ATLANTA 9,240 4166 2704 742 7612 1604 24 0 
ATLANTIC 1,384 491 367 193 1051 212 50 3 
AUGUSTA 6,719 2036 3296 961 6293 305 78 7 
BLUE RIDGE 2,823 497 628 237 1362 548 549 364 , 
BRUNSWICK 3,509 1 ,155 1,166 447 2,768 642 91 8 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 6,335 1378 2428 807 4613 1089 292 257 
CHEROKEE 4.475 1418 853 880 3151 421 535 368 
CLAYTON 2,888 928 1269 283 2480 402 3 3 
COBB 
CONASAUGA 2,475 757 572 423 1752 251 348 92 
COrWELE 994 3-68 215 216 799 66 106 22 
COWETA 5,879 1772 2323 1673 5768 58 27 8 
DOUGHERTY 2,014 427 710 532 1669 345 0 0 
DUBLIN 2,382 1021 329 673 2023 335 19 5 
EASTERN 6,620 1439 2542 1174 5155 1289 171 5 
FLINT 2,517 1015 491 660 2166 108 179 6 
GRIFFIN 3,191 985, '9G5 713 2603 345 122 119 
GWINNETT 1,621 547 638 189 1374 246 1 0 
HOUSTON 1,783 297 1208 111 1616 166 1 0 

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

TOTAL 
CRIMINAL 

1722 

841 
1628 

265 
390 

1461 
741 

1638 
1324 

408 

691 
194 

93 
345 
359 

1465 
293 
586 
247 
167 

JUVENILE 
OPEN 
TOTAL 

JUVENILE* 

0 

0 

-
68 

36 
-
-

84 

-
-

32 
1 

18 
-
0 

-
58 
2 

-
-

, , 
i 
J 
j 

'I 

, 
I 

1 

\ 
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22 

23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 

EXHIBIT All: SUPERIOR COURT OPEN CASES: FY1980 

CIVIL CRIMINAL 
TOTAL OPEN OPEN 
OPEN GENERAL DOI~ESTIC INDEPEND. roTAL MISDE-

CWCUIT CIVIL RELATIONS MOTIONS CIVIL' FELONY MEANOR TRAFFIC 

I LOOKOUT MTN, 3,735 839 80!) 517 2161 526 775· 220 

MACON 4,475 1005 2404 647 4056 270 121 18 
MIDDLE 2,449 785 477 839 2101 302 17 0 
I'1OUIHAIN 1,074 314 289 219 822 121 67 35 
NORTHEASTERN 1,635 546 306 222 1074 203 134 211 

NORTHERN 1,752 538 482 256 1276 212 140 70 
OCMULGEE 3,633 1083 582 823 2488 517 538 90 
OCONEE 1,442 583 165 336 1084 122 156 71 

OGEECHEE 1,611 592 494 287 1373 176 18 7 . 
PATAULA 1,292 219 233 206 658 299 307 25 
PIEDMONT 1,652 554 378 436 1368 141 62 81 
ROME 4,799 1611 988 1199 3798 364 534 103 
SOUTH GEORGIA . 1,180 181 256 193 630 419 57 9 
SOUTHERN 2,474 853 892 263 2008 389 67 7 
SOUTH~~ESTERN 1,577 604 549 287 1440 77 23 4 
STONE MTN. 15,024 5208 654fi 1772· 13,525 1423 30 13 
TALLAPOOSA 7,437 3333 1572 1238 6143 555 513 151 -
TIFTON 2,523 390 561 509 1'460 548 313 37 
TOor~I3S 2,026 366 446 '220 1032 239 451 295 
WAYCROSS 1,729 552 570 163 1285 373 45 14 

