
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
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF GEORGIA

Chief Justice Leah Ward Sears
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Supreme Court of Georgia

507 State Judicial Building

Atlanta, GA  30334

404-656-3474/FAX 657-6997

Presiding Justice Carol W. Hunstein
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Supreme Court of Georgia

501 State Judicial Building

Atlanta, GA  30334
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Magistrate Court of Liberty County

P. O. Box 912
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Juvenile Court of the

    Southern Judicial Circuit

P. O. Box 6443

Thomasville, GA   31758

229-226-5308/FAX 228-9108
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Court of Appeals of Georgia
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Atlanta, GA   30334
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Judge Thomas C. Bobbitt, III
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478-272-5010/FAX 275-0035
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Judicial Council of Georgia
Wyndham Vinings Hotel

Atlanta, GA
August 24, 2005

NEW JUDICIAL COUNCIL MEMBERS
WHO HAVE JOINED SINCE THE JUNE 8, 2005 MEETING

1. Presiding Justice Carol W. Hunstein, Supreme Court of Georgia

2. Judge Gail C. Flake, Administrative Judge, 4  Judicial Administrative Districtth

3. Judge Ben Studdard, III, President-Elect, Council of State Court Judges

4. Judge Thomas C. Bobbitt, III, President-Elect, Council of Magistrate Court Judges
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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.   

 



 

 

 7. Title:  Sample Ballots – Description: These are copies of the ballots that will be used 
during secret voting. 

 

D. Title:  Letters of Request and Comments from Invited Respondents -Description:  These 
letters are from circuits requesting new judgeships recommendations sent to the Judicial Council 
during the calendar year 2005 study of data from calendar year 2004 and are presented 
alphabetically.  All comments are in writing.  Letters received in the AOC, up to the time of the 
actual meeting, will be provided to Judicial Council members as supplemental items on the 
morning of the meeting. 
 Tab 5:  Alapaha Judicial Circuit (3rd Judge) 
 Tab 6:  Alcovy Judicial Circuit (5th) 
 Tab 7:  Atlanta (20th Judge) 
 Tab 8:  Blue Ridge Judicial Circuit (3rd) 
 Tab 9:  Enotah Judicial Circuit (3rd) 
 Tab 10: Houston (3rd Judge) 
 Tab 11: Paulding Judicial Circuit (3rd) 

 Tab 12, Item: Carryover Circuit Requests - Description:  Judicial Council policy allows a 
circuit that has been recommended for an additional judgeship to the General Assembly to be 
presented for three (3) years.  This means that the circuit does not have to re-qualify for a 
recommendation unless the case load drops by more than 10%. 

 1) Cobb Judicial Circuit (10th) 

 2) Coweta Judicial Circuit (6th) 

 3) Dublin Judicial Circuit (3rd) 

 4) Gwinnett Judicial Circuit (10th) 

 5) Southern Judicial Circuit (6th) 
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Judgeship Table Insert 1

Judgeship Case Weight Needed to Qualify

Number Value
of to

Judges Qualify

2 2.700
3 4.020
4 5.320
5 6.600
6 7.860
7 9.100
8 10.320
9 11.520

10 12.700
11 13.860
12 15.000
13 16.120
14 17.220
15 18.300
16 19.360
17 20.400
18 21.420
19 22.420
20 23.400
21 24.360
22 25.300
23 26.220
24 27.120
25 28.000

Judicial Council of Georgia Policy
Effective June 8, 2005

G:\Research\ResearchAtl\Superior\Caseload\General Reports\2004\Aug05JCPrep\JCDocuments\ValuetoQualify.FIN.xls



Judgeship Table Insert 2  
Number of Judges and

Details of the Circuit and Per Judge Weights
Circuit Per Judge

Number Weight Weight
of To Actual To  Actual

Circuit Judges Qualify 2004 Qualify  2004
Alapaha 2 2.70 2.92 1.35 1.459
Alcovy 4 5.32 5.12 1.33 1.280
Appalachian 3 4.02 3.04 1.34 1.013
Atlanta 19 22.42 20.08 1.18 1.057
Atlantic 4 5.32 4.07 1.33 1.018
Augusta 8 10.32 7.73 1.29 0.966
Bell-Forsyth 2 2.70 1.89 1.35 0.945
Blue Ridge 2 2.70 2.79 1.35 1.394
Brunswick 4 5.32 4.89 1.33 1.223
Chattahoochee 6 7.86 6.46 1.31 1.076
Cherokee 4 5.32 4.07 1.33 1.018
Clayton 4 5.32 4.29 1.33 1.072
Cobb 9 11.52 9.22 1.28 1.024
Conasauga 4 5.32 4.01 1.33 1.004
Cordele 2 2.70 2.94 1.35 1.469
Coweta 5 6.60 6.14 1.32 1.228
Dougherty 3 4.02 3.16 1.34 1.053
Douglas 3 4.02 3.83 1.34 1.277
Dublin 2 2.70 2.83 1.35 1.417
Eastern 6 7.86 4.88 1.31 0.813
Enotah 2 2.70 2.84 1.35 1.421
Flint 3 4.02 3.34 1.34 1.112
Griffin 4 5.32 4.86 1.33 1.216
Gwinnett 9 11.52 10.71 1.28 1.190
Houston 2 2.70 3.19 1.35 1.593
Lookout Mountain 4 5.32 4.33 1.33 1.082
Macon 5 6.60 4.51 1.32 0.901
Middle 2 2.70 3.18 1.35 1.588
Mountain 2 2.70 2.62 1.35 1.308
Northeastern 4 5.32 4.03 1.33 1.007
Northern 3 4.02 4.28 1.34 1.428
Ocmulgee 5 6.60 5.41 1.32 1.082
Oconee 2 2.70 2.73 1.35 1.366
Ogeechee 3 4.02 3.40 1.34 1.132
Pataula 2 2.70 2.68 1.35 1.339
Paulding 2 2.70 2.80 1.35 1.399
Piedmont 3 4.02 3.16 1.34 1.055
Rockdale 2 2.70 1.85 1.35 0.925
Rome 4 5.32 4.61 1.33 1.152
South Georgia 2 2.70 2.39 1.35 1.196
Southern 5 6.60 6.76 1.32 1.352
Southwestern 3 4.02 2.94 1.34 0.981
Stone Mountain 10 12.70 10.75 1.27 1.075
Tallapoosa 2 2.70 2.02 1.35 1.012
Tifton 2 2.70 2.77 1.35 1.383
Toombs 2 2.70 2.31 1.35 1.157
Towaliga 2 2.70 2.48 1.35 1.239
Waycross 3 4.02 3.69 1.34 1.230
Western 3 4.02 3.52 1.34 1.172
Color Code New Judgeship Request

Carryover
Qualified but Not Requested
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Circuit Counties

Superior Court
Judge Positions

Authorized

State Court
Judge 

Authorized

Juvenile Court
Judges and
Associate

Judges

Probate Court
Judges

hearing traffic 
cases

CY04  
Weighted
Caseload

Alapaha 5 2 1 2 4 2.92
Alcovy 2 4 0 3 2 5.12
Appalachian 3 3 0 4 3 3.04
Atlanta 1 19 10 9 0 20.08
Atlantic 6 4 6 3 0 4.11
Augusta 3 8 4 4 1 7.73
Bell-Forsyth 1 2 2 2 0 1.89
Blue Ridge 1 2 2 2 0 2.79
Brunswick 5 4 4 6 1 4.89
Chattahoochee 6 6 2 3 5 6.46
Cherokee 2 4 0 2 2 4.98
Clayton 1 4 4 3 0 4.29
Cobb 1 9 10 3 0 9.22
Conasauga 2 4 0 1 2 4.01
Cordele 4 2 0 1 4 2.94
Coweta 5 5 3 4 2 6.82
Dougherty 1 3 1 2 0 3.16
Douglas 1 3 1 3 0 3.83
Dublin 4 2 1 2 3 2.83
Eastern 1 6 2 3 0 4.88
Enotah 4 2 0 2 4 2.84
Flint 1 3 2 3 0 3.34
Griffin 4 4 2 2 2 4.86
Gwinnett 1 9 5 5 0 10.71
Houston 1 2 1 1 0 3.19
Lookout Mountain 4 4 2 4 2 4.27
Macon 3 5 1 3 2 4.51
Middle 5 2 5 2 0 3.18
Mountain 3 2 2 1 1 2.67
Northeastern 2 4 2 2 1 4.03
Northern 5 3 1 2 4 4.28
Ocmulgee 8 5 2 1 6 5.41
Oconee 6 2 0 2 6 2.73
Ogeechee 4 3 4 0 0 3.40
Pataula 7 2 2 2 5 2.68
Paulding 1 2 0 2 1 2.80
Piedmont 3 3 1 1 2 3.16
Rockdale 1 2 1 1 0 1.85
Rome 1 4 0 3 1 4.61
South Georgia 5 2 3 2 2 2.39
Southern 5 5 4 5 1 7.21
Southwestern 6 3 1 1 5 2.94
Stone Mountain 1 10 7 6 0 10.75
Tallapoosa 2 2 0 3 2 2.02
Tifton 4 2 3 2 1 2.77
Toombs 6 2 0 1 6 2.31
Towaliga 3 2 0 1 3 2.48
Waycross 6 3 5 2 1 3.69
Western 2 3 1 3 1 3.52

