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MEETING MINUTES' 

Meeting Date: September 5, 2012 
Meeting Time: 1:00 P.M. 
Meeting Place: State House, 200 W. Washington 

St., Room 431 
Meeting City: Indianapolis, Indiana 
Meeting Number: 1 

Members Present:	 Sen. Brent Steele, Chairperson; Sen. Randall Head; Rep. Greg 
Steuerwald, Vice-Chairperson; Rep. Ed DeLaney; Chief Justice 
Brent Dickson; Commissioner Therese Brown; Michael Kruk; 
Christa Coffey. 

Members Absent:	 Sen. Lonnie Randolph; Sen. Timothy Lanane; Rep. Kathy 
Richardson; Rep. Matt Pierce; Judge Tom Felts. 

Sen. Brent Steele, Chairperson of the Commission on Courts (Commission), called the 
meeting to order at 1:25 PM. 

After Commission members and staff introduced themselves, Sen. Steele stated the next 
item on the agenda was a request from Hamilton County for a new magistrate. 

The first person to testify was Orval Schierholz, Administrator of Courts for Hamilton 
County. Mr. Schierholz stated the Commission had endorsed a new magistrate position for 
Hamilton County during each of the last two years. However, he said funding issues had 

1 These minutes, exhibits, and other materials referenced in the minutes can be viewed 
electronically at http://www.in.gov/legislative Hard copies can be obtained in the Legislative 
Information Center in Room 230 of the State House in Indianapolis, Indiana. Requests for hard 
copies may be mailed to the Legislative Information Center, Legislative Services Agency, West 
Washington Street, Indianapolis, IN 46204-2789. A fee of $0.15 per page and mailing costs will 
be charged for hard copies. 
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prevented legislation establishing the position from being enacted. Mr. Schierholz said the 
need for additional judicial officers in Hamilton County was still just as great if not greater 
and he was once again requesting a new magistrate. 

Mr. Schierholz then distributed a packet of materials to the Commission members (Exhibit 
1). The materials included documents from the Hamilton County judges, the Board of 
Commissioners of Hamilton County, the Hamilton County Council, the Hamilton County 
Prosecuting Attorney, and the President of the Hamilton County Bar Association 
supporting the establishment of the new magistrate position. 

Sen. Steele then distributed to Commission members the new Indiana Trial Courts 2011 
Weighted Caseload Report, prepared by the Indiana Supreme Court Division of State 
Court Administration (Exhibit 2). 

Sen. Steele stated the next item on the agenda was a request from Hendricks County for 
two new magistrates. 

The first person to testify was Judge Robert Freese of the Hendricks Superior Court NO.1. 
He said this was the second or third time Hendricks County had made this request for 
additional magistrates. Judge Freese then distributed a packet of materials to Commission 
members (Exhibit 3). He said the materials included letters of support for the two 
magistrates from the Hendricks County Superior Court judges, Hendricks County Council, 
and Hendricks County Board of Commissioners. He said the materials also included 
statistical analyses of weighted caseloads that supported the growing need for additional 
judicial officers in Hendricks County. 

Judge Freese stated that all five Superior Court judges in Hendricks County were in favor 
of the additional magistrates. He said there should be adequate space for two new 
magistrates, but the new judicial officers could place an additional burden on court staff. 
However, he said if that additional burden is created, the judges and the court staff would 
just have to adjust. 

Sen. Steele stated the next item on the agenda was a request from Owen County to add a 
second judge to the Owen Circuit Court as part of a unified circuit court. 

Andrew Berger, Legislative Director of the Association of Indiana Counties, stated he had 
talked with representatives from Owen County and they indicated they had not been made 
aware of the Commission meeting until recently. Mr. Berger said he believed nobody from 
Owen County could find time in their schedule to testify because they had learned of 
meeting at such a late date. 

Sen. Steele said the meeting had been posted on the General Assembly website since 
August 7. He said he would make an attempt to directly notify the proper persons in Owen 
County before the next Commission meeting, but he said they also needed to monitor the 
calendar on the website as well. Sen. Steele said the Commission would have one more 
meeting and would vote on all recommendations for new judicial offers at that meeting. 

Sen. Steele then said the next item on the agenda was a discussion of the administrative 
adjudication system in Indiana. He said Karen Firestone, Fiscal Analyst from the 
Legislative Services Agency, would present a proposed survey to Commission members 
that could be sent to the appropriate state agencies to gather more information concerning 
this topic. 

Ms. Firestone distributed copies of the survey to Commission members (Exhibit 4). She 
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stated the survey would be used to acquire data concerning how administrative law judges 
and other hearing officers operate under the Administrative Orders and Adjudication Act 
(IC 4-21.5) and other statutes that apply to administrative adjudication in state 
government. 

Ms. Firestone said the survey was divided into three parts. She said the first part contained 
questions concerning the administrative adjudication process in general, the second part 
contained questions concerning administrative law judges and other hearing officers, and 
the third part contained questions concerning time spent and expenditures made related to 
administrative adjudication activities. She stated the survey would have to be sent to over 
300 entities within state government. 

After a brief Commission discussion, the Commission unanimously approved, by voice 
vote, sending the survey to all appropriate state government entities. 

The next person to testify was Dennis Foreman from Indianapolis, Indiana. Mr. Foreman 
said he had been a landlord and a real estate broker for more than 30 years. He said he 
had also served as an unpaid lobbyist for landlords and had been involved with several 
organizations that dealt with homeless persons. 

Mr. Foreman said it had been his experience that administrative law judges that are hired 
by plaintiffs lack objectivity and are reticent to rule against those plaintiffs. He stated 
administrative law judges should be appointed by a third party, should not be tied 
financially to any decisions they make, and should probably all be attorneys. Mr. Foreman 
also stated it had been his experience that some administrative law judges often ignored 
case law in making decisions. 

Sen. Steele then distributed two memos provided to Commission members by Judge Felts 
(Exhibit 5). Timothy Tyler, Attorney for the Commission, stated these memos had been 
prepared by two of Judge Felts' law clerks. He said one memo concerned administrative 
adjudication systems in states surrounding Indiana and the other memo concerned the 
"Texas Model" of centralizing administrative adjudication officers and hearings in a neutral 
and independent agency (The Texas State Office of Administrative Hearings). 

Sen. Steele adjourned the meeting at 2:08 PM. 
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HAMILTON COUNTY COURTS
 
COURT ADMINISTRATION 

Cursus Curiae Est Lex Curiae 
"The practice of the court is the law of the court." 

July 9, 2012 

TO: COMMISSION ON COURTS 

Sen. Brent Steele, Chairperson Chief Justice Brent Dickson 
Sen. Randall Head Christa Coffey 
Sen. Lonnie Randolph Michael 1. Kruk 
Sen. Timothy Lanane Judge Tom Felts 
Rep. Greg Steuerwald, Vice- Chairperson Commissioner Theresa Brown 
Rep. Kathy Richardson Mark Goodpaster 
Rep. Matt Pierce Timothy Tyler 
Rep. Ed DeLaney 

RE: Hamilton County's Request for a Magistrate Position 

For the past two years, Hamilton County has respectfully requested the authorization of an 
additional judicial officer, i.e., a magistrate. The Commission has consistently recommended 
approval of these requests but funding has been an issue. These requests were, and are, based 
upon a comparison of Hamilton County's current and projected needs with those of all the other 
cOlmties in Indiana. A copy of our 2010 submission to the Commission is attached for your 
information and use as wananted (the trend depicted by these numbers has not changed). We are 
hopeful that funding will be available this year and, accordingly, once again respectfully request 
the authorization of an additional judicial officer, i.e., a magistrate position for Hamilton County. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~i
 
Orval P. Schierholz, Esq. 
Administrator of Courts 

1 HAMILTON COUNTY SQUARE, SUITE 313
 
NOBLESVILLE, INDIANA 46060-2232
 
(317) 776-8589· FAX (317) 776-8249
 

E-MAIL: ops@co.hamilton.in.us
 
Courts: www.IN.gov/hcc • County: www.co.hamilton.in.us
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HAMILTON COUNTY COURTS
 
COURT ADMINISTRATION 

Cursus Curiae Est Lex Curiae 
"The practice of the court is the law of the court." 

July 23,2010 

TO: COMMISSION ON COURTS 

Sen. Richard Bray, Chairperson Thomas Felts 
Sen. Randall Head David Whicker 
Sen. Timothy Lanane Michael J. Kruk 
Sen. Lonnie Randolph Jill Jackson 
Rep. Linda Lawson, Vice-Chairperson Chief Justice Randall Shepard 
Rep. Matt Pierce Timothy Tyler 
Rep. Eric Koch Mark Goodpaster 
Rep. Kathy Richardson 

RE: Hamilton County's Request for a Magistrate Position 

Hamilton County is requesting the authorization of an additional judicial officer, i.e., a 
magistrate. This request is based upon a comparison of Hamilton County's current and projected 
needs with those of all other counties in Indiana. For purposes of comparison, the current 
allocation ofjudicial resources l was looked at along with current and projected population 
numbers.2 

'With respect to judicial resources, the 2008 data shows a "utilize" number for every 
Indiana county. The "utilize" number is obtained by taking the number of new case filings and 
dividing it by the number ofjudicial officers. Theoretically, on this basis, the county with the 
highest "utilize" number would be the county most in need of additional judicial resources. 
Using only this basis, Hamilton County would be eighteenth in line for an additional judicial 
position. 

1 Taken from the most recent data published by State Court Administration (as of July 
23,2010) found at <vvww.in.gov/judicimy/adminlcourtmgmt/wcrnlindex.html> and summarized 
at Enclosure 1. 

2 Taken from STATS Indiana data (as of July 23, 2010) found at 
<www.stats.indiana.edu>. 
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However, there are other significant factors, i.e., population size and trends. Arguably 
there is a strong correlation between population size and the number of case filings as well as the 
complexity of those case filings. 3 If this is true, then population becomes a relevant factor in the 
allocation ofjudicial resources. Hamilton County is the fifth largest county in the state and, 
among Indiana's 20 largest cities, the three fastest growing cities are all in Hamilton County.4 

State-wide in 2008, onaverage, there was one judicial officer for every 14,769 persons in 
the state (summarized at Enclosure 1). By comparison, Hamilton County had one judicial officer 
for every 26,979 persons in the county (summarized at Enclosure 1). Using only this ratio, 
Hamilton County would be atthe'top of the list for additional judicial positions. . 

On the basis of the above, Hamilton County respectfully requests that an additional 
magistrate positIon be authorized. ill support of this request, attached ire Resolutions from the 
Hamilton County Commissioners and the Hamilton County Council. A proposed change to IC 
33-33-29-6 is also attached for your consideration in conjunction with this request. 

William 1. Hughe , J . 
Superior Court No 

~~ 
Steven R. Nation, Judge 

S~rirurt No.1 

UJ~ · 

Wayne A. Sturtevant, Judge 
Superior Court No.5 

3 For example, in terms ofpopulation size, on a per capita basis, there are more murder, 
multiple party, corporate, business, etc., cases filed in a larger county than in a smaller one. 

4 Fishers (69.1 % increase between 2000 and 2007), Noblesville (39.4% increase between 
2000 and 2007), and Carmel (21.4% increase between 2000 and 2007). See 
<w-vv-w.incontext.indiana.edu/2008/julv-august/l.asp>. 



2008 Weighted Caseload Measures 

County Population Judicial Population Utilize 
Officers per Judicial 

Officer 

Clark 106,673 5.2 20,514 2.02 

Dubois 41,449 2 20,725 1.52 

Elkhart 199,137 10 19,914 1.59 

Floyd 73,780 4 18,445 1.64 new court in 2009 

Hamilton 269,785 10 26,979 1.41 

Howard 83,381 5.5 15,160 1.56 

Jefferson 32,820 2 16,410 1.57 shares a judge with Switzerland 

Johnson 139,158 6 23,193 1.51 

Kosciusko 76,275 4 19,069 1.50 

Madison 131,501 7.86 16,730 1.48 

Miami 36,219 2 18,110 1.55 new court in 2009 

Putnam 37,183 2.03 18,317 1.51 

St. Joseph 266,680 16.99 15,696 1.45 

Shelby 44,186 3 14,729 1.43 

Spencer 20,111 20,111 1.60 

Switzerland 9,696 0.67 14,472 1.49 shares a judge with Jefferson & Ohio 

Tippecanoe 164,237 8.49 19,345 1.50 

Vanderburgh 174,729 13.18 13,257 1.75 

STATE 6,376,792 431.78 14,769 1.25 

1) Unless indicated otherwise all numbers are from Indiana State Court Administration.
 

2) Population numbers are from STATS Indiana <www.stats.indiana.edu/population/popTotals/2008>.
 



RESOLUTION &,z g-k-,-A
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF HAMILTON COUNTY. 

WHEREAS, the Judges ofHamilton County have presented a proposal and statistics to 

the Hamilton County Commissioners concerning proposed legislation to create a new Magistrate 

position in Hamilton County, Indiana. 

WHEREAS, the members of the Board of Commissioners of Hamilton County have 

reviewed and considered such proposal. 

IT IS THEREBY RESOLVED by the members of the Board of Commissioners of 

Hamilton County as follows: 

1. The Board of Commissioners of Hamilton County hereby requests the Commission on 

Courts to favorably consider the establishment of a new Magistrate position. 

2. The Auditor of Hamilton County shall forward a copy of this Resolution, including the 

positive and negative votes of the members of the Board, to the Chairman, Commission on 

Courts. 

ALL OF WHICH IS RESOLVED this ~ day of Q-m~ ,2010. 

NAY - NOT IN FAVOR 

Steven C. Dillinger 

AYE-

Steven A. Holt 

Christine Altman Christine Altman 

Date to· 'd.~ -\D 

Attest 1Jlum en)(}, d..a.h 
Dawn Coverdale, Auditor 



RESOLUTION 07-07-10-02 

A RESOLUTION OF THE HAMILTON COUNTY COUNCIL. 

WHEREAS, the Judges of Hamilton County have presented a proposal and 

statistics to the Hamilton County Council concerning proposed legislation to create a new 

Magistrate position in Hamilton County, Indiana. 

WHEREAS, the members of the Hamilton County Council have reviewed and 

considered such proposal. 

IT IS THEREBY RESOLVED by the members of the Hamilton County Council 

as follows: 

1.	 The Hamilton County Council hereby request the Commission on Courts to 
favorable consider the establishment of a new Magistrate position. 

2.	 The Auditor of Hamilton County shall forward a copy of this Resolution, 
including the positive and negative votes of the members of this Council, to 
the Chairman, Commission on Courts. 

ALL OF WHICH IS RESOLVED this i h day of July, 2010. 

overdale, Auditor 

NAY -NOT IN FAVOR
 



Proposed Change to IC 33-33-29-6 
(Changes are highlighted and underlined.) 

IC 33-33-29-6 
Appointment; magistrates 

Sec. 6. The judges of the Hamilton superior court~ may jointly appoint two (2) full-time 
magistrates under IC 33-23-5; and, the judges of the Hamilton circuit court and superior 
court number 1 may jointlY appoint one (1) full-time magistrates under Ie 33-23-5. A 
magistrate continues in office until removed by the judges of the circuit and superior court.§ as 
applicable. 
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CAMPBELL KYLE PROFFITT LLP
 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

JOHN D. PROFFITT FRANK S. CAMPBELL 
JEFFREY S. NlCKLOY (1880.1964 ) 
DEBORAH L FARMER 
WILLIAM E. WENDLING. JR. FRANK W. CAMPBELL 
ANNE HENSLEY POINDEXTER (1916.1991) 
ANDREW M. BARKER 
MICHAEL A. CASATI ROBERT F. CAMPBELL 
JOHN S. TERRY (1946·2004) 
RODNEY 1: SARKOVICS 
SCOTT P. WYATT JOHN M. KYLE 
AMY E. HIGDON (1927.2006) 
STEPHENIE K. GOOKL'1S 
N. SCOTT SMITH August 25,2010
KEVIN G. KLAUSING 
RUSSELL B. CATE 
MATTHEW T. LEES 

E-mail: jterryra2ckplaw.com 

TO: COMMISSION ON COURTS 

Sen. Richard Bray, Chairperson Thomas Felts 
Sen. Randall Head David Whicker 
Sen. Timothy Lanane Michael 1. Kruk 
Sen. Lonnie Randolph Jill Jackson 
Rep. Linda Lawson, Vice-Chairperson Chief Justice Randall Shepard 
Rep. Matt Pierce Timothy Tyler 
Rep. Eric Koch Mark Goodpaster 
Rep. Kathy Richardson 

RE: Hamilton County's Request for a Magistrate Position 

The Judges of Hamilton County have presented a proposal and statistics to the Hamilton 
County Bar Association concerning proposed legislation to create a new Magistrate position in 
Hamilton County, Indiana. 

Having reviewed and considered such proposal, the Hamilton County Bar Association 
would request that the Commission on Courts to favorably consider the establishment of a new 
Magistrate position. 

CAMPBELL KYLE PROFFITT LLP 

198 South 9th Street P.O. Box 2020 Noblesville, Indiana 46061-2020 (317) 773-2090 FAX (317) 776-5051 



2010 Court Data 

All Judicial JO per 

County Population Rank Officers Rank Population Rank Utilize 

Marion 903,393 1 83 1 10,884 1 1.4 

Lake 496,005 2 41 2 12,098 3 1.23 

Allen 355,329 3 24 3 14,805 5 1.57 

Hamilton 274,569 4 10 8 27,457 9 1.6 

St. Joseph 266,931 5 17 4 15,702 6 1.52 

Elkhart 197,559 6 11 7 17,960 7 1.59 

Tippecanoe 172,780 8 9 9 19,198 8 1.55 

Monroe 137,974 12 10 8 13,797 4 1.15 

Madison 131,636 13 12 6 10,970 2 1.55 

INDIANA 6,483,802 472 13,737 
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To: Indiana Commissio n Courts
 

From: Lilia Judson
 I· 
Date: August 29, 2012
 

Re: 2011 Weighted Caseload Report
 

Each year, the Division of State Court Administration reports to the Commission on 
Courts the most current information about the weighted caseloads of Indiana's trial courts of 
record. The 2011 weighted caseload information is presented in three charts attached to this 
memorandum. They are: 

1) 2011 WEIGHTED CASELOAD MEASURES 
2) 2011 WEIGHTED CASELOAD MEASURES "SEVERITY OF NEED" 
3) 2011 TEMPORARY ADJUSTED WEIGHTED CASELOAD MEASURES 

Following is a brief explanation of the Indiana Weighted Caseload Measurement system 
and the attached data. 

What is the "Indiana Weighted Caseload Measurement System?" 

The Indiana Weighted Caseload Measurement (WCL) system is a uniform, statewide 
method for comparing trial court caseloads. The system was first developed in 1993-1994 by the 
Judicial Administration Committee (Committee) of the Indiana Judicial Conference and the 
Division of State Court Administration (Division), with the help of a consultant with nationally 
recognized expertise in weighted case10ad measurement evaluations. The system is periodically 
revalidated, and it is again undergoing an update and revalidation this year. 

Indiana's caseload measurement system employs a standard methodology used by many 
state court systems and the National Center for State Courts to compare trial court caseloads. 
Based on time studies and actual case file audits, a WCL system ascribes relative "weights" 
measured in minutes to each new case filed in Indiana's trial courts of record. 

