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Why We Did This Audit

The City Council passed resolution
10-R-0402 requesting an audit of the
municipal court and the offices of
solicitor and public defender. Council
members cited concerns about court
operations and citizen complaints since
the abolishment of the traffic court and
merger of the traffic court functions into
the municipal court.

What We Recommended
The City Council should:

Reduce the number of judges,
solicitors, public defenders and
case managers to align staffing with
workload.

The chief judge should:

Review and consider reducing the
number of charges that require a
court appearance as an alternative
way to increase court efficiency and
reduce costs.

Stagger court session schedules to
reduce wait time and the potential
for overcrowding.

The court administrator should:

Ensure that case managers enter
cases assigned to the public
defender into CourtView in order to
accurately measure workload.

Develop a process to review data
entries in CourtView to ensure that
information is complete and
accurately entered into the system.

Work with judges to review and
establish meaningful disposition
codes to better track case
outcomes.

For more information regarding this report,
please contact Eric Palmer at 404.330.6455 or
epalmer@atlantaga.gov

Performance Audit:

Municipal Court Operations
What We Found

While the number of cases heard in municipal court
remained flat over the last three fiscal years, the city
increased the court’s fiscal year 2011 budget to raise the
number of courtrooms with scheduled cases from seven
per day to nine. Based on our analyses, we estimate the
court could handle its existing workload with four
courtrooms; cutting the number of judges and court staff
could save $2.3 million annually.

The chief judge requested the budget increase to allow
each judge to be assigned full-time to one courtroom,
citing public convenience and increased traffic filings
since January 2010 as justification. However, even with
an uptick in the number of traffic and criminal tickets
filed, case workload in the last six months of fiscal year
2010 required judges to spend only 28% of their time on
the bench. Ticket filings overstate judicial workload
because not all tickets require a court appearance, and
many defendants either pay prior to their court
appearance or fail to appear in court. We estimate that
court workload would have to more than double to justify
the use of nine courtrooms.

The judicial agencies requested additional positions in
the fiscal year 2011 budget to staff nine courtrooms and
help cover absences. During the last six months of fiscal
year 2010, courtrooms were not staffed to the level the
chief judge, city solicitor, and city public defender
identified as preferable. Absences did not appear to
affect the court’s ability to process the caseload; we
found no correlation between staffing and the percent of
hearings reset. Based on our analysis, we conclude that
reviving the use of pro hac judges — substitute judges to
cover absences — does not appear to be warranted.

The court could better use its information systems to
track workload and case outcomes. During the audit
period, weekend and holiday work was not captured in
CourtSmart or recorded in Kronos, the city’s timekeeping
system. Court staff said they do not check the accuracy
of data entered into CourtView. We found some blank
data fields and inconsistencies in how dispositions and
status codes are used.



Management Responses to Audit Recommendations

Summary of Management Responses

Recommendation #1:

Response & Proposed
Action:

Timeframe:

The City Council should reduce the number of judges, solicitors, public
defenders, and case managers to align staffing with workload.

No comments provided. Disagree

Recommendation #2:

Response & Proposed
Action:

Timeframe:

The chief judge should review and consider reducing the number of charges
that require a court appearance as an alternative way to increase court
efficiency and reduce costs.

Partially

Georgia law allows the court to establish a Traffic Violations Bureau Agree

by written order of the judges thereof. O.C.G.A. 8 40-13-50 Article 3
of Chapter 13 of the Motor Vehicle Code (Title 40), O.C.G.A. § 40-
13-50 et seq., requires the court to “...promulgate and provide the
clerk of the traffic violations bureau a list of the traffic offenses which
shall be handled and disposed of by the traffic violations bureau.” It
is important to note that not every UTC is permitted by law to be
resolved as a TVB offense.

Recommendation #3:

Response & Proposed
Action:

Timeframe:

The chief judge should stagger court session schedules to reduce wait time
and the potential for overcrowding.

Staggering court sessions will not eliminate overcrowding if the court Disagree

is forced to operate with only four (4) courtrooms. The chief judge
agreed with the City of Atlanta Fire Department that it would operate
nine (9) courtrooms to avoid being cited in 2010.

Recommendation #4:

Response & Proposed
Action:

Timeframe:

The court administrator should ensure that case managers enter cases
assigned to the public defender into CourtView in order to accurately
measure workload.

The court expects to have a new court administrator by April 2011. Agree

April 14, 2011

Recommendation #5:

Response & Proposed
Action:

Timeframe:

The court administrator should develop a process to review data entries in
CourtView to ensure information is complete and accurately entered into the
system.

The court expects to have a new court administrator by April 2011. Agree

April 14, 2011

Recommendation #6:

Response & Proposed
Action:

Timeframe:

The court administrator should work with judges to review and establish
meaningful disposition codes to better track case outcomes.

The court expects to have a new court administrator by April 2011. Agree

April 14, 2011
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March 21, 2011
Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council:

We undertook this audit of the municipal court operations at the request of City Council.
Resolution 10-R-0402 requested an audit of the municipal court, and the offices of the
solicitor and public defender based on citizen complaints and council concerns about staffing
and case load.

While the number of cases heard in the municipal court has remained flat over the past
three years, the city increased the court’s fiscal year 2011 budget to raise the number of
open courtrooms from seven per day to nine. Based on our analyses, we estimate the court
could handle its existing workload with four courtrooms. We estimate the workload would
have to more than double to justify the use of nine courtrooms. Cutting the number of
judges and court staff could save the city $2.3 million annually.

Our recommendations to the City Council, the chief judge, and the court administrator focus
on aligning the staff with the court’s workload, increasing the convenience to the public, and
improving the capture of workload data. Management disagreed with two, partially agreed
with one, and agreed with three recommendation noted in Appendix B. The judicial
agencies’ provided comments, which are included in Appendix C. Consistent with
Government Auditing Standards, we responded to those comments in Appendix D.

The Audit Committee has reviewed this report and is releasing it in accordance with

Article 2, Chapter 6 of the City Charter. We appreciate the courtesy and cooperation of city
staff throughout the audit. The team for this project was Eric Palmer, Katrina Clowers, and
Dawn Williams.

%@w =Y wWitliamas
Leslie Ward Fred Williams
City Auditor Audit Committee Chair
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Introduction

We conducted this performance audit of Municipal Court Operations
pursuant to Chapter 6 of the Atlanta City Charter, which establishes
the City of Atlanta Audit Committee and the City Auditor’s Office
and outlines their primary duties. The Audit Committee reviewed
our audit scope in October 2010.

A performance audit is an objective analysis of sufficient,
appropriate evidence to assess the performance of an organization,
program, activity, or function. Performance audits provide
assurance or conclusions to help management and those charged
with governance improve program performance and operations,
reduce costs, facilitate decision-making and contribute to public
accountability. Performance audits encompass a wide variety of
objectives, including those related to assessing program
effectiveness and results; economy and efficiency; internal controls;
compliance with legal or other requirements; and objectives related
to providing prospective analyses, guidance, or summary
information.*

We undertook this audit at the request of Atlanta City Council. The
council, in Resolution No. 10-R-0402, asked us to audit the Municipal
Court, and the Offices of the Solicitor and Public Defender. Council
members expressed concerns about court operations and citizen
complaints since the abolishment of the traffic court and merger of
the traffic court functions into municipal court. We focused our
review on budget, staffing, and court data from fiscal year 2008
through 2010.

Background
The Municipal Court was established pursuant to Article VI, Section
I, of the Constitution of Georgia and Article 4 of the City Charter.
Atlanta’s Municipal Court has jurisdiction to hear and decide city
charter and ordinance violations, and has concurrent jurisdiction
over certain state misdemeanor cases, including traffic violations,
possession of one ounce or less of marijuana, shoplifting, and
furnishing alcohol to a minor. Under the charter, the court is
authorized to impose fines up to $1,000 and/or imprisonment for up

lComptroller General of the United States, Government Auditing Standards, Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Accountability Office, 2007, p. 17-18.
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to six months, or alternative sentencing. State law also authorizes
the Municipal Court to act as magistrate (hold preliminary hearings
or issue warrants) over state offenses.

The city operated two courts prior to their consolidation in January
2005: the Municipal Court and the City Court. The Municipal Court
handled ordinance violations or state offenses within the city limits.
Until 2003, the Municipal Court conducted preliminary hearings for
all state charges occurring within the city. However, the mayor
ordered as of January 6, 2003, that all persons arrested within the
city and charged with state offenses be taken to the appropriate
county jail. The City Court handled traffic cases and misdemeanor
or ordinance violations arising out of the traffic violations.

Consolidation proposed to save money. In 2002, the mayor
convened a panel to review the courts’ operations to provide
recommendations to improve efficiency, avoid duplication, and
reduce costs. The courts had a combined budget of about $21
million and 258 staff, including 18 judges, 18 clerks and 36 bailiffs.
The panel issued a report in April 2003 that recommended
consolidating court operations. The Boston Consulting Group
provided pro bono assistance to the city in 2003 to assess staffing
and facility needs for the consolidated court. The Boston Consulting
Group recommended cutting 111 non-judicial positions, reducing
outsourced services — including 31 part-time judges (called pro hac)
who filled in for judicial absences, and investing in improved
information technology systems. The reports of both groups noted
that combined judicial workload was low, but neither group
recommended how many judges the city should retain in its
consolidated operation. The state abolished the City Court effective
January 1, 2005, and transferred all pending cases to the Municipal
Court.

The city upgraded court information technology systems. The
court implemented CourtSmart in August 2005, an automated
audio/video recording system, to provide a verbatim record of court
proceedings, which are archived for long-term storage. The video
images are automatically captured and time stamped along with
audio and tagging information. The system, costing about $212,000,
largely replaced the need for court reporters to transcribe court
proceedings. The court implemented CourtView in March 2007, an
automated case management system to record and track case
information from the initial filing - when the court receives the
ticket from the issuing agency and inputs it into the system -
through final disposition, including case scheduling and payment
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posting. The $3.4 million system enables scanned copies of tickets
to be stored in the system and accessed electronically. Judges
enter case dispositions, including fine amounts, into the system
during court proceedings. Defendants pay fines that do not require
a court appearance via the internet, the court’s pay-by-phone
system or at the court, once the ticket is entered into CourtView.
Court personnel generate case and financial management reports
from the system.

Judicial Process

The city’s judicial process starts once an officer makes an arrest or
writes a ticket. Appendix A shows a flowchart of how the court
operates.

In-custody cases. In cases of arrest, individuals booked into jail
must have a hearing within 48 hours. Before the hearing, the
solicitor reviews the case for sufficiency and may negotiate a plea
with the defendant. The defendant also has an opportunity to talk
with a public defender. Usually, the first hearing is an arraignment
where the judge reads the charge and asks the defendant for a plea.
If the defendant pleads not guilty, the judge either schedules a
bench trial or transfers the defendant’s case to the county for a jury
trial. If the defendant pleads guilty or no contest, the judge rules
on the case and imposes a sentence. The judge can also dismiss a
case. In-custody hearings were held in two courtrooms on the first
floor, which can be accessed from the city’s correctional facility
without mixing detainees with the general public. The court
implemented video arraignment in October 2010 that enables judges
to hear in-custody cases in any courtroom without transporting
detainees to the court.

Ticket issuance. In cases when an officer issues a ticket without
making an arrest, a scheduled court date is listed on the ticket,
typically about five weeks after the ticket is issued. Some charges,
such as speeding less than 30 miles over the speed limit, safety belt
violations, improper lane changes, defective equipment, or multiple
false alarms, provide defendants the option to plead guilty and pay
fines in lieu of appearing in court. Court appearances are not
scheduled for automated red light tickets and most parking tickets;
parking fines and red light fines are due within 14 days of ticket
issuance without additional penalty. Defendants who wish to
dispute the charge can go to court to schedule a walk-in hearing
within the 14-day period.
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The ticket describes the specific charge, person charged, location of
violation, issuing officer, and scheduled court date if required. Each
traffic ticket lists one charge and criminal tickets list up to three
charges. In the case of automated red light enforcement, cameras
installed at certain intersections throughout the city photograph
vehicles that enter the intersection after the light has turned red.
The Police Department reviews the photographs to determine
whether they provide evidence of a violation, and the company that
the city has contracted to manage the cameras sends the citation to
the vehicle owner and electronically to municipal court.

Ticket processing. The Police Department’s policy is to deliver
tickets to the Municipal Court the next business day. Police
supervisors review tickets for legibility and completeness and log
them on a citation form. A court clerk reconciles the tickets
delivered to the court with the citation form and provides a signed
copy of the citation form to the police as proof of delivery. Clerks
forward traffic and false alarm tickets to the solicitor’s office for
initial screening. The solicitor can dismiss the case if the initial
review determines the ticket is insufficient because of missing or
illegible information. After screening, the solicitor’s office sends
the tickets to court clerks for entry into CourtView and docket
assignment. The court operations supervisor collects the tickets,
ensures that none are missing, and forwards them to the appropriate
courtroom.