Totals: 159 193 110 127 88

2004 Circuits, Personnel, and Weighted Caseload

Administrative Office of the Courts 8/10/2005



Circuit

Total
Criminal
Filings Rank

% Change
CY99  - CY04

Unified
Appeals

Felony
Defendants

Misdemeanor
Defendants

Probation
Revocations

Alapaha 1,273           1 -32% 0.00 608 559 107
Alcovy 669              31 -35% 0.00 324 235 111
Appalachian 661              32 -24% 0.00 298 273 89
Atlanta 1,018           3 15% 0.26 786 0 232
Atlantic 439              47 77% 0.00 355 3 82
Augusta 674              30 17% 1.00 360 92 221
Bell-Forsyth 398              49 37% 0.50 281 0 117
Blue Ridge 959              6 57% 0.00 753 174 33
Brunswick 615              35 -11% 0.25 449 73 93
Chattahoochee 412              48 -11% 0.50 223 76 114
Cherokee 999              4 15% 0.25 334 230 435
Clayton 802              16 19% 0.00 559 28 215
Cobb 786              19 -3% 0.11 711 8 67
Conasauga 833              15 6% 0.00 332 282 220
Cordele 952              7 12% 0.50 395 222 335
Coweta 789              18 44% 0.20 629 57 102
Dougherty 921              10 17% 0.00 596 0 325
Douglas 690              27 -34% 0.67 524 35 130
Dublin 723              25 -17% 0.00 361 219 144
Eastern 517              42 -15% 0.00 280 14 223
Enotah 877              13 23% 0.00 372 263 242
Flint 523              41 11% 0.67 374 9 140
Griffin 870              14 9% 0.00 555 94 221
Gwinnett 643              33 17% 0.44 421 5 217
Houston 926              9 -9% 0.00 556 68 303
Lookout Mountain 759              24 10% 0.00 337 286 135
Macon 797              17 21% 0.00 411 31 355
Middle 512              43 8% 1.50 412 8 91
Mountain 761              22 4% 1.00 426 135 199
Northeastern 759              23 13% 0.25 453 149 157
Northern 631              34 0% 0.67 334 90 205
Ocmulgee 766              21 -13% 0.00 365 261 140
Oconee 888              12 8% 0.00 425 249 214
Ogeechee 502              45 5% 0.00 462 2 38
Pataula 1,035           2 65% 0.00 733 157 145
Paulding 699              26 6% 0.00 326 338 36
Piedmont 893              11 35% 0.00 361 472 59
Rockdale 550              38 -10% 0.00 429 0 122
Rome 979              5 -28% 0.00 373 375 231
South Georgia 503              44 10% 0.00 303 29 172
Southern 683              28 -18% 0.00 522 28 133
Southwestern 601              37 -34% 0.00 302 139 160
Stone Mountain 679              29 -4% 0.00 483 0 197
Tallapoosa 470              46 -32% 0.00 177 168 125
Tifton 546              39 17% 0.00 312 21 214
Toombs 605              36 -13% 0.00 227 281 97
Towaliga 531              40 -1% 0.00 347 171 13
Waycross 772              20 31% 0.00 545 57 170
Western 930              8 40% 0.00 485 202 243

Mean: 731              0.18 428 136 167

CY04 Criminal Filings by Rank and Five-Year Percentage Change Per Judge
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Circuit

Total
Circuit Filings

(Criminal + 
Civil) Rank

% Change
CY99 - 
CY04

Total
Civil Filings Rank

% Change
CY99 - 
CY04

General
Civil

Domestic
Relations

Alapaha 2,355               4 -23% 1,082          35 -8% 393             689             
Alcovy 2,280               7 -12% 1,611          4 4% 768             844             
Appalachian 1,548               46 -17% 887             45 -10% 431             457             
Atlanta 1,856               32 6% 838             48 -3% 219             619             
Atlantic 1,500               47 35% 1,060          37 23% 316             745             
Augusta 1,759               38 -4% 1,086          34 -13% 294             792             
Bell-Forsyth 1,648               42 61% 1,251          24 70% 421             830             
Blue Ridge 2,450               2 37% 1,491          10 26% 418             1,074          
Brunswick 1,783               36 15% 1,168          31 36% 389             779             
Chattahoochee 1,919               26 3% 1,507          8 8% 541             966             
Cherokee 2,297               6 -2% 1,297          20 -12% 682             615             
Clayton 1,986               25 4% 1,185          30 -4% 139             1,046          
Cobb 1,835               34 -13% 1,049          40 -19% 144             905             
Conasauga 1,889               28 5% 1,056          38 4% 464             592             
Cordele 2,270               8 -1% 1,319          16 -8% 537             782             
Coweta 2,348               5 28% 1,559          6 22% 512             1,047          
Dougherty 1,842               33 6% 920             43 -3% 327             593             
Douglas 2,092               18 -5% 1,402          12 20% 702             700             
Dublin 2,168               13 -6% 1,445          11 0% 556             889             
Eastern 1,479               48 -14% 962             42 -13% 312             650             
Enotah 2,186               12 30% 1,309          18 34% 602             708             
Flint 1,863               31 -3% 1,341          15 -7% 597             744             
Griffin 2,138               14 8% 1,269          22 8% 491             778             
Gwinnett 2,229               9 2% 1,586          5 -3% 389             1,197          
Houston 2,916               1 25% 1,991          1 50% 544             1,447          
Lookout Mountain 2,049               20 9% 1,291          21 8% 394             897             
Macon 1,616               45 5% 819             49 -7% 355             464             
Middle 2,229               9 34% 1,717          2 45% 633             1,084          
Mountain 1,995               23 15% 1,234          26 22% 406             829             
Northeastern 1,811               35 20% 1,052          39 25% 361             691             
Northern 2,123               15 30% 1,492          9 49% 559             934             
Ocmulgee 1,670               41 -8% 904             44 -3% 404             500             
Oconee 2,107               17 6% 1,220          27 5% 489             731             
Ogeechee 1,635               43 -18% 1,134          32 -25% 291             843             
Pataula 1,908               27 18% 873             46 -12% 389             485             
Paulding 2,401               3 75% 1,703          3 139% 1,030          673             
Piedmont 2,000               22 14% 1,107          33 1% 529             578             
Rockdale 1,631               44 -3% 1,081          36 1% 282             800             
Rome 2,193               11 -8% 1,214          28 20% 510             704             
South Georgia 1,742               39 11% 1,239          25 11% 530             709             
Southern 2,033               21 -16% 1,351          13 -15% 581             770             
Southwestern 1,458               49 -32% 857             47 -30% 428             429             
Stone Mountain 1,992               24 -2% 1,313          17 -1% 330             983             
Tallapoosa 1,775               37 2% 1,305          19 24% 727             579             
Tifton 2,084               19 24% 1,538          7 27% 512             1,026          
Toombs 1,869               30 -3% 1,264          23 3% 409             855             
Towaliga 1,877               29 15% 1,346          14 23% 419             927             
Waycross 1,741               40 -1% 969             41 -18% 443             526             
Western 2,118               16 39% 1,188          29 38% 518             670             

Mean: 1,973               1,242          463             779             

CY04 Civil Filings by Rank and Five-Year Percentage Change Per Judge
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Circuit