The Indiana Supreme Court has defined, in Administrative Rule 8, thirty-six different 
case types that are used to designate new filings. Without a WCL system, each of these case 



types, whether a murder or infraction, would receive a weight or count of "one." A WCL system 
provides the basis for relative comparison between the different case types and allows courts and 
court policy makers to determine the resources necessary to handle the courts' caseloads. 

The original WCL study involved more than 200 judicial officers who maintained time 
sheets for specific periods of time. During the first phase of the study, the Committee developed 
a list of specific case actions that occur before, during, and after a case. The list included pretrial 
motions, jury trials, research, hearings, and post-judgment actions such as probation revocation, 
motions for modification of support, and remanded trial after an appeal. The participating 
judicial officers maintained time sheets on how long each of these particular actions took. The 
next phase of the study involved auditing thousands of randomly selected case files, some 
already closed for many years and others still active. The audit revealed how often each of the 
specific case actions occurred in particular case types. The consultant then analyzed all the 
collected data to determine, based on a statewide average, how often· these actions occurred in 
each case type and how long they took. The data resulted in the establishment of a statewide 
average of relative time, in minutes, for handling each of the case types. 

The Committee also determined the number of minutes available to every judicial officer 
in a calendar year for handling case-related activities. This number was derived by deducting 
time from the average 40-hour workweek for events or obligations that reduce the available time 
to work on cases, such as vacations, illness, administrative responsibilities, education, 
community activities, and public outreach. 

As statutes and rules have changed, the number of judicial actions and the time it takes to 
process them changes. Since the original study, the Committee has conducted a very similar 
exercise several times in order to reexamine the different weights. 

The WCL system is used to evaluate new filings only. It allows courts to forecast the 
judicial resources that would be necessary to process the cases being filed in a particular court or 
county. It does not necessarily indicate how hard a particular court is working but indicates the 
size of the judicial "inventory" of cases that the court must resolve. A number of other state 
court systems have also adopted performance time standards for processing cases, which, 
together with a WCL system, can provide valuable information for strategic planning of judicial 
resources. 

Because the WCL system is based on statewide averages, it is important to keep in mind 
that it encompasses cases that are dismissed before any action is ever taken by a court, cases that 
are settled, cases that are reopened numerous times, and cases that may take four weeks to try. It 
is also important to remember that averages cannot reflect specific local differences that may 
affect a particular county or court. 

What does "NEED" "HAVE" and "UTIL" mean? 

The WCL data is organized in three columns. The "NEED" column indicates the 
number of judicial officers that are needed in the court for the number of new cases filed in that 
court during the calendar year. This number is derived by dividing the total number of minutes 
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for all the field cases by the total number of minutes available to the judicial officers in that court 
for case related activity. The "HAVE" column indicates the number of regularly assigned 
judicial officers serving the court during the year. These include state paid judges and 
magistrates and locally paid commissioners. The "UTIL," meaning "utilization," is the 
relationship between the number of cases filed and the number of judicial officers available to 
hear them. 

What is "Relative Severity of Need?" 

The 2011 weighted caseload data indicates that the state average utilization is 1.27%. 
This means that, on average, each court is carrying caseload that would take 1.27 judges to 
handle or, conversely, each court has 27% more cases than it could process under the WCL 
standard. This also means that, in order to bring every court to 1.0 utilization, the state needs 
122.14 additional judicial officers. Given the fact that there is a statewide need for more judges, 
how can we determine where the need is most serious? 

The "relative severity of need" concept provides a relative comparison of the need for 
new judges in each county. The second table in this report reflects the counties' WCL need 
sorted by "relative severity of need." 

This concept is best illustrated by an example: if the report indicates that County A and 
County B each need two additional judges, at first glance their need may appear to be identical. 
Because of the number of judicial officers already working in a county, however, the severity of 
the need may vary significantly. If County A already has 10 judicial officers and needs two 
judges, it means that each of the 10 judicial officers has to carry additional 20 % case10ad. On 
the other hand, if County B only has two judicial officers and needs two more, it means that each 
of its existing judges is already handling 200% caseload. Obviously, the "relative severity" of 
County B's need for new judges is far greater than the need of County A. 

What sort of information does the "Temporary Adjusted Weighted Caseload" 
Report present? 

The Indiana WCL measures system is intended to apply only to new case filings, and the 
annual judicial reports and reports on severity of need reflect statistics based solely on the 
number of new cases filed in each court. However, each year, the baseline utilization figures 
shift during the year due to the transfer of cases and/or transfer of judicial time. This may 
happened because of conflict, change of venue from the judge or county, amended caseload 
allocation plans, senior and other temporary judge service, etc. 

Thus, we have calculated the temporary, adjusted weighted caseload utilization figures. 
These temporary, adjusted statistics have been calculated by: 

•	 Adding to the court's total minutes the cases in which the reporting judge 
assumed jurisdiction as special judge in other courts; 

•	 Adding to the court's total minutes the venued in and transferred in cases; 
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•	 Subtracting from the court's total minutes the number of cases in which 
another judge assumed jurisdiction as special judge in the reporting court; 

•	 Subtracting from the court's total minutes the venued out and transferred out 
cases; and, 

•	 Adding to the reporting courts total minutes the time that senior judges serve 
in the reporting court. 

The information in the "Temporary Adjusted Weighted Caseload Report" does not 
change the fundamental filing patterns in the trial courts. It reflects some of the ways that courts 
shift caseloads and resources, sometimes in order to deal with uneven caseloads. Because these 
shifts are temporary, they should be used only as an additional reference and not as the 
baseline for the weighted caseload statistics. This temporary data is reported so that courts 
could see how the shifting of caseloads and judicial officer resources actually played out during 
2011. 
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2011 WEIGHTED CASELOAD MEASURES 

(Amended 7/12/12) 

COUNTY COURT COURT NAME NEED HAVE UTIL NOTES 

01COl Adams Circuit Court 0.86 1.00 0.86 
ADAMS 01001 Adams Superior Court 0.74 1.00 0.74 . 

Total 1.60 2.00 0.80 

02COl Allen Circuit Court 5.93 3.00 1.98 

02001 Allen Superior Court 1 2.63 2.00 1.31 

02002 Allen Superior Court 2 2.58 2.00 1.29 

02003 Allen Superior Court 3 2.59 2.00 1.30 

02004 Allen Superior Court 4 2.66 2.00 1.33 

ALLEN 02005 Allen Superior Court 5 4.24 2.00 2.12 1 

02006 Allen Superior Court 6 3.78 2.00 1.89 1 

02007 Allen Superior Court 7 4.47 3.00 1.49 

02008 Allen Superior Court 8 2.59 3.00 0.86 

02009 Allen Superior Court 9 2.57 2.00 1.28 

Total 34.04 23.00 1.48 

03COl Bartholomew Circuit Court 1.87 2.10 0.89 

BARTHOLOMEW 
03001 Bartholomew Superior Court 1 1.52 1.01 1.51 

03002 . Bartholomew Superior Court 2 2.76 2.05 1.35 

Total 6.15 5.16 1.19 

BENTON 
04COl Benton Circuit Court 0.73 1.00 " 0.73 

" 

Total 0.73 1.00 0.73 

05COl Blackford Circuit Court 058 1.00. OS8 
BLACKFORD 05001 Blackford Superior Court 0.48 1.00 0.48 

Tota,l 1.06 2.00 Q.53 

06COl Boone Circuit Court 1.66 2.00 0.83 

BOONE 
06001 Boone Superior Court1 1.27 1.00 '1.27 

06002 Boone Superior Court 2 1.06 1.22 0.87 

Total 3.98 4.22 0.-94 

BROWN 
07COl Brown Circuit Court 0.98 2.00 0.49 

Total 0.98 2;00 0.49 

08C01 Carroll Circuit Court 0.67 1.00 0.67 

CARROLL 08001 Carroll Superior Court 0.83 1.00 0.83 

Total 1.49 2.00 0.75 

09COl Cass Circuit Court 1.04 1.00 1.04 

CASS 
09001 Cass Superior Court 1 1.37 1.00 1.37 

09002 Cass Superior Court 2 1.32 1.00 1.32 

Total 3.73 3.00 1.24 

10COl Clark Circuit Court 2.33 1.15 2.02 

10001 Clark Superior Court 1 3.23 1.30 2.49 1,6 

CLARK 10002 Clark Superior Court 2 2.47 1.40 1.76 1,4 

10003 Clark Superior Court 3 3.64 1.50 2.43 5 

Total 11.67 5.35 2.18 



COUNTY COURT COURT NAME NEED HAVE UTIL NOTES 

11COl Clay Circuit Court 1.09 1.00 1.09 

CLAY 11DOl Clay Superior Court 0.92 1.00 0.92 

Total 2.01 2.00 1.01 

12COl Clinton Circuit Court 1.57 1.00 1.57 

CLINTON 12DOl Clinton Superior Court 1.41 1.00 1.41 

Total 2.99 2.00 1.49 

CRAWFORD 
13C01 Crawford Circuit Court 1.00 1.20 0.83 

Total 1.00 1.20 0.83 

14COl Daviess Circuit Court 1.22 1.00 1.22 

DAVIESS 14DOl Daviess Superior Court 1.11 1.00 1.11 

Total. 2.32 2.00 1.16 

15COl Dearborn Circuit Court 1.84 1.20 1.54 9 

DEARBORN 
15DOl Dearborn Superior Court 1 1.28 1.00 1.28 1,15 

15D02 Dearborn Superior Court 2 1.46 1.00 1.46 

Total 4.59 3.20 1.43 

16COl Decatur Circuit Court 1.43 1.00 1.43 
DECATUR 16DOl Decatur Superior Court 0.85 1.00 0.85 

Total 2.28 2.00 1.14 

17COl Dekalb Circuit Court 1.28 1.00 1.28 

DEKALB 
17DOl Dekalb Superior Court 1 1.11 1.00 1.11 

17D02 Dekalb Superior Court 2 1.21 1.00 1.21 

Total 3.60 3.00 1.20 

18COl Delaware Circuit Court 1 1.79 1.25 1.43 

18C02 Delaware Circuit Court 2 2.54 2.53 1.00 

DELAWARE 
18C03 Delaware Circuit Court 3 1.26 1.40 0.90 

18C04 Delaware Circuit Court 4 1.70 1.37 1.24 1 

18C05 . Delaware Circuit Court S 1.89 . 1.45 1.30 

Total 9.17 8.00 1.15 

19COl Dubois Circuit Court 1.55 1.00 1.55 
DUBOIS 19DOl Dubois Superior Court 1.39 1.00 1.39 1 

Total 2.94 2.00 1.47 

20COl Elkhart Circuit Court 2.72 2.00 1.36 

20DOl Elkhart Superior Court 1 2.30 1.40 1.64 

20D02 Elkhart Superior Court 2 1.69 1.55 1.09 

ELKHART 
20D03 Elkhart Superior Court 3 1.31 1.08 1.21 

20D04 Elkhart Superior Court 4 1.64 1.02 1.61 

20DOS Elkhart Superior Court 5 1.83 1.15 1.59 

20D06 Elkhart Superior Court 6 3.23 1.85 1.75 

Total 14.72 10.05 1.47 

21COl Fayette Circuit Court 1.47 1.00 1.47 
FAYETTE 21DOl Fayette Superior Court 1.31 1.00 1.31 

Total 2.79 2.00 1.39 

22COl Floyd Circuit Court 1.99 1.60 1.25 

22DOl Floyd Superior Court 1 1.67 1.10 1.51 
FLOYD 22D02 Floyd Superior Court 2 2.20 1.20 1.83 