Court proceedings. Before the court session begins, case managers
check defendants and other parties in for court. Defendants fill out
a plea form. Solicitors review cases for sufficiency. During the
hearing, the judge reads each defendant the charge or charges and
asks the defendant to enter a plea of not guilty, guilty, or no
contest. If the defendant does not appear in court on the scheduled
day, the judge notes that the defendant has failed to appear (called
FTA) and issues an FTA warrant for the defendant’s arrest. The
judge also records a $100 FTA fine in CourtView.

If the defendant enters a plea of guilty or no contest, the judge can
impose fines and fees, suspend fines and fees, impose jail time, or
dismiss the case. The judge rules on the case and records the
disposition into CourtView. If the judge imposes fines and fees, the
defendant either pays them immediately at the cashier window or
requests probation, which establishes a payment plan for defendants
who are unable to pay the assessed fine.
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If the defendant enters a plea of not guilty, the judge typically
resets the case for trial. A defendant may also request a jury trial,
which results in the case being transferred to the county in which
the violation occurred (referred to as bound over). The Municipal
Court no longer holds jury trials. The city has agreements with
Fulton, DeKalb, and Clayton counties for the counties to hear traffic
charges when defendants request a jury trial.

Bench trials. About 7.3% of hearings are bench trials. During the
trial, the prosecutor presents the case against the defendant,
including testimonial evidence (witnesses), documentary, video, and
photographic evidence. After the prosecutor has questioned the
witness, the public defender or defense attorney has the
opportunity to cross examine the witness. Once the prosecutor has
presented all of the evidence, the state rests. The defendant or the
defendant’s attorney presents his or her case. After the defense has
presented all of the evidence, the defense rests. The judge listens
to closing arguments from each side, makes a ruling, and enters the
disposition into CourtView.

Court Scheduling

The Municipal Court holds sessions Monday through Thursday and is
closed Fridays, holidays, and weekends, except for in-custody
hearings. The building is open to the public from 7:00 am to 5:30
pm, Monday through Thursday, and is open on Fridays for fine
payment only between 8:00 am and 4:00 pm. The court schedules
morning and afternoon court calendars. The morning session is
scheduled to start at 8:00 am; the afternoon session is scheduled to
start at 3:00 pm. The court facility has 12 courtrooms: 2 in-custody
courtrooms on the 1st floor and 10 courtrooms on the 3rd, 5th and
6th floors (see Exhibit 1).

Exhibit 1 Municipal Court Courtrooms

Floor Courtrooms
6 A B C D
5 A B C D
4 No Courtrooms
3 LA [ B |
2 No Courtrooms
1 LA [ 8 |

Source: Audit representation of the court facility’s layout
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Court Staffing and Budget

The city had 11 judges at the beginning of fiscal year 2010. Judge
Howard Johnson retired in December 2009. Former chief judge
Deborah Greene retired in May 2010; the city currently has nine
judges. The court scheduled hearings in seven courtrooms per day;
judges were scheduled one working day off the bench per week.

Charter section 4-104 authorizes the City Council to determine the
number of municipal court judges and establishes the four-year term
for each judge. Judges are appointed by the mayor. A judge who
desires to serve another term must file notice with the municipal
clerk and be retained by city voters. City voters retained ten judges
to another four-year term beginning January 2010, including judge
Greene who retired in May. Charter section 4-105 authorizes the
judges to select a chief judge by majority vote. The chief judge is
responsible for the general supervision of the court and the
assignment of judges. Beginning in fiscal year 2011, each judge is
assigned full-time to one courtroom, and the court schedules
hearings in nine courtrooms per day.

The Municipal Court runs three specialty courts:

e Community Court works with offenders, using sentencing
alternatives and legal sanctions to promote rehabilitation and
address the underlying causes of criminality. Judge Clinton
Deveaux presides over community court, and Chief Judge
Crystal Gaines presides over the Teens Learning Control and
Restorative Board sessions.

e DUI Court adjudicates traffic violations where the defendant
has been cited for driving under the influence. Judge Calvin
Graves presides over DUI court.

e Housing Court adjudicates violations of the City of Atlanta
Housing code, the Graffiti Ordinance, and/or the Commercial
Maintenance and Industrial Code. Prior to September 2010,
Judge Gary Jackson presided over housing court; Chief Judge
Crystal Gaines now presides over housing court.

The remaining six judges - Elaine Carlisle, Barbara Harris, Gary
Jackson, Catherine Malicki, Andrew Mickle, and Herman Sloan - hear

a mix primarily of traffic and criminal cases.

Judges are scheduled to work four 10-hour days per week. Judges
work Monday through Thursday. Judges also rotate working on
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Fridays and Sundays to ensure that the in-custody arraignment
hearings are held within 48 hours of an individual’s arrest to comply
with a 1991 U.S. Supreme Court ruling known as the Riverside
requirement.

Municipal Court comprises three separate judicial agencies.
Three separate departments operate within the Municipal Court:
Court Operations, the City Solicitor’s Office, and the Public
Defender’s Office. The city budgeted $12.5 million in fiscal year
2011 for the three departments and authorized 158 positions, an
increase of $1.8 million and 21 positions from what the city
budgeted in fiscal year 2010. The chief judge requested the
increase to operate nine courtrooms for the convenience of the
public and other reasons.

Court operations has a budget of $8.4 million and is authorized 107
positions in fiscal year 2011, an increase of one position from fiscal
year 2010 (see Exhibit 2). The budget funded 100 positions with
general fund monies, 1 with trust funds, and 4 with grant funds. 2

Exhibit 2 Municipal Court FY11 Organizational Chart - Authorized Positions

Judges
(10)

Court
Administrator

Data Entr Pretrial / Warrants
v Courtroom Finance Bonds / Community Court Administration
Call Center
Manager Manager Ombudsman Manager (2) Managers (2)
Manager Manager
\ \ \

\ [ [
Staff Size: 18 Staff Size: 25 Staff Size: 17 Staff Size: 16 Staff Size: 7 Staff Size: 4
\ \ \

Source: Municipal Court

Court operations manages the day-to-day functions of the court.
Like judges, most court staff is scheduled to work four 10-hour days
per week. The department is divided into six sections:

e Data Entry/Call Center - processes all citations filed,
schedules court hearings, and answers incoming calls

2 The City Council authorized 10 judge positions in September 2009, but funded nine in fiscal year 2011.
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Courtroom Operations - ensures that all cases filed in
municipal court are processed

Finance - processes all financial transactions in municipal court

Pretrial, Ombudsman, Warrants and Bonds - releases
defendants based on criminal history records, researches
court-related cases, processes and verifies warrant
information, and processes bond-related activities at court

Community Court - provides alternative sentencing options for
low-level offenses

Administration - oversees the budget, human resource, and
court technology functions

The City Solicitor’s Office prosecutes cases in Municipal Court, and,
according to the fiscal year 2011 budget, provides legal assistance to
the city’s administration, community groups, schools and colleges,
and provides training to law enforcement and private agencies. The
solicitor’s office has a budget of $2.6 million and is authorized 34
positions in fiscal year 2011, an increase of 16 positions from fiscal

year 2010 (see Exhibit 3).

Exhibit 3 Office of the Solicitor FY11 Organizational Chart - Authorized Positions

City Solicitor
Raines Carter

Department Community Affairs
Manager Manager
Sr. Administrative
Analyst
Case Traffic/Criminal DUl Housing
Screening Court Court CO‘UYT
Sr. Assistant Sr. Assistant Sr. Assistant gr-l_A_ssista;t
Solicitor (1) Solicitors (14) Solicitors (2) olicitors (2)
Records . ;
Manager (1) Sr, Investigator (1) Sr, Investigator (1)
Investigation
Manager (1)
Investigator (1) Legal Program Legal Program
Assistants (1) Assistant (1)
Sr, Investigator (1)

Legal Program
Assistant (1)

Source: Office of the Solicitor

Legal Program
Assistants (2)
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Solicitors are scheduled to work four 10-hour days per week; one
solicitor also works Fridays and Sundays on a rotating basis to handle
in-custody hearings. The city solicitor planned to assign two
solicitors per courtroom with the additional staff in the fiscal year
2011 budget, requiring 18 solicitors on duty per court day. One
solicitor is assigned to work five 8-hour days per week to screen
tickets and does not appear in court.

The Office of the Public Defender represents indigent defendants in
Municipal Court cases. Section 62-36 of the city code requires
indigent defendants to sign a pauper’s affidavit before they may be
assisted by the public defender. However, the public defender said
the former Chief Judge Greene authorized a standing order to
provide a public defender to every defendant in custody. The public
defender’s office has a budget of $1.5 million and is authorized 17
positions in fiscal year 2011, an increase of four positions from fiscal
year 2010 (see Exhibit 4).

Public defenders and support staff are scheduled to work four 10-
hour days per week; one public defender also works Fridays and
Sundays on a rotating basis to handle in-custody hearings. The
public defender planned to assign one attorney per courtroom with
the additional staff in the fiscal year 2011 budget, requiring nine
public defense attorneys on duty per court day.

Exhibit 4 Office of the Public Defender FY11 Organizational Chart — Authorized Positions

Public Defender

Rosalie Joy
Deputy Public
Defender
Records Analyst
(1)
Admin Support Legal Support

(2) (3)
Criminal Traffic DUI Housing
Attorneys Attorneys Attorney Attorney

(3) (3 (2) (1)

Source: Office of the Public Defender
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Court Revenues and Expenditures Decreased from FY2008-2010

Court revenues decreased about 17% from fiscal year 2008 to fiscal
year 2010. The city receives revenues from fines and fees assessed
in Municipal Court for traffic, parking, and other offenses. Court
revenue decreased from about $21.1 million in fiscal year 2008 to
$17.6 million in fiscal year 2010. The city anticipated receiving
about $23 million in fine revenue in fiscal year 2011 (see Exhibit 5).

Exhibit 5 Comparison of Court Revenue and Expenses FY08-FY11

$25
$20
@ $15
=

S 310
$5

$ T T T 1

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011
Anticipated
HRevenue Expenses

Source: Oracle data for fiscal years 2008 through 2010

Court revenue exceeded expenses in all three years. While court
revenues decreased from fiscal year 2008 to 2010, revenues
continued to exceed court expenses. Since fiscal year 2008, the city
reduced expenses largely through personnel cuts. The Municipal
Court eliminated 24 positions, while the public defender and the
solicitor’s offices cut 15 and 39 positions, respectively. Exhibit 6
shows authorized positions in the left-hand column of each cluster;
positions filled at fiscal year-end are in the right-hand column. The
fiscal year 2011 budget added 21 positions back to the judicial
agencies.
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Exhibit 6 Authorized and Filled Staffing for Judicial Agencies

250

200

150

100

Number of Positions

50

2008 2009 2010 2011

Solicitor = Public Defender = Municipal Court

Source: Adopted budgets and Oracle staffing data for fiscal years 2008 — 2010; City
Council Ordinance 08-0-1760 and adopted budget for fiscal year 2011

Audit Objectives
This report addresses the following objectives:

¢ What is the workload for each judicial agency?
o What factors influence judicial workload?

e Could scheduling or other changes increase efficiency?

Scope and Methodology
We conducted this audit in accordance with generally accepted
government auditing standards. Our analysis of operating data,
expenditures and revenues focuses on fiscal years 2008 through
2010, the most recent full year for which data are available.

Our audit methods included:

e interviewing judicial management to understand standard
operating procedures and departmental practices
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e observing conditions and procedures at the municipal court
e reviewing department standard operating procedures (SOPs)

e reviewing previous studies on the municipal court and the
Georgia State Courts

¢ identifying the number, types and dispositions of cases in
CourtView by month and fiscal year

e reviewing six months of CourtSmart data — from January 1,
2010, to June 30, 2010 — to record judicial bench time

e evaluating the workload of each judicial agency against its
resource allocation

e assessing the accuracy of reported workload and performance
measures to understand how each judicial agency tracks its
activities

Generally accepted government auditing standards require that we
plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the
evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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Findings and Analysis

Existing Workload Does Not Justify Current Staffing Levels; City
Could Save 2.3 Million Annually by Reducing Staff

While the number of cases heard in Municipal Court remained flat
over the last three fiscal years, the city increased the court’s fiscal
year 2011 budget to open two additional courtrooms, raising the
number of courtrooms with scheduled cases from seven per day to
nine. We estimate the court could handle its existing workload with
four courtrooms; cutting the number of judges and court staff could
save $2.3 million annually.

The chief judge requested the budget increase to allow each judge
to be assigned full-time to one courtroom, citing public convenience
and increased traffic ticket filings since January 2010 as
justification. However, even with an uptick in the number of traffic
and criminal tickets filed, case workload in the last six months of
fiscal year 2010 required judges to spend only 28% of their time on
the bench. Ticket filings overstate judicial workload because not all
tickets require a court appearance, and many defendants either pay
prior to their court appearance or fail to appear in court. We
estimate that court workload would have to more than double to
justify the use of nine courtrooms.