CY04 U.S. Census
Population Per Superior

Court Judge Rank

2010 GA O.P.B. Projected
Population for Superior

Court Judge Rank
Alapaha 27,679 46 26,026 46
Alcovy 38,366 31 49,157 13
Appalachian 25,380 48 30,380 44
Atlanta 42,865 18 43,178 24
Atlantic 35,391 34 35,731 37
Augusta 40,005 25 40,780 28
Bell-Forsyth 65,933 6 90,981 3
Blue Ridge 87,340 1 107,072 1
Brunswick 43,862 15 44,725 19
Chattahoochee 42,109 20 41,730 25
Cherokee 34,012 37 39,583 31
Clayton 66,238 5 77,080 5
Cobb 72,667 3 86,209 4
Conasauga 32,504 38 35,206 39
Cordele 29,833 44 30,519 43
Coweta 60,439 8 69,361 7
Dougherty 31,894 39 31,351 42
Douglas 35,739 33 39,745 30
Dublin 36,894 32 37,295 35
Eastern 39,753 27 38,775 32
Enotah 38,630 28 44,433 20
Flint 53,169 9 70,609 6
Griffin 51,519 11 57,568 11
Gwinnett 77,866 2 91,218 2
Houston 61,877 7 64,533 10
Lookout Mountain 41,443 21 44,962 18
Macon 38,545 29 38,448 33
Middle 48,503 12 46,962 15
Mountain 39,989 26 44,285 21
Northeastern 44,997 13 52,107 12
Northern 30,142 43 37,662 34
Ocmulgee 31,344 41 33,734 41
Oconee 34,928 35 33,797 40
Ogeechee 43,007 17 45,923 16
Pataula 25,795 47 25,947 47
Paulding 52,968 10 69,037 8
Piedmont 40,548 24 47,244 14
Rockdale 38,411 30 41,014 27
Rome 23,502 49 23,722 49
South Georgia 43,542 16 43,717 22
Southern 40,801 22 40,103 29
Southwestern 31,884 40 30,201 45
Stone Mountain 67,573 4 66,335 9
Tallapoosa 34,168 36 36,573 36
Tifton 40,761 23 41,428 26
Toombs 28,537 45 25,832 48
Towaliga 31,100 42 35,349 38
Waycross 42,761 19 43,369 23
Western 44,297 14 45,301 17

Mean: 43,092 47,271

Population

Administrative Office of the Courts 8/10/2005





VOTE ON JUDGESHIP REQUESTS 
 

AUGUST 24, 2005 
 
 

CIRCUIT REQUESTING APPROVE 
 YES NO 
1. ALAPAHA (3rd Judge) ____________ ____________ 

2. ALCOVY (5th Judge)   ____________ ____________ 

3. ATLANTA (20th Judge) ____________ ____________ 

4. BLUE RIDGE (3rd Judge) ____________ ____________ 

5. ENOTAH (3rd Judge) ____________ ____________ 

6. HOUSTON (3rd Judge) ____________ ____________ 

7. PAULDING (3rd Judge) ____________ ____________ 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

PRIORITY RANKING OF JUDGESHIP REQUESTS 
 

AUGUST 24, 2005 
 

(1 = HIGHEST;     12 = LOWEST) 
 

CIRCUIT REQUESTING RANK 
  



PRIORITY RANKING OF JUDGESHIP REQUESTS 
 

AUGUST 24, 2005 
 

(1 = HIGHEST;     12 = LOWEST) 
 

CIRCUIT REQUESTING RANK
  

1. ALAPAHA (3rd Judge) ________ 

2.  ALCOVY (5th  Judge) ________ 

3. ATLANTA (20th Judge) ________ 

4. BLUE RIDGE (3rd Judge) ________ 

5. COBB (10th Judge) ________ 

6. COWETA (6th Judge) ________ 

7. DUBLIN (3rd Judge) ________ 

8. ENOTAH (3rd Judge) ________ 

9. GWINNETT (10th Judge) ________ 

10. HOUSTON (3rd Judge) ________ 

11. PAULDING (3rd Judge) ________ 

12. SOUTHERN (6th Judge) ________ 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



















































































































FY 2006 SUPPLEMENTAL

and

FY 2007 GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS 
AND ENHANCEMENTS

WILL BE PROVIDED AS HANDOUTS
AT THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL MEETING















                                                                                         
 
 

GEORGIA COURTS AUTOMATION 
COMMISSION 
 

244 Washington Street, SW, Suite 300 

Atlanta, Georgia 30334 
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Summary of Projects 



Georgia Courts Automation Commission 
Report to the Judicial Council of Georgia 
August 2005 
 
 
Commission Membership Activities 
 
Using the Strategic Plan adopted by the Commission in August 2004 as the official guide 
for future decisions and actions and to aide with making reasonable, logical, reliable 
decisions in addressing its legislative directives, new initiatives of the commission are 
based on the use of its collaborative make-up and expertise in the facilitation of 
information sharing among all courts and other government agencies, as well as the 
establishment of statewide court standards.  The GCAC Strategic Plan is available from 
the GCAC web site at www.gcacommission.org. 
 
GCAC and AOC Memorandum of Understanding  
 
The Commission continues to rely on the approved Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) between the GCAC and the AOC to address the relationship between the two 
agencies and govern the specifics involved in the delivery of automation products and 
services.  
 
 
Project Activities 
 
Strategic Planning Assistance for Judges Councils and Courts 
 
Just prior to and immediately following the Commission’s June 8, 2005 report to the 
Judicial Council on its commitment to continue use of its Strategic Plan as a guide to 
elevate the importance of Data Sharing and the Integration of Justice in Georgia, 
individual presentations were given to the Executive Committees of each of the Judges 
Councils offering assistance with the development of individual court level strategic 
plans.  The Commission proposed the providing of funding for facilitated work sessions 
to assist the various levels of courts with identifying the data elements that they can share 
with other courts and with the development of their individual Strategic Plans.  The 
proposal by the commission also included active participation by the commission office 
in the scheduling and actual work process required to develop the plans for the councils. 
 
The Council of Juvenile, Magistrate, Probate, and Municipal Court Judges have all 
accepted the commission’s offer of assistance.  The Council of State and Superior Court 
Judges are expected to accept the offer as well.  
 
The development of the templates, tools, and facilitation agendas to conduct the initial 
facilitated Data Definition and Information Exchange Requirements and Strategic 
Planning sessions is complete and ready for use.  Efforts are currently on-going to 
coordinated and scheduled session dates for the Councils that have accepted the offer for 
assistance.  This project is in keeping with the commission mission to facilitate and 
collaborate with the courts and government agencies for the benefit of the citizens of this 
state.
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Georgia Courts Automation Commission 
Report to the Judicial Council of Georgia 
August 2005 
 
 
 
Traffic Court Certification Program 
 
Columbus State University continues development of the software certification program 
for the Georgia Traffic Courts.  The University completed interviews of interns for the 
project during June and has these individuals in place and working on the project. As part 
of the development program process Columbus State has visited with some of the traffic 
courts to observe installed vendor software in their operational environments.  Official 
roll out the program is scheduled for September 30, 2005.  Extension of the certification 
program to other trial courts will be addressed after successful implementation in the 
Traffic Courts. This project is in keeping with the commission mission to facilitate and 
collaborate with the courts and government agencies for the benefit of the citizens of this 
state. 
 
 
Office Relocation 
 
The GCAC Office relocated during the month of July, along with the offices of the 
offices of the AOC Information Technology, and is now housed in the building 
immediately adjacent to the Administrative Office of the Courts at 254 Washington Street 
in Atlanta.  The mailing address, phone, and fax numbers remain unchanged. 
 
A significant event of this move for the GCAC Office is the correct handling of the 15 
years of historical records of the commission.  A great deal of follow up time and effort 
will be required to sort through these documents, binders, flip charts, etc. to prepare them 
for scanning and archiving.  The history of the commission is not found just within the 
minutes of the meetings, which are all in paper files in filing cabinets and must also be 
scanned and archived, but also in other valuable documents such as the 1990 Automation 
Needs Assessment Research findings that were used to convince the 1991 Georgia 
Legislature that the GCAC was needed, and the documents from the 1991 & 92 
facilitated sessions that yielded the Data Dictionary and the Request For Proposal for the 
SUSTAIN software system.  These documents need to be preserved as the history of the 
Commission.  This project will require several months to complete. 
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Lawyers who enter the practice of law as federal, state, local, or other governmental employees may
1

satisfy the requirements of the Program by participating for twelve months in an approved new lawyer mentoring

program specially designed for the government office or agency under policies and procedures established by the

Standards of the Profession Committee and the Commission on Continuing Lawyer Competency.

The following lawyers are not covered by the mandatory program:

1. Lawyers admitted to practice in this state who have principal practices in another state;

2. Lawyers who have been admitted to the practice of law in another United States jurisdiction

outside of Georgia for two or more years prior to admission to practice in this state; and

3. Lawyers serving as judicial law clerks.  These lawyers will not be subject to the mandatory

program during the period of the judicial clerkship but will be covered once the clerkship ends for

the first year thereafter that they engage in the practice of law in this state.

1

COMMITTEE ON THE STANDARDS OF THE PROFESSION

MANDATORY TRANSITION INTO PRACTICE PROGRAM
PROGRAM OVERVIEW

On August 19, 2004, the Board of Governors of the State Bar of Georgia approved the

Implementation Plan for A Mandatory Transition Into Law Practice Program (the “Plan”)

developed by the Committee on the Standards of the Profession of the State Bar.  The Plan calls

for the establishment of the Transition Into Law Practice Program (the “Program”)  and the

commencement of operations during calendar year 2005. 