22D03 Floyd Superior Court 3 1.50 1.00 1.50 

Total 7.36 4.90 1.50 



COUNTY COURT COURT NAME NEED HAVE UTIL NOTES 

FOUNTAIN 
23C01 Fountain Circuit Court 

Total 

·1.39 

1.39 

1.40 

1.40 

0.99 

0.99 

24C01 Franklin Circuit Court 1 0.54 1.00 0.54 

FRANKLIN 24C02 Franklin Circuit Court 2 0.74 1.00 0.74 

Total 1.28 2.00 0.64 

25C01 Fulton Circuit Court 1.13 1.00 1.13 2 

FULTON 25001 Fulton Superior Court 0.99 1.00 0.99 

Total 2.13 2.00 1.06 

26C01 Gibson Circuit Court 1.69 1.00 1.69 

GIBSON 26001 Gibson Superior Court 1.39 1.00 1.39 

Total 3.08 2.00 1.54 

27C01 Grant Circuit Court . 1.33 1.20 1.10 1 

27001 Grant Superior Court 1 1.77 1.20 1.48 1 

GRANT 27002 Grant Superior Court 2 1.57 1.90 0.83 

27003 Grant Superior Court 3 1.31 1.00 1.31 

Total 5.98 5.30 1.13 

28C01 Greene Circuit Court 1.39 1.00 1.39 

GREENE 28001 Greene Superior Court 1.92 1.00 1.92 

Total 3.31 2.00 1.66 

29C01 Hamilton Circuit Court 2.29 1.51 1.52 

29001 Hamilton Superior Court 1 2.64 1.82 1.45 

29002 Hamilton Superior Court 2 1.69 1.21 1.39 

HAMILTON 
29003 

29004 

Ha milton Sl!petiot CPl,Irt 3 

Hamilton Superior Court 4 

2.12 

2.07 

1.55 

1.39 

1.37 

1.49 

29D05 Hamiltol) Sl!perior<9YrtS .·2.02 1.28 1.58 

29006 Hamilton Superior Court 6 1.61 1.24 1.30 1 

Toteil 14.44 10;00 1.44 

30C01 Hancock Circuit Court 1.40 1.30 1.08 1 

HANCOCK 
30001 

30002 

Hancock Superior Couit 1 

Hancock Superior Court 2 

1.79 

1.38 

1.30 

1.30 

1.37 

1.06 

Total 4.57 3~90 1.17 

31C01 Harrison Circuit Court 1.85 1.40 1.32 

HARRISON 31001 Harrison Superior Court 1.73 1.00 1.73 

Total 3.58 2.40 1.49 

32C01 Hendricks Circuit Court . 2.03 1.00 2.03 

32001 Hendricks Superior Court 1 1.77 1.00 1.77 

32002 Hendricks Superior Court 2 1.58 1.00 1.58 

HENDRICKS 32003 Hendricks Superior Court 3 1.65 1.00 1.65 

32004 Hendricks Superior Court 4 1.59 1.00 1.59 

32005 Hendricks Superior Court 5 1.41 1.00 1.41 

Total 10.04 6.00 1.67 

33C01 Henry Circuit Court 1 1.64 1.20 1.37 

HENRY 
33C02 

33C03 

Henry Circuit Court 2 

Henry Circuit Court 3 

1.16 

1.43 

1.20 

1.00 

0.97 

1.43 

7 

8 

Total 4.23 3.40 1.24 



COUNTY COURT COURT NAME NEED HAVE UTll NOTES 

34COl Howard Circuit Court 2.51 1.50 1.67 1 

34001 Howard Superior Court 1 1.59 1.00 1.59 1 

HOWARD 
34002 

34003 

Howard Superior Court 2 

Howard Superior Court 3 

1.31 

1.51 

1.00 

1.00 

1.31 

1.51 

34004 Howard Superior Court 4 1.47 1.00 1.47 

Total 8.39 5.50 1.52 

35COl Huntington Circuit Court 1.48 1.40 1.05 

HUNTINGTON 35001 Huntington Superior Court 1.18 1.40 0.84 

rotal 2.65 2.80 0.95 

36COl Jackson Circuit Court 1.35 1.10 1.22 

JACKSON 
36001 

36002 

Jackson Superior Court 1 

Jackson Superior Court 2 

1.20 

1.49 

1.10 

1.25 

1.09 

1.19 

Total 4.03 3.45 1.17 

37COl Jasper Circuit Court 1.35 1.00 1.35 

JASPER 37001 Jasper Superior Court 1.11 1.00 1.11 

Total 2.46 2.00 1.23 

38COl Jay Circuit Court 0.70 1.00 0.70 

JAY 38001 Jay Superior Court 0.56 1.00 0.56 

Total 1.26 2.00 0.63 

39COl Jefferson Circuit Court 2.09 1.00 2.09 

JEFFERSON 39001 . Jefferson Superior Court 1.41 1.00 1.41 

Total 3.49 2.00 1.75 

40COl Jennings Circuit Court ·2;17 1.00 2.17 

JENNINGS 40001 Jennings Superior Court 1.17 1.00 1.17 1 

Total .3.35 2,00 1.67 

41COl Johnson Circuit Court 4.08 2.25 1.81 

41D01 Johnson Superior Court 1 1.82 1.25· 1.46 

JOHNSON 41002 Johnson Superior Court 2 1.89 1.25 1.51 

41D03 Johnson SuperiOr Court 3 1.69 1.25 1.35 

Total 9.47 6.00 1.58 

42COl Knox Circuit Court 1.47. i.oO 1.47 

KNOX 
42001 

42002 

Knox Superior Court 1 

Knox Superior Court 2 

1.58 

1.86 

1.00 

1.00 

1.58 

1.86 

Total 4.91 3.00 1.64 

43COl Kosciusko Circuit Court 1.38 1.00 1.38 

43001 Kosciusko Superior Court 1 1.50 1.00 1.50 

KOSCIUSKO 43002 Kosciusko Superior Court 2 1.12 1.00 1.12 

43003 Kosciusko Superior Court 3 1.41 1.00 1.41 

Total 5.42 4.00 1.35 

44COl lagrange Circuit Court 1.06 1.00 1.06 

LAGRANGE 44001 lagrange Superior Court .1.03 1.00 1.03 

Total 2.09 2.00 1.04 



COUNTY COURT COURT NAME NEED HAVE UTIL NOTES 

45COl Lake Circuit Court 4.49 3.40 1.32 

45001 Lake Superior Court, Civil 1 0.95 1.10 0.86 

45002 Lake Superior Court, Civil 2 0.97 1.00 0.97 

45003 Lake Superior Court, Civil 3 2.84 3.00 0.95 

45004 Lake Superior Court, Civil 4 0.86 1.10 0.78 

45005 Lake Superior Court, Civil 5 0.85 1.00 0.85 

45006 Lake Superior Court, Juvenile Division 8.71 7.50 1.16 

45007 Lake Superior Court, County 1 2.47 2.00 1.23 

LAKE 
45008 

45009 

Lake Superior Court, County 2 

Lake Superior Court, County 3 

2.75 

2.60 

2.00 

2.80 

1.38 

0.93 

45010 Lake Superior Court, Civil 6 0.87 1.00 0.87 

45011 Lake Superior Court, Civil 7 0.84 1.00 0.84 

45012 Lake Superior Court, County 4 1.58 1.40 1.13 

45GOl Lake Superior Court, Criminal 1 1.69 1.50 1.13 1 

45G02 Lake Superior Court, Criminal 2 1.59 1.50 1.06 2 

45G03 Lake Superior Court, Criminal 3 1.60 1.50 1.06 

45G04 Lake Superior Court, Criminal 4 1.63 1.50 1.09 

Total 37.28 34.30 1.09 

46COl LaPorte Circuit Court 3.99 2.80 1.43 

46001 LaPorte Superior Court 1 2.06 1.00 2.06 1 

LAPORTE 
4fiD02 

46003 

LaPorte SUPeriorCourt2 

LaPorte Superior Court 3 

1.71 

1.39 

1.00 

1.00 

1.71 

1.39 

46004 LaPorteSupei'ior Cciurt4 3,06 2.00 1.53 

Total 12.22 7.80 1.57 

47(;01 Lawrence Circuit Court L58 1,70 .0.93 

'LAWRENCE 
47001 

47002 

Lawrence Superior Court 1 

Lawre.nce Superior Court 2 

0.95 

. 1.19 
1.00 

1.00 

0.95 

1.19 1 

Total 3.73 3.70 1.01 

48COl . MadislmCircuitCourt 1 2.03 .1.60 1.27 

48C02 Madison Circuit Court 2 2.05 1.60 1.28 11 

48(03 Madison Circuiteo urt3 2.22 1.40 1.58 1,12 

MADISON 48C04 Madison Circuit Court 4 1.69 1.10 1.54 13 

48C05 Madison Circuit CourtS 1.58 1.10 1.43 1,14 

48C06 Madison Circuit Court 6 2.44 1.46 1.67 10 

Total 12~01 8;26 1.45 



COUNTY COURT COURT NAME NEED HAVE UTIL NOTES 

49C01 Marion Circuit Court 9.49 6.00 1.58 

49001 Marion Superior, Civil 1 1.80 1.71 1.05 

49002 Marion Superior, Civil 2 1.86 1.63 1.14 

49003 Marion Superior, Civil 3 1.84 1.71 1.08 

49004 Marion Superior, Civil 4 1.84 1.71 1.08 

49005 Marion Superior, Civil 5 1.86 1.71 1.09 

49006 Marion Superior, Civil 6 1.82 1.71 1.07 

49007 Marion Superior, Civil 7 1.85 1.71 1.08 

49008 Marion Superior, Probate 3.06 2.80 1.09 

49009 Marion Superior, Juvenile Division 13.60 11.20 1.21 

49010 Marion Superior, Civil 10 1.85 1.71 1.08 

49011 Marion Superior, Civil 11 1.83 1.81 1.01 

49012 Marion Superior, Civil 12 1.84 1.71 1.07 

49013 Marion Superior, Civil 13 1.86 1.61 1.15 

49014 Marion Superior, Civil 14 1.86 1.71 1.09 

49F07 Marion Superior, Criminal 7 2.11 1.79 1.18 

49F08 Marion Superior, Criminal 8 1.01 1.69 0.60 

49F09 Marion Superior, Criminal 9 2.09 1.79 1.17 

MARION 
49F10 

49F12 

Marion Superior, Criminal 10 

Marion Superior 12 

2.03 

2.45 

1.83 

2.09 

1.11 

1.17 

, 

49F13 Ma rion Superior, Criminal 13, Traffic Court 10.17 1.00 10.17 

49F15 Marion Superior, Criminal 15 2.07 2.28 0.91 

49F18 MClrion Superior, Criminal 18 2.04 1.69 1.21 

49F19 Marion Superior, Criminal 19 2.01 1.79 1.12 

49F24 . MCltion Sup~rior, Crimlnal24 2.03 1.59 1.27 

49G01 Marion Superior, Criminal 1 1.41 1~51 0.94 

49602 M<:IriooSuperior,Crimlnal 2 1.46 1.51 0.97 

49G03 Marion Superior, Criminal 3 1.37 1.51 0.91 

49604 Marion Superior,Crimin~14 1.43 1.51 0.95 

49G05 Marion Superior, CriminalS 1.54 1.51 1.02 

49G06 Marlon Superior, Criminal 6 1.54 1.51 1.02 

49G14 Marion Superior, Criminal 14 4.61 2.66 1.73 1 

49G16 Mariqn Sqperiqr,Criminall6 2,10 1.99 1.06 

49G17 Marion Superior, Criminal 17 2.09 1.99 1.05 

49G20 Marion Superior, Criminal iO . 3.84 3.01 1.28 

49G21 Marion Superior, Criminal 21 1.93 1.89 1.02 

49G22 Marion Superior, Criminal 22 1.33 1.41 0.94 

Total 100.93 79.99 1.26 

50C01 Marshall Circuit Court 1.27 1.00 1.27 

MARSHALL 
50001 Marshall Superior Court 1 1.37 1.00 1.37 

50002 Marshall Superior Court 2 1.27 1.00 1.27 

Total 3.92 3.00 1.31 

MARTIN 
51C01 Martin Circuit Court 0.94 1.00 0.94 

Total 0.94 1.00 0.94 



COUNTY COURT COURT NAME NEED HAVE UTIL NOTES 

52C01 Miami Circuit Court 1.13 1.00 1.13 

MIAMI 
52D01 Miami Superior Court 1 1.01 1.00 1.01 

52D02 Miami Superior Court 2 1.12 1.00 1.12 

Total 3.26 3.00 1.09 

53C01 Monroe Circuit Court 1 1.02 1.08 0.94 

53C02 Monroe Circuit Court 2 1.38 1.10 1.25 

53C03 Monroe Circuit Court 3 1.39 1.10 1.26 

53C04 Monroe Circuit Court 4 1.12 1.08 1.03 

MONROE 
53C05 Monroe Circuit Court 5 1.40 1.10 1.27 1 

53C06 Monroe Circuit Court 6 1.02 1.08 0.95 

53C07 Monroe Circuit Court 7 1.46 1.28 1.14 

53C08 Monroe Circuit Court 8 0.95 1.08 0.88 

53C09 Monroe Circuit Court 9 1.40 1.08 1.30 

Total 11.13 9.98 1.12 

54COl Montgomery Circuit Court 1.03 1.00 1.03 

MONTGOMERY 
54DOl Montgomery Superior Court 1 1.08 1.00 1.08 1 

54D02 Montgomery Superior Court 2 1.06 1.00 1.06 

Total. 3.17 3.00 1.06 

55C01 Morgan Circuit Court 1.38 1.26 1.09 

55D01 Morgan Superior Court 1 1.51 1.40 1.08 

MORGAN 55D02 Morgan SuperiorCourt2 1.00 1.10 0;91 

55D03 Morgan Superior Court 3 1.11 1.10 1.01 

Total 5.00 4.86 1.03 
, 

56COl Newton Circuit Court 0.42 1.00 0.42 
.. 

NEWTON 56001 Newton SuperiorCourt 0.84 1;00 0.84 

Totali 1.26 2..00 0.63 

57C01 Noble CircuitCourt 1.25 ·1.00 1.25 

NOBLE 
57D01 

57002 

Noble Superior Court 1 

Noble Superior Court 2 

1.39 

1.4.0 

1.00 

1.00 

1.39 
·1.40 1 

Total' 4.03 3.00 1.34 

OHIO 
58COl Ohio Circuit Court 0.53 0.80 0,66 9 

Total 0.53 0.80 0.66 

~9COl Orange Circuit Court 0.93 1.00 0;93 

ORANGE 59DOl Orange Superior Court 0.87 1.00 0.87 

Total 1,80 2.00 0;90 

OWEN 
60COl Owen Circuit Court 1.75 1.35 1.29 1 

Total 1.75 1.35 1.29 

PARKE 
61C01 Parke Circuit Court 1.37 1.00 1.37 1 

Total 1.37 1.00 1.37 

PERRY 
62C01 Perry Circuit Court 2.04 2.00 1.02 1 

Total 2.04 2.00 1.02 

PIKE 
63C01 Pike Circuit Court 1.14 1.50 0.76 

Total 1.14 1.50 0.76 



COUNTY COURT COURT NAME NEED HAVE UTll NOTES 

64C01 Porter Circuit Court 2.48 2.00 1.24 1 

PORTER 

64001 

64002 

64003 

64004 

64006 

Porter Superior Court 1 

Porter Superior Court 2 

Porter Superior Court 3 

Porter Superior Court 4 

Porter Superior Court 6 

Total 

2.56 

2.45 

1.09 

1.69 

1.72 

11.98 

2.00 

2.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

9.00 

1.28 

1.22 

1.09 

1.69 

1.72 

1.33 

1 

POSEY 

65COl 

65001 

Posey Circuit Court 

Posey Superior Court 

Total 

1.07 

0.73 

1.80 

1.00 

1.00 

2.00 

1.07 

0.73 

0.90 

PULASKI 
66COl 

66001 

Pulaski Circuit Court 

Pulaski Superior Court 

Total 

0.56 

0.49 

1.05 

1.00 

1.00 

2.00 

0.56 

0.49 

0.53 

67COl Putnam Circuit Court 1.37 1.00 1.37 

PUTNAM 67001 Putnam Superior Court 

Total 

1.28 

2.65 

1.00 

2.00 

1.28 

1.33 

RANDOLPH 

RIPLEY 

68COl 

68001 

69COl 

69001 

Randolph Circuit Court 

Randolph Superior Court 

Ripley Circuit Court 

Ripley Superior Court 

Total 

Total 

1.06 

1.07 

2.13 

0.97 

0.80 

1.77 

1.00 

1.00 

2,00 

1.00 

1.00 

2.00 

1.06 

1.07 

1.06 

0.97 

0.80 

0.88 

. RUSH 

ST. JOSEPH 
, 

70COl 

70001 

71C01 

71001 

71002 

71003 

71004 

710DS 

71006 

71007 

71008 

7UOl 

Rush Circuit Court 

Rush Superior Court 

St. Joseph Circuit Court 

St. Joseph superior Court 1 

St. Joseph Superior Court 2 

St. JosephSuperio( Court 3 

St. Joseph Superior Court 4 

St. Joseph Superior CourtS 

St. Joseph Superior Court 6 

St. Joseph Superior Court 7 

St. Joseph Superior Court 8 

St. Joseph Probate Court 

Total 

Total 

0.80 

0.95 

1.16 

3.16 

1.80 

1.74 

1.74 

1.65 

1.66 

1.72 

1.71 

1.73 

5.08 

22.00 

1.00 

1.00 

2;90· 

3.00 

·1.75 

1.25 

1.25 

1.25 

1.25 

1.25 

1.25 

1.25 

4.00 

17.00 

0.80 

0.95 

0.88 
1.05 

~A4 

1.40 

1.39 

1.32 
1.33 

1.38 

1.37 

1.38 

1.27 

1.29 

. 

1 

72CO1 Scott Circuit Court 1.56 1.10 1.42 

scon 72001 Scott Superior Court 

Total 

1.47 

3.02 

1.02 

2.12 

1.44 

1.43 

SHELBY 

73C01 

73001 

73002 

Shelby Circuit Court 

Shelby Superior Court 1 

Shelby Superior Court 2 

Total 

1.38 

1.68 

1.40 

4.46 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

3.00 

1.38 

1.68 

1.40 

1.49 



COUNTY COURT COURT NAME NEED HAVE UTIL NOTES 

SPENCER 
74C01 Spencer Circuit Court 1.60 1.00 1.60 1 

Total 1.60 1.00 1.60 

STARKE 
75C01 Starke Circuit Court 1.81 2.00 0.90 

Total 1.81 2.00 0.90 

76COl Steuben Circuit Court 1.67 1.50 1.12 
STEUBEN 76001 Steuben Superior Court 1.25 1.50 0.83 

Total 2.92 3.00 0.97 

77C01 Sullivan Circuit Court 0.91 1.50 0.60 

SULLIVAN 77DOl Sullivan Superior Court 1.23 1.50 0.82 

Total 2.14 3.00 0.71 

SWITZERLAND 
78COl Switzerland Circuit Court 0.85 1.00 0.85 

Total 0.85 1.00 0.85 

79C01 Tippecanoe Circuit Court 1.90 1.14 1.67 

79001 Tippecanoe Superior Court 1 1.72 1.14 1.51 

79002 Tippecanoe Superior Court 2 1.53 1.24 1.23 

TIPPECANOE 
79003 Tippecanoe Superior Court 3 3.09 1.80 1.72 

79004 Tippecanoe Superior Court 4 1.93 1.10 1.76 

79005 Tippecanoe Superior Court 5 1.72 1.10 1.56 

79006 Tippecanoe Superior Court 6 2.84 1.10 2.58 

Total 14.74 8.62 1.71 

TIPTON 
80COl Tipton Circuit Court 1.12 1.10 1.02 

Total 1.12 1.10 1.02 

UNION 
8lCOl Union Circuit Court 0.72 1.00 0.72 

Total 0.72 1.00 0.72 

82C01 Vanderburgh Circuit Court 4.14 2.00 2.07 

82001 Vanderburgh Superior Court 1 2.25 1.43 1.58 1 

82002 Vanderburgh Superior Court 2 2.50 1.43 1.75 1 

82003 Vanderburgh Superior Court 3 2.45 1.43 1.72 

VANDERBURGH 82004 VanderburghSuperior Court 4 5.37 2.43 2.21 1 

82005 Vanderburgh Superior Court 5 2.45 1.43 1.71 

82006 Vanderburgh Superior Court 6 2.40 1.43 1.68 

82007 Vanderburgh Superior Court 7 2.07 1.43 1.44 

Total 23.63 13.02 1.82 

VERMILLION 
83COl Vermillion Circuit Court 1.29 1.00 1.29 

Total 1.29 1.00 1.29 

84C01/003 Vigo Circuit CourtlSuperior Court 3 3.09 2.00 1.54 3 

84001 Vigo SuperiorCourtl 1.29 1.00 1.29 

84002 Vigo Superior Court 2 1.49 1.00 1.49 

VIGO 84004 Vigo Superior Court 4 1.49 1.00 1.49 

84005 Vigo Superior Court 5 2.37 1.00 2.37 1 

84006 Vigo Superior Court 6 1.15 1.00 1.15 

Total 10.89 7.00 1.56 

85COl Wabash Circuit Court 1.65 1.00 1.65 

WABASH 85001 Wabash Superior Court 1.22 1.00 1.22 1 

Total 2.87 2.00 1.44 



COUNTY COURT COURT NAME NEED HAVE UTIL NOTES 

86COl Warren Circuit Court 0.61 1.00 0.61 
WARREN 

Total 0.61 1.00 0.61 

87COl Warrick Circuit Court 1.49 1.00 1.49 

WARRICK 
87DOl 

87D02 

Warrick Superior Court 1 

Warrick Superior Court 2 

1.34 

1.21 

1.00 

1.00 

1.34 

1.21 

1 

Total 4.04 3.00 1.35 

88COl Washington Circuit Court 1.19 1.00 1.19 

WASHINGTON 88DOl Washington Superior Court 1.09 1.00 1.09 

Total 2.28 2.00 1.14 

89COl Wayne Circuit Court 1.38 1.27 1.08 

89DOl Wayne Superior Court 1 1.40· 1.27 1.10 

WAYNE 89D02 Wayne Superior Court 2 1.24 1.27 0.97 

89D03 Wayne Superior Court 3 1.74 2.00 0.87 

Total 5.76 5.81 0.99 

90COl Wells Circuit Court 0.90 ·1.00 0.90 

WELLS 90DOl Wells Superior Court 0.63 1.00 0.63 

Total 1.53. 2.00 0.77 

91CO.1 White Circuit Court 1.00 1.00 1.00 

WHITE 91001 White Superior Court .. 1.00 . 1.00 1.00 

Total 2.00 2.00 1.00 

92COl Whitley Circuit Court 1.19 1.00 1.19 

WHITLEY 92DOl Whitley Superior Court 1.06 1.00 1.06 

Total 2.25 :2:.00· 1.13 

STATE TOTAL/AVERAGE I565.85 t444.431 1.27 I 

2011 Weighted Caseload Measures Notes 

1 The court is a certified problem solving court. As a result of the 2009 Weighted Caseload Study update, 

certified Drug Courts and Reent'ry Courts are credited weighted caseload minutes for each individual 

who initially enters the program as reported on Part V of the QCSR. 

2 Indicates a case was filed in 2011 where the Death Penalty or Life Without Parole was requested. 

3 Vigo Circuit and Superior 3 are combined courts. 

4 Abolished effective 1/1/12 and will become Clark Circuit Court 2 (10C02) 

5 Abolished effective 1/1/12 and will become Clark Circuit Court 3 (lOC03) 

6 Abolished effective 1/1/12 and will become Clark Circuit Court 4 (10C04) 

7 Formally Henry Superior Court 1 (33D01) 

8 Formally Henry Superior Court 2 (33D02) 

9 James Humphrey is the judge for both the Dearborn and Ohio Circuit Courts. 

10 Formally Madison Superior Court 1 (48D01) 

11 Formally Madison Superior Court 2 (48D02) 

12 Formally Madison Superior Court 3 (48D03) 

13 Formally Madison Superior Court 4 (48D04) 

14 Formally Madison Superior Court 5 (48D05) 

15 Dearborn Superior l's need and utilization was amended on 7/12/12 due to the discovery of errors 

being reported in the QCSR filed for the 2nd Quarter of 2012. 



2011 WEIGHTED CASELOAD MEASURES 
"SEVERITY OF NEED" 

(Amended 7/12/12) 

. ...;-. ~ _~- • .i'!f,"' 
~ 

-is
I1!lC •• • ~. -. ~ 

CLARK 

VANDERBURGH 

JEFFERSON 

TIPPECANOE 

HENDRICKS 

JENNINGS 

GREENE 

KNOX 

SPENCER 

JOHNSON 

LAPORTE 

VIGO 

GIBSON 

HOWARD 

FLOYD 

CLINTON 

HARRISON 

SHELBY 

ALLEN 

DUBOIS 

ELKHART 

MADISON 

HAMILTON 

WABASH 

SCOTI 

DEARBORN 

FAYETIE 

PARKE 

KOSCIUSKO 

WARRICK 

NOBLE 

PORTER 

PUTNAM 

MARSHALL 

OWEN 

ST. JOSEPH 

VERMILLION 

MARION 

HENRY 

11.67
 

2
 

1 

23.63
 

3
 3.49 

4 14.74 

5 10.04
 

6
 3.35
 

7
 3.31 

8 4.91
 

9
 1.60 

10 9.47 

11 12.22 

12 10.89 

13 3.08 

14 8.39 

15 7.36 

16 2.99 

17 3.58 

18 4.46 

19 34.04 

20 2.94 

21 14.72 

22 12.01 

23 14.44 

24 2.87 

25 3.02 

26 4.59 

27 2.79 

28 1.37 

29 5.42 

30 4.04 

31 4.03 

32 11.98 

33 2.65 

34 3.92 

35 1.75 

36 22.00 

37 1.29 

38 100.93 

39 4.23 

5.35 2.18 -

13.02 1.82 

2.00 1.75 

1.718.62 

6.00 1.67 

2.00 1.67 

2.00 1.66 

1.643.00 

1.00 1.60 

6.00 1.58 

1.577.80 

7.00 1.56 

1.542.00 

5.50 1.52 

4.90 1.50 

2.00 1.49 

1.492.40 

3.00 1.49 

23.00 1.48 

2.00 1.47 

10.05 1.47 

8.26 1.45 

10.00 1.44 

2.00 1.44 

2.12 1.43 

3.20 1.43 

2.00 1.39 

1.00 1.37 

4.00 1.35 

1.353.00 

3.00 1.34 

9.00 1.33 

1.332.00 

1.313.00 

1.35 1.29 

17.00 1.29 

1.291.00 

79.99 1.26 

1.243.40 

I 



40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

81 

82 

83 

CASS 3.73 3.00 1.24 

JASPER 2.46 2.00 1.23 

DEKALB 3.60 3.00 1.20 

BARTHOLOMEW 6.08 5.16 1.18 

HANCOCK 4.57 3.90 1.17 

JACKSON 4.03 3.45 1.17 

DAVIESS 2.32 2.00 1.16 

DELAWARE 9.17 8.00 1.15 

DECATUR 2.28 2.00 1.14 " 