The judicial agencies requested additional positions in the fiscal
year 2011 budget to staff nine courtrooms and help cover absences.
During the last six months of fiscal year 2010, courtrooms were not
staffed to the level the chief judge, city solicitor, and city public
defender identified as preferable. Absences did not appear to
affect the court’s ability to process the caseload; we found no
correlation between staffing and the percent of scheduled cases
heard and no correlation between staffing and percent of hearings
reset. Based on our analysis, we conclude that reviving the use of
pro hac judges — substitute judges to cover absences — does not
appear to be warranted.

The court could better accommodate the public by shifting
schedules to ensure cashier windows are open after court ends,
ensuring that court starts on time, and considering whether fines for
additional charges could be paid without a court appearance.
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Judicial Workload Remained Flat as Ticket Filings Decreased

The number of cases heard in court remained flat from fiscal year
2008 to 2010. Judges describe their workload in terms of ticket
filings in public safety committee hearings in March and December
2010. While the number of tickets filed in Municipal Court has
decreased since 2008, this measure does not accurately reflect
judicial workload. Cases heard in court better reflects judicial
workload, because most parking and red light tickets do not require
a court appearance, and many defendants either pay their fines
prior to court or fail to appear.

Solicitors’ workload increased 13% between 2008 and 2010.
Solicitors describe their workload in terms of charges prosecuted,
which includes charges heard in court and traffic and misdemeanor
charges for which a defendant can plead guilty without appearing in
court.

The public defender’s office cannot accurately report its workload
because court case managers inconsistently enter case assignments
into CourtView. The public defenders’ self-reported work appears
to include cases carried over from previous months and consultation
with defendants at the city jail prior to case assignment. Even when
using this broader measure of workload, the public defenders’ office
workload amounted to less than 10% of cases heard in court.

Judicial workload remained flat since fiscal year 2008. Judges
describe their workload in terms of tickets filed with the court.
However, only 33% of tickets filed between fiscal years 2008 and
2010 were heard in court. When court clerks enter filed tickets into
CourtView, they record and schedule the case to appear on a court
docket. Cases on the docket may not be heard in court because the
defendant either pays a fine prior to court or fails to appear on the
scheduled date. In fiscal year 2010, about 13% of defendants paid
fines in lieu of appearing in court and another 13% of defendants
failed to appear in court. Since fiscal year 2008, the number of
cases scheduled for court increased slightly while the number of
cases heard in court — a more accurate measure of judges’ workload
— was flat (see Exhibit 7).

Overall court filings decreased 35% from fiscal years 2008 to
2010. The overall number of tickets filed with the Municipal Court
decreased 35% between fiscal years 2008 and 2010. The decrease
occurred because of drops in the number of parking and automated
red light tickets.
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Exhibit 7 Comparison of Filings, Charges, and Court Cases
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Parking ticket filings decreased by 69% after the city reduced staff

in May 2008 while working to outsource parking enforcement. The

city finalized its contract with ParkAtlanta for parking enforcement
in September 2009.

Automated red light ticket filings decreased by 65% because the
Georgia Department of Transportation denied permit renewals in
December 2009 for three locations. The state reinstated one permit
in March 2010 and conditionally reinstated another permit in
September 2010 for 12 months, provided that the city evaluates
citations and accidents at 6- and 11-month intervals. Parking and
automated red light tickets typically do not require a court
appearance unless the defendant wishes to contest the charge. As a
result, these types of tickets have little effect on courtroom
workload.

The number of traffic and criminal tickets filed influences
courtroom workload because defendants often are required to
appear in court. While the overall number of tickets filed decreased
between fiscal years 2008 and 2010, the numbers of criminal and
traffic tickets filed increased by 56% and 10%, respectively. Most of
the increase in traffic tickets filed occurred in the latter half of
fiscal year 2010 (see Exhibit 8).
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Exhibit 8 Total, Traffic, and Criminal Tickets Filed by Month
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Daily courtroom workload increased in the latter half of fiscal
year 2010. The average number of cases scheduled per day
increased about 25% from January to June 2010, from 1,040 cases to
1,304, adding about 19 cases per docket. On average, the court
heard about 70% of cases on the docket (see Exhibit 9). The

remainder of the cases the defendant paid in lieu of court or failed
to appear.

Exhibit 9 Comparison of Court Cases Scheduled to Heard per Day
January-June, 2010
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Overall, from January through June 2010, the court scheduled an
average of 1,246 cases and heard an average of 867 cases per day
when court was in session. Judges heard an average of 19,699 cases
each in fiscal year 2010. The Boston Consulting Group’s 2002 report
identified 25,000 dispositions per judge as a benchmark for traffic
cases, citing the October 2001 National Center for State Courts,
Workload Assessment Model for the Georgia State Court.

While court staff identified case resets and bench trials as factors
that increase judicial workload, these events were a relatively small
percentage of court events in fiscal years 2008 through 2010. About
3% of cases were reset at least once and 7.3% of scheduled hearings
were bench trials.

Solicitors’ workload increased 13% between fiscal year 2008 and
2010. Solicitors report the number of charges prosecuted each
month in court as a workload measure for the mayor’s ATLStat
program. Solicitors also review traffic tickets for sufficiency before
court. The decrease in number of tickets filed between fiscal years
2008 and 2010 did not reduce solicitor workload because the
decreases were in parking and automated red light tickets, which
the solicitors do not review. Solicitors prosecuted an average of
14,078 charges each in fiscal year 2010.

Public defender cannot accurately track or report workload. The
public defender’s office reports the number of cases assigned per
month as a workload measure for the mayor’s ATLStat program.
CourtView records show that the number of cases assigned to the
public defender decreased by nearly half between fiscal year 2008
and 2010. However, case assignments are not reliably captured in
CourtView. While court case managers are responsible for inputting
a public defender code in CourtView when a judge assigns a public
defender to a case, staff acknowledged that case managers enter
public defender codes inconsistently. Inputting the public defender
code requires changing screens in CourtView, which, according to a
case manager, could prevent them from capturing other pertinent
case information.

The public defender manually compiles the office’s monthly case
assignments from individual attorneys and court dockets for ATLStat
reports. Between October 2008, when the public defender began
reporting the number of assigned cases, and June 2010, the number
of assigned cases reported in ATLStat fluctuated between about 500
and 1,500 cases per month, between 3% and 8% of court hearings
held each month. We cannot explain the fluctuation. The public
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defender was unable to substantiate the caseload data provided to
ATLStat for June 2010. It appears that attorneys are including cases
carried over from previous months and consultations with
defendants in the city jail in their self-reported counts. While this
method may be a reasonable way of measuring workload, it counts
cases more than once, resulting in a greater number than the
number of cases assigned to a public defender in court.

We recommend the court administrator ensure that court clerks
enter cases assigned to the public defender in CourtView in order to
accurately and consistently measure workload.

Workload Does Not Justify Fiscal Year 2011 Staffing Increase

The city added positions in the fiscal year 2011 budget to increase
the number of open courtrooms from seven to nine. The chief judge
requested the budget increase to allow each judge to be assigned
full-time to one courtroom, citing public convenience and increased
traffic ticket filings since January 2010 as reasons for opening more
courtrooms. However, even with an uptick in the number of traffic
and criminal tickets filed, case workload in the last six months of
fiscal year 2010 required judges to spend only 28% of their time on
the bench. We estimate that court workload would have to more
than double to justify the use of nine courtrooms.

The city added positions to open two additional courtrooms. In
the fiscal year 2011 budget, the city added 4 positions including 2
attorneys in the public defender’s office, 16 positions including 9
attorneys in the solicitor’s office, and 1 case manager to municipal
court staff. The judicial agencies’ proposed budgets cited the
increase to nine courtrooms as the reason for increasing staff. The
city solicitor also cited the need to cover absences. The chief
judge, in a March 2010 presentation to the City Council’s Public
Safety Committee, identified operating nine fully functional
courtrooms as a budget priority. She wanted to assign each judge to
one courtroom full-time to improve efficiency and better serve the
public. She also stated that traffic fillings had increased in the past
two months and had been increasing for the last two years, as
further justification.

Judges spent 28% of their time on the bench from January
through June 2010. Even with an uptick in the number of traffic
and criminal tickets filed in fiscal year 2010, case workload in the
last six months of the fiscal year required judges to spend only 28%
of their time on the bench. We reviewed court sessions in
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CourtSmart — the official transcript of courtroom sessions — for
court sessions held from January 1, 2010, to June 30, 2010, to
record when each session started and ended. Judges are paid for
10-hour days. Court sessions are not expected to exceed 7 hours of
the 10-hour work day. During the time we reviewed, judges spent
an average of four hours on the bench on days when they were
scheduled to hear cases (see Exhibit 10). At the time, judges were
scheduled to work three days on the bench and one administrative
day per week.

Exhibit 10 Comparison of Judges’ Scheduled to Actual Bench Time per
Day in Court
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Judges’ average time on the bench varied. Judge Deveaux, who
presided over community court, had the highest average time on the
bench at about 5 hours per day in court. Former Chief Judge
Greene had the lowest average time on the bench at about 2 hours
per day in court.

Judges spent an average of 11 hours per 40-hour work week on the
bench over the period we reviewed (see Exhibit 11). Judges’
average time on the bench per week varied due to differences in the
daily average and differences in the number of days on the bench.
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Exhibit 11 Comparison of Judges’ Scheduled to Actual Bench Time per
Week in Court
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Court workload would have to more than double to justify the use
of nine courtrooms. We estimate that the court would have to hear
about 1,930 cases per day to occupy nine courtrooms for 80% of
scheduled time. The court heard an average 867 cases per day
between January and June 2010. The average time spent per case
was less than two minutes.

Absences Had Little Effect on Overall Workload

Judges and court staff identified absences as a factor that
influences workload — and the need to cover absences was part of
the rationale for the staff increase. While courtrooms during the
last half of fiscal year 2010 were not staffed to the level the chief
judge, city solicitor, and city public defender identified as
preferable, we found no correlation between the number of
courtroom staff on duty and the percentage of scheduled cases
heard or between the number of courtroom staff on duty and the
percentage of hearings reset. Absences could pose a problem now
that the court is operating nine courtrooms.

Preferred staffing is six per courtroom. According to the chief

judge, each courtroom should be staffed by one judge, two case
managers, two solicitors, and one public defender. The city
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solicitor and public defender agreed that two solicitors and one
public defender, respectively, should be assigned per courtroom.

Judges and court staff identified absences as a factor affecting
workload. Judges and staff told us that absences affect the court’s
workload. Case managers, solicitors and public defenders are
shifted among courtrooms to cover absences. While one public
defender can be assigned to cover two courtrooms, staff told us
that some judges will not convene court without a public defender
present.

When a judge is absent, cases are re-scheduled, shifted to another
courtroom or pretrial intervention, or defendants are allowed to
plead guilty and pay fines. Court data does not track when cases
are shifted, reset, or resolved without a hearing due to judicial
absences. Given the amount of time judges spent on the bench
between January and June 2010, reviving the use of pro hac judges
does not appear to be warranted

The court’s overall workload was unaffected by absences in the
last six months of fiscal year 2010. While absences no doubt
affected individuals’ workload and individual cases, we found no
correlation between daily courtroom staffing and the percent of
scheduled cases heard. We also found no correlation between daily
courtroom staffing and the percent of hearings reset during the last
six months of fiscal year 2010.

Exhibit 12 shows the percent of cases heard and courtroom staffing.
The number of courtroom staff on duty ranged from 34 to 44 —
counting judges, case managers, solicitors and public defenders.
The percent of scheduled cases heard ranged from about 56% to
about 80%. If a positive correlation existed, the graph would show
the percent of scheduled cases heard increasing as the number of
staff increased.
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Exhibit 12 Scatterplot of Daily Courtroom Staffing and Percent of
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Similarly, Exhibit 13 shows the percent of hearings reset and the
number of courtroom staff on duty. The percentage of cases reset
ranged from 1.6% to 19.2% of daily hearings, with an overall average
of 5.4%. If a negative correlation existed, the graph would show the
percent of hearings reset decreasing as the number of staff

increased.

Exhibit 13 Scatterplot of Daily Courtroom Staffing and Percent of
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Judicial absences could pose a problem now that the Municipal
Court is scheduling daily sessions in nine courtrooms. Between
January and June 2010, fewer than seven judges were on duty on
only one day when court was in session. However, one judge was
absent for at least part of the day on 58% of days when court was in
session and more than one judge was absent at least part of the day
on 17% of days when court was in session.

