
JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF GEORGIA

General Session

We d n e s d ay , Au g u s t 24, 2005

Wyndham Vinings Hotel

9:00 a .m .

O v e rlo o k  A & B

Luncheon

12 Noon

Fireplace Lounge

2857 Paces Ferry Road
Atlan ta, GA   30339



Driving Directions to the Wyndham Vinings Hotel
2857 Paces Ferry Road

Atlanta, GA   30339
770-432-5555

Traveling South on I-75
Take I-285 Westbound (Birmingham) and travel 1.5 miles to Paces Ferry Road (Exit 18).  Turn left onto
Paces Ferry Road and travel ½ mile; hotel is on the left.

Traveling South on I-85
Take I-285 Westbound and continue past the I-75 interchange.  Exit at Paces Ferry Road (Exit 18).  Turn
left onto Paces Ferry Road and travel ½ mile; hotel is on the left.

Traveling North on I-75
Travel toward Atlanta and take I-285 Westbound, then continue on I-285 Northbound pass the   I-20
interchange proceeding to Paces Ferry Road (Exit 18).  The exit ramp will have 3 or 4 different turn
lanes.  Turn right onto Paces Ferry Road East, crossing Cumberland Parkway then crossing Boulevard
Hills, hotel is on the left.

Traveling North on I-85
Take I-285 North, pass the I-20 interchange and proceed to Paces Ferry Road (Exit 18). The exit ramp
will have 3 or 4 different turn lanes.  Turn right onto Paces Ferry Road East, crossing Cumberland
Parkway then crossing Boulevard Hills, hotel is on the left.

Whether traveling I-20 Eastbound OR traveling I-20 Westbound
Take Exit 51B (285 North) and proceed to Paces Ferry Road (Exit 18).  The exit ramp will have 3 or 4
different turn lanes.  Turn right onto Paces Ferry Road East, crossing Cumberland Parkway then crossing
Boulevard Hills, hotel is on the left.
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Judicial Council of Georgia
Wyndham Vinings Hotel

2857 Paces Ferry Road

Atlanta, GA 30339

Wednesday, August 24, 2005
9:30 a.m.

Continental Breakfast will be served beginning at 8:30 a.m. 

 1.  Introductions and Preliminary Remarks
 (Chief Justice Leah Ward Sears, Est. Time—5 Min.)

 2. Approval of June 8, 2005 Minutes Tab  1
 (Chief Justice Sears, Est. Time—3 Min.)

 3. Consideration by the Judicial Council of Requests for Additional
 Superior Court Judgeships & Recommendations to the General

Assembly and the Governor
(Mr. Ratley & Dr. Arnold, Est. Time—30 Min.)

A. Judicial Council Policy for Judgeship & Circuit Boundary Studies Tab  2

B. Circuit Boundary Study Tab 3
1) Alcovy Judicial Circuit
2) Sample Ballot - Vote on Circuit Boundary Division

C.  Charts Tab 4
1) Superior Court Circuit Time Line
2) Explanation of Judgeship Processes & Procedures

2-A Judgeship Table Insert 1
2-B Judgeship Table Insert 2

3) Circuits, Personnel, & Weighted Caseload
4) CY2004 Criminal Filings by Rank & 5-year Percentage Change
5) CY2004 Civil Filings by Rank & 5-year Percentage Change
6) Population
7) 4-Factor
8) Sample Ballots

D. Letters of Request and Comments from Invited Respondents
 1) Alapaha Judicial Circuit (3  Judge) Tab  5rd

 2) Alcovy Judicial Circuit (new request for 5  Judge)* Tab  6th

 3) Atlanta Judicial Circuit (20  Judge) Tab  7th

 4) Blue Ridge Judicial Circuit (3  Judge) Tab  8rd

 5) Enotah Judicial Circuit (3  Judge) Tab  9rd

 6) Houston Judicial Circuit (3  Judge) Tab 10rd

 7) Paulding Judicial Circuit (3  Judge) Tab 11rd

*{In the event that a circuit boundary change is approved, this judgeship request will be withdrawn as per Judge Ott’s

letter of June 15, 2005, see page 2 of Tab 6}
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E. Carryover Circuit Requests Tab 12
1) Cobb Judicial Circuit (10  Judge)th

2) Coweta Judicial Circuit (6th)
3) Dublin Judicial Circuit (3  Judge)rd

4) Gwinnett Judicial Circuit (10  Judge)th

5) Southern Judicial Circuit (6  Judge)th

 
 4. Vote on New Judgeship Requests by Written Ballot

(Est. Time—5 Min.)

 5. Report from AOC Director
(Mr. Ratley, Est. Time—10 Min.)

 6. Rank Judgeship Recommendations [Including all carryover requests]
(Est. Time—5 Min.)

* * * * * * * * * * 15 Minute Break * * * * * * * * * *

 7. Budget Matters Tab 13
 (Judge Carriere & Mr. Harris, Est. Time—15 Min.)

FY 2006 Supplemental and 
FY 2007 General Appropriations & Enhancements

 8. Written Reports from Various Judicial Agencies & Entities
 1) Committee on Court Reporting Matters Tab 14

2) Committee on Domestic Violence Tab 15
3) Georgia Courts Automation Commission Tab 16
4) State and Juvenile Caseload Report Tab 17

 9. Reports from Appellate Courts and Trial Court Councils

1) Supreme Court
(Chief Justice Sears, Est. Time—5 Min.)

1) Court of Appeals
(Chief Judge Ruffin, Est. Time—5 Min.)

2) Council of Superior Court Judges
(Judge Coursey, Est. Time—5 Min.)

3) Council of State Court Judges
(Judge Salter, Est. Time—5 Min.)

4) Council of Juvenile Court Judges
(Judge McDonald, Est. Time—5 Min.)
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5) Council of Probate Court Judges
(Judge Bracewell, Est. Time—5 Min.)

6) Council of Magistrate Court Judges
(Judge Anderson, Est. Time—5 Min.)

7) Council of Municipal Court Judges
(Judge Edwards, Est. Time—5 Min.)

10. Old/New Business
(Chief Justice Sears, Est. Time—15 Min.)

New Business:
A. Transition into Law Practice Program—Executive Summary Tab 18

(Mr. Ashworth, Est. Time—5 Min.)

B. Public Defender Standards Council
(Mr. Mears, Est. Time—5 Min.)

C. Date and Place of Next Regular Council Meeting
Date: Wednesday, December 8, 2005
Place: Wyndham Vinings Hotel

11. Concluding Remarks and Adjournment
(Chief Justice Sears, Est. Time—5 Min.)

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
GROUP PHOTOGRAPH — POOLSIDE

12 Noon — Lunch Served in the Fireplace Lounge



Judicial Council of Georgia       
  DRAFT  June 8, 2005 

Savannah Marriott Riverfront  
Savannah, Georgia 
 
Members Present: 
 
Chief Justice Norman S. Fletcher 
Presiding Justice Leah Ward Sears 
Judge Stephen H. Andrews 
Judge William T. Boyett 
Judge Mike Bracewell 
Judge Betty B. Cason 
Judge A. Wallace Cato 
Judge Daniel M. Coursey, Jr. 
Judge William H. Craig 
Judge James E. McDonald, Jr. 
Judge George F. Nunn, Jr. 
Judge John M. Ott 
Judge F. Gates Peed 
Judge John F. Salter, Sr. 
Judge Hugh W. Stone 
Judge Ben Studdard, III 
Judge Haynes Henton Townsend 
Judge Philip R. West 
Judge Jon B. Wood 
Judge Melvin K. Westmoreland for Judge Downs 
 
Members Absent: 
 
Chief Judge John H. Ruffin, Jr. 
Judge Anne Elizabeth Barnes 
Judge Melinda Anderson 
Judge Doris L. Downs 
Judge Linda Warren Hunter 
 
Staff Present: 
 
Mr. David L. Ratley 
Ms. Becky Alston 
Dr. Greg Arnold 
Mr. Jorge Basto 
Ms. Billie Bolton  
Mr. Byron Branch 
Mr. Robert Bray 
Ms. Cynthia H. Clanton  



Ms. Terry Cobb 
Mr. Randy Dennis 
Mr. Rex McElrath 
Mr. Vince Harris 
Ms. Marla Moore 
Ms. Debra Nesbit 
Mr. George Nolan 
Ms. Jill Radwin 
Ms. Sharon Reiss 
Ms. Helen Scholes 
Mr. Kevin Tolmich 
 
 
Guests Present: 
 