WESTERN 1,602 454 476 135 1065 446 54 31 
TOTAL 136,941 42,562 42,839 22,109 107,510 17,156 8,170 3,168 

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

, 

-l I 

JUVENILE 
OPEN 

TOTAL TOTAL 
CRIMINAL JUVENILE* 

1521 53 

409 10 

319 29 
223 29 
548 . 13 

422 54 
1145 0 
349 9 
201 37 

631 3 
284 -

1001 -
485 65 
463 3 
104 33 

1466 33 
1219 75 

898 165 
985 9 
432 12 
531 6 

28,494 937 
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EXHIBIT AI II: STATE COURT CASELOAD BY CASE TYPE: FY1980 

# STATE MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC GENERAL CIVIL INDEPENDENT MOTIONS TOTAL CASES 
COURTS IN 

CIRCUIT CIRCUIT FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED I 

ALAPAHA 1 . 163 163 839 839 8 1 0 0 1 .010 1 .003 
ATLANTA 1 9,595 7 ~175 18,730 7,085 144,847 48,496 38'~859 39 .:109 112.031 112.125 
ATLANTIC 5 937 1,030 11 ,326 11.069 187 214 107 102 12.557 12.415 

~ 

AUGUSTA 2 7,539 6.461 12.488 11.731 419 258 106 101 20 552 18 551 
BLUE RIDGEf 1 2,181 1.915 6.046 5.753 771 560 265 108 9.263 8.336 
BRUNSWICK 

,., 
1,942 2,441 8,324 8.730 1.084 1,038 900 832 12.250 13.041 .) 

CHATTAHOOCHEE 1 2,975 2.665 3.765 3.421 644 
-411 36 28 7.420 6 525 

CLAYTON 1 3,226 3,304 11.841 11.323 3.633 3,035 1,071 667 19.771 18.329 
COBB 1 7.471 6,242 15.125 14.128 7.641 5,385 3,588 2,898 33.825 28.653 
COWETA 3 4,262 3,522 9,656 9-,,106 1~593 1,068 302 103 15.813 13.799 
DOUGHERTY 1 3,940 3,719 4.845 5.267 1.344 1,059 2,522 1,429 12.651 11 474 
DUBLIN ** 3 1~B16 L309 10-,,814 ~1 974 710 494 154 76 13 494 13 853 
EASTERN 1 3,251 2.749 2.076 1.857 4.261 3,203 2.542 1.017 12.130 8,826 
GRIFFIN 1 987 910 2-,,286 2 514 fi2 47 20 10 3 ,355· 3.481 
GWINNETT 1 3,286 2.277 899 817 2 7P.7 3,164 959 366 7.931 6 .624 
HOUSTON 1 2 .. 206 1.851 _5.'H6 5.237 1 .063 845 419 173 9.004 8 106 
LOOKOUT MTN. 1 780 842 1 ,961 2.000 ~q 26 12 10 2.792 ? q~p' 

MACON 1 3 438 3,270 2 .4P.1 ?4Qq ~Rq 455 135 65 6.64~ fi ?RQ 
MIDDLE 5 2.064 2 ,074 7 .673 7 342 100 54 37 13 9.874 9.483 
MOUNTAIN 2 1.261 1.384 1 ,657 1 .97,r:, 1~7 116 48 46 3 123 3.522 
NORTHEASTERN 1 2.410 2 .:184 4.4Q4 4.fi~~ qO? 875 255 22c} R .Ofi1 8.121 
NORTHERN 1 318 297 582 771 22 19 2 5 924 1.092 
OCMULGEE * 2 2.2~8 ? .?~R ? ~fifi ? ~hr.: 0 0 0 0 llBD4 4,803 
OGEECHEE 4 1 .124 98P. 6.63~ fi41? 516 436 150 44 8.4?~ 7.880 
PATAULA 2 443 431 1.617 1 .57L 9 6 5 3 2.074 2,012 
PIEDMONT 1 499 425 2.728 2.600 190 153 89 27 3.506 3,205 
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EXHIBIT AlII: STATE COURT CASELOAD BY CASE TYPE: FY1980 