Staff absences could also make it difficult to operate nine
courtrooms. While the chief judge prefers to operate courtrooms
with two case managers, courtrooms can operate with just one.
Between January and June 2010, fewer than 14 case managers were
on duty on 36% of the days when court was in session. Although the
court never had fewer than eight case managers working, case
managers accrued 371 hours of compensatory time during the six-
month period, equivalent to about one-third of a full-time
employee. Between January and June 2010, one case manager was
absent for at least part of a day on 95% of the days when court was
in session. More than one case manager was absent on 89% of the
days when court was in session. Although the city added one case
manager position in the fiscal year 2011 budget, this level of
absences could make it difficult to operate nine courtrooms per day.

While the chief judge and city solicitor identified two solicitors per
courtroom as preferred, the court never had more than 13 solicitors
on duty between January and June 2010. One solicitor was absent
for at least part of the day on 90% of days court was in session.
More than one solicitor was absent 48% of the days court was in
session. The court never had fewer than 8 solicitors working,
allowing for two solicitors to prosecute cases in DUI court and one
solicitor for the remaining courtrooms.

Public defender absences were lower. One public defender was
absent for at least part of the day on 19% of days court was in
session. The court had fewer than 7 public defenders on duty on
27% of the days when court was in session between January and
June 2010, and never had fewer than four.

Starting court sessions on time would better accommodate the
public and police department scheduling. Between January and
June 2010, morning court started after 8:00 a.m. 89% of the time.
About half of the time, morning court started over an hour late.
Defendants are required to appear in court on time. Part of the
chief judge’s rationale for operating nine courtrooms was to better
serve the public. Starting court on time would also better serve the
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public, without increasing operating costs. Also, according to the
deputy chief of police, starting court sessions on time would better
accommodate police department scheduling. Court staff told us
that court sessions were scheduled to begin at 8:00 am and 3:00 pm
to coordinate with police department shift schedules.

The chief judge expressed concerns about the potential for
overcrowding, citing a warning citation from a fire inspector at 9:15
am. The court could better accommodate the public by staggering
court session schedules to reduce wait time and the potential for
overcrowding.

Requiring fewer court appearances could also accommodate the
public without increasing operating costs. CourtView shows that
fines can be paid in lieu of a court appearance for 250 out of about
2,800 charges. These charges accounted for about 70% of all
charges filed between fiscal years 2008 and 2010. State law
requires court appearances for 11 charges, any offense committed
by a person under 21, any charge related to a traffic accident, and
other violations as determined by the court. Judges last reviewed
the charges payable in lieu of court appearance in July 2006. We
recommend the court review and consider reducing the number of
charges that require a court appearance as an alternative way to
increase court efficiency and reduce costs.

Court Could Save $2.3 Million by Reducing Staff

Based on court caseload data from January to June 2010, we
estimate the court could handle its workload with four courtrooms;
cutting the number of judges and courtroom staff could save $2.3
million annually.

The Municipal Court could handle workload with four courtrooms.
We estimate that the court could have handled its January to June
2010 caseload with four courtrooms, based on the average number
of court events per day, the average time per court event, and
assuming that each docket would take an average of 90% of its
scheduled time to complete. We also assumed that judges would
not need more than an average of 3.7 hours of administrative time
off the bench per work day — the 3 hours not covered by docket
schedules and an average of 10% of docket time not needed to hear
cases.
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The city could eliminate 4 judges and 19 municipal court
employees to align courtroom staffing with workload. If the court
operated four courtrooms, we estimate that the city could eliminate
four judge positions. We assume that the city would retain five
judges, including a chief judge, in order to cover judicial absences
and maintain adequate administrative oversight. We estimate the
city could eliminate eight solicitors, seven case managers and four
public defenders and still staff four courtrooms to the level
preferred by the chief judge, city solicitor, and public defender.

We included staff to cover absences and administrative tasks, and
for the solicitor’s office to review charges outside of court.

Eliminating these 23 positions would save an estimated $2.3 million
annually, based on the average salary and benefits per position. In
addition, reducing the number of courtrooms in use per day would
reduce the need for outsourced courtroom security.

Complete Data Needed for Measuring Case Disposition

The court could better use its information systems to track workload
and case outcomes. During the audit period, weekend and holiday
work was not captured in CourtSmart or recorded in Kronos, the
city’s timekeeping system. Court staff said they do not check the
accuracy of data entered in CourtView. We found some blank data
fields and inconsistencies in how dispositions and status codes are
used.

Court Information Systems Lack Complete Data on Weekend Work
and Case Events

We were unable to test some of the factors that judges and court
staff said influenced their workload. The court’s information
systems do not capture the hours staff work on weekends and
holidays, identify which cases are in-custody, or capture time per
court case.

Judges, solicitors, public defenders, and courtroom staff rotate
working Fridays and Sundays to ensure arraignment hearings are
held within 48 hours of an individual’s arrest. These hearings are
not recorded in CourtSmart, the court’s video and audio archiving
system. According to court staff, a court reporter transcribes these
sessions manually. We were unable to assess how much time judges
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and court staff spend in hearings outside of their four 10-hour day
schedule. Kronos, the city’s timekeeping system, does not reflect
weekend and holiday work for judges and attorneys, who are
exempt from the federal Fair Labor Standards act. CourtView shows
that relatively few court events occurred on Fridays, Saturdays, and
Sundays between January and June 2010. CourtView has a record of
728 hearings, about 1% of the total cases heard over the six months,
occurring on 12 days outside of the court’s work week. We do not
know whether these records are complete.

The chief judge, city solicitor, and public defender identified in-
custody cases as events that increase their workload. CourtView,
the court’s case management system, does not separately identify
which records are in-custody cases. CourtView also lacks data on
time per court case that would allow the court to quantify its
workload. CourtView has fields for times and event duration, but
these are not used.

Municipal court staff is not checking the accuracy or reliability of
data entered into CourtView. We found incomplete case data. For
example, 26% of 718,538 records of court events had missing
courtroom locations, 33% of cases analyzed from fiscal year 2008 to
2010 were still open as of August 2010, and case managers have not
consistently recorded cases assigned to public defenders (see Exhibit
14).

Exhibit 14 Comparison of Closed to Open Cases
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Disposition codes appear to overlap, making meaningful analysis
difficult. For example, “undisposed,” “open” and “active” are all
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separate disposition codes in CourtView. The status codes which
indicate whether a case is open or closed are also recorded as a
disposition. Incomplete data prevents the court from tracking case
disposition and accurately assessing performance.

We recommend court administrator develop a process to review
data entries in CourtView to ensure information is accurately
entered in the system. We also recommend the court administrator
review and establish meaningful disposition codes to better track
case outcomes.
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Recommendations

Municipal Court Operations

The City Council should reduce the number of judges,
solicitors, public defenders and case managers to align
staffing with workload.

The chief judge should review and consider reducing the
number of charges that require a court appearance as an
alternative way to increase court efficiency and reduce
costs.

The chief judge should stagger court session schedules to
reduce wait time and the potential for overcrowding.

The court administrator should ensure that case managers
enter cases assigned to the public defender into CourtView in
order to accurately measure workload.

The court administrator should develop a process to review
data entries in CourtView to ensure information is complete
and accurately entered in the system.

The court administrator should work with judges to review

and establish meaningful disposition codes to better track
case outcomes.
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Appendix A
Court Operations Process
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Appendix B
Judicial Agencies’ Response to Audit Recommendations

Report # 10.06 Report Title: Municipal Court Operations Date: 03/09/11 |
Recommendation Responses
Rec. "1 The City Council should reduce the number of judges, solicitors, public defenders and case managers to Disagree
align staffing with workload.
Proposed Action: | No comments provided.
Implementation Timeframe:
Responsible Person:
Rec. "2 The chief judge should review and consider reducing the number of charges that require a court appearance | Partially Agree
as an alternative way to increase court efficiency and reduce costs.
Proposed Action: | Georgia law allows the court to establish a Traffic Violations Bureau by written order of the judges thereof. 0.C.G.A. §
40-13-50 Article 3 of Chapter 13 of the Motor Vehicle Code (Title 40), O.C.G.A. § 40-13-50 et seq., requires the court to
“...promulgate and provide the clerk of the traffic violations bureau a list of the traffic offenses which shall be handled
and disposed of by the traffic violations bureau.” It is important to note that not every UTC is permitted by law to be
resolved as a TVB offense.
Implementation Timeframe:
Responsible Person:
Rec. "3 The chief judge should stagger court session schedules to reduce wait time and the potential for Disagree

overcrowding.

Proposed Action: Staggering court sessions will not eliminate overcrowding if the court is forced to operate with only four (4) courtrooms.
The chief judge agreed with the City of Atlanta Fire Department that it would operate nine (9) courtrooms to avoid

being cited in 2010.

Implementation Timeframe:

Responsible Person:
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Rec. "4 The court administrator should ensure that case managers enter cases assigned to the public defender into | Agree
CourtView in order to accurately measure workload.
Proposed Action: | The court expects to have a new court administrator by April 2011.
Implementation Timeframe: | April 14, 2011
Responsible Person: | Court Administrator/Manager
Rec. "5 The court administrator should develop a process to review data entries in CourtView to ensure information | Agree
is complete and accurately entered in the system.
Proposed Action: | The court expects to have a new court administrator by April 2011.
Implementation Timeframe: | april 14, 2011
Responsible Person: | Court Administrator/Manager
Rec. "6 The court administrator should work with judges to review and establish meaningful disposition codes to Agree

better track case outco

mes.

Proposed Action:

Implementation Timeframe:

Responsible Person:

The court expects to have a new court administrator by April 2011.

April 14, 2011

Court Administrator/Manager
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Appendix C
Judicial Agencies’ Comments

THE MUNICIPAL COURT OF ATLANTA

Honorabla £rystel Galnes, Chisd Judge

Por neatly a decade Attanta’s court syatem has endured examingtion, reorganization and
change. Two courts kave heen streamlined and combined imo one. The nymber of judges hes
been reduced from gighteen 1o ning and the number of judicial agency employees has been
reduced from 428 to 153, The Court's overall efficiency hag Improved markedly and for saveral
years the Court's revetiue has exceaded ite expenses. Through all of these changes the fair
administration of justice has been B remaing our Count’s goal,

This process haa not been ensy, We have not abways agreed with court relaied degisions
by the Mayor or Council. The drasiic reductions in worldorce have oocasionally caused intemel
tensions betwesn and among the Coutt, the Publis Deferdar and the Solicitor. Wa have,
however, worked openly and honestly to resolve competing concerns and divergent poims of
view,

In garly 2010, responding to merensed caseloads, overcrowded courtrooms gnd long
waiting times, the Clty Counell restored positions in the Court, the Public Dafendsr’s offlcs and
the Solicior’ s offles, allowing us 1o rut pine (9) sourtrooms rather than seven (7). New saff
and resounrces brought improved morale end » renewed dedication to the Court’s haed wiork, We
weloamed the Conncil’s unanimos request for & court performance audit as gn opportunity to
ghow our progress. Unfortunateby this Audit fells far short of our expectations. Ii is inaccurate
and incenplete. The Auditor failed to use either eatablished connt performance measurement
standards ot gevterally accepted perfortnancs sudit priteipals.

Any sudit of & court must ultimately examine how that court’s management of its
workioad and processes affect the fair pdminisization of justice. A court performance audit
ghould be based on perfarmance measures and best pmctices specifically developed for courts,
There are genterally accapted trizl court performance standards acknowledged and promulgated
by Greargia™s Administrative Office of the Courts’ and the Natlonal Center for State Courts,

The Audit's Appendix A is a relatively aseurats but somewhat incomplete fiow chart of
the Cowst process. The chart shows that most of the steps in the progrees of a coge bappen
outgide the courtroom. The Auditor slmply chooses to ignores this work outside the cowrtroom.
Thin Audlt fiocused on judicial bonch tme end gourtroor trenseripts, thus emphasizing the least
imporntant of cour performance meagyres, An examination of courtroom workload alone

1 gun 52800 publication “ludcal Warkload Assessmant Qulde p, 13, sttachad, {2 pagay)
? see Let o *CourTools” Parfarma nce Measures from HCSC wab site: copy attachad. {2 pages)

THE LENWGUD A JACKSON S8, JUSTICE CENTER
180 Garmatt 8¢, S W Atlwie, G4, F0302-3612 484 398 4728
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privadis 2 wpefinlly incamplcte picture of a counl’s pertormanes. Rather than examinitga
cotnplete picture of all of the work of our Court and owe Court’s lawyers and judges, this Andit
denigrates the extensive wark performed outstde the courntroom.