The goal of the one-year Transition Into Law Practice Program is to afford every

beginning lawyer newly admitted to the State Bar of Georgia with meaningful access to an

experienced lawyer equipped to teach the practical skills, seasoned judgment, and sensitivity to

ethical and professionalism values necessary to practice law in a highly competent manner.  A

Pilot Project for the Program, conducted from 2000 through 2001, supported the conclusion that

the Program can be effective in helping to make more competent, professional lawyers.

The core of the Program, commonly known as the “Mentoring Program,” is to assign

every beginning lawyer to a mentor for the first year after admission to the Bar.   The Program is1

essentially an educational program that combines a Mentoring component with a Continuing

Legal Education (CLE) component.  The purpose of the guidance furnished by the mentors is to
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continue the legal education of the beginning lawyers during the first year of practice by assisting

them in acquiring practical skills and in deepening understanding of ethical and professional

values expected of lawyers practicing in Georgia.

The first class of beginning lawyers who will be required to participate in the mandatory

Program will be those who are admitted after June 30, 2005.  The Program does not call for

conditional licensure; beginning lawyers will be admitted to practice as now without restriction. 

However, they will be required to complete the Program in the year of admission or in the next

calendar year.  Failure to complete the Program by this time would expose the beginning lawyer

to license suspension in the same manner as a lawyer who fails to meet the CLE requirements

pursuant to the mandatory CLE Rules of the Commission on Continuing Lawyer Competency.

Based on historical averages of bar admissions and attendance at Bridge-the-Gap, the

Program must be set up to accommodate about 1,200 beginning lawyers each year.  Most

beginning lawyers will be paired with an experienced lawyer in the same law firm, office, or

practice setting who will serve as the beginning lawyer's mentor (“inside mentor”).  However,

roughly 150 to 200 newly admitted lawyers each year will enter practice on their own and not in

association with a lawyer who has at least five years of experience and who is qualified to serve

as a mentor.  These beginning lawyers will be matched through the Program with an outside

mentor or assigned to a Mentoring Group as part of a group of beginning lawyers and mentors

arranged on a regional basis.

The CLE component of the Program that lays the groundwork for and supports the

mentoring component is provided by the Institute of Continuing Legal Education in Georgia

(“ICLE”).  Most beginning lawyers will attend an Enhanced Bridge-the-Gap Program that

combines a day of introduction to law practice with a second day of instruction focusing on the

roles of attorneys in working with and counseling clients, dealing with others as representatives

of clients, and negotiating for clients.  

An alternative continuing legal education program, called the Fundamentals of Law

Practice, will also be offered.  While the length and content of the instruction in this program will

be substantially the same as the Enhanced Bridge-the-Gap Program, the format and setting will

differ.  Attendance at the Fundamentals of Law Practice Program will be limited to about 100
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beginning lawyers each session.  Most instruction will be offered in small groups of 12-15

persons to permit close, hands-on guidance and interaction between the corps of experienced

lawyer-instructors and the beginning lawyers.  Priority in attending the Fundamentals of Law

Practice Program will be given to beginning lawyers who are not practicing in association with

an experienced lawyer.  This priority is based on the effort to replicate, as far as possible in this

setting, the kind of interaction between a new attorney and an experienced attorney that occurs

naturally in an office setting where new attorneys practice in association with experienced

attorneys. 

All beginning lawyers except those described in footnote one on page one will participate

in the Transition Into Law Practice Program, although relevant differences in law practice

settings and types of practice will differentiate precisely how that participation occurs.  Each

beginning lawyer and his or her mentor should devise and develop, formally commit to and sign,

and submit a Mentoring Plan of Activities and Experiences for the one-year period of the

mentorship.  The Mentoring Plan can be adjusted to individual needs and interests yet must

conform to certain minimum standards.  At the conclusion of twelve months, the mentor will be

expected to sign a certificate evidencing whether or not the beginning lawyer has satisfactorily

completed the Mentoring Plan to which they committed. 

Mentors will be appointed by the Supreme Court of Georgia for one-year terms and may

serve for more than one term.  They must meet minimum qualifications, including being a

member in good standing with at least five (5) years practice experience with a reputation in the

local legal community for competence and ethical and professional conduct.   An orientation for

new mentors will be offered by ICLE each year, live and over the internet.  The first program will

be held in the late fall of 2005.  Mentors will receive three hours of CLE credit and will not be

charged for the Mentor Orientations.  The State Bar will give special recognition to mentors for

each year of service.

The Program will be operated under the auspices of the Commission on Continuing

Lawyer Competency (“CCLC”) pursuant to its general supervisory authority to administer the

continuing legal education rules.   The Standards of the Profession Committee is a committee of
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the CCLC with responsibilities for devising and recommending policy to the CCLC as to the

operation of the program, serving as a Mentor Advisory Board, serving as faculty in the CLE

courses, overseeing and supporting Mentoring Groups, and introducing the Program to law

students, law firms, and other employers.   The Program will be staffed by a Program director

and administrative assistant, who will work under the direct supervision of the office of the Chief

Justice’s Commission on Professionalism.

The Program will be funded by the State Bar of Georgia and the payment of the same

CLE fees currently charged newly admitted lawyers for the existing Bridge-the-Gap Program.  At

the same time that the Board of Governors approved the Implementation Plan, it approved an

increase in State Bar of Georgia membership dues equal to ten dollars ($10.00) per member,

effective for the Bar year beginning on July 1, 2005.  This ten-dollar per member dues increase

will provide funding for the Program’s anticipated annual budget.

Pursuant to State Bar policy, all new programs are subject to a Sunset Provision under

which the program is allowed to operate for three years.  In the third year, the program must be

evaluated for effectiveness.  If the evaluation shows that the program is effective, it will be

allowed to continue.  The Program will run for four full cycles of mentorships:  January 1, 2006

to December 31, 2006; July 1, 2006 to June 30, 2007; January 1, 2007 to December 31, 2007;

July 1, 2007 to June 30, 2008.  In January 2008, the Standards Committee will begin an

evaluation of the Program’s effectiveness.  The evaluation will be presented to the Executive

Committee and Board of Governors of the State Bar in June 2008.

A review of this Executive Summary may prompt a number of questions about how the

Mentoring Program will work.  Attached are four sets of Questions and Answers.  One list

contains Frequently Asked Questions about the Program in general.  The other three sets pose

and answer questions that are of particular interest to:

� Law Students and Beginning Lawyers;

� Inside Mentors, Law Firms, and Other Employers; and

� Outside Mentors. 
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
about

STATE BAR OF GEORGIA TRANSITION INTO LAW PRACTICE PROGRAM
IN GENERAL

1. What is the goal of the Program?

The goal of the Program is to provide professional guidance and counsel to assist
beginning lawyers who are newly admitted to the State Bar of Georgia in acquiring the practical
skills, judgment and professional values necessary to practice law in a highly competent manner. 
To carry out this goal, the Program will afford every beginning lawyer with meaningful access to
an experienced lawyer equipped to teach the practical skills, seasoned judgment, and sensitivity
to ethical and professionalism values that represent the best traditions and highest aspirations of
the legal profession.  The Program is essentially an educational program that combines a
Mentoring component with a Continuing Legal Education (CLE) component. 

2. How are mentors selected?

Mentors must meet the following minimum qualifications:

1. Be an active member of the State Bar of Georgia, in good standing;

2. Be admitted to practice for not less than five (5) years;

3. Have a reputation among judges and peers in the local legal community for
competence and ethical and professional conduct.

4. Never have been sanctioned, suspended or disbarred in any state from the practice
of law; and

5. Certify that he or she has professional liability insurance with minimum limits of
$250,000.00/$500,000.00, or its equivalent.

The qualifications of prospective mentors will be screened by a subcommittee of the
Standards of the Profession Committee known as the Mentor Subcommittee.  This subcommittee
will recommend mentors for appointment.  Mentors are appointed by the Supreme Court of
Georgia for one-year terms.  The mentor must agree in writing to serve as mentor. 

3. Is a beginning lawyer allowed to choose his or her mentor?

The assignment of mentors within a firm, office or practice group will be based on the
recommendation of the firm or other employer itself, subject to the stated qualifications for
appointment as a mentor and compliance with the other requirements of the Program. 
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A beginning lawyer who does not practice in association with a lawyer eligible to be
appointed as a mentor will be asked to nominate his or her own mentor.  The nomination must be
approved by the Mentor Subcommittee. 

4. How are a mentor and a beginning lawyer (mentee) in the same firm matched?

The assignment of a mentor to a beginning lawyer within a firm, office or practice group
will be based on the recommendation of the firm or other employer itself, subject to the stated
qualifications for appointment as a mentor and compliance with the other requirements of the
Program. 