WASHINGTON 2.28 2.00 1.14 

GRANT 5.98 5.30 1.13 

WHITLEY 2.25 2.00 1.13 

MONROE 11.13 9.98 1.12 

MIAMI 3.26 3.00 1.09 

LAKE 37.28 34.30 1.09 

RANDOLPH 2.13 2.00 1.06 

FULTON 2.13 2.00 1.06 

MONTGOMERY 3.17 3.00 1.06 

LAGRANGE 2.09 2.00 1.04 

MORGAN 5.00 4.86 1.03 

PERRY 2.04 2.00 1.02 

TIPTON" 1.12 1.10 1.02 

LAWRENCE 3.73 3.70 1.01 

CLAY 2.01 2.00 1.01 

WHITE 2.00 2.00 1.00 

FOUNTAIN 1.39 1.40 0.99 

WAYNE 5.76 5.81 0.99 

STEUBEN 2.92 3.00 0.97 

HUNTINGTON 2.65 2.80 0.95 

BOONE 3.98 4.22 0.94 

MARTIN 0.94 1.00 0.94 

STARKE 1.81 2.00 0.90 

ORANGE 1.80 2.00 0.90 

POSEY 1.80 2.00 0.90 

RIPLEY 1.77 2.00 0.88 

RUSH 1.76 2.00 0.88 

SWITZERLAND 0.85 1.00 0.85 

CRAWFORD 1.00 1.20 0.83 

ADAMS 1.60 2.00 0.80 

WELLS 1.53 2.00 0.77 

PIKE 1.14 1.50 0.76 

CARROLL 1.49 2.00 0.75 

BENTON 0.73 1.00 0.73 

UNION 0.72 1.00 0.72 



~~_.t;"~. .-' ~ ':.ig, . " '::~~~ 

84 

85 

86 

87 

88 

89 

90 

91 

92 

ISTATE TOTALS 565.85 444.43 1.27 

SULLIVAN 2.14 3.00 0.71 

OHIO 0.53 0.80 0.66 

FRANKLIN 1.28 2.00 0.64 

NEWTON 1.26 2.00 0.63 

JAY 1.26 2.00 0.63 

WARREN 0.61 1.00 0.61 

BLACKFORD 1.06 2.00 0.53 

PULASKI 1.05 2.00 0.53 

BROWN 0.98 2.00 0.49 



2011 TEMPORARY ADJUSTED WEIGHTED CASELOAD MEASURES 
(Amended 7/12/12) 

2011 TEMPORARY 
2011 WEIGHTED 

ADJUSTED WEIGHTED 
CASELOAD MEASURES 

CASELOAD MEASURES 

COUNTY NEED HAVE UTIL NEED HAVE UTIL CHANGECOURT COURTNAME 

.... O.:~O ,. ··1,9QAdamsCircuitCourt 1;g6.Ql~01 

ADAMS 0.74 0.81 1.0401001 Adams Superior Court 1.00 0.78 0.04 

02C01 Allen Circuit Court
 

02002
 Allen Superior Court 2
 

02004
 Allen Superior Court 4 

ALLEN 

BARTHOLOMEW 

BENTON 

BLACKFORD 

BOONE 
06002
 

07C01
 
BROWN 

1.02 0.67 0.0008C01 1.00 0.67 0.68 

CARROLL ?~~~l~4;' 
Total 1.49 1.542.00 0.75 2.04 0.75 0.00 



2011 TEMPORARY 
2011 WEIGHTED 

ADJUSTED WEIGHTED 
CASELOAD MEASURES 

CASELOAD MEASURES 

COUNTY 

CASS 

CLARK 

CLAY 

CLINTON 

CRAWFORD 

DAVIESS 

DEARBORN 

DECATUR 

DEKALB 

DELAWARE 

DUBOIS 

-0.01 

UTIL CHANGE 

1.05 0.02 

1.29 -0.08 

1.22 -0.10 

1.19 -0.05 
.. 

"0:,111;91' 

1.97 -0.52 

1.49,; .. ;0;27 

2.32 -0.11 

l'!J2, ' ~().j,t 

1.09 0.00 

CJ.9.o -Q;Ql1 . 
1.00 

1.12 

3.26 

1.09 

1.71 

1.04 

1.31' 

1.00 

1.61 

2.04 

1.17 1.23 -0.18 

1.04 

1.77 

HAVE 

1.41 1.45 

HAVE UTIL NEED 

1.00 1.04 1.10 

1.00 1.37 1.44 

1.00 1.32 1.34 

3.00 1.24 3.87 

1.15 2,02 , 2:50 

1.30 2.49 3.38 

}4q; : 1.(6: 2;~ 
.. 

-, 

1.50 2.43 3.73 

.. 5~35 ~4~, ~1:7;24 

1.00 1.09 1.09 
,'.".'

q.~t 0:93tiJd 
2.00 1.01 2.03 

-t:Q~;,<'· '{S7: 'f'S?
: 

NEED 

1.04 

1.37 

1.32 

Total 3.73 

2.33 

3.23 

4.4'7. 
, 

3.64 

"!"pt:at U.f?'1 
1.09 

0;92 

Total 2.01 

COURT NAME 

Cass Superio(Cburt 2 

Cass Ci rcuit CoiJrt 

Cass Superior Court 1 

09C01 

09001 

09D02" 

10003 Clark Superior Court 3 

11C01 Clay Circuit Court 

COURT 

IDem "ClarkCirtuitc;ourt 

, 10001 Clark Superior Court 1 

Total 2.94 2.00 1.47 2.95 2.12 1.39 -0.08 



2011 WEIGHTED 

CASELOAD MEASURES 

2011 TEMPORARY 

ADJUSTED WEIGHTED 

CASELOAD MEASURES 

-0.14 

-0.02 

-0.02 

0.05 

0.01 

CHANGE 

1.22 

1.69 

1.07 

1.19 

1.62 

UTIL 

2.30 

1.43 

1.04 

1.71 

1.15 

1.27 1.51 -0.08 

1.92 1.73 -0.01 

2.18 1.29 .~Q.:J.O 

1.84 1.13 -0.12 

1.09 1.21 -0.11 

5.83 1.32 -0.18 

1.45 1.56 -0.27 

1.42 0.98 -0.01 

1.34 1.20 -0.30 

1.01 0.76 0.02 

HAVE 

10.81 1.42 -0.05 

,1.09 1.37 -0.10 

HAVE UTIL NEED 

2.00 1.36 2.81 

1.40 1.64 2.41 

1.55 1.09 1.82 

1.08 1.21 1.38 

1.02 1.61 1.69 

1.15 1.59 1.92 

1,85 1.75 3.32 

10.05 1.47 15.34 

1,00 1.47 lA9 

1.00 1.31 1.32 

2.00 1.39 2.80 

1.60 1.25 2.07 

1.10 1.51 1.78 

1.20 1.83 2.25 

1.00 1.50 ·i,61 

4.90 1.50 7.71 

lAP P:Q9' '. T39 

1.40 0.99 1.39 
,. 

.··J;:it9, .' Q;$4"~'• iO,!i!? 
1.00 0.74 0.77 

2.20 

2.79 

1.47 

1.31 

1.99 

1.50 

0.74 

·1.67 

Total' 

Total 7.36 

Total i 1.39 

. 

Fayette Superior Court 

Floyd Circuit Court 

Fayette Circuit (Clurt 

FIQYd~.lJPE!rior·Cciurt 1 

Floyd Superior Court 2 
," . -. - --' 

Floyd superior Co.urt·3 

21001 

21C01, 

22C01, 

22002 

22POl 

24C02 Franklin Circuit Court 2 

COURT COURT NAME NEED 

2OC01 Elkhart Circuit Court 2.72 

20001 Elkhart Superior Court 1 2.30 

20002 Elkhart Superior Court 2 1.69 

20003 Elkhart Superior Court 3 1.31 

20004 Elkhart Superior Court 4 1.64 

20005 Elkhart Superior Court 5 1.83 

20006 Elkhart Superior Court 6 3.23· 

Total 14.72 

22D03 

ELKHART 

COUNTY 

FAYETTE 

FLOYD 

FRANKLIN 

FOUNTAIN 

FULTON 
.•.. 

25C01 Fulton Circuit Court 1.13 1.00 1.13 1.~ 1.~ 1.13 QOO 

",,< :"q;n,<~,~f"~ ')~;; I>Q:~& . "9t9'©' • 
Total' 2.13 2.00 1.06 2.13 2.02 1.05 -0.01 