# STATE MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC GENERAL CIVIL 
COURTS IN 

CIRCUIT CIRCUIT FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS 

SOUTH GEORGIA 3 1 881 12965 '4~683 4~542 49 
SOUTHERN * 4 3,642 3,644 12.949 13 ,170 292 
SOUTHWESTERN ? 1567 ~ 3D. 1 543 1.651 208 
STONE MTN. 1 8,786 7,677 '6 ~228 5 ,226 15.208 
TALLAPOOSA 1 219 222 1 191 1.167 347 
TIFTON ? 1 .6R9 R7r.. ~ 1:N 1 ,935 248 
WAYCROSS 3 1 ,936 r B3 4,486 4,155 247 
t~ESTERN 

I 6~ I 477 
266 517 414 181 

TOTAL 19(1.504 185.5_41 9Q.358 19~! '19 J 761 

* NUMBER OF STATE COURTS INCLUDES COUNTY COURTS 

** LAURENS COUNTY STATE COURT WILL BE ABOLISHED EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 1981 

+ ONE STATE COURT SERVES TWO COUNTIES: CHEROKEE AND FORSYTH 

DISPOSED 

31 
213 
203 

111 .821 
291 
148 
268 
175 

84.568 

. , 

, 

INDEPENDENT MOTIONS TOTAL CASES 

FILINGS DISPOSED FILINGS DISPOSED 

28 14 6,641 6,552 
42 34 16.925 17.061 
83 69 3.401 3~23fi 

10.489 2 ,512 40.711 27 236 
97 52 1.914 1.732 

160 23 4.236 2.981 
83 46 6 .752 6 202 

107 68 1.282 923 

63.672 50 .. 539 435,-,143 400 409 



* EXHIBIT AIV: PROBATE COURT CRIMINAL AND CIVIL FILINGS: FY1980 

MISDEMEANOR/ MISDEr~EANOR/ 
CIRCUIT /COUNTY TRAFFIC FILINGS CIVIL CIRCUIT/COUNTY TRAFFIC FILINGS CIVIL 

ALAPAHA CHATTAHOOCHEE 
ATKINSON 200 CHATTAHOOCHEJ 453 
BERRIEN 713 444 HARRIS 2072 348 
CLINCH MARION 828 104 
COOK 2427 MUSCOGEE 4267 
LANIER 644 105 TALBOT 2843 

TOTAL 3784 749 TAYLOR 1383 171 
TOTAL 7579 4890 

ALCOVY 
NEWTON 3356 834 CHEROKEE 
WALTON 2033 BARTOW 1271 

TOTAL 5389 834 GORDON 3775 
TOTAL 3775 1271 

ATLANTA 
FULTON CLAYTON 

TOTAL CLAYTON 4911 
TOTAL ~ 

ATLANTIC 
BRYAN GOBB 
EVANS 224 COBB 8446 
LIBERTY TOTAL 8446_ 
LONG 
MCINTOSH 2543 fl2 CONASAUGA 
TATTNALL MURRAY 2085 

TOTAL ?'54::! 396 WHITFIELD 5036 1486 
TOTAL 7121 1486 

AUGUSTA 
BURKE 3~ CORDELE 
COLUMBIA )774 BEN HILL 644 
RICHMOND 3202 CRISP 4317 

TOTAL 3774 3512 DOOLY 2123 
WILCOX 651 

BLUE RIDGE TOTAL 7735 
CHEROKEE 1161 
FANNIN 4.RR COWETA 
FORSYTH CARROLL 
GI L~1ER 323 COWETA ~8~ 
PICKENS Bfi? 296 HEARD 541 

TOTAL 217::! 1457 MERIli/ETHER 2655 _. TROUP 130;-
BRUNSWICK TOTAL 3196 2293 

APPLING 
CAMDEN ::nq7 2Rfi3 DOUGHERTY 
GLYNN DOUGHERTY 2715 
JEFF DAVIS 55 TOTAL 2715 
WAYNE 

TOTAL 3452 2863 

I 
I 
J. 