5. What criteria are used in matching a mentor and a beginning lawyer who are not in
the same firm?

The Mentor Subcommittee will draw upon its own knowledge of potential mentors in
proximity to the beginning lawyer as well as seek assistance from superior and state court judges
and local, circuit, or voluntary bar associations.  Beyond geographic proximity, the Program will
attempt, but cannot guarantee, to match beginning lawyers and mentors based on other criteria,
such as similarities of practice area. 

In the event no mentor can be found for a beginning lawyer to act in a one-on-one basis,
then the Mentor Subcommittee will assign the beginning lawyer to a Mentoring Group in that
vicinity or region of the state.  A Mentoring Group will consist of an approved mentor or group
of approved mentors who work with a small group of beginning lawyers through periodic group
mentoring meetings in accordance with criteria established by the Mentor Subcommittee.

6. What are the responsibilities of a mentor in the Program?

The mentor has responsibilities to guide and to teach the beginning lawyer practical
skills, seasoned judgment, and sensitivity to ethical and professionalism values and to devote the
time required for this assignment.  Using the Model Plan of Mentoring Activities and
Experiences as a guide, the mentor and the beginning lawyer should jointly devise a Mentoring
Plan for the coming twelve months and complete it.  The Plan will include experiences and
topics for discussion that follow up on the CLE component.  At the end of the twelve months, the
mentor will be expected to sign a certificate evidencing whether or not the beginning lawyer has
satisfactorily completed the Mentoring Plan.  (Please see Question 20.)

7. What are responsibilities of a beginning lawyer (mentee) in the Program?

A beginning lawyer has the responsibilities to make himself or herself available to the
guidance and teaching of their mentors, to devise jointly with the mentor a Mentoring Plan, to
complete the Plan, and to complete the CLE component of the Program.  (Please see Question
20.)
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8. Does the mentor initiate contacts with the beginning lawyer (mentee) or should the
beginning lawyer initiate contacts?

This is a matter to be addressed and worked out between the mentor and the beginning
lawyer.

9. How much time is the mentor expected to spend with the beginning lawyer
(mentee)?

The mentor and beginning lawyer are expected to spend sufficient time to carry out the
Mentoring Plan mutually agreed upon.  While regular meetings are suggested, the Program does
not specify the number or length of meetings.  For an inside mentorship, the number and length
of meetings between the mentor and beginning lawyer will depend upon the firm’s or office’s
policies and workload.  For an outside mentorship, one personal meeting a month, in addition to
frequent telephone and email contact, is suggested to maintain the mentorship. 

10. Are communications between the mentor and the beginning lawyer (mentee)
confidential?

For an inside the firm or office mentorship, the confidentiality of communications
between the mentor and beginning lawyer will depend on the firm’s or office’s policies.  For an
outside mentorship, the beginning lawyer shall not reveal to the mentor any confidential
communications between the beginning lawyer and the beginning lawyer’s client, according to
the terms of the Transition Into Law Practice Program Continuing Legal Education Agreement
(CLE Agreement) that outside mentors and beginning lawyers will be required to sign. (Please
see Question 3 under Questions and Answers for Outside Mentors.)  

11. How long does a beginning lawyer have to complete the Program?

A newly admitted active lawyer is required to complete the CLE component of the
Program in the year of admission to the State Bar of Georgia or in the next calendar year.

A newly admitted active lawyer is required to complete the Mentoring component within
twelve months of the filing of the Mentoring Plan.  (Please see Question 20.) 

12. Will the mentor supervise the beginning lawyer’s (mentee’s) work?

For an inside firm or office mentorship, supervision of the beginning lawyer’s work is a
matter to be determined by the firm’s or office’s policy.  For an outside mentorship, the mentor
cannot be expected to supervise the practice of law by the beginning lawyer.  The role of an
outside mentor is to offer the beginning lawyer extended education in learning the ways of law
practice.  An outside mentor is expected to provide instruction in practical skills, as well as
ethical and professional issues frequently encountered by lawyers in practice.  Neither the
Program nor the outside mentor assumes any responsibility to the beginnning lawyer’s clients for
legal services performed by the beginning lawyer, in accordance with the CLE Agreement.
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13. What is the mentor’s role in evaluation of the beginning lawyer (mentee) within the
firm or office?

The role of the mentor in evaluating the work and professional development of the
beginning lawyer within the firm or office is a matter to be determined by the firm’s or office’s
policy.  The mentor and the beginning lawyer both have responsibility for evaluating the
mentoring relationship and assessing whether the beginning lawyer has satisfactorily completed
the Program.

14. What is the mentor’s role in evaluation of the beginning lawyer (mentee) who does
not work in the same firm?

The outside mentor assumes no responsibility for evaluating the work of the beginning
lawyer.  The role of the outside mentor is to assist the beginning lawyer in developing practical
skills, good legal decision-making and sensitivity to ethical and professionalism values.   The
outside mentor and the beginning lawyer both have responsibility for evaluating the mentoring
relationship and assessing whether the beginning lawyer has satisfactorily completed the
Program. 

15. What happens if the mentor resigns from the firm or office or otherwise becomes
unavailable to serve as mentor?

As soon as possible after the mentor’s resignation from the firm or office or the mentor’s
otherwise becoming unavailable to serve as mentor, the mentor shall notify the Program director
of the situation.  In the event the mentor is unable to do so, the beginning lawyer shall notify the
Program director of the situation.   In all situations of migration and turnover, completion of a
full year of mentoring is strongly to be preferred.  Decisions regarding how and whether to
reconstitute a mentorship because of migration and turnover will be made by the Program
Director, using a rule of reason.  The decision will be made on a case-by-case basis, taking into
consideration individual circumstances and what has or has not been achieved during the original
mentorship.  The Mentor Subcommittee will have the ultimate authority and responsibility for
policies and procedures for situations where a mentorship ends prematurely.

16. What happens if the beginning lawyer resigns from the firm or office or otherwise
becomes unavailable to continue to be mentored by the originally assigned  mentor?

As soon as possible after the beginning lawyer’s resignation from the firm or office or 
the beginning lawyer’s otherwise becoming unavailable to continue to be mentored by the
originally assigned mentor, the beginning lawyer shall notify the Program director of the
situation.  In the event the beginning lawyer is unable to do so, the original mentor shall notify
the Program director of the situation.  As explained above, in all situations of migration and
turnover, completion of a full year of mentoring is strongly to be preferred.  Decisions regarding
how and whether to reconstitute a mentorship because of migration and turnover will be made by
the Program Director, using a rule of reason.  The decision will be made on a case-by-case basis,
taking into consideration individual circumstances and what has or has not been achieved during
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the original mentorship.  The Mentor Subcommittee will have the ultimate authority and
responsibility for policies and procedures for situations where a mentorship ends prematurely.

17. Who pays for the Program?

The costs of administration of the Mentoring component and subsidization of the CLE
component of the Program are funded by the State Bar of Georgia.  For the entire Transition Into
Law Practice Program, each beginning lawyer will pay only the regular CLE fee for the twelve-
hour CLE component. 

18. How is the Program administered?

The Program will be operated under the auspices of the Commission on Continuing
Lawyer Competency (“CCLC”) pursuant to its general supervisory authority to administer the
continuing legal education rules.   The Standards of the Profession Committee is a committee of
the CCLC with responsibilities for devising and recommending policy to the CCLC as to the
operation of the program, serving as a Mentor Advisory Board, serving as faculty in the CLE
courses, overseeing and supporting Mentoring Groups, and introducing the Program to law
students, law firms, and other employers.   The Program will be staffed by a Program director
and administrative assistant, who will work under the direct supervision of the office of the Chief
Justice’s Commission on Professionalism.

19. How will the Program deal with problems that arise in the mentoring relationship?

A mentor or beginning lawyer with a concern about the Program should convey it to the
Program Director who will seek the assistance of the Standards Committee if necessary to
resolve the issue.  Appeals from decisions of the Standards committee will be made to the 
Commission on Continuing Lawyer Competency.

20. What is the Model Plan of Mentoring Activities and Experiences?

The intent of the Program is to create a synergy between the CLE component and the
mentoring component.  To assist mentors and to help insure some structure and uniformity, a
Model Plan of Mentoring Activities and Experiences will be provided to all mentors and
beginning lawyers.  This Model Plan features a list of suggested experiences and topical
questions that the mentor and beginning lawyer can draw on to customize a Mentoring Plan that
fits their particular needs and circumstances.  With the exception of the Mandatory Advocacy
Experiences for those beginning lawyers who appear as sole or lead counsel in the Superior or
State Courts of Georgia in any contested civil case or in the trial of a criminal case, the other
experiences listed in the Model Plan are not mandatory.  They are illustrative of the types of
experiences deemed useful in helping a beginning lawyer acclimate to practice and grow into a
competent practitioner.