Mr. Frank Abbott, Council of Superior Court Clerks 
Mr. Doug Ashworth, State Bar of Georgia 
Judge Edward E. Carriere, Jr., State Court of DeKalb County 
Judge Mike Cielinski, Council of Municipal Court Judges 
Mr. John Cowart, Second District Court Administrator 
Ms. Judith Cramer, Fifth District Court Administrator 
Mr. Mike Cuccaro, Council of Superior Court Judges 
Mr. Danny DeLoach, First District Court Administrator 
Judge John K. Edwards, Jr., Council of Municipal Court Judges 
Mr. Michael L. Edwards, Public Defender, Eastern Judicial Circuit 
Mr. Steve Ferrell, Ninth District Court Administrator 
Judge Gail C. Flake, Stone Mtn. Judicial Circuit 
Mr. Tom Gunnels, Tenth District Court Administrator 
Judge Jackson Harris, Blue Ridge Judicial Circuit 
Ms. Sara Smith-Haskins, Public Defender Standards Council 
Justice Harris Hines, Supreme Court of Georgia 
Mr. Michael Holiman, Council of Superior Court Clerks 
Justice Carol Hunstein, Supreme Court of Georgia 
Mr. Greg Jones, Third District Court Administrator 
Judge George Kreeger, Cobb Judicial Circuit 
Ms. Cathy McCumber, Fourth District Court Administrator 
Judge Arch McGarity, Flint Judicial Circuit 
Mr. Nolan Martin, Eighth District Court Administrator 
Mr. Tom Merriam, Council of Superior Court Judges 
Ms. Cindy Moss, Office of Child Support Enforcement 
Judge Henry Newkirk, State Court of Fulton County 
Ms. Lois Oakley, Office of State Administrative Hearings 
Judge Samuel Ozburn, Alcovy Judicial Circuit 
Ms. Jody Overcash, Seventh District Court Administrator 
Judge Timothy Pape, Juvenile Court of Floyd County 
Ms. Molly J. M. Perry, Council of Superior Court Judges 
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Judge Donnie Peppers, State Court of Walker County 
Ms. Christina Petrig, Office of Dispute Resolution 
Mr. Jim Poulakos, The North Highland Company 
Mr. Richard Reaves, Institute of Continuing Judicial Education 
Mr. Fred Roney, Sixth District Court Administrator 
Judge Richard Slaby, State Court of Richmond County 
Ms. Leila Taaffe, Office of Dispute Resolution  
Judge Kenneth Van Horn, Probate Court of Chattahoochee County 
Mr. Lynn Vellinga, State Accounting Officer 
Ms. Sherie Welch, Clerk, Supreme Court of Georgia 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Chief Justice Fletcher called the meeting to order at 9:10 a.m.  He recognized 

Judges Boyett, Cason, Andrews and Studdard who have recently taken seats on the 

Judicial Council and welcomed Judge Westmoreland, who is sitting in for Judge Downs.  

He asked the members of the Council to introduce themselves, followed by those in the 

audience.  

Approval of Minutes 

 Chief Justice Fletcher called attention to the minutes of the Judicial Council 

meeting held on December 10, 2004. He asked for any corrections or additions from the 

members. Judge Cato moved approval of the minutes as prepared. Judge Carriere 

seconded.  The motion carried. 

Status of Judgeship Requests 

 Mr. Ratley stated that the Judicial Council deadline for circuits making new 

judgeship requests is June 20, 2005.  At the present time six requests have been received.  

Two requests are carry-overs from 2004.  The Council will consider these requests at the 

August meeting. 
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Reports from Committees & Commissions 

 Nominating Committee.  Judge Carriere reported for the committee, composed of 

himself and Judges Nash and Wood.  He noted that nominations for vacancies on the 

Board of Court Reporting were selected from a list of candidates prepared by the staff of 

the Board.  The committee recommends:  reappointment of Mr. Sam Dennis of Valdosta 

for another two-year term; appointment of new members: machine shorthand reporters, 

Ms. Marilyn Rowe of Roswell and Mr. Bill Able of Gainesville; freelance reporter, Ms. 

Carrie McFadden; and State Court Judge Linda Cowan of Clayton County. 

 Nominees for appointment as advisory members to the Superior Court Clerks 

Training Council are Judge Bo Wood, Judge Wallace Cato and Judge Adele Grubbs.  

Judge Carriere moved that these recommendations be adopted as presented. Judge Stone 

seconded. The motion carried. 

 Standing Committee on Policy.  Presiding Justice Sears reported that the 

committee met during the legislative session to discuss pending bills affecting the courts. 

Meeting details are presented in the agenda at Tab 2.  Justice Sears noted that as the 

incoming Presiding Justice, Justice Hunstein will chair the Policy Committee beginning 

July 1, 2005. 

 Workload Assessment Committee.  Judge Craig, reporting for Judge Bishop, 

stated that three committee meetings had been held to allow full discussion of the need 

for modification of the threshold values used to determine qualification for an additional 

judgeship. The members of the committee agreed that the present value creates a 

workload measurement disparity that favors multiple-judge circuits. They recommend 

adoption of new threshold values based on a sliding scale. Under this method, the 
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threshold requirement for a two-judge circuit would be lowered by a certain fraction; 

thresholds would gradually increase for multi-judge circuits.  

Judge Craig reported that the committee will continue to meet to discuss 

preparation of new case weights based on the Minnesota model. He noted that a time-

keeping study would be conducted prior to the formulation of any new case weights.  

Judge Boyett moved approval of the new threshold values as presented. Judge 

Nunn seconded. After some discussion about the impact of the change on urban circuits 

in particular and the implementation of the proposed changes, Judge Cato called the 

question. The motion carried with one vote against.  

 Drug Court Committeee.  Judge Kreeger directed attention to a memo detailing 

development of DUI courts around the state. Judge Kent Lawrence, chair of the Drug 

Court Standards subcommittee, is presently working on proposed standards of operation. 

A brochure for their upcoming conference “Building & Strengthening Drug/DUI Courts,” 

is included with the agenda materials. He noted that thanks to the work of Judge John 

Girardeau and Ms. Nesbit, the General Assembly appropriated state funds for drug courts 

and enacted statutory authorization 

 Cross-Jurisdictional Committee.  Justice Hines stated that the committee is a 

forum for discussion of jurisdictional issues among various levels of court and officials 

from DHR and the Department of Family and Children Services. Recent issues addressed 

include family court operations, child support matters, and fair treatment of foreign 

nationals. 

 Commission on Access and Fairness. Justice Hunstein reported that the Georgia 

Commission recently hosted the 17th Annual Meeting of the National Consortium on 
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Racial and Ethnic Fairness in the Courts. A written report on the conference has been 

provided. A publication entitled, “A Meaningful Opportunity to Participate: a Handbook 

for Georgia Court Officials on Courtroom Accessibility for Individuals with Disabilities,” 

has been prepared with the assistance of the state ADA coordinator.  The handbook will 

be distributed to all classes of court.   

 Georgia Courts Automation Commission.  Judge Pape presented information on 

initiatives to bring the Georgia courts into the “Information Age.” He noted that because 

today’s decisions are made based on information generated electronically, those who 

gather and process data have the power to shape the future. The judiciary compiles the 

necessary workload assessment information to document the need for new judgeships. 

Based on this information, the General Assembly determines whether to fund judgeships. 

 During the 2005 session the Legislature removed the power of juvenile court 

judges to sentence a child for up to 90 days incarceration. Juvenile court judges were not 

in favor of the modification, however, the change was sought by the Department of 

Juvenile Justice. Because the courts had no data to counter that proposal, the judiciary 

lost an opportunity to shape policy affecting daily court operations.  

He noted that with the recent adoption of program-based budgeting, the courts 

must be able to measure their own performance outcomes. He is convinced that the 

information used by the Executive and Legislative branches to shape decisions about the 

courts must be information that is systematically collected and managed by the judiciary. 

Judge Pape stated that sharing information requires certain decisions by each class 

of court as to what data to collect, what to share, and under what conditions. GCAC has 

plans to hold meetings with judges from each class of court to assist with development of 
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a judiciary-wide plan for information collection, exchange and management.  Judge Pape 

urged the leadership of each council to participate in these meetings to insure the 

collective empowerment of the judiciary to shape its own future. 

 Traffic Information (Citation) Program.  Judge Van Horn reported that software 

standards are being developed for traffic court data to improve sharing of information. 

Traffic courts will use judicial XML as the standard language so that information entered 

in this language can be shared via network.   

Child Support Enforcement Project/OXCI 

 Mr. Harris introduced Ms. Cindy Moss, director of state operations, Georgia 

Office of Child Support Enforcement, to report on the Child Support Enforcement e-

filing project which the Supreme Court has been pursuing for a number of months. 

 Ms. Moss noted that there are 500,000 child support cases annually in Georgia. 

Projected collections are expected to exceed $570,000,000 through June 30, 2005. 

Unfortunately an additional $274,000,000 will remain uncollected.  In examining their 

current operations, she estimates that currently, the transfer of child support information 

to courts (making copies) occupies 15 full-time employees. E-filing of these documents 

could save money and duplication of effort in processing these cases and thereby increase 

the efficiency of collection efforts.  

 In 2001 a pilot e-filing project was successfully conducted in Douglas County. 

Later in collaboration with AOC Information Technology staff, Washington County 

courts initiated a trial e-filing project involving child support orders. The Office of Child 

Support Enforcement is working to enable the STARS database, (Child Support 
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Computer System) to allow electronic filing and transmittal between the courts and child 

support offices.  

Legislative Update 

 Ms. Nesbit reported that a summary of passed legislation will go out to judges 

next week. A copy of this document has been distributed to Council members. She noted 

that listservs, e-mail and the legislative website were used during the session to update 

judges on actions of the General Assembly. Improving relationship with the legislative 

leadership and educating legislators regarding judicial branch budget preparation are 

priorities for her division.   

Budget Matters 

 Mr. Harris called attention to charts showing the Judicial Council final 

appropriation for FY2005, the 2006 requested appropriations including enhancements, 

and the final appropriation for FY2006. The Judicial Council budget is presented in the 

program-based format now required by the Legislature.  

Report from Assistant Director for Finance 

 Mr. Ratley introduced Mr. Randy Dennis, AOC chief accounting officer, to 

present information found in the FY 2004 Management Report for the Judicial Branch 

prepared by the Department of Audits.  