\ 
1 

1 , 

I, , 

* EXHIBIT AIV: PROBATE COURT CRIMINAL AND CIVIL FILINGS: FY1980 

MI S DH1EANOR/ 
CIRCUIT/COUNTY TRAFFIC FILINGS CIVIL CIRCUIT/COUNTY 

DUBLIN MIDDLE 
JOHNSON CANDLER 
LAURENS EMANUEL 
TREUTLEN 151 JEFFERSON 
TWIGGS 791 TOOMBS 

TOTAL 791 151 WASHINGTON 
TOTAL 

EASTERN 
CHATHAM 5066 r~OUNTAIN 

TOTAL 5-066 HABERSHAM 
RABUN 

FLINT STEPHENS 
BUTTS 2290 390 TOWNS 
HENRY 10.273 R?4. UNION 
LAMAR 1545 254 TOTAL 
MONROE 10 140 

TOTAL 24.248 1.1liR NORTHEASTERN 
DAWSON 

GRIFFIN HALL 
FAYETTE 1546 LUMPKIN 
PIKE 1385 209 WHITE 
SPALDING 1674 TOTAL 
UPSON 2792 

TOTAL 5723 1883 NORTHERN 
ELBERT 

GWINNETT FRANKLIN 
GWINNETT 3878 HART 

TOTAL 3878 MADISON 
OGLETHORPE 

HOUSTON TOTAL 
HOUSTON 2506 

TOTAL 2liOf) OCMULGEE .. 
BALmvIN 

LOOKOUT ~10UNTAIN GREENE 
CATOOSA 3377 HANCOCK 
CHATTOOGA 2275 JASPER 
DADE 1269 JONES 
WALKER qliq MORGAN 

TOTAL 6921 q5q PUTNAM 
WILKINSON 

MACON TOTAL 
BIBB ::lOR 1 
CRAWFORD 1666 OCONEE 
PEACH 1420_ ::lR5 BLECKLEY 

TOTAL ::lOR Ii ~41i1i DODGE 
~1ONTGOMERY 
PULASKI 
TELFAIR 
WHEELER 

TOTAL 

MISDEMEANOR/ 
TRAFFIC FILINGS CIVIL 

fiqfi 

696 

551 
315 

523 
240 
446 268 

1001 13..42 

355 
1722 

724 
527 254 

1606 1976 

2646 
760 1447 
901 -726 

5033 1447 

1684- 239 
546 113 
537 189 

2061 
2860 

355 
214 

7902 896 

978 332 
621 4.02. 
598 235 
673 -756 
408 

4034 969 
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* EXHIBIT AI": PROBATE COURT CRIMINAL AND CIVIL FILINGS: FYl980 

" MISDEMEANOR/ MISDEMEANOR/ 
CIRCUIT /COUNTY TRAFFIC FILINGS CIVIL CIRCUIT/COUNTY TRAFFIC FILINGS 

OGEECHEE SOUTH~'ESTERN 

BULLOCH LEE 1075 
EFFINGHAM MACON 
JENKINS 253 SCHLEY 128 
SCREVEN STEWART 534 

TOTAL 253 SUMTER 
WEBSTER 163 

PAT AULA TOTAL 1900 
CLAY 388 

. EARLY STONE i~OUNTAIN 
MILLER DEKALB 
QUITMAN 294 47 ROCKDALE ** 
RANDOLPH 679 214 TOTAL 
SEMINOLE f419 
TERRELL 70Q 375 TALLAPOOSA 

TOTAL ~ARq 636 DOUGLAS 250B 
HARALSON 2731 

PIEDMONT PAULDING ~60 
BANKS 790 176 POLK 
BARRm~ 530 ~~ TOTAL 6699 
JACKSON 643 

TOTAL 1320 1282 TIFTON 
IRWIN 767 

RO~lE TIFT 
FLOYD 4052 1930 TURNER 2753 

TOTAL a.052 1 Q10 WORTH 
TOTAL 3520 

SOUTH GEORGIA 
BAKER 531 TOOMBS 
CALHOUN 423 GLASCOCK 153 
DECATUR 684 LINCOLN 507 
GRADY 434 MCDUFFIE 3300 
MITCHELL TALIAFERRO 526 