In u Febrarv 2, 20) | comend, Audilor Leshc Ward tokd our Chicf Judge, Crystal Gaines,
“lhat all eventy asenciated with any opes cage . . . grie included in the Court8mart data " This is
plainly unlme. It is simple common sense that renscripts and CoonSmart data are DVD
transcripts — contain only the *formal™ events and structired wroul that oeeers ina cown
ConrrtSmownt does not shens eyen half the worlk comnected with a case. This Audit fhils o
approprialely measure any work outside of formal court sessions

Based on this inapprogriately narraw view, and upon waehully ingomplete data, this
Audit recommends the Court be reduced from nine (Y to five (5] full tine judges, and from mine
(T to four {4 wurtrooms, with & commensurate rediuction in solicitors and public defenders.
This is a tecommendation for disaster. To 2010, pur Count’'s 9 judges, operating in 7 courtrooms,
teard an average of 19,690 casea. T our Court had bad only 5 judges, cach of them would have
to bave leard 4,322 cazes to complete the same wirk

The Anditor ackoowledges that the national benchmark for comns Tike onrs is 23,000
eaded pur judoe, per wer, vt her recommendation would have our judges handle one lundred
and seventy-geverl percent [177%) ol this re¢ommended nationad cascload standard while cutting
ey count personnel by alrost half,

In 2010, while we operated in 7 cowrtrooms, we were given a warming citgtion by the
Atlants Fire Burcau for dangerous courtroom overcrowding.® The City Council funded an
expatigiced Lo nitee operaling courroomy in part, to fulfill the Conrt's promise to the Atlants Fire-
Rescue Departmenl to permanently reduce courtroom overcrowding.  Yee the Auditor would
have us handle an increasing caseload i anly 4 coungomes.

The Audit insubingly suggeats that work omside the cournomm, reponved Try Jawvers —
sficilors as well as public deferidirs — may not have been done becanse i1 is nut easily
documented. The Anditer supmesied the lywyers might have reason to indflate their caseload.
Simply beceanse it is easy to measure work that iz documenred by a videe record, does not mean
thut work outside the counroooy, and thus oot recorded, did no happen . The Aoditor had a
responstbility 1o measure that outside work and repor 3 fully and scuranly,

Since our carrent Mayor took office ar the bepinning of 2010, he hag made good oo his
promise to increase the number of Atlanta pulice officers and the Chty has alswo inereased the
rumber of code compliance oMicers, The result is 8 marked increase in case filings. Tghoring
these workload increases, the Anditor recommends sevene toductions in courtronms, judpes and
lawryers.

Another clear misunderatanding by the Auditor can be fovnd in their handling of FTA's
(failures to appear). The Audit implies that when a dedendan s W appesr (TTA), the Court's
workload is retduced. The opposite is troe. More work oot less is reguived.

7 xoe Otstlan 19264 7h, and scoompEnyhNg comespondense, atatned. (3 pages)

THE LENWNOD A JACKESON SR JUNTICE CENTER
P30 et S, S Atlumetn, G, FOFGRTEID 404, S04 4738
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A delendant’s lailure 4y appeat cannol be predicled. Yotk by judpes, solicitors and
public defenders to prepare for & court eppoarance must be done in advence of each court date.
When a defendant misses a count appoarancs, the Coorr must stop the process and authorize o
warrant  That watrant tust then be resiewed, sworet 1o amd sigmed. Tt hayg o be docketed,
exepyted and enforeed. When tha defendant comes 10 cowr, the circumstame es suraunding the
FEA require a separate inquiry. This requires work by bath the solicitor and public defender.
The original underlying charpe can only he addressed after the F 1A inquiry is complere.

Thes Anditor Tisted the Report™s objoctives as:

- describing the “workload fo each judicial spency ™

- showing the “factors fthat] influence udicial workinad;™ and
- showing what “changes [meght] lncrease efficlency.”™

Ths Andit fails even to meet these limied objectives. This repon fails to appropriately
credil Lhe lime nl solicitors, public delenders and judpes iovolved in preparation, reseanch,
cotversition, negtialion and edininistration. Mone of these acbvitics arg fully documented Ty
CourtSmant date aod the Avditor made oo apparent effort to weasure or evaluare that work

The Auditor [weked ot numbers of cascs assigned, regardless of case type. Matonally
accepled methindalogy raquites a weighted ¢ase amalyyis basead on the difforent pes of cases
handled by our Court. This “weighted casefnad™ marhadolopy 16 used by CGenngis’s
Administrative Office of the Coures (ACHD) in assessing the need For new Superior Court judyze
positiony. It was alyo used by the Georsia Department of Andirs and Acconms (GIDAA) in
condocting 3 récent performgnee audit of our state’s dreg courts. MNeither study makes mention
of judicial bench time as a cownl perfioomance measyrs. The AQC and GTYAA cxaminers locked
at zemal work done - actual processes and actual outcones  The Audivor hud o respomsibility to
lpck gt the differences in case types and at all of the judicist and lepal work required and
performed for each type of case. This Anditor did not do so.

Giowernment auditing standards that provide the benchmarks for anditers conducting
performance revigws requing that the stafT assigned to conduct the sudit possess the knowledge,
gkills and experience necessary to be competent for the bype of work heing porformed.  Addition-
ally, whenthere isn't a collective nowledpe base, (he anditer Ik required 40 seck out an
understanding of the specielized subject matter so that they avoid the risk af drawing improper or
invomplete sunelusions

While judicial bench time iy g measore of activity, it is, at best only cne of manmy more

importasl measures of overall coutt perforance  Thore 15 oo knowledgeable organization or a2t
of cowt perfonmance poidelines for which judicial bench time is the sine qua non of court

et manee.

We have serious concerns about the methodotopy used by the Audilor in deteamining
what information to gather, how, from whom and where that data wad galherad and the analyyis

* Gewernrment Auckt ng Standards GAC-07-73106.

THE LENWENIL 4, JACKNONY SR JUSTICE CENTER
110 vy ¢, S B Afariee, (rd, 33010 £04 IR 4779
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of that data and itz implication for the Auditor s recommendations o the Mayor 2nd Cicy
Coungl. This Audior's methodology 15 fatally flawed.

While the: Audit lagks closcly atthe Court’s sourroom work, there 1s no cormesponding
repoating of analysis of the Pyblic Detender™s work progess. The Auditor knew fut Courivicw
did not consistemly capture either the Public Defendar” s caseload or workload. Cade Ales wers
and arc vailable for venfication of self-reponted caseload and workload. ‘The Auditor indicarad
fhey didn’t hawe the resourges o examing those files. The Cicy Council Binded a frecords
analyst” positon 1o the current Bscal vowr. The Auwdilor ignored this impruved capacity to
measure the Public Defender’s workload. The Aoditor shoold have measured gnd anglyzed this
work, In fact, the records analyst has recorded the appointment of more than E2,000 Public
Defender cuses for the six momths from July through December 2010, Mpaoring this data the
Anditor recommends & cut of Mur dfintteys This ot woadd mean that cuch public defender
wolild have to handle almeost 5 K cazes in the current yegr, mone thun foyr omes the
recommended cascload.

When, berues of illngss, vacation or leare, a public defender is unavailable to hamdle a
ciae, ealhier the case 13 vescheduled or g lawyer from another courroom has to pitch inon an
unfamiliar case. Yet the Auditor claimed the ™ . overall workload was unaffected by absences.”
They “found no correlation between daily counrmmo saffing and the percontags of schedhled
cascs heard.” | is not semply a marter of *hearing™ a2 “scheduled” case. The queslion is: coald
thee s be sdeineately resolvez] when the [awver who had prepared the case and who wos
familiar with the defendany, was absem?

‘The Auditor appears ta be unaware ol the Public Defimders kanl and othicyl
rcaponsibilwics. While the work of 3 Mublic Defender in court, and shown in CourtSmart. is
relevanl, g Firer measuns of 4 Public Defender’ s affice is:

-l Tlependencs,

«  irs ethical and zealous representation of its clivnts;

- whether it is free of political o judiciagl nterforence and;
- what changcs might enhance that independence.

In sutamarcy, this Auditor, insxperienced in court performance reviews, emphasizes a
bench time standard that shoadd have been a mingr factor in evaluating b well onr Court
performs.  The Auditor recommends a dreconian reduction in the sumbers of judges, oparating,
courtrooms, prosecutors and public defenders. These recommendations:

- will subject the public o dangerous, overcrowded conditions;

~ subject the city to porential Labiliy:

= will reduee the Ceur's availability to upheld and enforce the law,

- will cripple the ability of Solicitors to reprosont victims and witnesses, and

- will gripple the wbility of the Public Defender's office to adequately and effecrivedy
represetit its clients.

* %pp lether of Public Defender Standards Councll to Auditor Lestle Ward, attackad. [ pages}

FRE LENWOR A, JACKROY SR JUSTICY (CENTER
130 Garned S, LIF Atloma, (64, J0EE-30612 S04 SRR 4730
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‘Lhiz Audit 15 inaccurate, incomplete and improperly focused and was not conducted in
accordance with gonerully sceopted court porformuance cvaluation standards, This Audit cophe-
sizaed Jueliceal bench Lice. T stioudd have looked ol hew well our Courl did =11 ol iy work,

We made several attesnpts 1o help Lbe Andieor understand (he appiopriate measores fr
evaluating the performance of cur Court, the Solicitor and the Pulilic Detender. We provided the
Audit toam with nomerons Indepondent publications un court perdormance aodits, meluding a
letter from the Natiora] Center for State Courts® that sugeinetly outlined what needed to be
measured in order te achiewe - in the Auditors pwn words, - “an accunle, complele awl
abjective™ analysis. ‘The Georpla Public Defender Standards Cooncil alao issoed a letber try the
Auditer caplatning the necd to look at the caseload per attorney and measure the work outside
the eourtroom.” The Anditur chose tr ignore everything we said and the information we
provided. The Avdilor refised 10 reconsider Lhent cenclusions and recommendations,

While the Court welcomed City Council®s request fot an aodit, we anficipated the
application of nationally recognized cowr performance slandorda. We anicpated the audit teum
woyld work directty with each department to undorstand what it takes to accomplish the business
of our Coanl. What we gru is 2 profiundly ingecorats and misleading account that wnjustifiably
tarnishes the repuration of this preal Cily and wa judiciary.

f Sae attached MC5C kedter dated February LB, 2011, (6 papes)
* Same attached letter from Georgia Public Defencer 523 ndards Louw nchl.

THE LENWINID 4 JACKSON SR JUSTICR CENTAR
ISR Gorncti 3, . W, Affenr, G4, 303033072 f44. 388 4739
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This written response respectfully submitted by:

Henorirle Crysted A, Gaines, Chisf Jodge

Mgyl ool ol Alanla
Henomapic Clinton ¥ . Deveaus, Judge Homorable: Andrew A MMickls, Judge
~ s
(iAetfema Bt

Honorable Elaine E. Carlisle, Judge

Bpws L. Cppbars

Honorable Calvin 5.

Municipal Cemrt of Atlams Public Tefender's Office
Municipal Coutt af Atlgmta

This 5 dayof __ March , 2011
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Footnote 1 {2 pages)

~Judicial Workload Assessment
e Guide

A Comprehensive Guide to the Judgeship
Process for Georgia Superior Courts

Provided byp:
The Adnrinistrative Office of the Courts

Research
Rew, 4 dfamvng
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Methodulogy
1. Criteria for Superior Conrt Judgeship Requests

Inv establishing the: need for akditional supetior court judgeships, the Jusdicial Conmeil
will consider weighled caseloads Per judge for each ciruii T the per judge weightcd
caseload mects the threshild stamdards established by the Council for consideration of pn
addiriujmaljudgushjp, additional critcria will be wnsidered. The theeshold standard 15 8 value
set by the Jutkicial Council in open sexsion. ({6A1S2005)

Additional zriteria comsidoged may include, but are not lignited 1, the following and
are nof nevessar y in the order of impontance as listod helow:

a, Filings per judge

b, Growth mic of Gligs PET jludye

¢. Open cages per judge

d. Cugo barklog per judge

& Population served per fudge

f. Population growth

K Mummbes ang) types of supporting eourts

h. Availability ard use of senior jodyc assistance

i, Number of resident altomeys Fer judpe

J- Rasponzes 1o Jotters bo legislatars, county commissioners, presidents of local har
azsociations, district sttomicys, end cletks of supericr court asking for their input
(252000
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Footnoge 2 (2 Pages)

Fogis i1
g osura
Tapuemrsy

dulinitian; Ratings &F seaer uaere on e count's accewililip
amed L freArmenL of Cusbumers 1 herms of fadrrp,
=quolicy, wewl respect.