 Mr. Dennis noted that the management report reflects audit procedures looking at 

the Judicial Branch as a whole.  Exhibit A, Analysis of Changes in Fund Balance, shows 

the addition of revenues in excess of expenditures and any subsequent reimbursements, 

etc., minus certain reserves. For the Judicial Branch, the balance of funds available for 

FY 04 is a surplus of $55,000. Exhibit B compares amounts budgeted to actual 
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expenditures. (There is always some variance between budget and actual expenditures.) 

The schedule measures expenditures by object class and reveals an unfavorable variance 

for the judicial branch in excess of $300,000.   

Mr. Dennis explained that the unfavorable variance highlights a problem with 

Judicial Branch resource management that can be attributed to a fragmented accounting 

system. He noted that, at present, each level of court handles its own accounting and 

provides data to the state auditor who compiles the report. Mr. Dennis stated that under 

Governor Purdue’s administration, these reports will no longer be prepared by the State 

Auditor but rather their preparation will be a judicial branch management function. 

 Expenditures for the Superior Courts show an overage of $673,000,000. Mr. 

Dennis does not have access to the accounting information provided to the State Auditor 

and therefore cannot explain where this over-spending occurred. Consolidation of judicial 

branch financial reports would help eliminate the variance. He stated that the final report 

of the State Auditor to the General Assembly noted these Judicial Branch overages.   

 Mr. Dennis then introduced Mr. Lynn Vellinga, Director of the newly-created 

Office of State Accounting, who comes to Georgia from Utah state government.  

Mr. Vellinga stated that the office, initially authorized by Executive Order and 

subsequently authorized statutorily by the General Assembly, becomes operational on 

July 1, 2005. He noted that two separate studies have recommended creation of such an 

office in Georgia.  Because the State Department of Audits issues all financial statements, 

there is an independence issue when the same people prepare the composite financial 

reports.  Under the new configuration, travel policies, accounting policies, budgeting 

policies, and federal reporting will be transferred to the new State Accounting Office to 
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insure that the State provides credible information, accountability and consistency in 

reporting statewide financial information.   

 The Governor has charged the new office with preparing interim reports to 

improve accountability of accounts receivable, cash management, etc. The SAO does not 

take control of any departmental or agency accounting procedures, but relies on 

accounting information they are given. Mr. Vellinga has recently met with judicial branch 

financial officers and has been assured of their cooperation in preparing the needed 

financial data in accordance with accepted accounting procedures.   

Report of the AOC Director 

 Mr. Ratley stated that he was especially pleased with the staff performance in 

hosting the 17th Annual Meeting of the National Consortium on Racial and Ethnic 

Fairness and acknowledged the good work of Ms. Stephanie Chambliss who planned and 

oversaw conference activities. 

 Ms. Helen Scholes, AOC Assistant Director for Human Resources, has recently 

assembled detailed job descriptions for every position in the agency. Standards and 

procedures are now being developed for regular performance evaluations of agency 

employees. In the coming months a pay scale will be developed and presented to the 

Council.  Other HR projects include complete staff participation in awareness training 

regarding harassing behaviors and revision of the AOC policies and procedures manual.  

 Mr. George Nolan has been reassigned to full-time duties as Executive Director of 

the Georgia Courts Automation Commission.  Mr. Jorge Basto is now Interim Assistant 

Director for IT, as well as Senior Manager for Applications.  Mr. Bryon Branch, formerly 

of the Macon office, now oversees the IT field service technicians.  
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  Other staff reassignments include transfer of Mr. Steve Nevels to the Court 

Services Division, working with Ms. Marla Moore and the Councils of Probate, 

Magistrate and Municipal Court Judges. Ms. Lisa Durden, Assistant Director for 

Regulatory Services, now oversees the Board of Court Reporting, Court Interpreters, and 

County and Municipal Probation Advisory Council. These groups are now part of the 

Legal Division.  Ms. Michelle Barclay, Ms. Jane Martin and Mr. Bob Bray are now 

Assistant Directors as well. 

 Mr. Ratley expressed his deep gratitude to Chief Justice Fletcher for his steadfast 

support, guidance and leadership during the past four years.  

Reports from Appellate Courts and Trial Court Councils 

 Supreme Court. Chief Justice Fletcher noted that the court has received the report 

of the Committee on Court Technology which includes the automation concerns of all 

components of the court system as well as judicial branch agencies. 

 Superior Courts.  Judge Coursey voiced concerns regarding HB 609, a legislative 

effort to mandate policy on the use of senior judges in the courts.  The bill was tabled at 

the end of the session and the council is currently revising standing policies and 

procedures regarding appointment and compensation of senior judges.   

The Governor recently vetoed the budget line item funding operation of the 

Council of Superior Court Judges. The officers of the CSCJ will be meeting with the 

governor later this week for discussion of budget concerns.   Dome and Gavel, their 

legislative outreach program, will continue to foster relationships between local 

legislators and judges. The council will host a Kick-Off Event when the General 
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Assembly convenes in January 2006. A committee on court security has been established 

and their compensation committee will begin working toward a judicial pay increase. 

 State Court.  Judge Salter noted that since Mr. Stephan Frank was deployed to 

Iraq in October, 2004, Mr. Bob Bray has assumed the title of acting director of their 

Council. Seventeen new state court judges took office in January, they continue to 

participate in the High School Mock Trial Competition as their community outreach 

effort. 

 Juvenile Courts.  McDonald began by acknowledging the Council of Superior 

Court Judges for including the juvenile court judges as users of their Sidebar system. As 

to legislation, the judges are concerned by the passage of SB 134 which alters the option 

of sentencing juveniles to 90 days of boot camp.  A committee is at work regarding 

implementation of measure. Their council will hold a special business meeting later this 

summer to discuss SR 161 which created the Juvenile Law Commission.   

 Probate Judges.  Judge Bracewell expressed thanks to Court Services staff and 

Mr. Ratley for AOC support of the probate judges council. In the coming months, they 

must implement significant changes to Probate Court procedures which were enacted by 

the 2005 General Assembly. These included changes to the Guardianship Code, new 

firearms license application requirements and a reduction in marriage license fees to 

encourage participation in premarital counseling. The needs of mental health patients 

continue to be of concern to the probate court judges.  

In January twenty-six new probate court judges took office and are participating 

in the mentor program and receiving ongoing training. He asked for support from other 

classes of court in the effort to attain nonpartisan election of all probate judges and 
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expressed appreciation to Chief Justice Fletcher for his support on the issue of 

nonpartisan judicial elections. 

 Magistrate Courts.  Judge Townsend stated that there are currently 521 magistrate 

judges. Their council recently held a long-range planning session at Amicalola State 

Park.  ICJE assists with their mentoring program and judicial training.  Their retirement 

bill is pending and they continue to work with probate courts on nonpartisan election.  In 

closing, Judge Townsend expressed his hope that the municipal court judges would soon 

be given a seat on the Judicial Council.   

 Municipal Courts. Judge Edwards noted that a letter went to Chief Justice 

Fletcher outlining their recent activities. He expressed his appreciation to Judge 

Townsend for his support of Judicial Council membership for the municipal court judges. 

He stated that the loss of Judge Bill Coolidge was a blow for their council—Judge 

Coolidge was a wonderful advocate on their behalf.  

Passage of HB 1EX and the US Supreme Court opinion in Alabama v. Shelton 

prompted significant changes to municipal court procedures.  To promote greater 

uniformity and consistency in municipal courts Uniform Rules are being prepared for 

distribution. In closing Judge Edwards expressed appreciation to Chief Justice Fletcher 

for his appointments of municipal court judges to commissions and committees. 

 Chief Justice Fletcher called attention to written reports from the committees on 

court fees and records retention. He announced that Mr. Doug Ashworth’s presentation 

on the State Bar Transition to Law Practice Program will be given at the August meeting. 

Closing Remarks 
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  As Chair of the Judicial Council, Chief Justice Fletcher stated that he greatly 

appreciates the services provided to all courts by the AOC. He expressed his hope that 

judges will continue to work together across classes of court and speak with one voice to 

the legislative leadership.  He is troubled by increasing attacks on the judiciary around 

the nation and the state.  Judges must stand up for their own best interests especially as 

concerns preserving nonpartisan election status. 

He stated that the judiciary must be accountable for wise use of resources, but it 

must resist any interference, budgetary or otherwise regarding decisional independence.  

He has enjoyed his years of service on the Judicial Council and values the great 

friendships made and the good work accomplished. He noted that the Council will be in 

good hands under the leadership of Chief Justice Sears and Presiding Justice Hunstein. 

The members of the Council, staff and others rose to give Chief Justice Fletcher   

a sustained ovation. 

 A certificate of recognition was presented to Judge Townsend for his service on 

the Council.  Justice Sears presented a certificate to Chief Justice Fletcher as well. She 

spoke for all present when she said, “Chief, you will be missed.” 

The meeting was adjourned. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

_________________________ 
Billie Bolton, Assistant Director 

 
 
The above and foregoing minutes 
were approved at the meeting held on 
 ____ day of ______________, 200__.  
 