TOTAL 95a. 11'8 WARREN 501 
WILKES 840 

SOUTHERN ----=rbTAL 5674 
BROOKS 10'i'i 
COLQUITT 715 WAYCROSS 
ECHOLS 241 811 BACON 116 
LOWNDES 17R? BRANTLEY 542 
THOMAS CHARLTON. 607 

TOTAL 1296 2583 COFFEE 
PIERCE 
WARE 

TOTAL 1265 

WESTERN 
CLARKE 
OCONEE 1225 

TOTAL 1225 
~ 

* CIVIL DATA WAS AVAILABLE FRO~l A LIMITED NUr~BER OF THESE COURTS 
** CRIMINAL DATA WAS INCOMPLETE 

CIVIL 

11 .930 

11.930 

650 
847 

1497 

83 

?:3 

1R9 
2~q9 
7d.~ 
?6R 
RR8 
~ 

15R7 

1587 

I 
I t 
II 
II 

/\ 
i-l 
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EXHIBIT AV: 

CIRCUIT 

ALAPAHA 
ALCOVY 
ATLANTA 
ATLANTIC 
AUGUSTA 
BLUE RIDGE 
BRUNSWICK 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 
CHEROKEE 
CLAYTON 
COBB 
CONASAUGA 
CORDELE 
COWETA 
DOUGHERTY 
DUBLIN 
EASTERN 
FLINT 
GRIFFIN 
G~HNNETT 
HOUSTON 
LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN 
MACON 
MIDDLE 
MOUNTAIN 
NORTHEASTERN 
NORTHERN 
OCMULGEE 
OCONEE 
OGEECHEE 
PATAULA 
PIEDMONT 
ROME 
SOUTH GEORGIA 
SOUTHERN 
SOUTHWESTERN 
STONE MOUNTAIN 
TALLAPOOSA 
TIFTON 
TOOMBS 
WAYCROSS 
WESTERN 
TOTAL 

ASSISTANCE FRm~ SENIOR JUDGES 
BY CIRCUIT: FY1980 

NUMBER 
OF DAYS 

19 
1 

55 
42 

114 
165 
278 

26 
29 
2 

116 
17 
0 
0 
7 

12 
1 

39 
0 

13 
42 
0 

176 
0 

42 
51 
3 
0 
0 
1 

14 
1 

66 
4 

70 
0 

147 
86 

144 
0 
3 
0 

12 786 
AVERAGE OF ALL CIRCUITS 42.5 
AVERAGE OF CIRCUITS 

WHICH USED SENIOR JUDGES 55.8 

SOURCE: GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

, 

RANK 

19 
28.25 
11 
13.3 
7 
3 
1 

18 
17 -27 
6 

20 
29.1 
29.1 
24 
23 
28~,25 
16 
29.1 
22 
13.3 
29.1 
2 

29.1 
13.3 
12 
26.5 
29.1 
29.1 
28.25 
21 
28.25 
10 
25 
9 

29.1 
4 
8 
5 

29.1 
26.5 
29.l 



EXHIBIT AVI: RESIDENT ACTIVE ATTORNEYS: 