..... ": 
.;, .' ..•... ,C 

GIBSON 26001 Gibson Superior Court 1.39 1.00 1.39 1.40 1.10 1.27 -0.11 

GRANT 

GREENE 

27C01 Grant Circuit Court . 1.33 . 1.20 1.10 1.61 1.23 1.31 0.20 

~~~"::"')'~<;~~.~ ii.~[B 
27002 Grant Superior Court 2 1.57 1.90 0.83 1.80 1.92 0.94 0.11 

-~.".~~.~ ~~-~. 
Total' 5.98 5.30 1.13 6.85 5.43 1.26 0.13 

~~ . ,,~;''';;.. > "1i~1Jl""· ~ 

28001 Greene Superior Court 1.92 1.00 1.92 1.95 1.01 1.93 0.01 

29C01 Hamilton Circuit Court 2.29 1.51 1.52 2.43 1.57 1.55 0.03 

0.03 

0.051.35 

1.52 

1.49 

1.39 1.88 1.21 

" "':;:'-.,-' 

1:.qJ!.,'1.37 4,21) 

1.49 2.12 1.39 

1:.58 4.0$' i.2~ 

1.30 1.67 1.24 

1.44 15.18 1Q.20 

1.24 

1.69 

2.07 1.39 

1.61 

Total 14.44 10.00 

" .. 

Hamilton Superior Court 2 

Hamilton SuperiorCourt6 

29002 

29004 Hamilton Superior Court 4 

29006 

HAMILTON 



2011 TEMPORARY 
2011 WEIGHTED 

ADJUSTED WEIGHTED 
CASELOAD MEASURES 

CASELOAD MEASURES 

COUNTY COURT COURT NAME NEED HAVE UTll NEED HAVE UTll CHANGE 

30C01 Hancock Circuit Court 1.40 1.30 1.08 1.42 1.30 1.09 0.01 

30001 Hancock Superior Court 1 1.79 1.30 1.37 1.82 1.35 1.35 -0.03 
HANCOCK 

30002 Hancock Superior Court 2 1.30 1.07 0.00 

Total 

1.38 1.30 1.06 1.38 

3.95 1.17 0.00 

31C01 Harrison Circuit Court 

4.57 3.90 1.17 4.62 

1.58 1.20 -0.12 

HARRISON 

1.85 1.40 1.32 1.89 

31001 Harrison Superior Court 1.73 1.00 1.73 1.76 1.:).7 1.50 -0.23 

Total 3;58 2.40 1A9 3.65 2.75 1.33 -0.16 

32C01 Hendricks Circuit Court 1.12 1.91 -0.12 

32D01 

2.03 1.00 2.03 2.13 

Hendricks Superior Court 1 1.77 1.00 1.77 1.91 1.07 1.78 0.01 

32002 Hendricks Superior Court 2 1.58 1.00 1.58 1.78 1.06 1.68 0.10
 

HENDRICKS
 32003 Hendricks Superior Court 3 1.65 1.00 1.6? 1.81 1.05 1.73 0.07 

32D04 Hendricks Superior Court 4 1.59 1.00 1.59 1.81 1.06 1.71 0.12 
.. 

31Do5 Hendricks Superior Court 5 1.41 1.00 1.41 1:59 1.13 1.41 MO 
Total 10.04 6.00 1.67 11.04 6A8 1.70 0.03 

33C01 Henry Circuit Court 1 1.24 1.35 -0,01 

33C02 

1•.64 1.20 1.37 1.67 

Henry Circuit Court 2 1.16 1.20 0.97 1.18 1.55 0.76 -0.21 
HENRY ." 

3~(:03 '..:'. He nry (i rcu it Court 3 . ". ..... 1.4~: I LqQ • ',1.43 . 1,.g6. 1.00. ;1.46 I);Q~ 

Total 4.23 3.40 1.24 4.30 3.78 1.14 -0.11 . 
l,g!,! .1:59 :CO(~$ 

34001 

....... .... .~,5,i ·.lBd~~ J,.~7 ··¥;66.
 

Howard Superior Court 1	 1.59 1.00 1.59 1.65 1.04 1.58 -0.01 
.. ' 

.... :.. ..... .i.'.;..~" ;";:"';":. 
:....	 1,)147' 1.'.~·5g,·../~.",';!.( 

Total 8.39 5.50 1.52 9.24

'.:1>.;;;;(" .,'",,,' ·i;s:~··· 

·1.131 .~,~'.gQ; •.•. i~~J..·, .;~~~a .1:02, ·J/19:.. 'Q:1~
HOWARD 

34003 Howard Superior Court 3	 1.51 1.00 1.51 1.52 1.00 1.52 0.01 

•..... 

....
 

HUNTINGTON
 35001 Huntington Superior Court 
1": ..•. ;.......•.
 .......	 .•..
. .... 

36C01 Jackson Circuit Court 1.35 1.10 1.22 1.32 1.15 1.14 -0.08 

~~ . 
;Y ~.~ ~ 1JACKSON 

36002 Jackson Superior Court 2 1.49	 1.25 1.19 1.60 1.25 1.28 0.09 

f-------F~= r~t>L:.~<,.!\ •... ·'.:';;'::·.·'·"'i:-;;,.,..:	 .:c ~i':i#;;g'3l"r\ ~i~;4'~ij~~E~¥~ ..\I·': ;'3Jt~m:~: 
37C01 Jasper Circuit Court 1.35	 1.00 1.35 1.39 1.22 1.14 -0.21 

JASPER ~~!~~@·f;"~li~.~ti():f~gY·tr.·.. '·.·: ..••.•.•• > RlII	 ~~ 
Total 2.46 2.00 1.23 2.52 2.32 1.09 -0.14 

;;';;;;(!'.'......• . '•..'.,1' 0:1:8' ·i{.86~;!~:<IJay.~ircllits0!'Jrt:·	 .:-, 0;10' p~76 :e~~t ··,~i~~:.,,-.	 .'.".~~';'.:~, ~ 

JAY 38001 Jay Superior Court 0.56	 1.00 0.56 0.56 1.00 0.56 0.00 

2:;00 
.' 

6;§~ 1.:26 ~.()3 ;d;~~ .:cj;(ii
;C._ ,-"." ,:_._~" ~.,",~ -.-

39C01 Jefferson Circuit Court 2.09	 1.00 2.09 2.08 1.08 1.92 -0.16
'.' ....:... ..... '. . . . 

JEFFERSON ". '3l\iiDOl····.···.. Jefferson Superior Co.urt ·····1i.41 1.00 :)..41" +:4;2 1.11 1;?8 -Q.1? 
Total 3.49 2.00 1.75 3.50 2.19 1.60 -O.lS 

Jennin{lsCircuit C9~rt 
'.' 

c. 1.00 2.17 ?/l:7 ):,00 2;17 Q.QQ 

JENNINGS 

____ ,._~', ,;,,_ ,. • __ "', _ _ _ • -" -, _0 __ .' •	 .' 

40001 Jennings Superior Court 1.17 1.00 1.17 1.17 1.08 1.09 -0.08 

Total 3.35 2.00 1.67 3.34 2.08 1.61 -0:01 

..•... 

http:r~t>L:.~<,.!\�
http:�.;.......�


2011 TEMPORARY 
2011 WEIGHTED 

ADJUSTED WEIGHTED 
CASElOAD MEASURES 

CASElOAD MEASURES 

COUNTY 

JOHNSON 

KNOX 

KOSCIUSKO 

LAGRANGE 

LAKE 

COURT 

41C01 

41001 

41002 

41D03 

42C01 

42001 

42002 

43C01 

43001 

43002 

43003 

44C01 

44001 

COURT NAME 

Johnson Circuit Court 

Johnson Superior Court 1 

Johnson Superior Court 2 

Johnson SuperiorCourt3 

Knox Circuit Court 

KnoxSuperioiCourt 1 

Knox Superior Court 2 

Kosciusko Circuit Court 

Kosciusko Superior Court 1 

Kosciusko Superior Court 2 

KOsciusko Superior Court 3 

LagrangeCircuit Court 

NEED 

4.08 

1.82 

1.89 

1.69 

Total 9.47 

1.47 

1.58 

1.86 

Total 4;~1 

1.38 

1.59 

1.12 

1;41 

Total 5.42 

.1.06 

1.03 

t()t,~j i~;'2;~' 

4.49 

HAVE 

2.25 

1.25 

1.25 

1.25 

6.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

3,00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1,00 

4.00 

1.00 

1.00 

. 

UTll 

1.81 

1.46 

1.51 

1.35 

1.58 

1.47 

1.58 . 

1.86 

1·64 

1.38 

1.50 

1.12 

1.41. 

1.35 

1.0B 

NEED 

4.38 

1.89 

2.06 

1.84 

10.17 

1.47 

1.58 

1.86 

4,~2 

1.39 

1.50 

1.12 

1.41 

5.43 

1,08 

1.05 

.·":l:13 c 

HAVE 

2.27 

1.32 

1.35 

1.34 

6.27 

1.04 

1.14 

1.08 

3.27 

1.12 

"1.11 

1.01 

1.03 

4.27 
- ~-

"1.09 

1,08 

/2;,t?···· 

UTIl 

1.93 

1.43 

1.53 

1.37 

1.62 

1.41 

1.39 

1.72 

1.51 

1.24 

1.35 

1.11 

1.38 

1.27 

0:99 

0.97 

'O';~~ 

1.39 

0.01 

jl'01'3~~ 
0.04 

CHANGE 

0.12 

-0.02 

0.02 

0.03 

0.04, 

-0.06 

-0~19 

-0.14 

-Q.~3 " 

-0.14 

-0;15 

-0.01 

-O,QIl', 

-0.08 

-Di06' ,. 
-0.06 

.... :9fffl3.'\ 
0.07 

0.15 

LAPORTE 

46D04 LaPorte Superior Court 4 3.06 

Totili. ··U.~ 

0.00 



2011 TEMPORARY 
2011 WEIGHTED 

ADJUSTED WEIGHTED 
CASELOAD MEASURES 

CASELOAD MEASURES 

COUNTY COURT COURT NAME NEED HAVE UTll NEED HAVE UTll CHANGE 

47COl lawrence Circuit Court 1.58 1.70 0.93 1.63 1.74 0.94 0.01 

47DOl lawrence Superior Court 1 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.01 1.05 0.96 0.01 
LAWRENCE 

47D02 lawrence Superior Court 2 1.19 1.00 1.19 1.22 1.16 1.06 -0.14 

Total 3.73 3.70 1.01 3.86 3.95 0.98 -0.03 

48COl Madison Circuit Court 1 2.03 1.60 1.27 2.15 1.60 1.34 0.07 

48C02 Madison Circuit Court 2 2.05 1.60 1.28 2.13 1.99 1.07 -0.21 

48C03 Madison Circuit Court 3 2.22 1.40 1.58 .2.36 1.52 1.56 -0.03 

MADISON 48C04 Madison Circuit Court 4 1.69 1.10 1.54 1.84 1.14 1.61 0.07 

48C05 MadisoriCircuitCourt 5 1.58 1.10 1.43 .1.68 1.16 1.46 0.02 

48C06 Madison Circuit Court 6 2.44 1.46 1.67 2.57 1.47 1.75 0.07 

Total 12.01• 8.26 1.45 1,2.73 8.88 1.43 -0.02 

49COl Marion Circuit Court 9.49 6.00 1.58 9.73 6.02 1.62 0.04 

N1~!~n $!JP~:~iqi,civIrr .':e7i 1;05 .1,88 1,75 1.08: 0).12' 
49D02 Marion Superior, Civil 2 1.63 1.14 1.17 0.02 

.. :1~f)CJ~~'< '~~fI~(j:~l,l ~~r!~r:;§ixlI3. :,:lPt J,.Q? 1.13 . 0~(J5' 

49D04 Marion Superior, Civil 4 1.84 1.71 0.06 

.oim&-,. 
0.08 

MARION 

?;~g;~o" 

0.41 
o. 

4:&3, f!}\? :iA0'" .. p.?~ 

2,80 1.64 1.71 0.43 

O~2;T019:4 r83 ).:'52" .. 1.21. 
49G02 Marion Superior, Criminal 2 1.46 1.51 0.97 1.82 1.52 1.20 0.23 

1,.:jY 1•.51, 0.9:1, 1.?,!> 153 1·15 0;24 

49G04 Marion Superior, Criminal 4 1.43 1.51 0.95 1.81 1.54 1.17 0.22 

L54 Ui1 1.02 1;.78 1.55 1.15 0:1.3 

49G06 1.54 1.51 1.02 1.90 1.51 1.26 0.24 

49G14 

Marion Superior, Criminal 6 

4.47 2.66 1.68 6.18 2.68 2.30 0.62Marion Superior, Criminal 14 



2011 TEMPORARY 
2011 WEIGHTED 

ADJUSTED WEIGHTED 
CASElOAD MEASURES 

CASElOAD MEASURES 

COUNTY COURT COURT NAME NEED HAVE UTIL NEED HAVE 

49616 Marion Superior, Criminal 16 2.10 1.99 1.06 2.48 2.05 

49617 Marion Superior, Criminal 17 2.09 1.99 1.05 2.39 1.99 

49620 MarionSuperior, Criminal 20 3.84 3.01 1.28 5.93 3.01 
MARION (Cont) 

49621 Marion Superior, Criminal 21 1.93 1.89 1.02 2.18 1.90 

49622 Marion Superior, Criminal 22 1.33 1.41 0.94 1.64 1.44 

Total 100.93 79.99 1.26 117.3S 80.73 

SC!!=m Marsh-all Circuit Court 1.27 1.00 1.27 1.28 1.08 

50DOl Marshall Superior Court 1 1.37 1.00 1.37 1.39 1.11 
- . '.MARSHALL 

50P02 . MarshallS0pe rior Court 2 1.27 1.00 1.27.· 1:28 1.12 

Total 3.00 3.95 3.31 

;1.&6- ;1.02 
MARTIN 

1.00 

MIAMI 

MONROE 

MONTGOMERY 

MORGAN 

NEWTON 

UTIL 

1.21 

1.20 

1.97 

1.15 

1.14 

1.45 

1.18 

1.26 

1.14 

1.19 

.·.·.·.·.0,92 

0.92 

CHANGE 

0.16 

0.15 

0.69 

0.13 

0.20 

0.19 

-0:09 

-0.12 

-0.13 

-0.11 

cO~.02 

-0.02 

.;8;12' . 

-0.03 

,0;04
-0.06 

1.26 0.01 

0.13 

57D01 Noble Superior Court 1 1.39 1.00 1.39 1.52 
NOBLE 

Total 4.03 3.00 

1040.. 1))0. 

1.34 4.4S 3.24 1.37 0.03 



2011 TEMPORARY 
2011 WEIGHTED 

ADJUSTED WEIGHTED 
CASELOAD MEASURES 

CASELOAD MEASURES 

0.00 

0,01 

-0.03 

0.01 

-0.03 

-0.02 

-0.11 

0.00 

0.00 

CHANGEHAVE UTIL NEED HAVE UTIL 

0.80 0,66 0.53 0.85 0,63 

0.80 0.66 0.53 0.85 0.63 

1;00 Q;Q3 O.~4 1.00 0·94 
1.00 0.87 0.89 1.00 0.89 

Z;oo )~~,i) '!J12 2.i:J(1, 0,91 

1.35 1.29 1.77 1.37 1.29 

'1,;3$;' ';J,:~~f~ j~n 1,31 'li?9 
1.00 1.37 1.37 1.08 1.27 

:i.a) ,:1-;3" ~l.7 

1.02 2.03 1.00 

"J.i4~,2 :.~;p1,' 

0:53 

0.87 

0,93 

1.75 

1.37 

NEED 

Total 0.53 

Total 1.Bo', 

COUNTY COURT COURT NAME 

58COl Ohio Circuit Court 
OHIO 

59COl Orange Circuit Court 

ORANGE 59DOl Orange Superior Court 

Owen Circuit Court 
OWEN 

Parke Circuit Court 
PARKE 

PERRY 
Pe rry Ci rcu it Cou rt 

63COl 
PIKE 

POSEY 

PORTER 

RANDOLPH 

RIPLEY 

RUSH 

PULASKI 

PUTNAM 



COUNTY COURT COURT NAME 

71C01 St. Joseph Circuit Court 

71001 St. Joseph Superior Court 1 

71003 St. Joseph Superior Court 3 

ST. JOSEPH 71005 St. Joseph Superior Court 5 

71007 St. Joseph Superior Court 7 

71J01 St. Joseph Probate Court 

SCOTT 

Shelby Superior Court 1 
.SHELBY 

2011 TEMPORARY 
2011 WEIGHTED 

ADJUSTED WEIGHTED 
CASELOAD MEASURES 

CASElOAD MEASURES 

NEED HAVE UTll NEED HAVE UTll CHANGE 

0.023.16 3.00 1.05 3.32 3.10 1.07 

1.80 1.95 1.26 1.551.25 1.44 0.11 

1.74 1.311.461.25 1.40' 1.91 0.06 

1.74 1.25 1.39 1.92 1.29 1.49 0.09 

0,031.65 1.25 1.32 1,.70. 1.251.36· 

1.66 1.25 1.33 1.69 1.32 1.28 -0.04 

..1.25 1.72· 

1.71 1.25 1.80 1.26 1.431.37 0.05 

4.00 1.275.08 5.36 4.22 1.27 0.00 

~ ~~-~~~~~
 

SPENCER 

STARKE 

STEUBEN 

SULLIVAN 

SWITZERLAND 

TIPPECANOE 

TIPTON 
Total 1.U 1.10 

L~9 

1.56 

~.S8 

1.71 

1.02 

1.02 

1. 73 

3.10 

't·.S~:4 
1.76 

2;,$5 
14.94 

¥,l:~ 
1.13 

1.17 

1.97 

i\)(ct: 
1.19 

{f.s. 

9.01 

J:)$ 

1.23 

1.48 

~A8 

1.66 

9,9J~ 

0.92 

W)~3; 

-0.08 

-0,11 

-0.05 

-0.).0 
-0.10 

.8lGOl Union Circuit Court 0.72 1.00 Q.72 0.7£ i.oo 0;72 0.00 
UNION 

Total 0.72 1.00 0.72 0.72 1.00 0.72 0.00 



2011 WEIGHTED 

CASELOAD MEASURES 

2011 TEMPORARY 

ADJUSTED WEIGHTED 

CASELOAD MEASURES 

COUNTY 

VANDERBURGH 

COURT 

82COl 

82001 

82002 

82003 

82p04 

COURT NAME 

Vanderburgh Circuit Court 

Vanderburgh Superior Court 1 

VanderburghSuperior Court 2, 

Vanderburgh Superior Court 3 

VanderpurghSu perior Cou rt 4 

NEED 

4.14 

2.25 

2;50 

2.45 

HAVE UTIL NEED HAVE 

2.00 2.07 4.42 2,00 

1.43 1.58 2.29 1.70 

1.43 1.l~ 2.5~, 1.71 

1.43 1.72 2.51 1.75 

2,.4'3 ?2i 
'.. 

$:3) '. 
t43" 

UTIL 

221 

1.35 

1.51 

1.43 

221 

CHANGE 

0.14 

-0.23 

-0.24 

-0.28 

0.00 

82005 Vanderburgh Su perior Court 5 2.45 1.43 1.71 2.49 1.65 1.51 -0.20 

82007 Vanderburgh Superior Court 7 2.07 1.43 1.44 2.12 1.69 1.25 -0.19 

-0.04 

-0.05 

-0.20 

, ,~6:05 

1.231.051.291.291.001.29 

Vigo Circuit Court/Superior 3 

Vermillion Circuit Court 83COl 
VERMILLION 

VIGO 

WABASH -0.11 

-0.02 
WARREN 

WARRICK 

WASHINGTON 

1.21 

WAYNE 

WELLS 

Total 1.53 2.00 0.77 1.55 2.06 0.76 -0.01 

0.04 

0.07 

-0.12 

-0.07 



________

2011 WEIGHTED 

CASELOAD MEASURES 

2011 TEMPORARY 

ADJUSTED WEIGHTED 

CASELOAD MEASURES 

COUNTY 

WHITE 

COURT 

91001 

COURT NAME 
. .. 

White (ircuitCourt 

White Superior Court 

NEED HAVE 

1~00;. 1.00 

1.00 1.00 

UTIL NEED HAVE UTIL CHANGE 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 

WHITLEY 

92C01 Whitley Circuit Court 1.19 1.00 1.19 1.20 1.08 1.12 -0.08 

Total 2.25 2.00 1.13 2.26 2.16 1.05 -0.08 

S_T_A_TE_T_O_T_A_LS r~ 444.431 1.27 ~. 0.03 I 



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

TABLE OF CONTENTS
 

EXHIBIT
 
EXHIBIT 
EXHIBIT 
EXHIBIT 
EXHIBIT 
EXHIBIT 
EXHIBIT 
EXHIBIT 
-_.- .. ._. -----~._~----.-

EXHIBIT 

-

. .... - .... _. 

July 12} 2011 letter from Superior Court Judges 
. --_ _- __ ._- _ _--. "- _._-.- .. -_._.. __ _._ _---_ _ _ . 

May 22} 2009 letter from Superior Court Judges
-.- .. - ... - . ..- .. _..... _-_._-_. __ .__.__._---_._. __._-_._-_... ------

August 13} 2009 letter from Hendricks County Council 
.. _..- - -- . _.... -- . _- - ._ _ -._---_._ .._-_._ _----_._._.. _. _._._. ------ . 

A~~_ust 18} 2009_I~t~er fr~f!' _H_~~_~r~c~s_S9url~YC()r'!lrrd~~i()n~r~ _ 
Case load from largest to smallest 

- _._. .'.--- .. .._._._-_._-_ _._-- _~--

Alphabetical list of counties case load 
.. _.. . .. _..... ------'._---_ ... _.... -_.- --. -- ---- .-..-------- -

Case load of population per judicial officer 
_ ' . - --------. -.----.._-, __ - - -._-_.--_ _ _--- ..- _.- . 

Difference in caseload 2010 to 2011 
• - ._ ••• _. • ••• "_"_0' _0 0 .0_0 ••__ • • _ 

Summary 



JUDGES
 
OF THE
 

SUPERIOR COURTS
 
OF
 

HENDRICKS COUNTY
 

July 12, 2011 

The Honorable Greg Steuerwald The Honorable Richard Bray 
State Representative State Senator 
State House State House 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Re: Summer study - Magistrates and Courts 

Dear Greg: 

A couple of years ago, a request was made for the Legislature to investigate and provide 
Hendricks County with a recommendation as to the appropriate number of judges/magistrates. 
That request had the support of the undersigned and the Commissioners and Council. No action 
was taken. Judge Boles requested that we notify you that he is not in favor of our request. 

We are now requesting that a discussion and recommendation from your Committee be made as 
to the Legislature approving 2 Magistrates for Hendricks County. Upon notice that action will be 
taken, we will cooperate and provide everything we can to help the Committee. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT W. REESE, Judge 
Hendricks Superior Court No.1 
~
;I~,~ 

DAVID H. COLEMAN, Judge 
Hendricks Superior Court No 



HENDRICKS SUPERIOR COURT NO.1 Robert W. Freese 
ONE COURTHOUSE SQUARE, #106 Judge 

(317) 745-9209DANVILLE, INDIANA 46122-1704 

May 22, 2009 

The Honorable Connie Lawson The Honorable Greg Steuerwald 
Indiana Senate Indiana House of Representatives 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Re: Magistrate 

Dear Connie and Greg: 

This letter is a request to have the following addressed by the Commission on Courts: 

1.	 Should the General Assembly pass an Act to establish one or more Magistrates for the 
Courts of Record of Hendricks County due to the caseload of the Courts? 

Sincerely, 

Robert W. Freese 
Judge 

CONCURRENCE WITH REQUEST 

Judge Jeffrey V. Boles 
" 

$/ /'\'J /i
rl/lit ~'J 

fcVUill\ / II' ~ '.,,/?~t_/--
Judge Karen M. Vi!, 



~~~~~~~ ~enbrick5 QCountp QCouncil ~~=~~~=
 
HENDRICKS COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER 

355 South Washington Street #202· Danville, Indiana 46122~1759 

August 13,2009 

The Honorable Connie Lawson The Honorable Greg Steuerwald
 
Indiana Senate Indiana House of Representatives
 
200 West Washington Street 200 West Washington Street
 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 Indianapolis, IN 46204
 

Re: Magistrate 

Dear Connie and Greg: 

Judge Freese, on behalf of the Superior Court Judges, has provided us with their letter to you 
regarding a request for the Commission on Courts to investigate the need for one or more 
magistrates for Hendricks County. 

We support this request. Our understanding is that such a position is state funded and will not 
have fiscal impact on Hendricks County for salary or benefits. 

Sincerely, 

~c< 
President,
 
Hendricks County Council
 

(317) 745-9300 • Fax (317) 745·9389 • E-mail: council@co.hendricks.in.us 

mailto:council@co.hendricks.in.us


T§oarb of QI:ommissioners 
HENDRICKS COUNTY 

Phyllis A. Palmer Hendricks County Government Center 
Eric L. Wathen August 18, 2009 355 South Washington St. #204 
DavidA. Whicker Danville, Indiana 46122-1759 

The Honorable Connie Lawson The Honorable Greg Steuerwald 
Indiana Senate Indiana House of Representatives 
200 West Washington Street 200 West Washington Street 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 Indianapolis, U'J 46204 

Re: Magistrate 

Dear Connie and Greg: 

Judge Freese, on behalf of the Superior Court Judges, has provided us with their letter to you 
regarding a request for the Commission on Courts to investigate the need for one or more magistrates 
for Hendricks County. 

We support this request. Our understanding is that such a position is state funded and will not have 
fiscal impact on Hendricks County for salary or benefits. 

Sincerely, 

p~ () fJal/nwJ 
Phyllis A. Palmers, Vice President 

ilt:f:=& 
cc: Hendricks County Superior Court Judges 

(317) 745-9221 • FAX (317) 745-9457 • E-MAIL: jwyeth@co.hendricks.in.us 

mailto:jwyeth@co.hendricks.in.us


- ----

- -- - - - - ---------- ------- ---------- - - -- - - ---- ---

-------------

------------------

-- --- -- -- -- --- ------- ------- --------- ---- -------

-- - - - - - - --

--- -- --- -- - - - - - -

County Judges M~~i_stral 2010 i 2q~! _Difference 

~J( 

Clark 4 2! 2.29 2.18 -0.11 
! -- -- -

Vanderburgh 8 6 1.74 1.82 0.08 
--- ...__..... _._'-  - -- ._._ _-_. _.. -_.- -_.__._ .. -- - . 

Jefferson 2 0 1.47 1.75 0.28 
Tippecanoe 7 2 1.55 1.71 0.16 
--- _ .. -.. - ..... _ ...... -_._. -- .. ......._ __ - - _ _ _--_
 _.. __ __ -. __ . 

Hendricks 6 0 1.54 1.67 0.13 /f~ 
- ----- --- - -- --- -_. - ------------- 

Jennings 2 0 1.54 1.67 0.13 
... __ _-_._._._-_._._- _ --- - --. 

Greene 2 0 1.34 1.66 0.32 
- _. - ._-- -- _- - .----.---_._. - . - -- --- - - - - .. "- - _.. _ - --- 

Knox 3 0 1.74 1.64 -0.10 
.. _.- .. __ ....._--- .. 

Spencer 1 0 1.76 1.6 -0.16 
----.. -_.__ ._--- - _ .. '-.  - - -- - ...- -- .- 

Johnson 4 2 1.67 1.58 -0.09 
... - - _.. _.-.- " - ------------  -- - -- -----. 

LaPorte 5 3 1.64 1.57 -0.07 
.. ---. .~- ----- - -- .  -- . 

Vigo 6 1 1.56 1.56 0.00 
--------------._------- - 1--- -- - " -- .-.- _. _.- . --_.._-_ __ . -.- _._-_._-_ --_._ .._-- _---

Gibson 2 0 1.56 1.54 -0.02 ._...._- _..._-- _..- .. - - -- 1-- --------- ---- .--- --.------------------------- ---.--------------------- 

Howard 
- -- 

_.__.- _..._._.- -.-.  :~I-- ~:~~ 1:~ -·-~6:_ii- ------Floyd 
-------.'--_.- ---- --- ._----_._ -_. 

Clinton 2 0 1.55 1.49 -0.06 
-- - - _ _._-- . ----_._._ .. --_._ ----_. __ .._._..  .__ ._

Harrison 2 0 1.55 1.49 -0.06 
••• __ • - ._ ......_. __ 0- --.- 

Shelby 3 0 1.62 1.49 -0.13 
._--_. . .-... _. --_.----_._-- .._-_ ...- ..._-_ .._--_._. ----._------ ~._-----_._--.-

Allen 10 11 1.57 1.48 -0.09 
1- - .......... _. .. _....- _.-. ---.. - ----- - -- ----_._-- _._. -_
_._"-~- .._.... - _..... -_.. __. 

Dubois 2 0 1.63 1.47 -0.16 _....... --_.- _.._.....
 ... _ .. _-- ._....- . . . __ .. _._-_.- . _.__ ._-------- -_..--  ._--._---.. _--------~-

Elkhart 7 3 2.06 1.47 ~0.S91 

Madison 6 1 1.55 1.4.5 I . .. -::q}_9+ _.. 
Wabash 2 0 1.41 1.44 0.03 

---_ .. - _...._ ...... "- - - -_ ....._---_.... _.._....._.._._...  -- .._.---------- 

Hamilton 7 2 1.60 1.44 -0.16 
---_._ ... - .--- . _ ....- .- .... _-_ .. _.... 

Scott 2 0 1.45 1.43 -0.02 
. -- -.-_.. _.... - - --- ---. -- - - - - - ----- --- -- -----

Parke 1 0 1.62 1.37 -0.25 
~.. -_. -.- - ... -- --_ ..- .. _. -_._. 

Warrick 3 0 1.44 1.35 -0.09 
---- --------_. 

Kosciusko 4 0 1.55 1.35 -0.20 _..... - .. --_.. ~ 

Noble - - --- -------3 1.- 9_ _ ~._~~ ~}4_ _~9_'9.~ _ 
Porter 6 3 1.44 1.33 -0.11 

- -- _ __ . -  - - - ._ . 

Putnam 2 01 1.48. !}~_-q,-~~ _ 
Dearbon 3 11 1.35 1.32 -0.03 

--- . -_. _... - ... 

Marshall 3 0 1.44 1.31 -0.13
1 

1 - --- - --- --- - -- -- - - - -- 

Vermillion 1 0 1.19 1.29 0.10 
_. -_-. __ .- .... _. _._-------- "'_ ...--_._.- . 