__________________________________ 

 14



Official Policy (Last amended on 08/25/2000) 
Judicial Council of Georgia 

Page 1 of 6 

Judicial Council Policy for Judgeship and 
Circuit Boundary Studies * 

 
Initiation  
 
 Recommendations to the governor and the General Assembly for judicial personnel 
allocations for the superior courts shall be made annually prior to the beginning of the regular 
session of the General Assembly.  Studies by the Administrative Office of the Courts of the need 
for judgeships or of the need for changes in circuit boundaries may be authorized by the Judicial 
Council upon the request of the governor, members of the General Assembly, or by a judge of 
the county or counties affected.  Such requests shall be submitted in writing by June I, prior to 
the session of the General Assembly during which the judgeship or change in circuit boundaries 
is sought.  Any judge who intends to make a request for a study must notify the Judicial Council 
of any special circumstances or data of the courts involved in the request by June I so that these 
special circumstances may be investigated during the studies conducted by the Administrative 
Office of the Courts.  (Rev. 8/25/2000)  
 
Purpose  
 
 The Judicial Council seeks to achieve a balanced and equitable distribution of case load 
among the judges of the state to promote speedy and just dispositions of citizens' cases.  The 
Judicial Council recognizes that the addition of a judgeship is a matter of great gravity and 
substantial expense to the counties and the state and should be approached through careful 
inquiry and deliberate study before action is taken. (10/27/1981)  
 
Policy Statements   
 
 The Judicial Council will recommend the creation of additional judgeships or changes in 
circuit boundaries based only upon needs demonstrated through comparative" objective studies.  
The Judicial Council will not recommend the addition of a judgeship not requested by the circuit 
under study unless there is clear and convincing evidence that an additional judgeship is needed. 
(10/27/1981)   
As a matter of policy, the Judicial Council recommends that no new part-time judgeship be 
created. (10/27/1981)  Because of the advantages of multi-judge circuits, the Judicial Council 
generally will not recommend the creation of additional circuits. (10/27/1981) 
 
* Reprinted from the original format published in the Georgia Courts Journal. 
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Judgeships   
 
1.  Part-time judgeships  
 
 As a general rule, part-time judgeships are not an effective method of handling judicial 
workload.  The disadvantages of part-time judgeships are many; a few specific ones are:  
 
 a.  The cost of training a part-time judge is the same as that of training a full-time judge, 
but the benefits to the state or local government of training a part-time judge are only a fraction 
of those realized by training a full-time judge, since a part-time judge will hear only a fraction of 
the cases heard by a full-time judge receiving the same training. (10/27/1981)  Additionally, part-
time judges are generally not paid for the time they spend in continuing education.  This creates a 
financial disincentive for part-time judges to attend continuing education, whom might ordinarily 
spend time practicing law or conducting law or conducting other business. (10/27/1981)  
 
 b.  Conflicts of interest often arise in professional relationships for part-time judges.  It is 
often difficult for other attorneys to litigate against an attorney and have to appear before the 
same attorney, sitting as judge, the next day. (10/27/1981)  Additionally, cases in which part-
time judges are disqualified usually arise in their own court, thus eliminating a large potential 
portion of their law practice. (10/27/1981)  
 
2.  Promotion of Multi-Judge Circuits 
 
 Multi-judge courts are more effective organizations for administrative purposes.  Some 
specific advantages of multi-judge courts are:  
 
 a.  Accommodation of judicial absences.  Multi-judge circuits allow better management 
in the absence of a judge from the circuit due to illness, disqualification, vacation, and the 
demands of I other responsibilities such as continuing legal education. (10/27/1981) 
 
 b.  More efficient use of jurors.  Better use of jury manpower can be effected when two 
judges hold court simultaneously in the same county.  One judge in a multi-judge circuit may use 
the other judge's excess jurors for a trial of a second case rather than excusing them at an added 
expense to the county.  Present courtroom space in most counties may not permit two trials 
simultaneously; but such a practice, if implemented, may justify the building of a second smaller 
courtroom by the county affected, or the making of other arrangements. (10/27/1981)  
 
 c.  Accommodation of problems of impartiality or disqualification.  A larger circuit with 
additional judges may permit hometown cases where acquaintances are involved to be 
considered by an out-of-town judge without the appearance that the local judge is avoiding 
responsibility. (10/27/1981)  
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 d.  Improves court administration.  Multi-judge circuits tend to promote impartiality and 
uniformity of administrative practices and procedures by making court administration something 
more than the extension of a single judge's personality.  Multi-judge circuits also permit 
economies in the deployment of auxiliary court personnel. (10/27/1981)  
 
 e.  Expedites handling of cases.  Probably most important of all, under the arithmetic of 
calendar management, the judges of a multi-judge court can handle substantially more cases than 
an equal number of judges operating in separate courts. (10/27/1981)  Besides the advantage of 
improved efficiency to be realized through the use of multi-judge circuits, there are also a 
number of other reasons as to why this approach should be taken.  Under the existing law, a new 
judgeship may be created without the addition of another elected district attorney, although an 
assistant district attorney is added.  However, when the circuit is divided and a new circuit 
thereby created, another elected district attorney is needed. (10/27/1981)  A second reason 
supporting the use of multi- judge circuits is that upon division of an existing circuit into two 
new ones, one new circuit may grow disproportionately to the other, or population or other 
factors suggesting division may diminish, thus negating the factors which initially led to the 
division and compounding future problems of adjustment. (10/27/1981)  
 
Methodology  
1.  Criteria for Superior Court Judgeship Requests   
 
 In establishing the need for additional superior court judgeships, the Judicial Council will 
consider weighted caseloads per judge for each circuit.  If the per judge weighted caseload meets 
the threshold standards established by the Council for consideration of an additional judgeship, 
additional criteria will be considered.  The threshold standard is one whole judge year value for 
the circuit under consideration.  For example, to be considered for a single judgeship 
recommendation, a circuit that has 2 judges must have a weighted caseload of at least 3. (Rev. 
12/8/2000)   
 
 Additional criteria considered may include, but are not limited to the following, and are 
not necessarily in the order of importance as listed below:  
 a.  Filings per judge  
 b.  Growth rate of filings per judge  
 c.  Open cases per judge  
 d.  Case backlog per judge  
 e.  Population served per judge  
 f.   Population growth  
 g.  Number and types of supporting courts  
 h.  Availability and use of senior judge assistance  
 i.  Number of resident attorneys per judge  
 j.  Responses to letters to legislators, county commissioners, presidents of local  bar 
associations, district attorneys, and clerks of superior court asking for their  input. 
(8/25/2000)  
 
2.  Criteria for Studying Requests to Alter Circuit Boundaries  
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 The criteria used by the Judicial Council in reviewing proposals to alter circuit 
boundaries will include the following criteria:  
 
 a.  Weighted Caseload per Judge - After the proposed change in circuit boundaries, 
caseload should be more evenly distributed. In addition, a proposed circuit's workload should not 
vary significantly from the statewide average weighted caseload per judge. (10/27/1981)  
 
 b.  Caseload Growth Trends - Caseload growth trends should be examined so that an 
imbalance in growth rates when a circuit boundary is changed will not necessitate a reallocation 
of manpower or alteration of circuit boundaries again in the near future.  Such continual shifts in 
circuit boundaries or manpower could be very unsettling and, thereby, significantly reduce 
judicial efficiency. (10/27/1981)  If a reliable caseload projection method is available, this 
technique will be used to determine future case filings; if one is not available, caseload growth 
rates, increases in the number of attorneys per capita and population projections will be analyzed.  
The population per judge should be evenly divided among the geographical areas affected by the 
proposed circuit boundary change if a recommendation is to be made.  Secondly, population 
projections should be examined to insure that disparate population growth rates will not create a 
great imbalance in the population to be served by each judge within a short period of time from 
the date of the alteration of the circuit boundaries.  Lastly, the population per judge of the altered 
circuit should not be substantially different from the statewide average population per judge. 
(10/27/1981)  
 
 c.  Changes in Judicial Travel Time - Travel time diminish total judicial time available 
for case processing; therefore, travel time should not be significantly increased for judges in 
circuits affected by a change in circuit boundaries before such a change should be recommended.  
Terms of court in and the number of times each county was visited on case-related business by 
the judges should be determined and these trips should be translated into travel time by using 
official distances between courthouses and road conditions determined by the Georgia 
Department of Public Safety. (10/27/1981)  
 
 d.  Projected Changes in Cost to State and Local Government - Cost savings or additional 
expenditures required of local and state governing authorities should be determined.  Changes in 
cost for personnel, facilities, and travel should be considered.  A recommendation for change 
should not be made unless additional expenditures required are minimal or balanced by 
equivalent cost savings. (10/27/1981)  
 
 e.  Characteristics of populace in areas of circuits sought to be separated, such as rural or 
urban. (12/11/1981)  
 
 f.  Operational policies of circuit as presently constituted as might involve inattention to 
smaller counties in circuit. (12/11/1981)  
 
 g.  Whether creation of new circuit would obviate necessity of one or two additional 
judges in parent circuit. (12/1]/1981). 
 
 h.  Travel and other expenses incident to serving smaller counties. (12/11/1981)  
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 i.  Alleviation of case assignment problems in larger counties of circuit. (12/11/1981)  
 
 j.  Population growth of counties of circuit which would reflect need for new circuit. 
(12/11/1981)  
 
 k.  Comparison population per judge in new circuit with standards approved by Judicial 
Council in recent years. (12/11/1981)  
 
 I.  The Judicial Council will presume that a multi-judge circuit is preferred over a single-
judge circuit. (12/11/1981)  
 
 m.  If a county is to be split off from the circuit of which it is a part, the possibilities of 
adding that county to another circuit should be exhausted prior to the council's recommending a 
single- judge circuit. (12/11/1981)  
 