Using the Model Plan as a guide, the mentor and beginning lawyer should jointly devise a
Mentoring Plan for the coming twelve months, sign it, and submit it to the Program Director. 
Although great flexibility in designing each particular plan is warranted, the plan should foster
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discussion and implementation of professional skills and values.  For inside mentorships, mere
supervision of a new lawyer’s substantive work for clients, without more, is not sufficient.  At a
minimum, the Mentoring Plan must include the following key elements:

1. Regular contact and meetings between the mentor and beginning lawyer.

2. Continuing discussions between the mentor and beginning lawyer on at least the
following topics:

(a) Ethics and professionalism.

(b) Relationships with clients, other lawyers (both in and outside the firm), the
judiciary and the public, including unrepresented parties.

(c) Professional work habits, organizational skills and practice management.

(d) Economics of practicing law in the relevant practice setting.

(e) Responsibility and opportunities for pro bono work, bar activities, and
community service.

3. Introduction to the local legal community.

4. Specific planning for professional development and continuing legal education in
and outside the firm.

5. Periodic evaluation of the mentor-beginning lawyer relationship.

21. What does “lead counsel” mean for purposes of the Mandatory Advocacy
Experiences requirement? 

“Lead counsel” is defined as “the attorney who has primary responsibility for making all
professional decisions in the handling of the case.  Regulation (1) under Rule 8-104(D), Bar  
Rules and Regulations. 

22. How is the Mentoring Plan monitored?

Monitoring of the Mentoring Plan is a joint responsibility of the mentor and beginning 
lawyer that continues throughout the mentorship so that at the end of the twelve months, the 
mentor and beginning lawyer are able to sign the Certificate of Satisfactory Completion. 

23. What is included in the curriculum for beginning lawyers (mentees)?

The CLE component of the Program that lays the groundwork for and supports the
mentoring component is provided by the Institute of Continuing Legal Education in Georgia
(“ICLE”).  The Program inaugurates two new CLE programs for beginning lawyers: the
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Enhanced Bridge-the-Gap Program and the Fundamentals of Law Practice Program.  Both
programs are two-day programs that cover the same topics.  The first day is an introduction to
law practice.  The second day of instruction focuses on the roles of attorneys in working with and
counseling clients, dealing with others as representatives of clients, and negotiating for clients.

24. What is the difference in the Enhanced Bridge-the-Gap Program and the
Fundamentals of Law Practice Program?

While the length and content of the instruction in the Fundamentals of Law practice
Program will be substantially the same as the Enhanced Bridge-the-Gap Program, the format and
setting will differ.  Attendance at the Fundamentals of Law Practice Program will be limited to
about 100 beginning lawyers each session.  Most instruction will be offered in small groups of
12-15 persons to permit close, hands-on guidance and interaction between the corps of
experienced lawyer-instructors and the beginning lawyers.  Priority in attending the
Fundamentals of Law Practice Program will be given to beginning lawyers who are not
practicing in association with an experienced lawyer.  This priority is based on the effort to
replicate, as far as possible in this setting, the kind of interaction between a new attorney and an
experienced attorney that occurs naturally in an office setting where new attorneys practice in
association with experienced attorneys. 

25. What happens if the beginning lawyer does not complete the CLE in the required
time period?

The procedure for penalizing the failure to complete the Program will be the same as used
currently for failure to complete mandatory CLE; i.e, through the procedures in place with the
Commission on Continuing Lawyer Competency.  The penalty for failure to complete the CLE
component of the Program (Enhanced Bridge-the-Gap or Fundamentals of Law Practice) will be
to make up the missed session or sessions at the next available session.  If , following the
required procedural safeguards, a beginning lawyer remains in non-compliance, the Supreme
Court of Georgia will be notified so that it may enter any order it deems appropriate, including
suspension from the practice of law.

26. What happens if the beginning lawyer does not complete the Mentoring Plan in the
required time period?

The penalty for failure to complete the Mentoring Plan agreed upon by the mentor or
mentor team and beginning lawyer will be to complete a Rehabilitation Plan approved by the
Program Director and the Commission or to attend one session of the State Bar’s Ethics School,
offered twice yearly, once in Atlanta and once in Tifton at the Bar offices. 
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
FOR LAW STUDENTS AND BEGINNING LAWYERS

about
STATE BAR OF GEORGIA TRANSITION INTO LAW PRACTICE PROGRAM

1. How do I enter the Transition Into Law Practice Program?

With the notification of passage of the Bar Examination from the Office of Bar
Admissions in October 2005, you will receive information about membership in the State Bar of
Georgia and instructions for entering the Program following being sworn-in as a member of the
State Bar.

2. If I am a judicial clerk, does the Program apply to me?

Judicial law clerks are not subject to the Program during the period of the judicial
clerkship but will be covered once the clerkship ends for the first year thereafter that they engage
in the practice of law in Georgia.

3. If I am not employed as a lawyer, does the Program apply to me? 

The Program applies to “any newly admitted active member admitted [to the State Bar of
Georgia] after June 30, 2005," subject to specified exceptions.  Rule 8-104(B)(1) of the Rules
and Regulations for the Organization and Government of the State Bar of Georgia (“Bar Rules
and Regulations”).  A “newly admitted active member” is one who becomes an active member of
the State Bar of Georgia for the first time, according to the Bar Rules and Regulations  If you
choose to become an inactive member of the State Bar of Georgia upon passing the Bar
Examination, the Program would not apply to you so long as you remain an inactive member. 
Once you become an active member of the State Bar of Georgia, the Program would apply to
you.

4. If I am employed as a lawyer by a government agency, in a public interest law
setting, or as in-house counsel, does the Program apply to me?

Yes.  A lawyer who enters the practice of law as federal, state, local, or other
governmental employee or in-house counsel may satisfy the requirements of the Program by
participating for twelve months in an approved new lawyer mentoring program specially
designed for the office or agency under policies and procedures established by the Standards of
the Profession Committee and the Commission on Continuing Lawyer Competency.

5. I plan to take the Georgia Bar Examination but intend to practice in another state.
Does the Program apply to me if I pass the Georgia Bar Exam?

The Program does not apply to a lawyer admitted to practice in Georgia who has his or her
principal practice in another state or to a lawyer who has been admitted to the practice of law in
another United States jurisdiction outside of Georgia for two or more years prior to admission to
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practice in Georgia..  Rule 8-104(B)(a), Bar Rules and Regulations.  If, after two or more years of
practice in another state, you decide to practice in Georgia, you would not be subject to the
Program.  If however, you decide to leave the other state and establish your principal practice in
Georgia within the first two years of admission to the State Bar of Georgia, you would be subject
to the Program.

6. If I am not employed by the time I am notified that I have passed the Bar exam, how
do I get a mentor?

A beginning lawyer, who, for whatever reason, is unable to identify a mentor shall so
notify the Program Director who, in turn, will refer the matter to the Mentor Subcommittee.  The
Mentor Subcommittee will draw upon its own knowledge of potential mentors in proximity to
the beginning lawyer as well as seek assistance from superior and state court judges and local,
circuit, or voluntary bar associations.

In the event no mentor can be found for a beginning lawyer to act in a one-on-one basis,
then the Mentor Subcommittee will assign the beginning lawyer to a Mentoring Group in that
vicinity or region of the state.  A Mentoring Group will consist of an approved mentor or group
of approved mentors who work with a small group of beginning lawyers through periodic group
mentoring meetings in accordance with criteria established by the Mentor Subcommittee.

7. If I work for an employer who provides a mentor, may I attend the Fundamentals of
Law Practice Program?

You may apply for the Fundamentals of Law Practice Program, but priority in attending
the Fundamentals of Law Practice Program will be given to beginning lawyers who are not
practicing in association with an experienced lawyer.

8. If I work for an employer that does not provide a mentor or work on my own, do I
have to attend the Fundamentals of Law Practice Program?

Because of the limited attendance and small break-out groups, you are strongly
encouraged to attend the Fundamentals Program; however, if your schedule does not permit this,
you may attend the Enhanced Bridge-the-Gap Program to fulfill your CLE requirement. 
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
FOR INSIDE MENTORS, LAW FIRMS, AND OTHER EMPLOYERS

about
STATE BAR OF GEORGIA TRANSITION INTO LAW PRACTICE PROGRAM

1. Is the Mentor Orientation required?

The Mentor Orientation is not required, but mentors are strongly urged to attend the live
course or take it on-line at their convenience.  The Mentor Orientation is a three-hour program
created by ICLE offered live once a year at the State Bar Building in Atlanta and available on-
line through the ICLE website.  Each mentor who takes the Mentor Orientation will receive three
(3) hours of complimentary CLE credit, including one (1) hour of Ethics, and one (1) hour of
Professionalism.  Mentors who have attended the Mentor Orientation in one year are not required
to repeat it if they serve as mentors in subsequent years.