FuTpess. Mony wepime thal "wenrling” o "losirg” is mhat
ok mail bo citleers whan enling wilk the
evmucty, However, researcls mslsemily shuws thar
Lechailive pereptons of crurs raquedence ane shaped
muae by coert wsers” pespllons of how they are
Ireated bocoert, Anl wlebwer B court s proeess or
making deslsi oo semerips Eadr. This mezure Prewsdeg
3400l ok s1reeplng 211 court weers ahau their
experk nag i Ll coarthonse  Compatison of
ragtlfe by Tocation. dividon, by of oetcemer
2y yero coures can Anforn
fuiarl management pracilog,

sl Clearance Rates

definiters: The amithies of catgnlng cosac &2 o parcenkage
of Bl wiupiEser wal Incumdng coses.

perpemer Clearanee aube rikammes whether the oo is
keepitg 1 wirh e ircoming coselosed. IF o s
nat dispeded iow Wiemly manmer, 3 backing of soes
waibireg dlamewitinn will gros, Ths masum & 2
srezle awinbicr Ll pil 12w b= compaTod wimt, Uy
oourt for Aty sadl all cass bpos, o0 o monbly or
¥early sk ur betwmen ome coim ahd érather.
Krrwledge of deamnce rane by 4o iyppe can
Indp 4 vl pinpadnt ene rglag problems and
wulzabe where IMprowrsnis
van b= made.

n.,_,,_; Time to Disposilron
e —————————— e

defindion: The peederags of cases disposed are erheradie
Testalveg) writhin emealishess dine T e,

purposs: Tl mesaure. used |0 ciosguricLkn siLh Jfmoum 2
Cleamnee fater and Meszar £ 4 ge of Active Fonding
Cmrrloed) s & FurdarezwisE mpnsgement kol
1Bl wasesses the lengh of rioes it dakes a coud
by process cases. [Ecovnparey v ooua's perfannarse
Wiih Bacal, gecr, ar ramnel guidelees for cinaky
TS PrOCEREil.

oelimian: The age of (1% wclive cases Pending bolame tha
CoLre el as che mamber of days feeas
fsng el i Umne of measuremend,

prpre: Halnp o complete and accersha inssniocy of
| actlvy pending cases 2nd trocking Lhalr pregress
= impurtand becacme ehils po] of e Fat=milaTly
reulnes court eettane Rxarimdng the age of
pending cases ks fBfn, for example, the cases
drwing near o Aol Lo mopers He COURT s cass
Pocoming e alarmdards. This Informatearn belpa
fircap DibaiMRon onowhel b5 requeired o sk caes
Within refenable imeframes.

=
flezsure 4

%4 Trial Date Cortainty

dufiniion: The numiber af rirues: runes dispased by trlol are

scheduled for nlal,

arpenm A counls sMEHY To 1add e leb e e Ainl date they
ar= scheduled oo e hhai (160 dmie certainty) s
rloeely mroclried Wit TEnedy cwms Gepasidon. The
rizare provides a ool b Athzne <l ofTecivenoes
v derdadog ard canbweres: proales For tis
frsrure, "irlak” Indudes ure hiAls, becud i ak: falss
R ma oAUy o cou ik, wal o fudicalary
Fiefirirgs in arsenile casee

I zoaure

._H Reliability and Integrity of Case Files

v laor: Toe percartupe of fles that £an be o iruned
within w0l Lilne lards and thar sl
exdnbildbezd standares fas conpleues and
AcClarmcy of ranies,

pEEse: A melwlde and accures cose Pl apilem i

‘undariental to v eectlven=s ol dag beday
s wperalon and Galoss, of juitiel dacoion.
The malnmeanee of case records discly AMecs
e Limednes 2ad ink=priny of cef procesing.
This n1EREUNG [aivides Inforration regas=ing
(8] hidk hmaz o lakes bo lomde 2 Ale ) whether
the flie s cantents naml e apamanery bnbaeo wiion
gl up. and (g} the organizacinn vnd com-
plereness af the fily,

T Wazrul Al e e g

45

Municipal Court Operations



Messure g
m Colieclion af Monetary Penalties .

defl vihon: Fay s culbadend prod distibuabst slehin
rplfFhed dmelmes, expresicd 25 a percantage of
rocal mametary penslties ordered nigecile cow,

purpoe:  [rdegrahy ard® pabdic irust in Qe dispute resmlutian
pruce s deperd In part an bow well oot ardews
atn obenrwet st anmpeed ne e of
awricarnpliance. o partoetar mesobelon fnr
o wlerloel aend }zmandtatdllyy for enforcement
al monelary penables Imppssd an ¢rimrsk b
Lipaie of inberee puhlec Interest and corern.
The foous of rh: neanir s ool sferd 1o wlich
4 1Tl lahess responmblliey Jor tae enfaccement rf
arderns neqairing pmpmsn of
ndrtery penalties.

¥ 4 purs .M...
r 3F
& i Effective Use af Jurars ?

aefnkian fur Clekd 1y the number of citiz=ms setested for
Jury duty whe ae quolifed and fepodr ey,
ceprassed g g pemenLage of the total member of
prospecthe jJurors avaltable. Furor UtiGoaclon
thee @k at whiarh picspecrone jamgs e wed al
leed grrze In Crimd or v diee.,

Aurpoin: Th ferersiragd oF i&la:rm avallable bo =rve relaies
o Lhe Indegricy of socroe b, tne efforrivenes
nf Jury marapsrent praclices Lhe villingnens
ol difeans | serve, the afficacy of e wnd
PO AN pelices, and the number of
erempiiars allowed The ab|rzive oF s Hiessurs
& G iniciarrse |he number of unused prospeceive
Jurres — che mamiber g €lrzens wiwe are ommoned.
quallfi=d, repor bor Jury servlce, wud whi we
il raeded,

=

Giving Creirs tivg Taols
tp Mirozese Spopons

e ———

feqnriar Kadngs of crniom grepl gyees: passding Che qualicy
ol lan work envlromment and reladons bedweer
siall amd management.

prpos:  DCar d anet lagsl curyabisy lakri 3 Aireer),

hail 11 & coun's performance. This mezwre
a pawerful ol fior Sureey laye wroployes apdaiom
@r Wlselher dalf hawe the mat=riak, mothaclcn,
direetom seon: il imtgicn, and cominlimerd Lo do
muallty work. Krnowing how craplosns percehe tha
won kjibma |5 vasemilizl o Eaclliare organkational
derelopment and chanpm, Aiwo botnwerk acn |
Nr-azemend dyle, snhane |ob =xi-xfackion

N..E_"'._E__._.._n_a__ﬁmn_.inm
tiz e pnalrdc.

?._nuhr__:_....ﬂ ‘

M

| Cost Per Case
E

definkkan: Tiw: pveruge cosl of procesing 2 smgle e
by caze hype.

jeajren: Mugdlodng cow per @ From pear doowear,
H—.ﬂ__._nr.p- u praccleal Mmywng {6 eralunly aun.__mﬁﬁ
CHEA pYIcus¥ing pracHoes and 10 Improse court
peralioe. Casl per cide Frged @ direif vorned i
betwear hiow much 1y spent and whal bt
avomplisheed. This medgure can e wed 10
ST TRMICA G indeEment i new technsdoges.
Trengineenng of bnrsiness pracnces, soadT cmdning,
ar i edleplion of “besl pracices.” Lt dlse helps
delermiree whetre Cur apErEGOMS mey B sk
including Inefiloent procedures or
underitiran @am

=TT P Sl g SR T

tiie

Fagis Lo

sl agen

TRIEEES

Municipal Court Operations

46



Foolnote 3 (3pages)

BN T

[N e = z.mmu.m 3, U T Famgr v ] *
TN aw
ﬁﬁﬂmmﬂﬁuuum 'furummwﬁsjw PHLLIWLE
B In=idel Preporl Mesa I:r'rm !Irmhdﬂmm Egﬁ;‘m 'Ewmnmn 1
I -.?m_?ﬂee 'Q'IE:LJE-.LAI hj't] _ m I
l.% £% Erwwt Farra Tyd Tl I'um-nm
O F~ OeE |

r E [50 (AereTr ST

e —ariﬂ"'";?nf e
L Paoe' Sm Qo IR -
E - "f:sa' e . feta

ion re— 1y 1) Df-l’mm___._m Wesen poomod
ﬁmhumummmhmmnmumw-wmm-mup -

- padiog o ] o |
B . gl nanion (G T l
& [T= =
12 I Dt a9 .

; 7 — o
Enl K ._p'mpmw-—— A e T

Dgegee [>T ]

: AL 5 a3tsiin ot BTt Tz, Datrirm] Dhvinia o1 Pog.
§ Hrﬂnlnl,uhr-uq
#

-.l

WIOLATEN

1”“!-.'-"“&—_.”“ T | JECEE—T T

Lol L ]

wmmmmmwm L
E nzlighila B b o hiaex crvmiadye i
ER QFCER'S SKaHATURE e
TET| T B L Hm A
“ m:‘nu. m Iﬂhlq-uﬂr -uneﬂwhnwnwduuwmm
FUP AV ST
25 Socurdy. Plak CEFENDANT S COF Y

Municipal Court Operations



CITY OF ATLANTA

FIRE - WESCUE DETA RTMENT
KASIM REFD 226 Megelune 5t S JOEL G, HAKEK
A VOR Alleertn, OA W303.3749 INTERIM FIRE CRIEF
HO4) SIETIOU ™ FAX (40M) 5458751
ICHIEFS 10 - ATLEULH)

August 12, 2010

Haon. Crystal A. Gaines

Chigf Judge

City of Atianta, Munleizal Court
150 Gamatt Street, 5.1
Aflanta Georgla 30305

RE: Uwamrﬂmhg Non Complance Letter

Dear Chisf Judge Gaines:

Pease be adviseq that the Courf rooms are not folfowing the ahort tenm plan. The CHER
docket mpor indicated that the court rpom saating capacities are wall In excass of the
approved seating orcupant ioad, Thiz ig a4 violation of the City of Atlata Fire Codes, This
iefter seeks to advise you of thiz condition and request your immediate address of this
shuation.

Flease cantact me K you have any comments or questionz
Thank you

Kenneth Thomas
Captalh of Fire prevantion
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THE MUNICIPAL COURT Of ATLANTA

1M GARNKET ST, 50, ATLANTA, GEQICIA M0N0 5617

Cryunl A, Gaines Dwaglos . Mingher
Tl Talge Comrt A e niertrs Bor i Terk:
L ETLL

Augisst 18, 2010

M. Wilmond Meadowa, Assigtant Chief, Atlanta Tirc Drepaytment
City Hall Bast, Suitc 2041

675 Ponee de [ 2on Ave. NE

Atlanta, GA 30308

RE:  Crowding Issucs with tbe Municipal Court of Allania

Dear Apgistant Chicf Meadows:

First thenl you for the opportmity io address the Lssucs CoRcermng erowding in the courthouse
earlier this morning. 1 belicve we have a mutual concern with public safety in the conphouse.

The court has taken the following measurc to bielp alleviale crowding, in the shont term, any
Judpe whe has g counroom fiat iy crowded, parficularly one with entrance { eyreas obsirwetion
will divide the courtronm calenday, Half of the public will be asked to sit in another courirppm
during which titne the other half will be dealt willy,

In the longer temm, the court will increass he oumber of judgss hearing valendars (o nine,
beginning September 7, 2010. This shoyld have an immediags and conliming pogitve impact,

| belicve buth of these measures will ameliorate the crowding sinioms that we beve witnesscd
ir, the recent past. Ploase ]elusknawﬁthmmanyn&armasumyouwuld SUEpes] e

consider, Again, thanks for your concerns and as always, we look forward to working with the
Aflants Fire and Rewne,

Sincerely, _
@,7,4. WY N A

Douglas ). WMincher
Court Admintstraton'Clek

THE LENWOODD A, JAGKSON SR, JUSTICE CENTER
130 Gamet? 8¢, BW. Atfanta, G4, 20300-3512 (4D4) 854 8767
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GEORGIA PUBLIC DEFENDER STANDARDS COUNCIL

17 Wluriella Ziresl « Suile 200 » Atlavts, Geoegia 30300

404-232-5900 w {200] 6764432 # Fax 434-651-37 16 » wwow,zpdac.von Telouary 21, 20EL

Ms. |eslie Ward, Clty Auditor Footmotes 5 ang 7 {2
Ciry of Atlanta

&5 Mitchelt Street, SW, St 12100

Attanva, GA 3303-0312

Pages)

Dlear Ms. Ward,

The Georgia Public Defender Standards Council is oblizated by Law Lo uverser alt public defender defivery systems
througheut tle State of Georgla, leciuding monicipalities? The Smndards Coundi] Lz responsiple for ensuries that
ardequate and effective legal representatlon is provided to indigent defeilanks: 2nd we call upen local
gorverir.enls when we have concerns that stanitory ard constirutional mandates ave in jeopardy.  Tha City of
Atlanta Public Defender's Office has historically suffered from staffing shortages and excessive workloads and the
Htanadards Counell has communicated this ceneern to former mayors and gt counells,

We are aware that your office has recently concleded a pecformance review of the Atlanta Mugicipal Caorr,
inclhuding the Pollic Deleader's Office. We are also advlsed thatynu ate contemplating 7 recommendalian to
redure the attorney staff, to eoindde with recommendations to cedure the number of judges and courtronms inuse
akthe Municpat Court.