Owen 1 0 1.44 1.29 -0.15 
. _.... -- ....-

St. Joseph 10i 7 1.52 1.29 -0.23 
mJ~:;> ;;jb;BlIfUIJt{;i;;;:,"

I:f_,"-~~-,;,;" 
, 0,;;' 



-----------

------------

- ----

~::~~ I 3~1 1 6 ~::~ ~:~~ <~~~f1 

Henry 3 0\ 1.12 1.24-0.12 
.-- - ...-- ----.- .... -. -- - -. ---- --. -... 1--·· --- .------ ------.-.-.  .- .. -.-... - ..-----.-. 

Cass 3 0 1.15 1.24 0.09 
--_.. - ... - ._-----,- - ._- _..._.._---------- 

'~~!{~IO~~~ . ~ ~ •.•. .. ~:~~ .>:~t- ~~~!: ~~~.~ 
Hancock 3 0 1.34 1.17 -0.17 
--- ..... - -.---------.- .. - .-.--- - --... .- .-.... - 1-· -. --.--..- --1--------.------.---  -------..

Jackson 3 0 1.36 1.17 -0.19 
.---- ._. ---_." - -- ' -.-.---_._----- ---_ ..-----._.----_._ ---_._--_._---

i 

Daviess I 2 0 1.50 1.16 -0.34 -.---- ..-.----.. -- - ----- . ·1·· - --.---. - -- .. --.--.-- --- . _. . . _ 

E_~_I_~~~re I. ._. _? .... _. 9. __!.~81.-.. ..1_}? Q~q? _ 

-~e~~a~i~~t~~- .-) ~ ~ .- -{~~6 -- .---i~i{---~~~6i--------
_._-------- ._ .._.. -- -- ._. --- .. - .__.- ._.- ------ -. __ ._ ... - -- . - -- -----._-_._---------- - ------_._- ----._-

Whitley 2 0 1.16 1.13 -0.03 
_._._-_._----_._----_. __ ..------ -----_._- - - -- - - _.. --_. --- ----_.__._-- -_._---_.------~_.----- ._-------- 

Grant 41 0 1.21 1.13 -0.08 
---.-------.------.-.. ----.-- . I .- -.-- .--.- - -- .. - ---- -- .--.---------.--.----.-----.--  --------- ..---.. -.- 

_~~_~_r?~ ~I------Q-------- __ ! ..!-? ----- ~~_~3 -----=-g-..Q~-------
~~e~i- 1jI -..-.-. ---j~- --}~~- ------t6~ -----~6:~1------

- .•.- .-- ...---.-- -- - ..-- 1-·----- .-.-.-- --. - - -.---. ... --.- .... -.--- ------.. -----.--.- .--.------.---- .. -.-- .-------- 

~~a~~~Ip-~----- ------~ ..-.- __ ----Qi ----- .-g~~~ - !.:.9§ 9_·.Q] 
Montgomery 3 0 1.14 1.06 -0.081---- . . . ..__ ..._ . . .. __ . ._ __ _ _ ._.____ ___.. _ 

Fulton 2 0 1.23 1.06 -0.17 
-_._--------~--- '-'--- --_. '-'._-_._.' ._-_.._- - -. - . _.._-- .... -- _ .._- -----._...... - -- -- .- .._----,.".._---- ---- --- ---_.__._----------.- ..._-_._ .._---_._-. __._--

LaGrange 2 0 1.33 1.04 -0.29 
-.-- -----.-.--. -- ...- .. . .-----.-.--. ---- - --- ---..- . -- .. - ..--.---- - - -- --------- ---_._-----1---_.. -.--. ---. 

Morgan 4 1 1.07 1.03 -0.041------- __ ._._---- -- --. __ _._ ._._... . ._. __ .. __ ._.. ._. . _. ._ _.. _ 

Tipton 1 0 0.92 1.02 0.10 
---"--_ .._-_._-_.-._- ,-.'----- _....- . .- - ... _.. _._--~. __ .- --_ ..._--._._._--._--_..- ----------_._---- ..._-------_ .._

Perry 1 1 1.11 1.02 -0.09 
_._--_ - _ .._.. - .__ ._. -----_ __ _--_._._ .. ----------- 

Lawrence 3 0 1.04 1.01 -0.03 
._- . --.- - - . -"- . -'-'.' -_...... _. - _.. - - . -- ...-.- ----- --------------------.._._---~--_. 

S:_I~y_ _ _. ?___ __9___ 1.._9.? }:.Q! ~Q..Q~ _
 
White 2 0 1.05 1 -0.05
 

. -. -- -. -- _.._--. _.- - - - ... -- _..... ~ _.._-_ ...- -_.... - .. _

Fountain 1 0 0.96 0.99 0.03 
- . -' .. - ..- -- -. - ..- .. -- --  --------._- ---- --

Wayne 4 1 1.00 0.99 -0.01 
_~t~~~e~ 21. 1 . 0~9_~: 0.~7 ----~~9;Oi ------_~-_--

Huntington 2j 0 1...9_0 0.95 -0.05 
Martin 11 0 0.91 0.94 0.03 
--.- - I . __ _ _ ___ _ .___ _ ._.__ 

Boone 3 0 1.09 0.94 -0.15 -- ---_....- _... _. . . -_..- _...._.._._...__ . _. --- ._ ....._.. _----_..._._. 

Posey 2 0 0.90 0.9 0.00 
------- ---... . - -- ·-1-·· .--- ---- --- --...----- -. ---.--.. ----..----.-.- ... -.---..----- 

~t~~~e ~I· ~I ~:i:i ~::<~:~: .
 



Rush 2 0\ ._.0·.~~1. ... ...~:~~._~g-"q~1-------.--- -..-----.----.-- -.- .. -.--

Ripley 2 0 0.991 0.88 -0.11 
._._...------._-_... _.. .... - _._-.-- - --.. -·-a.gil ··(iSS- -0.06Switzerland 1 0 

~!a~I?_~~---~~~_~_-~~--~~-_~~_~ __:_-~q--~~~ _~_0~?-2J __ ~-O~8i __-~ __0~9i 
Adams 2 0 0.91 0.8 -0.11 
~----_._- ---_._-_._.__._--- _._-- - - ._--- . _._._._.__.. _- ._- --- _. - ----. --_ ..._- _._---_._. ---------.-----_. - ----_._----_ .._._. 

Wells 2 0 0.81 0.77 -0.04 
- -.-.---.-. -.- - ---.-.-.-.-- .- .-.--.-.- --..-.-- ----------.-----. - - - -.- - .. -.- .. - ----- - -.-- --- -.- -1----.- --- 

Pike 1 0 0.97 0.76 -0.21 _._-_._._--_ ----_ -- ---_ .. _- .._-_._---------.. - -_. -_ _ _- - ------_.- ----_. __ .._ 

_... 

-__ _ _
 
----.---- 

- ..-. .-.-.--. 

_._------------. 
1Carroll 2 0 0.72 0.75 0.03 

_.__ .__._----_ .. _._._---- -- - -- ---._-- _._.__ _- _.- - _. - - -- ---'.'.._--_._--- ..-.- --------_.--_ - ------------- ---_ ..- .- _. __. - --_ -_.---~. 

Benton 1 0 0.66 0.73 0.07 

~~~n__-~.=~_Jf •.•••• =f••_~=-~:~~~ __-ri{I~J~%~,_:_~·-_·~
 
Ohio 1 0 0.76 0.66 -0.10 
. __._-----_.----- -_._... -----_._-- - -- -._. ._._-- - .._- -- ---- -- - ---- -.- _..._-_. _.- - ----._---- --_._----_._-- -._._-_. ---- 

Franklin 2 0 0.75 0.64 -0.11 
e--------------.--- -..---.--.----.--.- ---- --------.- --- ..-. - ..--------...-.-.------. --------.---. --.-- -.-----. 

Jay 2 0 0.70 0.63 -0.07 
-------_ .. _. ----_._---- -_.- -------. _. .- ..._....._.- -------- -- ..._--_ .. _-- -- -_. -- - --_.._..._-_._-- -------_.•.  -- -_ .. _._

Newton 2 0 0.72 0.63 -0.09 
1---._-_._._--.._- - -.---- -. - -..- -.--.. ---.. --. --.- ------ ..-.--..-.-.---- --- - ---- .- - -...-... --.------------ -----..-----.-.-- ..---.-..-.- 

yv~_r!~!:!..... ...-L-------~t------.-Q ______.QJ.Q__ .Q._~! _---=-O,(~_~ . _ 
Blackford 2 0 0.55 0.53 -0.02 

f~-I~_~_~f_-~:-~~-··- ._: -~-=~:}.··_-_-:-~-·9~~:·_-~_-:Q:~~6 ~~-_: __Q-,53. =--~0·9.~ ~-==:~ ..= 
Brown 1 1 0.58 0.49 -0.09 
----_.,'. __..._. -_..._-- .._--_._ ..... -- . - ----- - --- .- - -- .. _....- --_._._----- --_. _. -_._._-_._-----_.- .---- - ._..._--- -----_.-._-- -_._ ._-----~-

316 87 1.23 1.17 



- --

¥~jf
 

County Jud~es.. Mag_is~~aj 2010 2~~~ IDifference 
Adams 2 01 0.91 0.8i -0.11 
Allen 10 11 i 1.57 .. ~:~?j._-Q.09 . 

-~- ---. -_..- .._.- .... 

Ba rtholomew 3 2 1.27 1.19 -0.08 
~- ...- . -_._--_._-- --- . 

Benton 1 0 0.66 0.73 0.07 
._.__._-_._-_ .. - ...._-_.- ... _. -. -_ ...__ .. - ....._ .._._.. .-

Blackford 2 0 0.55 0.53 -0.02._-_ ..._-_.._.. _._. ...-._-- -- - --- --_ ..._.. _.. __ . 

Boone 3 0 1.09 0.94 -0.15 
. . . ...._-- -. 

Brown 1 1. 0.58 0.49 -0.09 
--_._---_..._. --_ ..  ... _.... - -_._-_._-- - ---. - --_._------ ._..... _----_... 

Carroll 2 0 0.72 0.75 0.03 
--------- ._._- . -- ... _-- .- . -- 

Cass 3 0 1.15 1.24 0.09 
_.--- _.. 

Clark 4 2 2.29 2.18 -0.11 
..... ..  .-- 

Clay 2 0 1.07 1.01 -0.06 
... - _.. . ..-.... . . . _ .. _.. -.--.---- .. '._-- -.-_._- .. ".-. 

Clinton 2 0 1.55 1.49 -0.06 
._----- _ -_ ..  - - ---- - -.------ ---- - . - ---_._-- -. --". -- --_.- -- -----_._. -_... 

Crawford 
. _.- -- _.. -- .. -- - - .. ~ ~ ·i:~~1 i:~~. ~6:il·· .
Daviess 

Dearbon 3 1 1.35 I 1.32 -0.03 
..._- .. _. - ._... . ... - _.- - _ .. -_._.----. - - ----- -----_.. -- .. _-. -- --_.. _.. _.-.- ---- 

Decatur 2 0 1.16 1.14 -0.02 
._ ... _-------_. .-. _ .. -- --_ _.---- '. . __ .. 

Dekalb 3 0 1.34 1.2 -0.14 
-.
 ._. _._ •.. _'. - __ •• __•• • •• .' •• •__•.• •••••••_. '. ••••• _ ••
 -o-_._---_..._.._----- - -----. 

Delaware 5 0 1.08 1.15 0.07 
........ _-_. __.._- .. ---_._---_.- ._ _-_..- -----.... _...__--.~_..

Dubois 2 0 1.63 1.47 -0.16 
--_..._- -_._.- .._-  .. -  "'-~--'- - -------  -._--_.--._.  -  .... _..__._ ...-----_._ ..__._.. _..._-------

Elkhart 7 3 2.06 1.47 -0.59 
- _-_._._ ---_._ .. __ . -- ----- - _ _._._ .. __ .__ ..-

Fayette 2 0 1.30 1.25 -0.05 
.... _ _.. _ - _ --_ _ ~-_.. --- 

Floyd 
- ..-_ _. .+ __ .._.. 4 . _.__ _. 1 - 1.61 ._ _ 1.5 _.. -0.11 . _. 

Fountain 
-- .----_._._- -_.. --..- .. .. - . . 

1 
. 

0 0.96 0.99 
- - - _.... . - .-.  -

0.03 
- ----_. - - 

Franklin 2 0 0.75 0.64 -0.11 
-_.__ _- _ - .__.  ...... _ _ .  ..__ -._. . .._._ _. - -  . 

Fulton -_ .._._._ ..... __ ._---_... _... - - . 
2 0 1.23 1.06 

_. - _.._._._ ... -.. 
-0.17 

---_ .. _..._.. -

Gibson 2 0 1.56 1.54 -0.02 
...... . .. _. .... - ..... - -  - _..  ...._. -. ----

Grant 4 0 1.21 1.13 -0.08 
Greene 2 0 1.34 1.66 0.32 
Hamilton 7 2 1.60 1.44 -0.16 
.. - - ...._.._.. .. -_. -----  -- . _... 

Hancock 3 0 1.34 1.17 -0.17 1 

- ._... . -. . . . ....._.. -.  .... - ... _. - --- .... 

Harrison 2 0 1.55 1.49 -0.06 
- - -- . --  .. - -

~~ndricks 61 o 1.54 1.67 0.13 
Henry
_._---_.. --  31 o 1.12 ... L?41 0.12 
Howard 5 o 1.66 1.52 -0.14 
--  _.  _.. _... - .. _-~ - . 

Huntington 2 o 1.00 0.95 -0.05 
- -_._.. _... __ . 

Jackson 3 o 1.36 1.17 1 -0.19 



-------------

-------

-------------------

----- ----

Jasper
-_..__ .._-_._ - -- --

Jay 
----------------- -- . . - --- -

2 
2 

. ~ 

01 
-o! 

... _ .. _ ... __ -I .. 

1.30 

0.70 

1.?3j 

.0.?~1 
-0.07 

-0.07 
Jefferson 2 0 1 1.47 1.75 0.28 
r---- -- ------------- -------- - -. . ..... - - -_._". .__.- .. , --_..- ,_ .. -

Jennings 2 0 1.54 
.. _..__ .._._ .._~- - -

1.67 
- - . __._.

0.13 
-._------- - _. -. - ._---- -_._ .._---

Johnson 4 2 1.67 1.58 -0.09 
- .. _- .. -- - - . -.----.----. - ..-----.---f---------

~;~~~:::=_: .•·.·:l-=L--- •~i1-~:Eii~I---
Lake 17 14 1.23 1.09 -O.lJ 

1a-p~i~~-__~_______ ~~?~ } -}-'~~----~~~~?---q~Q?l-
~:;i::~ ---- -.--~ ---i .- -i:~ r -H~ ~ci:i~l- .----
-M-(;~i~~ - -r 37 ig --1:40 -i:26---~O.i4--------

i0~_~i~~J(_-._-_-----~-~._-I~_.~__~~} ----- .-()-- - --- ---i.:44- --.--- -- ---~)-~.-- _~9:~i3-_ -.- ----~.--~-
Martin 1 0 0.91 0.94 0.03 

1---------------.---------- ------ - --- --------------- -----------------_.- -- ---------------f--------.- --.---------

~ ~~;~~----------r--------~-----------6----------ti~ ----- -i:~~ ---_~-:~ r-------- .---

1------------------------- -----.------- --.-- ---------- ------ ----- -- .-------------- -------.------ ---------- ----.-----

Montgomery 3 0 1.14 1.06 -0.08 
----------------_._------ -- - - ------------ -- - _. _. - ------------ ---_._--------------- -----------

Morgan 4 1 1.07 1.03 -0.04 
---------- ----------- -----.----- - ----- ----------- - - - ------ --- -- ---.------- --------- 1-------

l\Iewton 2 0 0.72 0.63 -0.09 
r-r~iob-I~ -----3l--------0-------i38 -- --1.3-4 - ----0.04-------

ohio-I -- 1 0 0.76 --0.66- -D.l0 

E!~-~i~-- --J _~_._--. 0_ -_~(~~-.----Q~§-._-_~Q~_?5+--~~~.~.--~~ 
Owen 1 0 1.44 1.29 -0.15 

f-------------- --- -- ----- -- --- - ..---- ------- - - --------.-- ---- -- -- - ----.---------------- ----.-- ------- ----- ---------.  --------.-------

Parke 1 0 1.62 1.37 -0.25 
._-------------- - ---------- -- ------- ------ ---------_._- ---- ----------------------- ------------- -_. __ ._-----

Perry 1 1 1.11 1.02 -0.09 _..."_._- .. _- - -- ... _._-- ---. -- .__ ...__. .-..._ .... _._-_.- - - -_._------ ---_ ... _-_._---~_._._._-----_._------- -_ ... 

Pike 1 0 0.97 0.76 -0.21 
_ _.- ---_._-- .. - .. . - .~ ----_.. - - ..__ -- .. . ... - _-- - -- - _. --- - ---- --- --.- --.-- --- -_ _ __ - ---

Porter 6 3 1.44 1.33 -0.11 
------ ----------- ------ - -_. ---- -- ,-_. -- --------- --- -- ._-_._- - -- - - --- ._--------

Posey 2 0 0.90 0.9 0.00 
1------_.- ------ -.- - - - - - --- -- -- - - ----- -. --. . - - I· - - - --- ----- --_. - - - -- -- -- ----.- -- --- - -- -- - 1-- -_. 

Pulaski 2 0 0.56 0.53 -0.03 
_.__.-.-._-_.__ .. _..- - . - - ..-_.- - . - -- - ..- .. -._.. -.. -_.. . --._._--_._- .._ '.'_.' .._.._._- . - - . 

Putnam 2 0 1.48 1.33 -0.15 _ _._--- .--.. _._-- - _._._ _- .- - ._.._-_.. _ _-_. 

Randolph 2 0 0.99 1.06 0.07 
---- --- _._--- --- _._-- - --- .- _.... --- ----- _._- .-

Ripley 2 0 0.99 0.88 -0.11 
---------- -_. ---- ---- ---------

Rush 2 0 0.89 0.88 -0.01 
--_._._. ---.__ ..... - _. - - ---_. -- --- .. _... -".- .__.- - --- --_... -- _. _. - _._ .. - _......_-

St. Joseph 10 7 1.52 1.29 -0.23 
...... -.._---- -_.. - .. _----.--.__ _--- -_._.__.~._-- -_ _-.__ .. _ _._---_ _._ _--- --

Scott 2 0 1.45 1.43 -0.02 
.. --1 -. -~-

Shelby 3 0 1.62 1.49 -0.13! 



_~pencer . . 11.-_.91 }!(j . l._~ _=Q.~()J 
Starke 11 1 1.04 0.9 -0.14 

~te.~~~!l . ._ _? __._~ ._ .._9Y.? g~~X _.._=Q.~9_1 ._.. 
Sullivan----.--.. . - .-.. -.. 2--- ---. --.  1 0.79 0.71 -0.08---.--- --. -.-- ..----..- 1--. --------. -----. ---.--.-. ---.-
1--~\Yi~z~~I~~E! ..... __ . }J g_. . ._._O_,.~!_ __o."-~~. __ -O:Q.~ . 
Tippecanoe 7 2 1.55 1.71 0.161---._-_._---------_._--.-_.._- ....--..-.- ..- .--.. -.. -._.-.._-.-. -- ---....-- ...-. -----.---.--.. -..---.-----.--- -....--.- .--.. --.-..-.- ..-.. 
Tipton 1 0 0.92 1.02 0.10 -- .. _._ .._--_. __ ._-- .-- -_. -_._-_.'.' '-_ _---_. _ --_ .. ----- --- --'_. --.- ---- _. -_._-_ .._._- -- _- --- -----_ ---_..--_.- _. -- .. _.. ,,-_._--~._ 

Union 1 0 0.82 0.72 -0.10 
_. __..__.__ ..-.- .. __ .._.. .._------ ------ - -._----...._---- ,,-- ------- _.- . --- --------~ _._-----_.._._-_._--~--- .__._---.._._---------~- --- .---------_. 

Vanderburgh 8 6 1.74 1.82 0.08 _. _._- _. --_.--_._._ _- ._ -_.- _..- ._ _.- -_ _--_ _. - -_ - __ .._ _ _- .. _ _-_.__._- ---_._---_ ..  _ __._-

Vermillion 1 0 1.19 1.29 0.10 
- ._ __ .__ _--. .. __ - - -_.. --- -- .._._ _--_ _-_.._-- ._.__ . __._._.. _-_ _.__._ -_._

Vigo 6 1 1.56 1.56 0.00 
--------_._ _ _- ------.. - .. _., - .._ _----- -- .---..-~._-,- _ __._- -_._--------- -- -------_.__ .- .__._-------_." -_.---------

Wabash 2 0 1.41 1.44 0.03 
f- - - .. -.-. ... -- - -. . . .. - --- -. .--.- --.- ---.... . _ -- --..---.--- .-.-- - - .. - .. --. 

Warren 1 0 0.70 0.61 -0.09 
f-.--.----.-.---.--.-. ._ .....-.-..- .. - --.- ... - ....-.--. - .-...-.... -..... ---- --- .-.------.. .---- ..---- - .-.-.-----.--... - ...------.-

Warrick I 3 0 1.44 1.35 -0.09 .. -...- -.-- -.--.- .. ---·-----1--· ..-...--.- .-- .... - - -.---.- -.. -.- - -.--....-....-.....---... -.- -...-..-..--.---. -- f----..-.---- - ..-..._- ..-

Washington 2 0 1.20 1.14 -0.06 
~--_._ _._.._. __..- -- _._- - .._._ - -_. . .. -_ _-. _._- -_ - _ - _. ..__. -+_.----_._.- - ._- .. - __.._.._-_. 

Wayne 4 1 1.00 0.99 -0.01 
-.---..---.---- .. - -- ----.--- --.-.. -- ---.- - .. - -.- - ..--..--. _.. _.__ __._._.1-------_.. _ .. - .. -----.----.. -

Wells 2 0 0.81 0.77 -0.04 
----.----- . - .-- - -- - .. - ---- -.---.--- ..---. ----.--- - - -.-. - ..-. --- .. ---.- - -- ----- _ ..-1--.- .. --.-.- ..-. 

White 2 0 1.05 1 -0.05 
-.---....--.-..-- - ..--- ..--...-.-.. -.-.-.- ...-.--.-- .-...-- ..- .. ----.- - ..--.-- .- ....- ....------ -.. --_._---1--._..__._---_..-.- ..-.--.---

Whitley 2 0 1.16 1.13 -0.03 
_._. __._---- -_ ..- . _. --_ _--- _._. - ----_ ..- _._ - .- _. ---- - . __._-_._._- _.- -------  ------_.

316 87 1.23 1.17 



~
 

County Jud~~s lrv1~~i_s~r~ ~~.~.~.. Load_i ~opu lation - ippj .. 
Hamilton 7 2 1.44: . 274569 i 30508-_ ... - ...._... 