Judicial Council Deliberations  
 
1.  Testimony  
 
 Judges, legislators, and others deemed appropriate by the chairman shall be invited to 
make written remarks or present data regarding the need for judgeships or to alter circuit 
boundaries.  Any special circumstance or data of a circuit for which a request is to be made must 
be brought to the attention of the Judicial Council by a judge of the requesting circuit by June I 
of the year prior to the year of the legislative session  during which the judgeship or change in 
circuit boundaries will be considered.  The written testimony of the judges, legislators and other 
persons shall be reviewed and considered by the Judicial Council in their deliberations regarding 
judicial manpower.  Oral arguments will not be made. (6/6/1984)  
 
2.  Final Deliberations   
 
 After all written presentations, the Judicial Council and key Administrative Office of the 
Courts staff, in open session, will discuss the merits of each request. (6/6/1984)  
 
3.  Staff Presentations   
 
 The Administrative Office of the Courts will present data evaluating the need to add 
judgeships or to alter circuit boundaries based on council approved criteria and will make staff 
recommendations. (10/27/1981)  
 
4.  Vote   
 
 After final deliberations, the Council will, in open session, approve or disapprove 
recommended changes in judicial manpower allocations.  Votes on such motions shall be by 
secret written ballot. A two-thirds vote of the council membership present at the session will be 
required to override an unfavorable recommendation based on the criteria contained in these by-
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laws (policy).   After determining those circuits in which the council recommends an additional 
judgeship, the council will rank the recommendations based on need. (6/6/1984)  
 
5.  Length of Recommendations  
 
 Upon a recommendation of an additional judgeship or to alter circuit boundaries for a 
judicial circuit by the council, the recommendation shall remain approved by the council for a 
period of three years, unless the caseload of that circuit changes by plus or minus ten percent. 
(Rev. 12/13/1996)  
 
6.  Disqualifications  
 
 Any council member in a circuit or county affected by a council recommendation shall be 
eligible to vote by secret ballot on motions affecting that circuit, but shall not be present or 
participate in the council's final deliberations regarding his or her circuit. (Rev. 6/6/1984)  
 
Dissemination of Recommendations  
 
1.  Study of the Need for Additional Superior Court Judgeships  
 
 The Administrative Office of the Courts shall prepare a report, including data required by 
the council for their deliberations and council policy statement, on the Judicial Council's 
recommendations as to the need for additional superior court judgeships.  Such report shall be 
distributed to the governor, members of the judiciary and special judiciary committees of the 
Senate and House, all superior court judges and other interested parties approved by the director 
of the Administrative Office of the Courts.  Additionally, the Administrative Office of the Courts 
shall prepare and distribute a press release summarizing the council's recommendations. 
(10/27/1981)  
 
2. Special Studies of Judicial Manpower 
 
Including Alteration of Circuit Boundaries  
 
 a.  The Administrative Office of the Courts shall prepare reports on the Judicial Council's 
recommendations for special studies, including reports on requests to alter circuit boundaries and 
for judgeships of courts other than the superior court and shall distribute them to the requestor, 
and, in the discretion of the director, to other interested parties. (10/27/1981)  
 b.  In preparing special reports, written remarks of judges, legislators, and others deemed 
appropriate by the chairperson shall be solicited by the Administrative Office of the Courts and 
considered by the Judicial Council. (12/11/1986)  
 
Printed July 18, 2003  
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Preface 
 
 At this time, the Administrative Office of the Courts can not make a 
recommendation concerning the alteration in the boundaries of the Alcovy Judicial 
Circuit.  The comparative, objective data presented in this study appears to support a 
circuit with two demographically similar counties.  Both are experiencing accelerated 
population growth and increasing urbanization.  It appears that the demographic 
divergence of the two counties is likely to be more pronounced sometime after year 2010.  
As is always the case, an alteration would result in new costs to the state and to the 
counties. 
 The Judicial Council of Georgia historically has recommended an alteration of the 
boundaries of a circuit only after careful deliberation and extensive review of 
comparative, objective data.  The recent recommendations were based on major 
demographic shifts within a circuit.  For example, a county or counties may shift from a 
rural to an urban classification that creates a disparity between or among the counties.  
These shifts make increasing demands on judge work in the urban county and, in effect, 
decrease the judge work in the rural counties.  The rural to urban shift in classification 
usually simultaneously occurs with a rapid increase in population which very likely 
impacts the criminal and domestic relations cases.  The increase in population almost 
always brings additional business and industry which may contribute to the general civil 
cases in the circuit. 
 It is not uncommon for all of the counties to undergo the shift in classification in 
the same time period.  This example would be of concern to the elected officials, the local 
government staff, the social services agencies, law enforcement, and the judges of the 
courts.  Immediate remedy in these cases usually is the result of a recommendation for a 
new superior court judge with approval by the General Assembly and signed by the 
Governor.  There have been instances where the growing case load was made more 
manageable by the creation of a state court. 
 In his request for a study, Chief Judge Ott stated, “Newton and Walton Counties 
are two of the fastest growing counties in the State of Georgia.”  His observation is 
correct, but it should be noted that both of the counties are simultaneously growing in 
population.  It seems that Chief Judge Ott is concerned with the affect that population 
growth in Newton County has had on court room space.  He writes, “Although Newton 
County built a new court facility within the last five years, we have out grown it with the 
population explosion.”  In this instance, the population of Newton County and Walton 
County will continue to make demands on the counties to increase court facilities as the 
population continues to grow.  Alteration of the boundaries of the circuit would not solve 
the need for new facilities in the long run.  In fact, as a single county circuit, Newton 
County currently would be qualified for a new judgeship recommendation. 
 District Attorney Wynne similarly notes the increase in population.  He seems 
concerned with the increasing demands on his office resulting from changes in the law 
and increasing administrative responsibilities.  Mr. Wynne wrote that the circuit already 
has two fully staffed offices, and he is correct that an alteration would “facilitate” an 
alteration in the circuit boundaries. 
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 Mr. Aaron Varner, Chairman of the Newton County Board of County 
Commissioners, notes the population growth as well.  He seems concerned with the 
frustration caused by the “circuit riding” of the four judges. 
 And lastly, Marcy Hanks, President of the Walton County Bar Association, 
anecdotally explains that many of the Bar membership supports an alteration in the 
circuit boundaries.  Ms. Hanks seems concerned that a judge is not available at all times 
to sign emergency orders as result of not being in the county. 
  
 
 
Introduction 
 
 The Judicial Council of Georgia (JCGa) requires that information be presented to 
its members for deliberation based only upon needs demonstrated through “comparative" 
objective studies prior to altering the boundaries of a circuit.  In contrast, judges in a 
circuit, the Governor, or Legislators often have many reasons for requesting an alteration 
in circuit boundaries which are not based on verifiable objective reasons.  The typical 
reasons given for requesting a circuit boundary study are to meet local county needs, to 
increase judicial responsiveness, to calendar cases, to assign courtrooms, to account for 
changing demographics, or to increase political prestige.   
 On June 10, 2005, Chief Judge John Ott of the Superior Courts of the Alcovy 
Judicial Circuit (AJC) requested the JCGa study changing the circuit boundaries of the 
circuit.  Judge Ott specifically asked that the study consider the alteration of the circuit 
boundaries to create two (2) new single county circuits: a Newton County Circuit (NCC) 
and a Walton County Circuit (WCC). 
 
 This study presents the comparative, objective data required by the JCGa in the 
order published in its current policy. 
 
A.  Weighted Caseload per Judge 
 
 The AJC has a total weighted caseload of 5.12 based on the case filings collected 
for calendar year 2004.  The proposed NCC has a total weighted caseload of 2.95 and the 
proposed WCC has a total weighted caseload of 2.18. 
 At this time, the AJC does not qualify for a fifth (5th) judgeship based upon its 
weight needed to qualify - 5.32.  The NCC would be qualified for a recommendation for 
an additional judge - 2.95 compared to 2.70.  The WCC would not qualify for an 
additional judgeship recommendation - 2.12 compared to 2.70. 
 The AJC has a weighted caseload per judge of about 1.28 judge years of work.  
The NCC would have a weighted caseload per judge of about 1.47, and the WCC would 
have about 1.09 judge years of work respectively. 
 A comparison of the work load per judge of the NCC with the AJC demonstrates 
an increase of about 0.19 judge years of work (1.47 compared to 1.28).  The judges of the 
NCC would experience a decrease in the workload of the judges of about 0.19 judge 
years of work (1.28 compared to 1.09).   
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B.  Caseload Growth Trends 
 
Examination of the case filings in the Alcovy Judicial Circuit from 1995 to 2004 

reveals that the total criminal and civil caseload grew by approximately 8%.  Most of the 
growth occurred in general civil and domestic relations filings.  Since 1995, the caseload 
growth for the total circuit appears to be relatively stable with minor increases or 
decreases in caseload from year to year.  The most notable increase occurred in calendar 
year 2002 and has declined since that year. 