CIRCUIT 1976 RANK 1980 

ALAPAHA 23 41.5 28 
ALCOVY 40 34.5 56 
ATLANTA 3~535 1 4,631 
ATLANTIC 42 32.5 50 
AUGUSTA 245 6 291 
BLUE RIDGE 66 20.5 75 
BRUNSWICK 123 8 151 
CHATTAHOOCHEE 228 7 269 
CHEROKEE 51 28 64 
CLAYTON 91 14 149 
COBB 307 4 435 
CONASAUGA 62 23 80 
CORDELE 31 38 34 
COWETA 118 10 131 
DOUGHERTY 108 11.5 139 
DUBLIN 32 37 42 
EASTERN 349 3 416 
FLINT 53 26.5 64 
GRIFFIN 71 18 96 
GWINNETT 83 15.5 167 
HOUSTON 53 26.5 63 
LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN 60 24 72 
MACON 287 5 346 
MIDDLE 65 22 76 
MOUNTAIN 54 25 68 
NORTHEASTERN 105 13 131 
NORTHERN 44 30.5 58 
OCMULGEE 66 20.5 78 
OCONEE 34 36 40 
OGEECHEE 42 32.5 54 
PATAUL \. 29 39.5 34 
PIEDMONT 29 39.5 34 
ROME 82 17 97 
SOUTH GEORGIA 44 30.5 45 
SOUTHERN 108 11.5 140 
SOUTHWESTERN 40 34.5 42 
STONE MOUNTAIN 628 2 772 
TALLAPOOSA 83 15.5 101 
TIFTON 49 29 62 
TOOMBS 23 41.5 26 
WAYCROSS 70 19 76 
WESTE"RN 122 9 152 

TOTAL 7,775 9,935 

SOURCE: GEORGIA BAR ASSOCIATION DIRECTORY LISTING 
OF ACTIVE ATTORNEYS 

1979-1980 

1976-1980 
RANK CHANGE % 

41 5 21.7 
31 16 40.0 
1 1,096 31.0 

33 8 19.0 
6 46 18.8 

23 9 13.6 
10 28 22.8 
7 41 18.0 

26.5 13 25.5 
11 58 63.7 
3 128 41.7 

19 18 29.0 
39 3 9.7 
15 13 11.0 
13 31 28.7 
35.5 10 31.3 
4 67 19.2 

26.5 11 20.8 
18 25 35.2 
8 84 101.2 

28 10 18.9 
24 12 20.0 
5 59 20.6 

21.5 11 16.9 
25 14 25.9 
14 26 24.8 

., 30 14 31.8 
20 12 18.2 
37 6 17.6 
32 12 28.6 , 
39 5 17.2 
39 5 17.2 
17 15 18.3 
34 1 2.3 
12 32 29.6 
35.5 2 5.0 
2 144 22.9 

16 18 21.7 
29 13 26.5 
42 3 13.0 
21.5 6 8.6 
9 30 24.6 

RANK 

20.5 
4 
8 

26 
28 
36 
19 
31 
15 

2 
3 

10 
39 
38 
11 
7 

25 
22 
5 
1 

27 
24 
23-
35 
14 
16 
6 

29 
32 
12 
33.5 
33.5 
30 
42 
9 

41 
18 
20.5 
13 
37 
40 
17 

IJ 

I) 

I 

I 

~ 
I 
I 
I 

I 
~ 
!\ 

EXHIBIT AVII: JUDICIAL PERSONNEL" SUPE 
BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY _ JUL~I~~'l~~~TE AND JUVENILE COURT 

SUPERIOR STATE JUVENILE 
CIRCUIT COUNTY FULL PART FULL PART TIME TIME TIME TI1~E REFEREE ALAPAHA ATKINSON '" 