~~~~_ri~ks ~ ......61 . ~:~~i ~~j~j~~~~j~Delaware 
- •• • __ • __ • __ ."_ ••• • -0"·..... _ --...~--"._--

Hancock 3 0 1.17 70002 23334 
--_.. _---, .... _.... . - ....._--. . - -_ .... , .._- ._--_ .... __ .... 

Johnson 4 2 1.58 139654 23276 
..- ..-- -._._-----~--" _... . . ..... - .... - - ... -_.-.- - .. .--_._- ... ... . .. _..-- .._.

Owen 1 0 1.29 
-~ 

21575 21575 
1-------_., .. -, . ' ... _. . ." ..-. ".'-- ..__ ... -_... - -_.. -.

Spencer 1 0 1.49 20952 20952 
--.~-_._~----_..... ..- __ __ - -.- . --- _._-- ---._--- ---_. _ 

Dubois 2 0 1.47 41889 20945 
- - - _. . _.... - ..._. . - ._---- ...._-_. 

Warrick 3 0 1.35 59689 19896 
._~ - _. .. - .. . .. -_ .. - --_. - - -_..... 

Elkhart 7 3 1.47 197599 19760 
... -. - .... _--._-_. .. - .. __.- ..__ ... 

Harrison 2 0 1.49 39364 19682 
.--.--~.-.- .. - - -- _ __ . ---' -'-_..'-- _._- - . _._. __._-----.- __ .. - -- ---_ __ ._._-_. 

Kosciusko 4 0 1.35 77358 19340 
.- '--_ _-_ .. -. _ __ . __ .. - - ----- ---

Tippecanoe
._- ..- ._-- _ . 

Putnam .... __~-rittj} - Im{~ ... ~:j~~
._. _.... _..- .- . 

Boone 3 0 0.94 56640 18880 
.__. _.._..._- ..... . .. - -. -- -.- - - - - .- _.. - .._-_ _- ----_ __.. .. - --_ ..- _--_.._. --_. --- --..---- - ._-_. 

Madison 6 1 1.45 131636 18805 
f· ,... , ,.... ,-., .. " .. _ ..- .. _..... _._ ..- .. --_. -.-~_ .... 

LaGrange 2 0 1.04' 37128 18564 -_ .. ..... -- .... _....
~.- -_...__ . -.--- - .. - -- . __ ..._---_ ..

Huntington 2 0 0.95 37124 18562 ._--_.--_ ..... - ...... _.... .- , ., - - .._.- ,.~.- .. _.,., .. _._. --_... -, . .. , ..._._ .._.- - _... _._- -. - -"._-,._._---_.._._--------_.,_._,

Clark 4 2 2.18 110232 18372 
.- . ---..._._ .. ' -··,······,Gl 3--· -iji--··----·1643-43 --·-18-260Porter 

.... - - , .... _. . . _..... " .._,_._--, -,.._..- ,.- - _._. __..,,- ._.' 

Grant 4 0 1.13 70061 17515 
. _.. _ _.- _. - .- --_.. . - - '_ .. _.- - ... , .. _,-,--_.---_.- -----._. __ ._. 

Parke 
., 

1 0 1.37 17339 17339 
1-----.-,-...- .... . -, ..._ .., --_._-_.,,---,_..._- . --------_._

Fountain 1 0 0.99 17240 17240 
..... -_.-... -_...- ... - ---- - -- ..- .- ----.- -,_.. - _ _... _.. ---_ .. --_.__ _.. _,..... .._. __ ----_._--

Adams 2 0 0.8 34387 17194 
-- ._ __ .- _ - -. ----_ .. 

Allen 10 11 1.48 355329 16920 
-_. _. - --"-_.. -- _ _.-_ ---- _. 

Gibson 2 0 1.54 33503 16752 
.. -_. - .. - -- _....- _.- _.. -.. 

Jasper 2 0 1.23 33478 16739 
., _....._..... ,- -, ..

Whitley 2 0 1.13 33292 16646 
_..- -- .. .- ..-. . " ..... _..- - --

Clinton 2 0 1.49 33224 16612 
.- .. - - .. _-_. - - - - ------

Greene 2 0 1 1.66 33165 16583 
Howard 5 I ~I 1.52 82752 16550 
Henry 3' ,0 I 1.24 49462 16487 
Wabash 2 0 1.44 32888 16444 

......__ ... . ---_. 

Jefferson 2 0 1.75 32428 16214 
-~ .. --.-.._..... .- ...- .. _.- -..-. -- -- - ... - ._._. 

Vermillion 1 0 1.29 16212 16212 
Marion 37 19 1.26 903393 16132 



Lake 17 14 1.09 4960051 16000 
I .. 
1Tipton 1 0 1.02 15936 15936 

. - .... ---_... 

Noble 3 0' 1.34 47536 15845 
..... t···· - - - .. - - -.- --.- ..--.-..--- .. +-.-~ --.. 

Daviess 2 0 1.16 31648 15824 _... - ... _._. __.. _._. _.. .. -- ---_ .. - .. _.. _- ._~ ._--_.- - - ----. .. - --.-.._--- ..-.. -- .--- ._--_._--- ---_ ..._- - . .... -----------

St. Joseph 10 7 1.6 266931 15702 
_. _... ' -' .. _- .__... - _... .....-.-... _.. -' _... _- ...._- .... --_._--_... - ....._._...__ ._

Marshall 3 0 1.31 47051 15684 
... -- .... - - . . ... -- - - ........ - - . -_.. . _-_ .. - _-_.--_ __._ -- _-_ -_ .. -.._-_.

Vigo 6 1 1.56 107848 15407 
..... - f--.- -.- -. . . . --.---.- ---.-- .. 

Lawrence 3 0 1.01 46134 15378 _•.._ __ _.. _ _. . . .. __ _... . ~..•_ _ _.._.

Bartholomew 3 2 1.19 76794 15359 
............ _.. _.................. . - _ _ ..__ _ .
 

Monroe 9 0 1.12 137974 15330 
'-"-'-'------.. - - .... - ._--_ ..... - ._-_ .. - ..__ ..--

Floyd 4 1 1.5 74578 14916 
---- .. --.._._.---.- .- --_ ..._-_._._.__ .. - --- .....--_.- - . __ ._---- ---_._-- ---- -_.. -.- _._-- ... -.._-_..----

Shelby 3 0 1.43 44436 
~--

14812 
----- --_ __.- _._-- -- .. _. .__ .--_ __ _-_.. ---------- -- _._-_ --_.- -_. __._-----_._- _.. ---_._- .---- - _._------~.-

Ripley 2 0 0.88 28818 14409 
- _...... . . _._ - - _ - . .. . . _.......... . .._ ~ _......... . _._ .
 

Jennings 2 0 1.67 28525 14263 
......... - _. . . ....._.......... . -+ . . - _. __ _ _

Washington 2 0 1.14 28262 14131 _ _ _........ . _ -.-.. .. . _.- _ _ _._ 

Jackson 3 0 1.17 42376 14125 
............. -- . - ._ _........•..........._.- _. _. ..- - .._.. ~ _-_ _-_ ~-_. ..._~-_.-


Dekalb 3 0 1.2 42223 14074 
.. . . . _ _ - •....._ . 

LaPorte 5 3 1.57 111467 13933 
. . I··· .. _ - -....... . .. - ..•.--.-.-.-- --.-- 

Wells 2 0 0.77 27636 13818 
~--- .._~_.. - . ... .. -..._- ..- ..- _ .._- _..__ .. _ .._.._--- --_ .. - - -----. _._------ ------ - ... -_._._-------

Wayne 4 1 0.99 68917 13783 
... _ ..._ _ _----~_.. _- ....._.- '.. - ..... _. . .._- ._ .. _ ...._.. - ..... -- .-._..... .. - -------_...__..
 

Morgan 4 1 1.03 68894 13779 
_.. .- -- .. - ----- - ... ---- --.-- ---- .. . .... _. - _. --- -_.__ .. _... 

Clay 2 0 1.01 26890 13445 
......_. . -.-. . - _ __ _..__ _ 

Randolph 2 0 1.06 26171. 13086 
--- _ -. _. _ - -_ .. _... -- ..__ . _._. -- .._ _ -_. - . - -.-_. .._. - - - .--.. -_.- -- ----- -- ._---_ - -.._ _.. - .._----_ .. _._.-- ._._._-

Cass 3 0 1.24 38966 12989 
--- - -- -_ .. -_. .._ _---_. ----_._-_._ _. __.. _-_. - ---- .- -----.- ..- ._-

Posey 2 0 0.9 25910 12955 
-..... . I . . _ --_. 

Decatur 2 0 1.14 25740 12870 
. - _- - •.. - _. ----- . - -- - -_. __ _.. - _ - ._.._-_._---------

Pike 1 0 0.76 12845 12845 
_ --. _- - _. . __ __ . - ----. __ _._--- ------_._ -

Vanderburgh 8 6 1.82 179703 12836 
-_._ _ _. . _............ . - -_ _ - 

Knox 3 0 1.64 38440 12813 
_.- ..__ __.._-.-. -.- _. _ --- . _.- - ._-_.- ._. . - _. - . - --_ _- _-----

Montgomery 3 0 1.06 38124 12708 
...... .. . _.- . . .. . . .. - _. . _ -.. . -_ -

Dearbon 3 1 1.32 50047 12512 
. - -- _ .._-- .. _._. - -_._._---_.- ---- _. --_... _--- --._

White 2 0 1 24643 12322 
.... _- - --_._-- - _. _.. -_... - -- .- .-.._..... _.- . - -_._---

Miami 3 0 1.09 36903 12301 
. . .. _.. . ._- - . - .._ .. -- . - .. -_.- -_ ..._. ---_._--

Fayette 2 0 1.25 24277 12139 
. -_._..... --_ ... - ..._.__ .--- --.-_--. 

Scott 2 0 1.29 24181 12091 
........... +. . . _ - .
 

~~:~kk~in·· iI ~ o~~: .~~~.~j ~~~:~.... 



--- ----- --- ----- -- -------

Steuben I 2 li 0.97 34185 11395 
-Cra~i~~d I 1------01- ---O:83-io7ii-ioii3 

i -" I ._ .. - .. _- --------_._------------ - _.. _. - --.- .. -------

~;it~;riand I·· ··iI ~lri:~~-i~~1--~~ij 
~~-I~~-~----------J-~- ---- -2~- -- -~~Qf-------~-~i~~~- -~~~~~ ~_~_~~Q~~~~~~)_~~i~
 