2. What is included in the Mentor Orientation?

The Mentor Orientation presents information that mentors need to know about the
operation of the Program, including an overview of the CLE for beginning lawyers and topical
questions to assist the mentor in taking the lessons presented in the classroom back into the
practice setting.  The lessons from the CLE for beginning lawyers form the basis of the
discussions for the mentors and beginning lawyers.  Mentoring skills are also covered in the
Mentor Orientation. 

3. Is a law firm or other employer allowed to conduct its own Mentor Orientation?

Firms or other employers are free to conduct their own Mentor Orientations, provided
that the content includes the materials and topics covered in the ICLE Mentor Orientation to
insure uniformity of coverage.

4. I am the Professional Development Director of a law firm.  We already have a New
Associate Training Program that includes mentors.  We want to collaborate, not
duplicate, the Bar’s Program.  How do we weave our in-firm training program in
with the Bar’s Program?

The State Bar’s Program is composed of both the Mentoring component and the CLE
component that lays the groundwork for and supports the Mentoring component.  Each beginning
lawyer will be required to attend one of the two new CLE programs created by ICLE: the
Enhanced Bridge-the-Gap Program and the Fundamentals of Law Practice Program. (See
Questions for descriptions of these programs.)  The Mentoring component, based on the model
Mentoring Plan (see Question [re: Model Mentoring Plan]) takes place within the firm or office
and is to be tailored to the particular practice setting.  The Program does not intend to dictate to
law firms and other practice settings what kind of training and mentoring programs they should
have; rather, it asks them to reevaluate their programs and measure them by the model Mentoring
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Plan.  Firms and other practice settings may keep the parts of the Mentoring Plan that work for
them and tailor the model to their situations.

5. May a beginning lawyer who has a mentor within the law firm or office attend the
Fundamentals of Law Practice Program?

The beginning lawyer may apply for the Fundamentals of Law Practice Program, but
priority in attending the Fundamentals of Law Practice Program will be given to beginning
lawyers who are not practicing in association with an experienced lawyer.

6. How does the Program work for beginning lawyers working in prosecutors’ offices,
governmental agencies, public interest law settings, in-house positions, and other
special practice settings?

A lawyer who enters the practice of law as federal, state, local or other governmental
employee or in-house counsel may satisfy the requirements of the Program by participating for
twelve months in an approved new lawyer mentoring program specially designed for the office or
agency under policies and procedures established by the Standards of the Profession Committee
and the Commission on Continuing Lawyer Competency.

7. How does the Program work for judicial law clerks?

Judicial claw clerks are not subject to the Program during the period of the judicial
clerkship but will be covered once the clerkship ends for the first year thereafter that they engage
in the practice of law in Georgia. 

8. Does the Program apply to out-of-state members of the State Bar of Georgia?

The Program does not apply to lawyers admitted to practice in Georgia who have their
principal practices in another state.

9. Does the Program apply to new members (admitted by examination or by motion) of
the State Bar of Georgia who have practiced for several years in another
jurisdiction?

The Program does not apply to lawyers who have been admitted to the practice of law in
another United States jurisdiction outside of Georgia for two or more years prior to admission to
practice in this state.
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
FOR OUTSIDE MENTORS

about
STATE BAR OF GEORGIA TRANSITION INTO LAW PRACTICE PROGRAM

1. How is an outside mentor selected?

A beginning lawyer who does not practice in association with a lawyer eligible to be
appointed as a mentor will be asked to nominate his or her own mentor.  The nomination must be
approved by the Mentor Subcommittee.

A beginning lawyer who, for whatever reason, is unable to identify a mentor shall so
notify the Program Director who, in turn, will refer the matter to the Mentor Subcommittee.  The
Mentor Subcommittee will draw upon its own knowledge of potential mentors in proximity to
the beginning lawyer as well as seek assistance from superior and state court judges and local,
circuit, or voluntary bar associations.

In the event no mentor can be found for a beginning lawyer to act in a one-on-one basis,
then the Mentor Subcommittee will assign the beginning lawyer to a Mentoring Group in that
vicinity or region of the state.  A Mentoring Group will consist of an approved mentor or group
of approved mentors who work with a small group of beginning lawyers through periodic group
mentoring meetings in accordance with criteria established by the Mentor Subcommittee.

2. What criteria are used in matching a mentor and a beginning lawyer who are not in
the same firm?

The Mentor Subcommittee will draw upon its own knowledge of potential mentors in
proximity to the beginning lawyer as well as seek assistance from superior and state court judges
and local, circuit, or voluntary bar associations.  Beyond geographic proximity, the Program will
attempt, but cannot guarantee, to  match beginning lawyers and mentors based on other criteria,
such as similarities of practice area. 

3. If I agree to serve as mentor to a beginning lawyer not in an employment
relationship with me, what kind of advice am I allowed to offer?

All outside mentors and beginning lawyers are required to sign the Transition Into Law
Practice Program Continuing Legal Education Agreement (CLE Agreement).  According to the
terms of the CLE Agreement, the mentor is an educational resource for the beginning lawyer, and
the purpose of the Mentoring component of the Program is to provide opportunities for the
discussion of general issues confronted by the beginning lawyer in the practice of law. 
Moreover, the beginning lawyer agrees not to ask the mentor for case specific advice nor to give
to the mentor actual names of clients.  The mentor and beginning lawyer further agree to deal
with any problems the beginning lawyer has in only a general, hypothetical manner.
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4. How much time is a mentor expected to spend with the beginning lawyer (mentee)?

The mentor and beginning lawyer are expected to spend sufficient time to carry out the
Mentoring Plan mutually agreed upon.  While regular meetings are suggested, the Program does
not specify the number or length of meetings.  For an outside mentorship, one personal meeting a
month, in addition to frequent telephone and email contact, is suggested to maintain the
mentorship.

5. Is the Mentor Orientation required?

The Mentor Orientation is not required, but mentors are strongly urged to attend the live
course or take it on-line at their convenience.  The Mentor Orientation is a three-hour program
created by ICLE offered live once a year at the State Bar Building in Atlanta and available on-
line through the ICLE website.  Each mentor who takes the Mentor Orientation will receive three
(3) hours of complimentary CLE credit, including one (1) hour of Ethics, and one (1) hour of
Professionalism.  Mentors who have attended the Mentor Orientation in one year are not required
to repeat it if they serve as mentors in subsequent years.

6. What is included in the Mentor Orientation?

The Mentor Orientation presents information that mentors need to know about the
operation of the Program, including an overview of the CLE for beginning lawyers and topical
questions to assist the mentor in taking the lessons presented in the classroom back into the
practice setting.  The lessons from the CLE for beginning lawyers form the basis of the
discussions for the mentors and beginning lawyers.  Mentoring skills are also covered in the
Mentor Orientation.  

7. Are communications between the outside mentor and the beginning lawyer (mentee)
confidential?

No.  The beginning lawyer shall not reveal to the outside mentor any confidential
communications between the beginning lawyer and the beginning lawyers’s client, according to
the terms of the CLE Agreement that outside mentors and beginning lawyers are required to sign. 

8. What is the outside mentor’s role in supervision of the beginning lawyer (mentee)?

For an outside mentorship, the mentor cannot be expected to supervise the practice of law
by the beginning lawyer.  The role of the outside mentor is to offer the beginning lawyer
extended education in learning the ways of law practice.  An outside mentor is expected to
provide instruction in practical skills, as well as ethical and professional issues frequently
encountered by lawyers in practice.  Neither the Program nor the outside mentor assumes any
responsibility to the beginning lawyer’s clients for legal services performed by the beginning
lawyer, according to the CLE Agreement.
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9. What is the outside mentor’s role in evaluation of the beginning lawyer (mentee)?

The outside mentor assumes no responsibility for evaluating the work of the beginning
lawyer.  The role of the outside mentor is to assist the beginning lawyer in developing practical
skills, good legal decision-making and sensitivity to ethical and professionalism values.  The
outside mentor and the beginning lawyer both have responsibility for evaluating the mentoring
relationship.  The mentor is responsible for assessing whether the beginning lawyer has
satisfactorily completed the Program.

10. Does a beginning lawyer who has an outside mentor have to attend the
Fundamentals of Law Practice Program?

Because of the limited attendance and small break-out groups, the beginning lawyer who
has an outside mentor is strongly encouraged to attend the Fundamentals Program; however, if
the beginning lawyer’s schedule does not permit this, the beginning lawyer may attend the
Enhanced Bridge-the Gap Program to fulfill his or her CLE requirement.
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State Bar of Georgia
Standards of the Profession Committee

Transition Into Law Practice Program

MODEL MENTORING PLAN OF ACTIVITIES AND EXPERIENCES

Name of Beginning Lawyer: _________________________________________

Name of Mentor:                 __________________________________________

MODEL MENTORING PLAN OF ACTIVITIES AND EXPERIENCES

The following activities and experiences are intended to serve as a guide to assist
the Mentor and Beginning Lawyer in jointly developing a specific plan of activities to be
completed over the course of the twelve months of mentoring.  The particular Mentoring
Plan should incorporate as many of these activities and experiences as feasible while
being adjusted to the particular practice setting and individual needs.  