Hespectinlly, we urge your consideration of the following Information prior tu dinaliziag your declslons:

+ The State nf Georgia has sramtorlly vequired the development of standards for attorney caseloads? The
Handard adopted by the Standards Cewril is corrently set at 300 cases per year, per alluoney, for
thisdemeannrs.s

*  Caseload Hmitakions for city ordinance violatons have nol been establisbed, ot should adkere o
professienal cthies that abligare attorneys to

*  Counsel with each client and ensate inloosted dectsivn maging
*  lovestigate and thoroughly analyze all aspects of a @se
®  Understand and convey all optlons and consequences to the clienr

» Attarneys nthe City of Atlanta are currently handling in excess of 1,000 Leaffic cascs and an additipnal
1406 city grdinance violations per year. This caseload is per s8 excesslve, Although we agree that more
than 200 traftic cases can be managed by one attommey, a caseload of 2,000 does not allow suffizdent tme o
prepare each case and it subjecls each alkeeney to discipling hy the State Bar of Geargla, up to abd including
the poss:bility of disharment. '

»  Inwlditivn w caseload limitations, attorneys bave celdeal administrative respansihilities and professionst
development oblizgatinns that will not be met Fthe stafl is receeed,

»  Aveduced judicial staff will not rediice <he cazeioad for the Puble Defecded s ice.

The Standards Council wrate to fanner Mayer Shirley Franklin when the cazelond, was npproaching 1,504 coses
FEr attoTney, per ¥ear, 1twas incotceivable then, te imagine an cffective indigent delivery aystem for Atlanta’s
accused citizens, Inberim Birector, Rosalie oy, roports that at the hepinning of this Gs<al year City Council and

L0 GLA, BEE-32-100 )tk

oS, £17-12-1

FULEA BT 12 31843

* stEncards con bevigwod ot R A
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Page 2

Muyor Feed approved sufflelent resources to manage the excessive workload and deliver effectve assistance of
counsel  Ms, Jow hos not had te refisse appointiment of cases this fiscal vear bacouse of her resource levels, but 7
the stafT is reduced agaln, she will be ethically obligated o refuse cases and the Munlcipal Court will have to fund
addltlonal counsal from another source.

We sincerely hope that we have provided you with sufficient Informatlon to help 1o yeur Anal analysiz, Again, we
urge vour recensiderston of the plan to recommend 2 reductlon 1 the workforee and are happy to consult whh
you further. The Standards Counci] can refer you to o plethora efinformation Gat car asslst you with your
decision, Including nationally recopnized measures important to evaluating e cesonrce noeds of the office.

Sinceraly,
1
-~ "-\\
[ ™

-
Janet \'m/\

Depury Director
Geargia Fublic Defender Standards Conndl
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T e
"Rl Cenbor for Sware Courts

Foomote (6 pages)

A noaprofic c»:-;c-mi';?n'ﬂu SREWIRE fuviing IAviagrh feddersiin ang rorwes fo coweh

Mary Camphell Modueen Danier &, Hall
Fragidont Fioe I'racisem

Courl Conzuliing Services
[enves Ofice

bchruary 18, 2011

Chief Tudge Crystal Gaiey
Atlanti Mynicipal Court

[ 50 Gamelt Siveel

Allanta, GA 30303 -

Denr Chiel Judge Caings;

The Cily of Athnta Auditor's Office comductod # porformance awdil of the Atlanta
Bunicipal Cowrt in 2011, cmploying generally acoupted principles [or condpeting such sudits.
The audit pravides a wide range o statistical data on the courd that is used to provide a basis for
the ceniral recummendation, namely that the Count showld opemate four courtmoms and reduce
judgeships and siaff aceardingly. You have mbsequently asked s for eur views on performance
audits of courts, We do mot comment on auditer's reports that are somducted according to he
disciplines and metheds of the auditing peofession. We are happy to explain courl prrionmance
andits from oue perspective as 2 national court orgamzaion thal conducts perfortianee audits ima
wide range of courds,

NCSC Approach ty Perforinance Audits

Overriding goal; Our primary goal in audiling a egurt iz e cobance ils operational
cffectivencss anl cfficiency and ensble it L bettor fulfill its mission.

Assessment of the operalivnal fu octionallty of a trial court: A lypical cour
petformance wudit is based on performunce messurcs and best practices thyl have bem
specibeally developed for eourts. This serves the principal purpose of any tial sour audit which
is W ascertain if 2 courl is meeting its obligation 1o render Justice aeeording to the lew and the
standards that ure applicable to tial courts.

The overarching standards for courl operation have beon provided by Trial Count
Perfirmunce Standards that have, since 1904, provided the framework for splf-assessment and
provided various measures of performance, In 2008, the Nativnal Center for State Comgts
rcleased a sct of very practical fundarnental measures ealled CourToals that wre now uscd in
wiany courl audits to answer kev questions aboul its success,

Headgusrers Cowsrt Conisul uay P wsninpe (FEe
A0 Meape Avcune U7 Sovmnreemi Sireet, Side TG AZ5 Wil Boalevad, Suice 35
Willizmabarg, YA 13 U517 Chetecr, €37 Z0202-3475 Arfugiom WA 2E0-1324
(U0 BIG-G e (300 0511635 (840 50 20D
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Lhief Judge Gaines
Fobruary 18, 2011
Pape 2

¢ Did the coutt provide sccess to justice smd demonstcate procedural frirmess?
(CaurFaofs Performance bMeasire Ly

= Ihd the court process its cases in a timely manner aecording to national norms by
vaye bype? (CemarTools Porformance Mcasure 3) )

* Did the court’s pending eascload ape? {Coter Fevrds Performance Measure 43

o Did the court’s dispositions match the incoming cazes {eloarance ra1e)? (CowrToals
Performaunce Measure 2

»  Did the court disposc of scheduled cases on the scheduled date ar were cases roart?
{CenirToals Performanere Measure 5)

= What was the collection rute on time payments? (Cour Towds Performance Messure 73

= Are court reords relfable (pomplete, readily available, and acourate)? {Ceun-Taods
Performance Messure &)

* Tsthere a produclive work envitonment based oh good manaper—emplovee relations?
(CrurTopls Performance hcasure 99

Governagers The examination of bow 3 wourl is governed] is the sinple mog, important
clement inan assgssment. This examination encompasses policies and how they arp mude, chain
of éommand, eccountability, clarty of policies and procedures, vertical and horizontal
communications, and the way the coutt orpanizes iteell CATY oui- its mission,  Llese factors
lcud to meld office culiurg snd detefimine the morale, poblic service, and productivity of
croplovees.

The relationship between municipal eowrts sod city governments often Faturcs 2 sirong
rele far vily managers, so thal spheres of aulhority become important in the operation of a
wunicipal court. 1t is setmewhat wusual outside Geovgla for & public defender and a nroscentoe
1 be within the adrminisimtive orbit of & tGsl court, but this should facilitals inleragency
cootdination in developing cfficicnt business processes.”

Allocation of judges: A major consideration in court eflicieney iz the allocation of
workload ameng jodpes s this affeels the munber of judges that are reguired, Some nmunicipal
courts now have specialty cowts, ity a fow years beck, Specially courls vt divisions may
have an assipned covitroom and une assigned judge whe may not be involvesd in the Eeneral
allagalion of mafie cises and commen pon-traffie mitdemeanors - for example, judges in a
Cammunity Cowt or Housing Cowrt.  Any municipal court that assmwmes  rehab function
requites a different staff configuration and may atiract grant funds. These courts are luhar-
intepsive and have a high cosl por case but are often Justitied in Lhe eyes of cliy authoritics by
their economic and social bepefils.

Tudges are allocated by docket, so the number of calendacs besomes an important
dllocatian issne. Calendars muay cquate to the number of ecuttroatms in use, buf not neceasatily,

"The MORC sl 45 very famitiar with proseeutor aod defender offioes and (uoctions, and sometimes condocts
profects i ‘hrae offfcee. ] ba NCSC bos been scketsd (0 sxanine effiziency of pusecuior and defeoder offices that
mteract with the Phownix Municipal Coud Maopsever, io 2007 the YOS condacted avelyses of the slivito zrad
defender offices psaccisted with the Atlaots Muuicipa! Coors,
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Chief Judgr Gaines
Febuary 18, 2011
Pagpc 3

88 judges may share a cowrtroom in the scnse that motring and aftcmoon calendars conld he
handled by differcnt judges. [n g high velume limited jurisdiction coutl, judicial workload
ussesstaents tend do be measure Bme on the beoch which is valid indjeator but should be weighed
against public convenience in lengihy wails and faflurc to reach scheduled EASCE,

The 4710 schednle in Municipal Court has bean adapled for cfficiency reasons ad is
structured (6 & way that allows for 10 sdministrative hours in ane week, an allacation thal should
be eaplained, particularly it aclual bench time is Low. In any event, NCS normally examines
the way courts address problems of buckup judgcs, a need that can be handled by having onc
judge whe has a light Tad or is on tap during an administrative day f#his sssumes eollegiality),
A majar efficienc y izsue iy the uan of pro tom (pre hae in Georgial judges to mcat this nead,

Steff allocation: The NCSC examines four major arzas of stafl allocation snd the
busincss proccases employed in that area, Omg ovemiding considerstion iz to determine is
resonrces an: allocated aceording to nsed.

Front-end fonetiops: Tn rmunicipal courls, most cases are handled admindstratively and
have their own metries for delcomining staft necds. There are o whole variety of fromt-end
fonctions {Taceipt of rickets, stamping, data CcTiry, acceptance of muil payments, distdbution of
tickels to courtrvoms, ete,), These functions are cascntially nonjudicial, so many efficiency
sludics foeus o sircamlining froni-end services (for ckample, e-tickets, or scanning), As o
general rule of thumb, cificient coyrls ateinpt to reduce the incidetce of cour dppeaRmees o

disposc of cascs myre quickly and cheaply than if they sontitue in the systom.

FInancial Munctions and enforcement of mag etacy functions:® B uricipal courls have
8 heavy Mnancial tele. This area af operation velves cashiering lurclions, accounts reccivable
an deferred or installment payments, aceaunts payable, and possibly restitution or cther pass-
thraugh transactions such gz cash buil, Georgia mskes exicnsive uvse of surety bonds to

EUARTtCC cowrt appearance, #6 municipal courlz allocate significant resuurces o OVETSELITE
bording operations.

Enforcemnent of munctary sanctions impased by the court or payable thrwugh the eport is
4 significant responsibility, Mast payments occur within a short period atter cilation issyanee,
and that is why prompl trcatment of vielations ang facilitation of various payment options is
cost-bencficial.  Collelion attetnipts beyond a peniod of 3-4 months arc oflen marginally cost-
bereficial but scrve the purpose of increasing the aredibility of court sunctions snd mcressing the
likelihood of voluntary payment. Where deferrad ar installment payments are used, the NCS(
exdmines callection cales and the process for collechan, Miatakes in recanding payments arc 1
common weakness that can canse great probloms for fhe payer and the court ad iz thereforz
clasely checked, There are special melrcs for these units, Quite frequently, probation
departments are charged with collections as \he payrments are made a condition of Jutaent.

<

! Mupicipa] courts are kied o ¢ily finznial vystems, g0 some fimmeial fuleliones are perdfarmed in city finacial
aftizes.
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Clief Judge Guines
February 18, 2011
Page 4

Where  cowt mekes nze of colleclion afwmeies, the administration can fall on past-
judginent staff. A few rities cutponres all eollections oo tickels, Many outgource cases
that have fullen delinguent,

Courtroam functhons: Courtroom stafiing (clecks, bailiffs, Case managers) is a funcran
of the nutrber of courtroams in operation, the fiee slocation of staff ar their commitment
0 a patticulsr judge and courtteom, and the melevan technology — witmess the
disappearance of court reporiers i some coyts, The Munizipal Canrt has made use of
video amaignments to obviats the need for bringing in-custody to une of the two jn-
evstody courtrooms on the first [Joor”

Enforcemcnt of éonri arders: Post-fudgment staffing for enfreamen| purpoycs is a
cofmponent that tends to be overlovked, yed this function Bees to the “street credibility™ ot
the court. Tt can include oversight of probation terms and warrants in the cases of fiilures
0 appear. Wany coorts have a high volume of ow-ofiares traffic defendants which js 2
unique feature of enforcement,

Courtroom maoagement: Many people form their view of 3 court by the way they are
trealedd at & court appearance, Municipal wourts process a number of cases, sonme of them of an
ATEENTIENL nakure thit bring together g large number of people. The NCSC eXarmines use of
POUriteems, the securly, consideration for participanis, ¢fficiend use of judpes, and #1aff roles in
sssisting the judge and in making court opTations wn smecihly.  Inereasingly, the NCSC
observes the 1sc of courtroom lechnalogy - production of minutes, electronie aocess to case
recomds, in-courl notieing, retording of testimony if this is required for some proceddings,
Poorly managed courroons can be 3 Ingor camsc of incficiency as well as citizen
dissatizlection.