j:l.t.KIUtN 
CLINCH 
COOK 
LANIER 

ALCOVY CIRCUIT TOTAL 
Nt:wrON 2 1 

Jffil,.fON 1 

ATLANTA CIRCUIT TOTAL 2 1 
FU TON 2 

A.lLANT.IC BRYAN 1 8 :;I J 
~ 1 
LIBERrY 1 

..!::miG 1 
MC NTOSH 1 
TATINALL 

1 CIRCUIT TOTAL AUGUSTA 2 5 BUKK!: 
COLUMBIA 1 
RICHMOND 

1 1 

BLUE RIDGE CIRCUIT TOTAL 4 1 1 
1 

CHt:ROKEt: 1,'2* 3 
FANNIN 115* 
FORSYTH 

1/2* 
1/5* 

..hl.Ll1~R 1/5* 
JJJCKEN:l 115* 

BRUNSWICK CIRCUIT TOTAL 2 1 
5* 

APPLING 1 
~~N 1 ** 
GLYNN 1 

'JEFF LJAVI:l 1 1 
.!!B'fNt: 1 
~ lK{;UIT rOTAl 3 

1 1 
CHATIAHOOCHEE 1 2 CHA AHOOCHEE 4 

Kl:l J:ft\EI 
lIi\R!UN 
MUSCOGEE 1 J.BI..!:SOT 1 
~AYLOR 

CHEROKEE 
q cun TOTAL 4 1 

I !jAR W 1 
GORD N 1 

CLAYTON 
_{;l CU AL 2 1 

COBB 
ClAYTON 3 ~ 

2 
COBB 4 

1 
CONASAUGA MURRAY 4 1 1 

WHIIFIELD 

CORDELE CIRCUIT TOTAL 2 1 
tlt::N H LL 1 
CI3.lSP 
~LY 1 
WILCOX 

COWETA 
CIKL T IAL 2 CARROLL 1 

COWETA ** 
H.5:iRD 1 ** 
MERIWETHER 
TROUP 1 

1 
CIRCUIT TOTAL 3 1 

1 
2 2 

It -Law Clerks serve as Rererees 
+ County Court , 
* Fractions indicate that a sin le . d 

** State Court Judge Hearing JUv~nil~uCge serves more than one county 
*** Judges Pro Hac Vice ases 



EXHIBIT AVII: JUDICIAL PERSONNEL: SUPERIOR, STATE AND JU.VENILE COURT 
BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY - JULY 1, 1980 

SUPERIOR STATE JUVENILE 
FY.I± 

CIRCUIT COUNTY TIME ~~~~ ~~~~ . ~~~~- REFEREE 

DOUGHERTY DOUGHERTY 
DUBLIN***'" JOHNSON 

LAURENS 
IKt:. .!:.N 

TWIGGS 
I.!KI.U. TOTAL 

EASTERN ;HA . HAM 
FLINT BUTTS 

HENRY 
LAMAR 
MONROE 

CIRCU. TOTAL 
GRIFFIN FAYETIE 

PIKE 
SPALDING 
UPSON 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 
GWINNm GWINNETT 
HOUSTON HOUSTON 
LOOKOUT I41N. CATOOSA 

CHATTOOGA 
DADE 
WALK~R 
~1.J.L.T rOTAl 

MACON BIBB 
CRAWFORD 
~ 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 
MIDDLE Jdi!'i~ 

EMANUEL 
.ut:.I-Ft:.K:iUN 
rOOMBS 
~HINGI N 

CIRCUT TOTAL 
MOUNTAIN HABER:iHAM 

-'~}l.BUN 
S EPHENS 
NW~ 
UN~Q.ri 

CIRCUIT IOTAL 
!'lORTHEASTERN DAWSON 

tUiLL 
LUMPKIN 
WHii t:. 

CIRCU:T TOTAL 
NORTHERN ELaI:.R~ 

FRANKLIN 
HART 
MADISON 
OGLETHORPE 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 

l Law Clerks serve as Referees 
+ County Court 

2 1 2*** 
1 
1 
1 

1 1 3 
4 2 1 

2 

1 

2 1 
3 1 
1 1 

1 
3 t 

3 1 
1. 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 1 4 
1 

1 

1 2 

1 

2 1 
1 

2 1 

* Fractions indicate that a Single judge serves more than one county 
** State Court Judge hearing juvenile cases 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 4* 
1 4* 
1 4* 
1 4* 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
-~ 
1 

1 

1 

1 

*** Judges Pr.o Hac Vice 
**** As of January 1, 1981 there will be two Superior Court Judges and the state 

court judgeship in Laurens County will be abolished. 