 

Alcovy Judicial Circuit Caseload by Dockets  

Alcovy Judicial Circuit      % Change 
 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 95-04 
Total Caseload      8,453    8,036    4,749    10,492       9,224        9,128 7.99%
  
Total Criminal      4,695    3,138    2,176     4,807       3,280        2,683 -42.85%
Felony      1,334    1,069       979     1,576       1,312        1,294 -3.00%
Misdemeanors      2,482       970       845     1,743       1,098          945 -61.93%
Probation Revocations         879    1,099       352     1,480         870          444 -49.49%
  
Total Civil      3,758    4,898    2,573     5,685       5,944        6,445 71.50%
General Civil      1,475    1,911    1,104     2,344       2,837        3,070 108.14%
Domestic Relations      2,283    2,987    1,469     3,341       3,107        3,375 47.83%
 

Based on the filings displayed from 1995 to 2004, the Alcovy circuit is expected 
to increase by 1.0% in total filings for the circuit.  This projection is based on the percent 
change of the circuit’s total filings from calendar year 2000 to 2004.  As the population 
for both counties in the circuit continues to grow there is likely to be a steady increase in 
the civil filings as the counties expand in population, business markets, and industrial 
sites.  In addition to overall percent change from 1995 to 2004, the data presented 
illustrates caseload changes from year to year and allows for an examination of the actual 
caseload differences. 
 
C.  Changes in Judicial Travel Time 
 
 The AJC is classified as a Suburban/Smaller Urban Center in the “Workload 
Assessment Model for the Georgia Superior Court, Final Report October, 2000” prepared 
by the National Center for State Courts.  Each judge is allotted 4.74 hours monthly for 
travel under this classification.  This would result in a total of 228 hours of travel per year 
in the circuit.  Should an alteration in the circuit boundaries be recommended, each of the 
proposed circuits would gain about 114 additional judge hours of work.  It should be 
noted that single county circuits are allocated no time when traveling within the circuit.  
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Commuting time from home to work and travel not directly related to judge work in the 
county is not accounted in state travel regulations. 
 
D.  Projected Changes in Cost to State and Local Government 
 
 The changes in cost are presented in the tables in Appendix 1 and 2 of this 
document.  Appendix 1 presents summary cost calculations, and Appendix 2 presents 
detailed cost calculations for the judges, prosecutors, and public defenders in the Alcovy 
Judicial Circuit, the proposed NCC, and the proposed WCC.  The judge costs were 
extracted from the AOC Annual Salary Survey for the period ending in September 2004.  
The data for the Office of the District Attorney were collected from the Prosecuting 
Attorneys’ Council of Georgia and from the Office of the District Attorney of the Alcovy 
Judicial Circuit.  The data for the Office of the Public Defender were collected from that 
office and from the state statutes.  The salary information is current as of July 15, 2005. 
 
1. Superior Court 
 The total salary for the superior court judges and staff in the AJC is slightly more 
than about $942,000.  The costs for the NCC and the WCC are about $498,000 and 
$483,000 respectively.  This represents an increase in total cost of about $39,000.  In 
addition, this increase represents new costs to Newton County of about $4,000 and about 
$34,000 new costs to Walton County depending on which circuit would need to hire the 
new person.  This increase can be attributed to the requirement that the new circuit 
provide the same services in the parent circuit; namely, a Court Services Program 
Coordinator.  There would be no new costs to the state. 
 
2. Juvenile Court 
 The total salary for the juvenile court judges and staff is a little more than 
$262,000.  The costs for the NCC and the WCC would represent an equal division of 
about $168,000 for each county.  This would be an increase from $262,000 to about 
$336,000 to replace the Juvenile Court Administrator and the Chief Intake Officer.  There 
would be no new costs to the state. 
 
3. District Attorney 
 The total salary for the district attorney and staff is about $567,000.  This 
represents a total cost to the state of about $510,000 and to the counties of about $57,000.  
Most of the positions in the district attorney’s office are statutorily authorized and are 
supplemented by Newton and Walton Counties.  The costs for the NCC and the WCC 
would be about $389,000 and $390,000 respectively.  This would be an increase of about 
$212,000.  This would represent new costs to the state of about $208,000.  The costs 
would arise when the Chief ADA would become the new district attorney.  The 
remaining costs would be the result of hiring three (3) new assistant district attorneys and 
a new investigator.   
 
4. Public Defender 
 The total salary for the public defenders and staff is a little more than $329,000.  
The costs for the NCC and the WCC would represent an equal division of about $192,000 
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for each county.  This would be an increase from $329,000 to about $384,000 mainly to 
cover the difference between the salaries of one the present assistant public defenders that 
would become the new Chief Public Defender and would add a new investigator.  The 
new costs would accrue to the state.  There would be no new costs to the counties. 
 
E.  Characteristics of the Populace 
 
 A brief analysis of the populace was conducted comparing Newton and Walton 
County.  The following agricultural, economic, educational, and labor demographics 
were selected as the basis of comparison. 
 
 Based upon these selected demographic characteristics, it appears that Newton 
County and Walton County are similar.  A proposed alteration in the circuit boundary of 
the AJC would not appear to remedy distinctions such as one county becoming more 
urbanized while other counties remain rural. 
  
 

Selected Demographics: 
Newton and Walton County Georgia 

 Demographic Newton Walton 
 Total Deposits in Financial Institutions $795,185,000 $638,512,000 
 Per Capita Income (2002) $22,748 $24,502 

Farm Land (2002)  25.3 31.4 
Labor (Outside County)  59.6 61.4 
High School Graduates 34.8 35.6 

 P
er

ce
nt

 

Bachelor’s Degree or Higher 14.5 13.0 
   
Data extracted from the Georgia County Guide 2003 
 
F.  Operational Policies 
 
 There appear to be no remarkable circumstances that would arise from current 
operational policies in the AJC should an alteration in circuit boundaries be 
recommended.  This is particularly the case since the two counties have two judges and 
very nearly equal population and geographical size. 
 
G.  Need for Additional Judges 
 
 Chief Judge Ott has stated that neither circuit would request an additional 
judgeship recommendation should the boundary alteration be recommended by the JCGa.  
It should be noted that the NCC would be qualified, upon division, for an additional 
judgeship recommendation.  The population in Newton County continues to increase at a 
rate above the state and at a greater rate than that observed in Walton County.  With this 
in mind, it is apparent that the circuit would continue to generate an increasing growth in 
filings and would continue to need an additional judge. 
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H.  Travel and other Expenses 
 
 The total travel by the judges and the district attorney was 16,552 miles.  The 
standard mileage reimbursement for state authorized travel is $0.28.  This would yield a 
total circuit travel cost of about $7,040 for calendar year 2003.  This would result in a 
cost saving of about $7,040 on a yearly basis. 
 
I.  Alleviation of Case Assignment Problems 
 
 Based on interviews and letters of support there does not appear to be any specific 
problems associated with case assignments.  However, one correspondent reported that 
the four judges are often in one of the counties.  This prevents a judge from being able to 
sign “emergency orders” in the county where the judges are not present. 
 
J.  Population Growth of Counties 
 
 The following chart displays the comparative growth in population for the State of 
Georgia with the Alcovy Judicial Circuit, Newton, and Walton Counties along with the 
percentage change.  According to the data from the U.S. Bureau of the Census the 
population of Newton County and Walton County increased at about the same rate from 
1980 to 2000.  And according to the Georgia Office of Planning and Budget,  the 
projected population of Newton County will be greater than that of Walton County, 
109,345 compared to 89,688.  The percentage increase of the population in both Newton 
and Walton Counties has consistently exceeded that of the State as a whole.  Newton 
County, as noted above, will exceed the percent growth of the state markedly, 76.4% 
compared to 20.5%. 
 It is likely that the sharp population increase in Newton County will continue to 
impact all of the courts.  The increases in population will likely require that the counties, 
and the circuit, proactively anticipate the need for additional court rooms and other court 
related facilities. 
 

A Comparison of the Population of the State of Georgia with the 
Alcovy Judicial Circuit and
Newton and Walton County

Comparison of Actual and Projected Population
   Georgia 
   U.S. Bureau of the Census O. P. B. 
State of Georgia  1980 1990 2000 2010 
    
 Total Population  5,462,989 6,478,149 8,186,453 9,864,970 
    
Alcovy Judicial Circuit  65,877 80,394 122,688 199,033 

 Newton  34,666 41,808 62,001 109,345 
 Walton  31,211 38,586 60,687 89,688 

Comparison of Percentage Change 
   1980 1990 2000  
   to to to  
State of Georgia  1990 2000 2010  
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 Total Population  18.6% 26.4% 20.5%  

Alcovy Judicial Circuit  22.0% 52.6% 62.2%  

 Newton  20.6% 48.3% 76.4%  
 Walton  23.6% 57.3% 47.8%  

 
K.  Comparison population per judge 
 
 As of July 1, 2005, the U. S. Census Bureau estimates that the population of the 
AJC is 153,465, Newton County is 81,524, and Walton County is 71,941.  This 
represents a population per judge of 38,366 in the AJC, 40,262 in the proposed NCC, and 
35,971 in the proposed WCC.    
 
 The average statewide population per judge is 43,092.  The AJC, the proposed 
NCC, and the proposed WCC all have lower per judge populations.   
 This data does not demonstrate disequilibrium between the two (2) counties that 
would be remedied by an alteration in the circuit boundary of the AJC.   
 
L.  Multi-judge Circuit 
 
 An alteration of the boundaries of the AJC would not result in a single judge or a 
part-time judge in either proposed circuit. 
 
M.  Possibilities of Adding the Counties to another Circuit 
 
 The JCGa requires that staff consider the possibilities of adding the counties in 
the circuit being studied to other contingent circuits.  In this study, geography makes the 
addition of either Newton or Walton County to another county or counties difficult.  The 
AJC is located just east of Atlanta and borders the following counties in the respective 
Judicial Administrative Districts (JAD). 
 