Caseflow management and differentiated case management: This ares cntails the
expedittovs movement of cases thraugh the svstem in rlation 1o tine standards snd to cusc
difftrentiation. The NCSC will exanine case information to ascerlain times 1o disposition and
msets ond to detect amy procedural improvemnents that conld make case ptocessing more
efficleml, Case management and scheduling sheuld be conducted with a view 1o rnzking eourt
Appearanoes mesningful for proseoutors, defenders, pivate attornays, and pelice and nen-palice
witesties., Crurcial to case Munagement ae perfonnance neasures that ace built mto case
MANGEEmTt S0walre, 50 that Lhe eourt can cvaluits its siegess o lack thereof in disposing of
the matters brought before it for resolution. The MNCSC examines case management information
fystems a5 they are central to the effedtive operation of 4 court :

Even in wraffic courts with a large number of highly similar, simple cases, & cour has o
make 3 number of dilfercntiation Armong cases in order W manage its cazelosd, Typically cascs
are distingnizhed fratm one mother by such factors as Tequired or non-roquired appedrange,
custodial status, trial by jury or beneh, and level of complexity. DU cases usually constitute the

" e MCAC has encountemd few warurtlwnuses witk w lanee s of epace, This creates 3 sotewha: Wiliyue
efticlency iame pestaining to cpace oiflization
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Chief Iulge Gaines
February [§, 2011
Page &

complex track in o trallic court and have their awn needs that affest salicitors, sometimes public
deferders if private attorneys are nat retained which they odlen are. These cases are mare lahar-
intensive and arc usually quantified separately for computing fudge and staff ime.* Sperialty
COmts COnstitues: vet another case track

Project Approach to Efficiency: The NCSC approacl ra efficlency will be based on (he
tlear understanding of busincss processes, (n pundcular fMhasc processes that are shared bomyesn
Justice organizations, such ss the Soliriter and the Public Trefender, Tificiency can only be
tetermined in relation 1o specilic busincss processes amd the metrice thal apply to thoge
processes. The early project activitics will {nvolve itentification af these processcs, Mormally,
the best way to identify Key business Processes is an early meding with tap mansgers and
aupcrvisors, ingluding representatives ol the Salicitar und Defender, This will be s emcited
by later individual inlerviews.

Techoolopy and reengingering: Most operational assessmonts are efficicuey shudies.
As connt budgets decling, more hape 15 placed M technalopies that enable business pracesscs ta
be streamlined and made Tess labor-intensjve, The NCSC laoks at imaging, e-filing, o-tickcts
{impaorlant consideration for cour with teaffic jurisdietion), lectronic docrument management,
the: varivus covrroom technalogies, and casc munagersent in [ermation systens and thein effort
on busihess processes and slaffing.

Record management; The Ditegrity, coniral, snd management of couert reconds (s an
eascntial court function that is cxarpined in all eperational asscasinents. The NOSC i famniliar
with the Stendards for Court Roeords Management that govenny archiving, caurt record retention
schedules and the particulzr retention jasugse in high-volume courts wih traffic furisdiciion

Ih o more sequential senss, the WCSL addresucs:

= Inlake and date entry (an amen wzually greatly afferted by tmaging and E-filing, if that
OCLTs}

= Atraignment in jail cases
Bonding practices

+  Scrvicing public needs at eounters, by web-based applicatons, phone responses, and
by mail

»  Calendaring and docke) THNAgCmIent, counioom suppord, including the generation of
twlices and entry of arders and Judgments ( minutes in masi Jurisdictions)

= Case management infarmation systems and prerformane:s measures

*  Fuforcement fanetiong — warants, terms ol semtence | defirrals, driver education),
interaction with DV
Callectians und cashicring

* In 2 munivipal court wilh a probation office, examination of supervision and
moniloring of program attendanee

* Reroed maintenance apd arehiving {area preally affecied by imaging}

! Mdsl THI cases #t1e jury 1riaf cases, The Mumivijsal Court crnsfe wich casas i DeFalb, Fulion aad Clayton
Sauntiss, oL iy arguakle that 1301 cases do ned comatifute a cotnplex meek in Alsnk nlthewgh there 3 1377 Dbesiom,
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Chief dndge Gainas
Fchruary 18, 2011
Page 6

= Interagoncy relations, mainly those with prosecutors and aw enfarcement apcneies
but also with city officialz, wsnally vity managers or financial officers.
= Cowthousce and canrtroom security

This letter is devoted 1 articulating our appriach, so you can determing i sueh an awdit
would be beneficial ta your courl. The rmast likely funding apportucdily for such an audir is
peoviled by Stale Justies Institute technical assistance grants hat have a 550,000 limit and a cash
match requiternent of 55,000, IN you are interssted in secking wugh funding for o performance
audit, o will Grst ascertain from the nshomte if such a grant has a chance for suceess, Tf thea
ave ofen to an ypplication, we would write the grant und complels the paper work il we are
namad teehnical ussistance provider. [ would he nappy to discuss this opporiunity with you in
more detail, [ can be reached as 303-293-2063 or Tklaversmadfinese.org.

Sincercly,
K’LZ%M.Q‘X@M%&«?

Lanra Klaversma
Cowrt Berviers Iirectar
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Appendix D
City Auditor’s Response to the Judicial Agencies” Comments

Government Auditing Standards require us to explain in the audit report our reasons for
disagreeing with comments from the audited entity if they conflict with the audit’s findings
and recommendations or when planned corrective actions do not adequately address the
recommendations. Our comments elaborate on the audit evidence that contradicts the
judicial agencies’ assertions in Appendix C.

The judicial agencies object to several aspects of the audit which, taken
together, suggest that they do not understand our methodology and analysis,
nor do they correctly interpret government audit standards for performance
audits.

The judicial agencies incorrectly assert that we ignored time spent outside the courtroom.
The fact that we measured courtroom time or “bench time” does not mean that we
disregarded other work time. While we measured and reported on time in court, our results
and recommendations allow for time outside of court. Under our recommendation that the
court operate four courtrooms, we estimate that judges would average 25 hours per week
on the bench, which reflects about 60% of a normal 40-hour work week and leaves the
remaining 40%, about 15 hours per week, for tasks outside the courtroom. Our
recommendations also allow for sufficient judges and legal staff to provide coverage for the
agencies’ normal level of absences.

The judicial agencies assert that nationally accepted methodology requires a “weighted case
analysis” and erroneously state that studies using this method make no mention of judicial
bench time. Weighted case methodology incorporates judicial bench time within the
calculation. It calculates the average number of minutes required to dispose of each type of
case, and estimates the number of judges needed based on the estimated number of cases
by type and a threshold of judge hours per year. According to the 2000 Workload
Assessment Model for the Georgia Superior Court (prepared by the National Center for State
Courts), the threshold for large, urban superior courts in Georgia is 1,508 judge hours per
year, or 29 hours per week. The mix of cases handled in superior courts includes more
complex cases than those adjudicated in municipal court; the types of case-specific judicial
work likely to require time outside of court are of limited or no applicability to the municipal
court. We conclude that the expectation that Atlanta’s judges spend an average of 25 hours
per week in court is roughly comparable to the 29 hours expected of superior court judges.
It should also be noted that the 29-hour estimate is about 2.5 times greater than the 11
hours per week that judges averaged during the six months we measured. While the
judges, city solicitor, and public defender disagree strongly with our recommendation to the
City Council to reduce the number of judges and courtroom staff to align with workload,
they do not dispute our calculation of their time in court.
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The judges incorrectly assert that “the Auditor acknowledges that the national benchmark
for courts like ours is 25,000 cases per judge, per year...” This statement misrepresents
what we said in the audit report. \We do not acknowledge this figure as a national
benchmark for municipal courts. We state on page 17 in the report, “The Boston Consulting
Group’s 2002 report identified 25,000 dispositions per judge as a benchmark for traffic
cases, citing the October 2001 National Center for State Courts, Workload Assessment
Model for the Georgia State Court.” The Boston Consulting Group’s 2002 report cites other
municipal courts in Georgia and other states with a wide range of dispositions per judge,
both lower and higher than 25,000. For example, Savannah had 36,000, Seattle had
44,000, and Milwaukee had 56,000.

Further, our use of the 25,000 figure as context for the average number of cases each
judge heard in fiscal year 2010 is generous to the court. Our unit of analysis is a case
“event,” which includes more than dispositions; continuances and arraignments, for
example, are case events but they are not case dispositions. As a result, dispositions per
judge are fewer than case events heard per judge; they are a subset of the 19,699 average
cases per judge cited on page 17 of the audit report.

In a similar vein, the judicial agencies’ remarks indicate confusion about our treatment of
cases in which defendants fail to appear in court (FTA). While we did not count instances of
FTA as case events, the time spent dealing with FTAs in court /s included in the court time
we measured. If the defendant appeared at a later date in the audit period, that event is
counted as a case heard. If we counted FTAs as events, then the number of events heard
would increase, the measured court time would stay the same, and therefore the average
time in court per event would be lower than the 1.75 minutes we calculated in the audit.

The judicial agencies assert that we ignored available data to measure the public defender’s
workload, but the data reported by the public defender for the audit period were not
reliable. The letter states that a new records analyst has “recorded the appointment of
more than 12,000 Public Defender cases for the six months from July through December
2010,” and that we should have measured and analyzed this work. We did discuss with the
public defender the process used by her staff to record their caseloads and concluded that
the method was vulnerable to double-counting cases over time. Further, the office lacked
support for its reported ATLStat measures. The case numbers mentioned above were
outside the period of our audit scope, fiscal years 2008 to 2010.

The public defender also provided us with several articles about public defender
organizations and recommended caseloads. After reviewing this material, we concluded
that many of the specific caseload guidelines were not applicable to municipal code
violations and traffic violations, or they were specific to phases of the litigation process. As
such, they could not be applied to the aggregate count of case files cited by the public
defender.
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The judicial agencies assert that by not evaluating every aspect of court performance, using
performance measures and best practices specifically developed for courts, we failed to
follow performance audit standards. This demonstrates a lack of understanding of the
government performance audit standards that guide our work. Government Audit
Standards for performance audits require one or more specific audit objectives addressing
any of a range of issues related to program effectiveness, economy, and efficiency; internal
control; compliance; or prospective analyses (U.S. Comptroller General, Government Audit
Standards, 2007 ed., section 1.28). While the judicial agencies express a preference for a
comprehensive review of how well the court and related agencies carry out all of their
activities, such a broad scope is not required. Rather, audit standards call for us to design
and scope our audits to address specific objectives that we develop based on audit planning
and preliminary research. In the case of this audit, we focused our audit objectives (listed
on page 11) on workload and related factors affecting the cost-effectiveness and efficiency
of the court. Workload and resource issues were at the top of the list of City Council
concerns included in Resolution 10R0402, which requested that we audit the court. The
resolution also requested other information, which we have audited previously (e.g. revenue
collection and processing) or exceeded the capacity of our current resources.

The judicial agencies cited The Judicial Workload Assessment Guide: A Comprehensive
Guide to the Judgeship Process for Georgia Superior Courts and “’CourTools’ performance
measures from the NCSC web site.” Both of these references are specific to trial courts,
which differ significantly from municipal courts in types of cases and courtroom procedures.
While the judicial agencies assert that we ignore such information and lack the specific
knowledge required by performance audit standards, neither of these allegations is the
case. We conducted numerous interviews, reviewed several studies that the court provided
and that we identified in our own research, and made changes to the draft in light of
additional information. The specific documents the judicial agencies cite in their response
provide no evidence to refute our audit conclusions. The letter from the National Center for
State Court specifically states, “We do not comment on auditor’s reports that are conducted
according to the disciplines and methods of the auditing profession.” The letter from the
Georgia Public Defender Standards Council states that “Caseload limitations for city
ordinance violations have not been established” and does not address traffic cases.

The judicial agencies’ comments include other claims that are contradicted by
the facts.

The comments assert that the City Council funded an expansion to nine courtrooms in part
to fulfill the court’s promise to the Atlanta Fire-Rescue Department to permanently reduce
courtroom overcrowding. The evidence suggests otherwise. We note that the budget
request and increase occurred several months before the overcrowding citation and
correspondence provided to us. We continue to conclude that staggering morning court
sessions and holding sessions on Fridays are more cost-effective ways of reducing
overcrowding.
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The comments include references to “increasing caseloads” for the judicial agencies, an
assertion that is refuted by the workload analysis in the audit report and by the continuing
trend after the audit period. We note in the report that judicial workload was flat
throughout the audit period (fiscal year 2008-2010), but that the average number of cases
scheduled per day increased about 25% from January to June 2010 - from 1,040 cases to
1,304 - adding about 19 cases per docket. A subsequent review of workload in the first six
months of fiscal year 2011 — July through December 2010 — confirmed that the court’s
workload has not increased appreciably since the conclusion of our audit (see graph below).
Thus our measurement of court time for the first six months of 2010 captured the judicial
agencies’ highest workload and is unlikely to have changed since.
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