1 

1 

1 

~ 

~ll. 
2/5)1.. 
U~)( 

:/5]1.. 
/5Jl. 

I 
I 

I 
i 
~ , 

1 

I 

... ". 
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I EXHIBIT AVII: 
JUDICIAL PERSONNEL: SUPERIOR, STATE AND JUVENILE COURTS 
BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY - JULY I, 1980 

SUPERIOR STATE JUVENILE 
CIRCUIT COUNTY FULL PART FULL ~ARr 

TIME TIME TIME TIME REFEREE 
OCMULGEE BALDWIN 

GR ENE 1+ 
~ COCK 

,jE 11: ~I< 
LJ ONE 
M RG N 

....!: L!l! 1M 1+ W LK NSON 
OCONEE 

.1<1 IUTAL .3 2 Bll:.GKI.EY 
DODGE 
MONTGOMERY 
PULA:iK 
~t:lFAI 

WHE . . Ei 

OGEECHEE 
G RC .r IAL 2 tlUL CH 

,t.t" GHAM 1 
1 .i5 N:i 1 ~ :Vl:N 
1 

PATAULA 11<l.U.T JurAL 2 4 C Y 
J: ~, 1/4* 
M LeI< 

1 
1/4* 

~ .IMAN 
1 ~UUlPH 1/4* 

HNOLt:. L/4"-
JE RRELL 

C RCU II rOTAL 1 
PIEDMONT 1 2 2 tlANKS 

BARROW 1 '3 
JACKS(N 1/3 

GIRCl . r 1 ** ROME il.Al 1 1 1 I Fl 3 SOUTH GEORGIA BAKER 1 1 
CALHOUN 

J,J,t:.CATUR 
1 GRADY 

MITCHELL 1 
1 ..Q.KCUI UH AL S\,JTHERN 2 3 BR OKS 

COL,QUITT 
1 1 !"CHOLS 

~WNDES 1+ 
L!1UMAS 1 1 

CIRCU rOTAL 1 1 
SOUTHWESTERN 3 4 -ILl:.t 3 

MACON 
1 .-SCHL Y 

S-, EWfl1< 
~UMT :R 

1 WEBS :R 1 

STONE MTN. e !BCUI I TOT AL 1 2 1 D~KALB 3 2 ROCl~DALt: 1 
_CIRCUli IU~l 1 

J 3 2 1 1 J( Law Clerks serve as Referees 
+ County Court . 
* Fractions indicate that a singl . d 

** State Court Judge hearing JUvenil~UC~~eserves more than one county 
* ...... Judges Pro Hac Vice s. 

:1 
)i 
H 
Ii 



EXHIBIT AVII: JUDICIAL PERSONNEL: SUPERIOR, STATE AND JUVENILE COURTS 
BY CIRCUIT AND COUNTY - JULY 1, 1980 

SUPERIOR STATE JUVENILE 
FULL PART FULL PART 

CIRCUIT COUNTY TIME TIME TIME TIME REFEREE 

TALLAPOOSA DOUGLAS 
HARALSON 
PAULDING 
POLK 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 
TIFTON IRWIN 

TIFT 
TURNER 
WORTH 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 
TOOMBS GLASCOCK 

liNCOLN 
MCDUFFIE 
TALIAFERRO 
WARREN 
WILKES 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 
WAYCROSS BACON 

BRANTLEY 
CHARLTON 
COFFEE 
PIERCE 
WARE 

CIRCUIT TOTAL 
WESTERN CLARKE 

OCONEE 
CIRCUIT TOTAL 

TOTAL 

~ Law Clerks serve as Referees 
+ County Court 

1 

1 ,~* 

3 1 1 

1 

1 
2 2 

1 

1 
1 
1 1 

2 3 1 
1 1 

2 1 1 
109 32 49 8 35 

* Fractions indicate that a single judge serves more than one county 
** State Court Judge hearing Juvenile cases 

*** Judges Pro Hac Vice 

1 

1 

1 

1 
2 

1 

1 

18 