County JAD   County JAD 
Rockdale Fourth   Morgan Eighth 
Henry  Sixth   Gwinnett Ninth 
Butts  Sixth   Barrow Tenth 
Jasper  Eighth   Oconee Tenth 
 
 A minimally disruptive alternative configuration of the circuit boundaries of the 
AJC would require that either Newton or Walton County be joined to adjacent counties 
located in a different JAD.  The boundaries of the different JADs are set at O.C.G.A. § 
15-5-2 and would require that the respective Judicial Administrative Judges concur with 
such an alteration.  It should be observed that there have been no alterations in the JAD 
boundaries since codification in 1976.  As such, an alternative alteration of the AJC 
across the JAD boundaries would require a separate endeavor, and this possibility of 
altering the circuit boundary is deferred in this study. 
 One other alternative possibility, confined to the circuits within Tenth JAD, 
would be to join Walton County with Barrow and Oconee Counties.  This would result in 
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a single county circuit composed of Newton County, a new circuit composed of Walton, 
Barrow, and Oconee Counties, a new circuit composed of Banks and Jackson Counties, 
and a single county circuit composed of Athens-Clarke County. 
 The number of judges and the weighted caseload of the proposed circuits are 
presented in the following table. 
 
Circuit 
Athens-Clarke ......................................................... 2.............................2.56 
Banks and Jackson .................................................. 2.............................1.97 
Barrow, Oconee, and Walton Counties................... 4.............................5.58 
Newton County ....................................................... 2.............................2.95 
 
 This alternative possibility results in a circuit composed of Athens-Clarke County 
having a weighted caseload of 2.56 judge years of work.  This represents a circuit with a 
workload that is well balanced.  The circuit composed of Banks and Jackson Counties 
would have a workload that is somewhat less than optimal for two (2) judges: 1.97 
compared to values above 2.00 but less than 2.70.  The proposed circuit consisting of 
Barrow, Oconee, and Walton Counties would have a workload that would immediately 
qualify the proposed circuit for a recommendation for a fifth (5th) judgeship:  5.58 
compared with 5.32.  And finally, the circuit composed of Newton County would have a 
workload that would qualify it for a third (3rd) judgeship: 2.95 compared with 2.70. 
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Judicial Council Policy for Circuit Boundary Studies 
Extracted from the Complete Judicial Council Policy in 

Effect on August 3, 2005 
 
Initiation 
 
 Recommendations to the governor and the General Assembly for judicial 
personnel allocations for the superior courts shall be made annually prior to the beginning 
of the regular session of the General Assembly.  Studies by the Administrative Office 
of the Courts of the need for judgeships or of the need for changes in circuit 
boundaries may be authorized by the Judicial Council upon the request of the 
governor, members of the General Assembly, or by a judge of the county or counties 
affected.  Such requests shall be submitted in writing by June 1, prior to the session of 
the General Assembly during which the judgeship or change in circuit boundaries is 
sought.  Any judge who intends to make a request for a study must notify the Judicial 
Council of any special circumstances or data of the courts involved in the request by June 
1 so that these special circumstances may be investigated during the studies conducted by 
the Administrative Office of the Courts.  (Rev. 8/25/2000)  
 
Purpose  
 
 The Judicial Council seeks to achieve a balanced and equitable distribution of 
case load among the judges of the state to promote speedy and just dispositions of 
citizens' cases.  The Judicial Council recognizes that the addition of a judgeship is a 
matter of great gravity and substantial expense to the counties and the state and should be 
approached through careful inquiry and deliberate study before action is taken. 
(10/27/1981)  
 
Policy Statements   
 
 The Judicial Council will recommend the creation of additional judgeships or 
changes in circuit boundaries based only upon needs demonstrated through 
comparative, objective studies.  The Judicial Council will not recommend the addition 
of a judgeship not requested by the circuit under study unless there is clear and 
convincing evidence that an additional judgeship is needed. (10/27/1981)   
 
 As a matter of policy, the Judicial Council recommends that no new part-time 
judgeship be created.  (10/27/1981)  Because of the advantages of multi-judge circuits, 
the Judicial Council generally will not recommend the creation of additional 
circuits.  (10/27/1981)  
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Methodology  
 
2.  Criteria for Studying Requests to Alter Circuit Boundaries  
 
 The criteria used by the Judicial Council in reviewing proposals to alter circuit 
boundaries will include the following criteria:  
 
 a.  Weighted Caseload per Judge - After the proposed change in circuit 
boundaries, caseload should be more evenly distributed. In addition, a proposed circuit's 
workload should not vary significantly from the statewide average weighted caseload per 
judge. (10/27/1981)  
 
 b. Caseload Growth Trends - Caseload growth trends should be examined so 
that an imbalance in growth rates when a circuit boundary is changed will not necessitate 
a reallocation of manpower or alteration of circuit boundaries again in the near future.  
Such continual shifts in circuit boundaries or manpower could be very unsettling and, 
thereby, significantly reduce judicial efficiency. (10/27/1981)  If a reliable caseload 
projection method is available, this technique will be used to determine future case 
filings; if one is not available, caseload growth rates, increases in the number of attorneys 
per capita and population projections will be analyzed.  The population per judge should 
be evenly divided among the geographical areas affected by the proposed circuit 
boundary change if a recommendation is to be made.  Secondly, population projections 
should be examined to insure that disparate population growth rates will not create a great 
imbalance in the population to be served by each judge within a short period of time from 
the date of the alteration of the circuit boundaries.  Lastly, the population per judge of the 
altered circuit should not be substantially different from the statewide average population 
per judge. (10/27/1981)  
 
 c. Changes in Judicial Travel Time - Travel time diminish total judicial time 
available for case processing; therefore, travel time should not be significantly increased 
for judges in circuits affected by a change in circuit boundaries before such a change 
should be recommended.  Terms of court in and the number of times each county was 
visited on case-related business by the judges should be determined and these trips should 
be translated into travel time by using official distances between courthouses and road 
conditions determined by the Georgia Department of Public Safety. (10/27/1981)  
 
 d. Projected Changes in Cost to State and Local Government - Cost savings or 
additional expenditures required of local and state governing authorities should be 
determined.  Changes in cost for personnel, facilities, and travel should be considered.  A 
recommendation for change should not be made unless additional expenditures required 
are minimal or balanced by equivalent cost savings. (10/27/1981)  
 
 e. Characteristics of populace in areas of circuits sought to be separated, such as 
rural or urban.  (12/11/1981) 
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 f. Operational policies of circuit as presently constituted as might involve 
inattention to smaller counties in circuit.  (12/11/1981)  
 
 g. Whether creation of new circuit would obviate necessity of one or two 
additional judges in parent circuit.  (12/1]/1981). 
 
 h. Travel and other expenses incident to serving smaller counties.  (12/11/1981)  
 
 i. Alleviation of case assignment problems in larger counties of circuit.  
(12/11/1981)  
 
 j. Population growth of counties of circuit which would reflect need for new 
circuit.  (12/11/1981)  
 
 k. Comparison population per judge in new circuit with standards approved by 
Judicial Council in recent years.  (12/11/1981)  
 
 l. The Judicial Council will presume that a multi-judge circuit is preferred over 
a single-judge circuit.  (12/11/1981)  
 
 m.  If a county is to be split off from the circuit of which it is a part, the 
possibilities of adding that county to another circuit should be exhausted prior to the 
council's recommending a single- judge circuit.  (12/11/1981)  
 
Judicial Council Deliberations  
 
1.  Testimony  
 
 Judges, legislators, and others deemed appropriate by the chairman shall be 
invited to make written remarks or present data regarding the need for judgeships or to 
alter circuit boundaries.  Any special circumstance or data of a circuit for which a request 
is to be made must be brought to the attention of the Judicial Council by a judge of the 
requesting circuit by June 1 of the year prior to the year of the legislative session  during 
which the judgeship or change in circuit boundaries will be considered.  The written 
testimony of the judges, legislators and other persons shall be reviewed and considered 
by the Judicial Council in their deliberations regarding judicial manpower.  Oral 
arguments will not be made. (6/6/1984)  
 
2.  Final Deliberations   
 
 After all written presentations, the Judicial Council and key Administrative Office 
of the Courts staff, in open session, will discuss the merits of each request. (6/6/1984)  
 
3.  Staff Presentations 
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 The Administrative Office of the Courts will present data evaluating the need to 
add judgeships or to alter circuit boundaries based on council approved criteria and 
will make staff recommendations.  (10/27/1981)  
 
4.  Vote   
 
 After final deliberations, the Council will, in open session, approve or disapprove 
recommended changes in judicial manpower allocations.  Votes on such motions shall be 
by secret written ballot. A two-thirds vote of the council membership present at the 
session will be required to override an unfavorable recommendation based on the criteria 
contained in these by-laws (policy).   After determining those circuits in which the 
council recommends an additional judgeship, the council will rank the recommendations 
based on need. (6/6/1984)  
 
5.  Length of Recommendations  
 
 Upon a recommendation of an additional judgeship or to alter circuit boundaries 
for a judicial circuit by the council, the recommendation shall remain approved by the 
council for a period of three years, unless the caseload of that circuit changes by plus or 
minus ten percent. (Rev. 12/13/1996)  
 
6.  Disqualifications  
 
 Any council member in a circuit or county affected by a council recommendation 
shall be eligible to vote by secret ballot on motions affecting that circuit, but shall not be 
present or participate in the council's final deliberations regarding his or her circuit. (Rev. 
6/6/1984)  
 
Dissemination of Recommendations  
 
2. Special Studies of Judicial Manpower, including Alteration of Circuit Boundaries  
 
 a.  The Administrative Office of the Courts shall prepare reports on the Judicial 
Council's recommendations for special studies, including reports on requests to alter 
circuit boundaries and for judgeships of courts other than the superior court and shall 
distribute them to the requestor, and, in the discretion of the director, to other interested 
parties.  (10/27/1981)  
 b.  In preparing special reports, written remarks of judges, legislators, and others 
deemed appropriate by the chairperson shall be solicited by the Administrative Office of 
the Courts and considered by the Judicial Council. (12/11/1986)  
 
Printed July 18, 2003 
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ALTERATION OF THE ALCOVY JUDICIAL CIRCUIT  

 
AUGUST 24, 2005 

 
The Alcovy Judicial Circuit seeks approval to divide the current circuit 
boundaries.  Please vote to approve or reject the request for a circuit 
alteration by checking the appropriate space below.  
 