Using this Model Mentoring Plan as a checklist, the Mentor and Beginning Lawyer
should jointly develop a Mentoring Plan for the coming year and sign and submit this plan
to the Program Administrator within thirty (30) days after the start of the mentoring year.

At the end of the mentoring year, the Mentoring Plan will serve as the Mentor's
evaluative tool to determine if the Beginning Lawyer has satisfactorily completed the
mentoring program.  A Mentor whose area of practice is other than litigation and trial
work may choose to call on another experienced lawyer who practices in this area to
assist in mentoring the Beginning Lawyer in the area of the Advocacy Experiences
Requirement.  (Section E below)
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ACTIVITY OR EXPERIENCE DATE

COMPLETED

A. Introduction to the Legal Community

1. The Mentor should contact the Beginning Lawyer as soon
as practicable after receipt of the notice of assignment and
arrange to meet at the Mentor’s office to get acquainted.  At
that time or another, the Mentor should introduce the
Beginning Lawyer to other lawyers and staff members at the
Mentor’s office or, in the case of in-firm mentoring, ascertain
that such introductions have already occurred.

2. Invite the Beginning Lawyer to attend a meeting of the local
bar association and discuss local, state and national bar
association opportunities.

3. Introduce as feasible the Beginning Lawyer to other lawyers
in the community through attendance at local bar
association meetings or otherwise.

4. Escort the Beginning Lawyer on a tour of the local
courthouse(s) and, to the extent practicable, introduce him
or her to members of the judiciary, court personnel and
clerks of court.

5. Discuss any “unwritten” customary rules of civility or
etiquette among lawyers and judges in the community.

6. Acquaint the Beginning Lawyer with Legal Aid, Georgia
Legal Services, and opportunities for lawyers in private
practice to engage in pro bono activities.

B. Introduction to the Community at Large

1. Invite the Beginning Lawyer to attend a civic club of which
the Mentor is a member or some other community service
activity in which the Mentor participates.

2. Discuss civic, charitable, and service opportunities in the
community.
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C. Introduction to Law Office Management

1. The Mentor should take the Beginning Lawyer on a tour of
the Mentor’s office and demonstrate and explain how the
following items of law practice management are used and
handled in the Mentor’s office, if applicable.

(a) Time Records

(b) Records of client-related expenses

(c) Billing system

(d) Escrow or Trust Account and handling of funds
belong to client

(e) Filing System

(f) Document Retention Plan

(g) Calendar and “Tickler” or Reminder System

(h) Information Technology Systems

(I) Library and Research Systems

(j) Other resources (publications, seminars, equipment,
etc.) that a Beginning Lawyer might find particularly
helpful in his or her work

(k) Discuss good time management skills and techniques

(l) Discuss practices to maintain client confidentiality

(m) Discuss role and responsibilities of paralegals,
secretaries and other office personnel and how to
establish good working relationships with others in
same office who are support staff, colleagues or
senior
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D. Working With Your Client

1. Discuss Topical Questions and cover items of Practical

Guidance set out in Appendix D, Working With Your

Client, including responsibilities of the attorney and the
client in decision making.

2. Discuss how to gather information about a legal matter and
appraise credibility and trust.

3. Discuss how to screen for, recognize and avoid conflicts of
interest.

4. Discuss how to decide whether to accept a proffered
representation.

5. Discuss the use of retainer or engagement letters and
defining the scope of the representation.

6. Discuss how to talk about and set the fee for legal services.

7. Discuss how to deal with a “difficult” client.

8. Discuss “DO’s and DON’TS” of maintaining good ongoing
client relations such as returning telephone calls and
keeping client informed about matters.

9. Discuss terminating the lawyer-client relationship and
necessary documentation.

r 10. Participate in or observe at least one client interview or
client counseling session.

r For same firm Mentors and Beginning Lawyers only.
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E.rr Mandatory Advocacy Experiences

For Beginning Lawyers subject to the mandatory Advocacy Experiences
requirement, the Mentor should monitor and facilitate the progress of
the Beginning Lawyer in observing the following Advocacy Experiences
and by discussing, or arranging for another experienced lawyer to
discuss, the context and assess the event observed: 

1. An actual or simulatedrrr deposition of a witness or adverse
party in a civil action.

2. An actual or simulatedrrr jury trial in a civil or criminal case in
either a state or federal court.

3. An actual or simulatedrrr non-jury trial or evidentiary hearing,
in state or federal court.

4. An actual or webcast of an appellate argument in the Supreme
Court of Georgia, the Court of Appeals of Georgia, or a United
States Circuit Court of Appeals.

5. An actual or simulatedrrr mediation.

F. Optional Advocacy Experiences

1. Arrange for the Beginning Lawyer to observe an actual or
simulatedrrr arbitration and discuss or arrange for an
experienced lawyer to discuss the arbitration observed and
provide relevant background context and evaluate what is
observed.

2. Arrange for the Beginning Lawyer to observe a judicial-type
hearing conducted by a state or local administrative body (e.g.,
local zoning board; tax equalization board hearing; state
licensing or regulatory board) and provide relevant background
context and evaluate what is observed.

rr Mandatory Advocacy Experiences are required for certain
Beginning Lawyers under Rule 8-104(D) of the Rules and
Regulations for the Organization and Government of the State Bar
of Georgia.  Rule 8-104(D) provides that “Prior to appearing as sole
or lead counsel in the Superior or State Courts of Georgia in any
contested civil case or in the trial of a criminal case, any newly
admitted active member admitted to practice after June 30, 2005,
shall complete the mandatory Advocacy Experiences of the
Transition into Law Practice Program . . . .”

Up to three (3) of the five (5) Mandatory Advocacy Experience may
be obtained prior to admission to practice, under certain
conditions.  See Rule 8-104(D).

rrr Simulated advocacy experiences are available on videotape from
ICLE.
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G. Closings and Transactional Work

Arrange for Beginning Lawyer to observe a real estate or other
business transaction or financial closing and explain relevant
background.

H. The Obligations of Attorneys to Others

1. Discuss Topical Questions and cover items of Practical

Guidance set out in Appendix D, Acting For Your Client.

2. Discuss “A Lawyer’s Creed” (attached) and how one as a
lawyer can use the law and legal process as “instruments
for the common good.”

I. Negotiation

1. Discuss pertinent questions raised by the Topical Questions

and Practical Guidance in Appendix D, Negotiating for

Your Client, such as:

(a) How to prepare for the negotiation of a legal matter
(e.g., release of a personal injury claim, lease
agreement, etc.)

(b) When and how negotiation should be initiated

(c) How to involve the client in negotiation

(d) How to negotiate with an attorney with years of
experience, a friend, etc.

(e) Ethical and professionalism obligations of
negotiators.

(f) Skills needed to be an effective negotiator and how
to acquire them

2. Arrange for Beginning Lawyer to observe an actual or
simulatedrrr negotiation and explain relevant
background context and then evaluate what is observed.

rrr Simulated advocacy experiences are available on videotape from ICLE.
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Mentoring Plan Pledge

The undersigned Mentor and Beginning Lawyer hereby agree upon the
Mentoring Plan (“Plan”) of activities and experiences set out above.  They pledge that
they will use their best efforts to carry out the Plan in a manner that fulfills the purpose
of the Transition Into Law Practice Program in assisting the Beginning Lawyer to
acquire the practical skills, judgment and professional values to practice law in a
highly competent manner.

By signing this Pledge, the undersigned Mentor and Beginning Lawyer pledge
that they will devote the time and effort necessary to achieve these goals.

___________________________ __________________
Print Name of Mentor Date

___________________________
Sign

___________________________ __________________
Print Name of Beginning Lawyer Date

___________________________
Sign

The Mentoring Plan Pledge should be signed by both the Mentor and the
Beginning Lawyer and returned to the Program Administrator within thirty (30)
days after the start of the mentoring year.
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TRANSITION INTO LAW PRACTICE PROGRAM

CERTIFICATE

The undersigned hereby certifies that _____________________________________
(Beginning Lawyer)

_______________satisfactorily completed the Mentoring Plan of Activities and
(has or has not)

Experiences filed with the Transition Into Law Practice Program of the Commission on

Continuing Lawyer Competency.

This ______day of________________, _______.

__________________________________
Mentor’s Name (Please print.)

__________________________________
Mentor’s Signature

At the end of twelve months from the start of the mentoring year, the mentor is expected to sign
this certification evidencing whether or not the beginning lawyer satisfactorily completed the
Mentoring Plan to which they committed. 
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