 

APPROVE
YES NO

____________ ____________ 
 
 
 

 
 
 



Circuit 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Alapaha 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Alcovy (created 1972) 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4
Appalachian (created1983) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Atlanta 14 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 17 17 18 18 19 19 19 19
Atlantic 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Augusta 6 6 6 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 8 8 8 8
Bell-Forsyth (created 1998) 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2
Blue Ridge 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Brunswick 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Chattahoochee 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6
Cherokee 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Clayton 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Cobb 7 7 7 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 9 9 9 9 9 9
Conasauga 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Cordele 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Coweta 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Dougherty 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Douglas (created 1983) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Dublin 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Eastern 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Enotah (created 1992) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Flint 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Griffin 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Gwinnett 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 7 7 7 7 8 8 8 8
Houston (created 1971) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Lookout Mountain 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Macon 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Middle 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mountain 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Northeastern 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Northern 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Ocmulgee 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Oconee 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Ogeechee 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Pataula 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Paulding (created 2002) 2 2 2 2
Piedmont 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Rockdale (created 1983) 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Rome 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4
South Georgia 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Southern 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Southwestern 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3
Stone Mountain 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Tallapoosa 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 3 2 2 2
Tifton 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Toombs 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Towaliga (created 1999) 1 2 2 2 2 2 2
Waycross 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Western 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Total 148 153 159 159 159 169 169 169 175 176 183 184 189 188 188 188

Superior Court Circuit Judgeship Timeline: 1990 - 2005
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M E M O R A N D U M 

 
To: All Judicial Council Members 
 
From: Research Division  
 
Date: August 4, 2005 
 
Re: Explanation of Judgeship Processes and Procedures 
 
 On August 24 2005, the Judicial Council of Georgia will meet.  Two of the items on the 
agenda will consist of the Alcovy Judicial Circuit boundary study and another will present 
information regarding the requests for additional judgeships.  For first time members of the 
Judicial Council these two processes are likely to be somewhat confusing processes.  This 
memorandum is presented to orient you briefly in the processes and procedures that will be 
presented. 
 
Processes: 
 
 The data in the Agenda presented in the Alcovy Circuit Boundary Study and in the 
Judgeship Super Table for calendar year 2004 was collected in a number of different ways.  The 
General Civil and the Domestic Relations data were downloaded from the Georgia Superior 
Court Clerks Cooperative Authority in early June of 2004.  The data was sent to the Superior 
Court Clerks of each county and were verified by the clerk and reviewed by the District Court 
Administrators.  Any changes in the data were finalized prior to presentation to the Judicial 
Council. 
 
 The criminal data was collected from different sources.  The number of Unified Appeal 
filings was reported to the Research Division by the District Attorney of each circuit.  The felony 
and misdemeanor filings were reported by the Superior Court Clerks to the Research Division, 
mostly in summary form.  In addition, criminal cases were counted from printouts sent to the 
Research Division by the clerks.  And finally, the research staff counted the filings and 
defendants from bound dockets in the clerk’s offices.  The Chief Probation Officers reported the 
number of probation revocation petitions filed in the superior courts.  In many instances, private 
probation providers reported the number of misdemeanor revocation petitions filed in the 
superior courts still handling misdemeanors.  The data was sent to the Superior Court Clerks of 
each county and were verified by the clerk and reviewed by the District Court Administrators.  
Any changes in the data were finalized prior to presentation to the Judicial Council. 
 
 



 

 

Specific Processes for Completion of the Judgeship Chart 
 
 All caseload data are entered into a secure computer program.  The data on the Judgeship 
Super Table are computer generated.  All data are verified independently by research staff.  All 
corrections to the data must be in writing and are held in the files for two years. 
 
 Letters of support are sent, primarily, to the Chairperson of the Judicial Council and are 
forwarded to the Director of the AOC.  Copies are submitted to research staff for compiling 
reports and introductory comments.   
 
Contents of the Agenda 
 
Item Number 
 
3. Consideration by the Judicial Council of Requests for Additional Superior Court 
Judgeships & Recommendations to the General Assembly and the Governor 
 
 A. Tab 2, First Item, Title: Judicial Council Policy for Judgeship & Circuit Boundary 
Studies - Description: Official policy of the Judicial Council governing the methodology 
applied in judgeship assessment process.  These policies have been in place since 1973 and are 
revised by the Judicial Council when circumstances require. 

 A. Tab 2, Second Item, Title:  Judgeship Case Weight Needed to Qualify -Description:  
Case weights approved by the Council on June 8, 2005.  Each circuit must have a weight equal to 
or greater than that presented on this table for the number of judges currently authorized.  For 
example: a circuit with 5 judges would need to have a weight of at least 6.60. 

 A. Tab 2, Third Item, Title: Number of Judges and Details of the Circuit and Per 
Judge Weights -  Description:  This table displays the weight needed to qualify for a 
recommendation for an additional judge by circuit and per judge.  Each value is paired with the 
actual weight generated from the calendar year 2004 data. 

 B. Tab 2, Title: Circuit Boundary Study - Description:  This item is entitled, “Alcovy 
Circuit Boundary Study.”  The report follows the order requested by the Judicial Council.  It 
includes the pertinent information from the policy of the Judicial Council.  q.v. Item A presented 
above. 

[The following charts conform to the Methodology outlined in the policies presented at Tab 2.] 

 C. Tab 4, Title: Charts - Description:  Present summary data in alphabetical order. 

  1.  Title: Superior Court Circuit Time Line - Description:  Displays the detailed 
history of newly created judgeships and new circuits by year.  This time line assists council 
members by displaying the information to answer the question, “When did this circuit last get a 
new judge?” 



 

 

  2.  Title:  Circuits, Personnel, & Weighted Caseload - Description:  Shows number of 
authorized judgeships and presents the circuit weighted caseload computed from data caseload 
collected or reported to the AOC from calendar year 2003.  Circuits requesting judgeship studies 
for presentation to the General Assembly in 2005 are highlighted in yellow.  In order to 
“qualify” for a recommendation one of two conditions must be met.  The first condition requires 
a circuit to have a weight that is equal to or greater than the weight currently approved by the 
Judicial Council.  For example, if a circuit has three (3) judges; then, it must have a weight equal 
to or greater than 4.02.  When this first condition is met the circuit is said to “qualify” and is 
eligible for recommendation to the General Assembly upon a simple majority of the votes cast 
by the Judicial Council.  Second, if a circuit does not “qualify,” using the same definition 
presented in the first condition, it must receive a two-thirds majority of the votes cast by the 
Judicial Council to be recommended to the General Assembly. 

 3.  Title:  CY 2003 Criminal Filings by Rank & 5-year Percentage Change - Description:  
These caseload figures are ranked from high to low and permit the reader to determine the position 
of the requesting circuit for that value.  Each case type, as defined by the Judicial Council is 
displayed.  The increase or decrease in the case types are shown as percentages compared with the 
data from calendar year 1999. 

 4. Title:  CY 2003 Circuit & Civil Filings by Rank & 5-year Percentage Change - 
Description:  These caseload figures are ranked from high to low and permit the reader to 
determine the relative position of the requesting circuit for that value.  Each case type, as defined 
by the Judicial Council, is displayed.  The increase or decrease in the number of cases for each 
case type is shown as percentages base on comparison with the data from calendar year 1999. 

 5. Title:  Population - Description:  This data is from the 2004 Estimate of the Population 
released on July 1, 2005 and the 2010 Projection of the published on July 1, 2001 by the U. S. 
Census Bureau July 1, 2001 respectively. 

 6.  Title:  2004 Circuit Judgeship Requests by Rank, Weighted Caseload, and 
Population per Judge (More commonly called the 4 – Factor Chart - Description:  This 
chart is not an official part of the studies conducted by the Judicial Council associated with 
Requests for Additional Superior Court Judgeships.  It was developed to highlight the objective 
criteria used during the formal Judicial Council Deliberations: see paragraphs 2 and 3 on Page 2 
of the Judicial Council Policy presented earlier in this memorandum.  The purpose of the chart is 
to aid Judicial Council members in their personal deliberations regarding how they will vote.  
Since, the case count methodology was changed the factors, with ranking and the sum of the 
ranks, has been limited to the numerical ranking of criminal, general civil, and domestic relations 
cases along with the estimated and projected population.  As in the past, the general meaning of 
the Weighted Caseload in Minutes per Judge will be explained during the staff presentation of 
the caseload at the up-coming Judicial Council meeting.   
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