Martin ! 1! 0 I 0.94 10334 10334 
---.-----..- .-.-.-.. - .. ---r - .. ------ ----1- ---..---- ------- --- ----- -. ---..-- ----.----.. ---- ------------------.~-- ---- -------

~~~-__ j~=3[~=-~ ===-==O{j~-==::.3~}~~ _=~~~
 
_~t:~~t J--- _11_ 1!_..g? .J.9?_~~ ~6E)~ 

~:rn_ ...[..••.= iL:-~~ ===ri:~~: .._-_&~~~'::~~
.. =
-~~=~~---j-----~+----------i--------- ~::~ --------i~-~~~ -- ~~ii
 
-.---.. -....-- __ I'" .- -- ------ 1. __ --- ------ ..- - ---- --- -----------+-- -.---------- --- ------------- ----------.-----

~0E:~=I:-~~.-~ -::.==~I~=====-+}~il'7~&~
 
~~I~-~~-i- ---- -- ---- -- 2- -- - 0- --- - -----o:sjl-- -------13402 --- 6701 
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Greene . 2 1 0 1.34 i.66 ---0:32-. 

.._.' ._--_ .... - -._- --. 

Jefferson 2 0 1.47 1.75 0.28 
- _.... _- . -'-" .. - - -". ------_._- ---_. . --- ..... -._--. .-.- - - -- _... -----.. -----_. __. -------------

Tippecanoe 7 2 1.55 1.71 
--~ 

0.16 
....-- - - - - -_. __ ._--_.._._--_.__ . -----_._- -- '-'

_Hendricks 6 0 1.54 1.67 0.13 1fK.~ 
Jennings il --0----- --i-54 - i.67------0.i3 
--_ ----- - _ _--_._._- .- _--_ _-_. -_. ... -_._----- -- .._--------_.-._ .--..-_._

Henry 3 0 1.12 1.24 0.12 
----_. . _--- "._- , _.- -_ _ -_ .._- _.. _. _.. _-----_ .. - _.- ._-_ __ _ .. _.._.. ----.-..---- ..__ ---_._-_. 

Vermillion 1 0 1.19 1.29 0.10 
.- ..__._-.-- -- .. - -- - "._.- _-- ..-- ._- ----. _ " _ __ .--~-_._. -_.---.". 

Tipton 1 0 0.92 1.02 0.10 
.. _.- -.-- - .. --.--- --.- --- ...._- ----_._-- -- - - -- -------_._- .------------------

Cass 3 0 1.15 1.24 0.09 
..._.~_ _- --_ .._- _._. -_._.._-_._ .._-- . - _._._._----- _._-----------~~_ __ - _. ---- . _..- .. 

Vanderburgh 8 6 1.74 1.82 0.08 
- -- - ----.--.. -- -. -- - .---- .- .---- ---- -- ----- - -. -----·-·-----f-·-------

_R~nd~!ph .2 0 ._9·.~~___ }·Q(j 9·Q?1 _ 
Benton 1 0 0.66 0.73 0.07 

Delaware ..•.......... _. it- ()_ i·15~~Q.07~~__
... j.cis ~._ 
Carroll .. 1_ 00.7~ 0.z5 .. _9.03 
Fountain 1 0 0.96 0.99 0.03 

.... ---- -- - - _.... - . . ... -_._- - --- ._.__ ... -._ ....---- ." - ----_ .. _--_ .._-_._ .... _. _._.-.._-_ .. - -

Wabash 2 0 1.41 1.44 0.03 
---_ ... _. __ .._-_._--. - ._- .. -_ .... __ .._._---.--- ---_. -- --_ .. _--_._--------- - -_.- -----------_. 

Martin 1 0 0.91 0.94 0.03 
--_._-_._.-..----_ _- - __ ._----_.--.. _----- --- .-- - .. _----_._--_.__ .. _-_._ ..- ---_.

Crawford 1 0 0.82 0.83 0.01 
.._- -.- . __._--_ .. - - .. ---_._ .. __ .. __ ._-_.- - ----_._--_._._-----------

Miami 3 0 1.08 1.09 0.01 
---- --_._-_ ..- - --_.._.__ __ .. _----_._._-- - -------
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--- . -- ---- ._---_._- ._--- -. ---_..----- ------------------

.Vigo 6 1 .}~~_(j_ _ ~_"_?_?_ __Q.OQ_. . 
1

Rush 2 0 0.89 0.88 -0.01 -----_ ..__._.. . -._._._._._._.._..... _..... -- - - --_ .. - ....-
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_._._-_. -- .-_ _ _... .. _ _ _ - _. - - - --.. -- -- _. - - '.'-_ .. _._ .. -.._,-.
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Decatur 2 0 1.16 1.14 -0.02 
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. - -- _.. - -- ----- ...._.. 
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-I -. 
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. . . .- - -
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. ---. -.- - - _.... __ ..- . 
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. _. -_. -- - _....._... -- ....- - . -- - _.- . - -
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Newton 2 0 0.72 0.63 -0.09 _..- -.'-. . _ _- _ _- _._._. -_.-..__._ .._.._._-- ._-_ _.'_._.- _ _-_ __.+---_.._---
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SUMMARY
 

I.	 In 2003 the Legislature approved 2 addition Superior Courts and deleted a magistrate 
position. 

2.	 At that time Hendricks County had a Circuit and 3 Superior Courts with a case load far 
above the State average. 

3.	 Today, even with the two additional Courts, our case load is for above the State average. 
The State average is about 1.17. Our average is about 1.67 or 42% greater than the State 
average. 

4.	 With a 1 new COURT and our current case load, our average would be 1.48 and with 2 
new COURTS our average would be 1.30 or still above the State average. 

5.	 Our case load is still increasing each year. 
6.	 The Five Superior Court Judges are in favor of the Committee determining the needs for 

our County (Exhibit I). 
7.	 The County Commissioners and County Council are in favor of the Committee 

determining the needs for our County (Exhibit 2 and Exhibit 3). 
8.	 Hendricks County is statistically about 5th highest in caseload in the State based on 

filings and number ofjudicial officers (Exhibit 5). Last year we were 14th
• 

9.	 Exhibit 6 lists the counties in alphabetical order with number of judges, number of 
magistrates, and case load (Exhibit 6). 

10. Hendricks County is 2ND in number of judicial officers per county resident with one 
judicial officer for each 24,241 persons. The State average is one judicial officer per 
16,089 persons. 

II. Of the counties without a magistrate, Hendricks County is 2nd highest in caseload filings. 
Last year we were 7th 

• 

12. Two new Magistrates will not cause an increase in space needed or additional support 
staff needed. 

13. The Hendricks County Commissioners are remodeling the Courthouse to include a new 
courtroom and expanding an existing courtroom. Work is underway and should be 
completed in due course. 

14. Nine years ago these kinds of numbers were enough to show a need for new courts. Had 
that not occurred, Hendricks County would be number one in case load. 

I!~:~:~ 
~l1j··~~~~~ 
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Questions Concerning Administrative Law Judges 
and Administrative Orders and Procedures Act 

The Legislative Council of the Indiana General Assembly asked the Commission on Courts to study the 
feasibility of creating a centralized department of administrative law judges within the Office of the 
Attorney General in Legislative Council Resolution 12-01. We are seeking more information about how 
Administrative Law Judges (ALJs) (also known as hearing officers) operate in state government. This 
survey is being sent to you because we would like to learn more about your use of ALJs under the 
Administrative Orders and Procedures Act (AOPA), IC 4-21.5, or other statutory process that applies to 
your administrative adjudication process. 

AOPA applies to an officer, board, commission, department, division, bureau, or committee of state 
government that is responsible for any stage of a proceeding under this act. Please be specific in your 
answer as to whether an individual or a panel of individuals is involved. 

Please return this survey to Karen Firestone, Legislative Services Agency at kfiresto@iqa.in.qov or State 
House, Room 301. 

Organization: 
Contact: 

Administrative Adjudication Process 

1. On a separate sheet, please identify each administrative adjudication process undertaken by your 
entity, including the following: 

A. The Indiana Code cite of the statute covering the process. Use 'AOPA' for processes covered 
by IC 4-21.5. 

B. The ultimate authority. IC 4-21.5-1-15 identifies the "ultimate authority" as an individual or 
panel of individuals in whom the final authority of an agency is vested by law or executive order. 
Please be specific on titles and number of individuals involved. 

C. The/ole of the ALJor hearing officer within theprocess (e.g., The ALJ is the ultimate authority 
or the AU provides a recommendation to the ultimate authority.) 

D. Doe~nheAttorney General's Office represent your entity in judicial review of the decisions from 
your administrative adjudication process. 

E. Any other entity that may review your entity's decisions. 

2. Given the requirements of the statute, please specifically identify who in your entity appoints an ALJ. 
Please identify the person or group by name and title or position within your organization. 

3. Please identify any federal laws that affect your administration of the orders and procedures process. 

mailto:kfiresto@iqa.in.qov


Administrative Law Judges (or Hearing Officers) 

4. Who are your ALJs? Please select characteristics from among the following. Select all that apply. If you 
have multiple administrative adjudication processes within your entity, please indicate which process 
identified in Question 1 that connects to the item in this question. 

D A. We appoint the ALJ from among the ultimate authority of our entity.
 

D B. We appoint ALJ from among the employees of our entity who are not part of the ultimate authority.
 

D C. We contract with individuals or firms outside of state government for ALJ services.
 

D D. We have an MOU with the Attorney General's Office for ALJ services.
 

5. Does your entity require that individuals you appoint to be ALJs have qualifications that go beyond the 
statutory requirements? If so, what are the criteria that you use? (For example, the statute might not 
require the ALJ to be an attorney, but if you appoint only attorneys, please describe that here.) 

6. Who supervises the ALJ(s) in your process? Please identify by name and title or position. 

7. Does your agency provide staff to support the ALJ's activities in your process? (e.g., staff attorneys, 
clerical staff, program staff or paralegal staff). Are the support staff supervised by the ALJ? Please 
provide details. 

Statistics 

8. State Employees. Please list the names of your staff who work as ALJs, indicating the employment 
status, and the individual's education and other applicable certifications or qualifications. 

% of employed 
% ofFTE time spent on 

Name Education Certifications Employed ALJ activities 

2
 



9. Other State Employees. Please name any full- or part-time state employee staff who support ALJ 
activities (e.g., clerical, staff attorneys, program staff, or paralegal staff) and the estimated percentage of 
time each spends on ALJ activities. 

! % of time spent on 

I 

Name I % of FTE Employed 
I 

~ 
I 

ALJ Activities 

I 

10. Contract ALJs. If you use contract ALJ services, please list the service provider, the qualifications, 
and your expenditures for the past two fiscal years. 

r-
I Contract ALJ Service Name Qualifications 

FY 2011 
Expenditures 

FY 2012 
Expenditures 

I 

~ 

11. Attorney General MOUs. If you contract with the Attorney General's Office, please list the services 
you have used and your expenditures for the past two fiscal years. 

FY 2011 FY 2012 
MOU Expenditures Expenditures 

12. Do you contract for AU support staff? Please provide details, if you do. 
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13. Please describe the type of the cases in your process and provide caseload/workload data. 

For example, a case type might be 'license renewal' or 'rate challenges'. The caseload/workload 
percentages should consider all cases in your process and should total to 100% 

i 

Type of Cases 
No. of Cases in 

CY 2011 or FY 2012 
%of 

Caseload 

Total 100% 

%of 
Workload 

100% 

I 

14. If you record ALJ hours worked or cases worked, please share your data with us. 

15. Please fill in the following information. Be sure to indicate the timeframe of the data. Below the table, 
please provide any information aboutthe statistics that you would like to share. For example, if an 
unusually large number of cases were filed at the end of the reporting period. 

Time Peri(fcl' Reported (e.g., CY2011, FY2011, or January-July 2011) 

Number of Cases, 15.iled 

Number of Cases Sent to an ALJ . 
... 

Number of Cases Referred to Mediation 

I 

Number of Decisions or Recommendations Issued by an ALJ 

Number of Orders Appealed to Judicial Review 

By the state 

By the petitioner 

4 
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TO: Thomas J. Felts, Judge 
FROM: Micah Nichols, Law Clerk 
DATE: 8/28/12 

RE: Centralized AU Offices in Other States 

MEMORANDUM 

This memorandum discusses centralized administrative offices in other states. First, Parts I and II 

discuss the surrounding states of Indiana, Michigan, Illinois, Kentucky, and Ohio. Second, Part III 

provides a brief survey of all states that have centralized panels and discusses commonalities and 

differences that these centralized panels share. Finally, Part IV provides conclusions and observations that 

the Commission on Courts might wish to consider as it moves forward with developing a centralized 

panel in Indiana. 

This memorandum does not discuss the "Texas Model" for administrative law hearings, which 

was previously discussed in another memorandum by Samuel Ladowski, Law Clerk for the Hon. Thomas 

J. Felts in the summer of2012. The memorandum on the Texas Model is attached hereto; however, I have 

not reviewed Mr. Ladowski's Texas Model memorandum, and Mr. Ladowski conducted all the research 

and writing for that memorandum. 

I. Michigan 

In 2005, Michigan governor Jennifer Granholm issued Executive Order 2005-1, which reformed 

the Michigan Administrative and Procedures Act. 1 This Executive Order created a new centralized agency 

called the State Office of Administrative Hearings and Rules (SOAHR) and consolidated the formal rule-

making process and the contested case hearing process into one office? In 2011, Michigan governor Rick 

Snyder transferred SOAHR's authority, powers, duties, functions, records, personnel, property, 

unexpended balances of appropriations, allocations and other funds to the Michigan Administrative 

1 Michigan Compiled Law §24.20 I et seq. 
2 Executive Order 2005-1. 



Hearing System and the Office of Regulatory Reinvention, all within the Department of Licensing and 

Regulatory Affairs (LARA).3 SOAHR has been abolished.4 

1. Michigan Administrative Hearing System (Centralized Panel) 

The Michigan Administrative Hearing System is headed by the Executive Director of the 

Michigan Administrative Hearing System, who is appointed by the Governor of Michigan.5 The Michigan 

Administrative Hearing System exercises its prescribed powers, duties, responsibilities, and functions, 

including the prescription of any hearing rules, adjudications, or orders, independent of the Director of 

LARA.6 However, budgeting, procurement, and related management functions of the Michigan 

Administrative Hearing System are performed under the direction and supervision of the Director of 

Before Executive Order 2005-1, administrative hearings were the responsibility of individual 

agencies and departments. The policy behind collapsing administrative hearings into one centralized 

panel was to maximize efficiency and personnel and physical resources to handle increasing or decreasing 

caseloads.8 Moreover, legal scholars have argued that a centralized panel might reduce the appearance or 

reality of actual bias of the adjudicator and eliminate the adjudicator's structural dependence on the 

regulatory agency.9 Currently, the Michigan Administrative Hearing System is charged with coordinating 

and leading efforts to evaluate policies and procedures for contested administrative hearings and with 

3 Executive Order 2011-4, IX et seq. See also http://www.michigan.gov/laral. 
4 Executive Order 2011-4, IX.B.2. 
sId. IX.A.2-3. Currently, Mike Zimmer is the Executive Director of the Michigan Administrative Hearing 

System. 
6Id. IX.AA. 
7]d. 

8 Peter L. Plummer, The Centralization ofMichigan's Administrative Law Hearings, 2006 Mich. Bar J. 19 
(Nov. 2006). See also Karen Y. Kauper, Protecting the Independence ofAdministrative Law Judges: A Model 
Administrative Law Judge Corps Statute, 18 U. Mich. J.L. Reform 537, 547 (1985). 

9 Plummer, supra note 8, at 19. See also Martin H. Redish & Lawrence C. Marshall, Adjudicatory 
Independence and the Values ofProcedural Due Pro,cess, 95 Yale. LJ. 455, 477 (1986). 
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developing standards for the conduct of those hearings. lo It also is charged with increasing efficiency and 

assuring effective delivery of adjudicative services. I I 

While Executive Order 2005-1 as it relates to SOAHR has been abolished, Executive Order 2011

4 provides that "any and all statutory references to the SOAHR related to administrative hearings not 

inconsistent with this Order shall be deemed references to the Michigan Administrative Hearing System.. 

. ." Thus, parts of Executive Order 2005-1 still apply. 

According to Executive Order 2005-1, the SOAHR, now the Michigan Administrative Hearing 

System, handles most contested hearings from state agencies with limited exceptions. 12 The Executive 

Order in 2005 collapsed the adjudicative functions ofthe following entities into one centralized panel: the 

(1) Department of Community Health; (2) Department of Corrections; (3) Department of Education; (4) 

Department of Environmental Quality; (5) Department of Human Services; (6) Department of Labor, 

Energy, and Growth (DLEG)'s Bureau of Hearings (DLEG is now dissolved under LARA)13; (7) DLEG's 

Public Service Commission; (8) DLEG's Michigan Tax Tribunal; and (9) DLEG's Michigan 

Employment Relations Commission. 14 SOAHR also assumed cases from other departments and 

. 15agencies. 

The following types of hearings were not transferred to SOAHR in 2005 and Executive Order 

2011-4 does not address these exceptions, so it is assumed they still apply: (1) hearings conducted by 

elected state officers or direct gubernatorial appointees; (2) informal conferences not subject to the 

Michigan Administrative Procedures Act of 1969; (3) hearings conducted by the Civil Service 

Commission under the authority of Sec. 5, Art. XI of the Michigan Constitution; (4) hearings conducted 

by the State Administrative Law Board; (5) hearings conducted under Pt. V of the Nonprofit Health Care 

Corporation Reform Act; (6) hearings conducted by independent hearings officers selected by the 

10 Executive Order 2011-4, IX.A.5. 
II Id IX.A.6. 
12 Executive Order 2005-1 , III.A.!. 
13 Executive Order 2011-4, 1. 
14 Plummer, supra note 8, at 20. 
15 Id SOAHR accepted cases from the Department of Agriculture, the Department of Management and 

Budget, the Department of Treasury, and others. Id 
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Commissioner on Financial and Insurance Services; and (7) hearings conducted by the Department of 

State. 16 

Executive Order 2005-1 allows the centralized panel to designate, appoint, authorize, and select 

Hearing Officers. l ? The centralized panel oversees the development, writing, and submission of any 

proposal for decision or report following an administrative hearing by a Hearing Officer. J8 Finally, the 

centralized panel oversees basic administrative and management functions for the hearings. 19 Executive 

Order 2011-4 is silent on this issue, so it is assumed the Michigan Administrative Hearing System still 

performs these functions. 

2. Michigan Rule-Promulgation Process (Office ofRegulatory Reinvention) 

Executive Order 2011-5 transferred SOAHR's authority, powers, duties, functions, 

responsibilities, and rule making authority to the Office of Regulatory Reinvention, which is still under 

the umbrella of LARA.20 The Order provides for the rule-making process to be conducted through the 

Office of Regulatory Reinvention under the direction of a Chief Regulatory Officer.21 

The Office of Regulatory Reinvention is charged with completing systematic reviews of all 

existing and proposed rules and rule-making processes22
; it has oversight authority over non-rule 

regulatory actions adopted by agencies or departments23 
; it ensures that all rule-making comports with 

best regulatory management practices by requiring agencies and departments to do cost-benefit analysis 

for all proposed rules, establish advisory groups, and detail all provisions in rules that exceed federal and 

regional standards24 
; and it performs other administrative functions to increase efficiency and public 

participation in the rule-making process?5 

II. Surrounding States of Illinois, Ohio, and Kentucky 

16 Executive Order 2005-1, IV.A-C. 
I? Id III. A.2. 
18 ld III. A.3. 
19 ld III.AA. 
20 Executive Order 2011-5, II.A., VII. 
21 ld. II.B. 
22 ld lILA. 
23 ld IV.A. 
24 1d. V. 
25 Id 
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Illinois, Ohio, and Kentucky have not adopted a centralized panel for administrative law hearings. 

However, Chicago, Cook County, Illinois has a Department of Administrative Hearings, which functions 

as a central pane1.26 It is a central panel of adjudicators who are authorized to conduct administrative 

adjudicative proceedings for departments, agencies, boards, and commissions of Cook County.27 The 

Cook County central panel is authorized by County Ordinance 09-0-03.28 The Cook County centralized 

administrative panel is similar to the City of New York's centralized pane1.29 

III. Other States/Cities with Centralized Panels 

Approximately twenty-seven states now have centralized panels for administrative hearings. 

These centralized panels are generally under the executive branch of the state government, but their 

authority to hear cases derives exclusively from the state legislatures. Therefore, some state centralized 

panels hear cases involving all state agencies while others only hear cases involving certain agencies. 

Ultimately, it depends on what the state statute authorizes. 

One commonality between these administrative centralized panels is that they are not subject to 

control, supervision, and direction by any other department or commission of state government; they 

operate independently of any agency or department. In addition, all centralized panels have a Chief 

Administrative Judge or Director that oversees the direction ofthe offices. 

More research can be done on the following states, per the Commission's request. The following 

are the states that currently have centralized administrative law offices: Arizona30 
; California3l 

; 

32 FI ·d 33 G . 34 I 35 L .. 36 M I d37 M h 38 · h· 39Co ora I d0; on a; eorgIa; owa; oUislana; ary an; assac usetts ; MIC Igan ; 

26 http://www.cookcountygov.com/portaVserver.ptfcommunity/administrative_hearings/243. See also 
http://www.cookcountyildoah.org/index.html. 

27 Id.
 
28 Id.
 

29 See http://www.nyc.gov/htmVoath/html/home/home.shtml (authorized by Executive Order 32). 
30 http://www.azoah.com/index.html (conducts hearings for virtually all state agencies unless they fall 

under a narrow exception provided in A.R.S. § 41-1092.01 (E)-(F)). The Chief Administrative Law Judge is Cliff J. 
Vanell, and he can be contacted at (602) 542-9826. 

31 http://www.dgs.ca.gov/Default.aspx?alias=www.dgs.ca.gov/oah (conducts hearings for over 1,400 state 
and local government agencies). Linda Cabatic is the Chief Administrative Law Judge and can be contacted at (916) 
263-0550. 

32 http://www.colorado.gov/cs/Satellite/DPA-OAC/OAC/l194261892662. Matthew Azer is the Chief 
Administrative Law Judge and can be contacted at (303) 866-5772. 
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47 T 48 T 49 W h· 50 W· . 51 d W h· DC 52South .Dakota ; ennessee ; exas; as mgton; Isconsm; an as mgton, . 

33 http://www.doah.state.f1.us/ALJI. Robert S. Cohen is the Chief Administrative Judge and can be 
contacted at (850) 488-9675. 

34 http://osah.ga.govl. Max Wood is the Chief Administrative Judge and can be contacted at (404) 657
2800. 

35 http://www.state.ia.us/government!dia/pagelO.html. The Iowa Department ofInspection and Appeals 
conducts hearings for nearly all state agencies including but not limited to the Departments of Transportation; 
Human Services; Administrative Services, Agriculture and Land Stewardship, Commerce, Education, Natural 
Resources, Public Safety, and Workforce Development. It also conducts hearings for the Board of Regents, Civil 
Rights Commission, Iowa College Student Aid Commission, the Iowa Law Enforcement Academy, and the Iowa 
medical, dental, nursing and pharmacy licensing boards. Jean M. Davis is the Chief Administrative Judge and can be 
contacted at (515) 281-6468. 

36 http://www.adminlaw.state.la.usl. Ann Wise is the Director of the Louisiana Division of Administrative 
Law and can be contacted at (225) 342-1800. The Louisiana Division of Administrative Law conducts hearings 
where the following agencies are parties: Office of the Governor; Department of Economic Development; 
Department of Education; Department of Environmental Quality; Department of Health and Hospitals; Department 
of Insurance; LA Office of Financial Assistance; Department of Natural Resources; Department of Public Safety; 
Office of State Fire Marshal; Department of Revenue and Taxation; Office of Social Services; Office of Wildlife 
and Fisheries; Division of Administration; Boards, Commission, University and Other Governmental Agencies; 
Housing Authority of East B.R.; and LA Housing Finance Agency. 

37 http://www.oah.state.md.us/(conducts hearings for over thirty state agencies). Thomas E. Dewberry is 
the Chief Administrative Judge and can be contacted at (410) 229-4105. 

38 http://www.mass.gov/anflhearings-and-appeals/oversight-agencies/dala/. The jurisdiction of the Division 
of Administrative Law Appeals remains limited. Currently, the Division only hears cases from four agencies and 
will hear cases from other agencies at the agency's request. Richard Heidlage is the Chief Administrative Magistrate 
and can be reached at (617) 626-7200. 

39 http://www.michigan.gov/lara/O,4601 ,7-154-1 0576---,00.html. 
40 http://mn.gov/oah/ (matters are referred to the Minnesota Office of Administrative Hearings from the 

following types of governmental entities: individual licensing for state boards; licensing for larger state agencies; 
appeals from agency decisions on permitting applications, appeals concerning state agency programs; cities, 
counties, and municipalities; and workers' compensation cases). Raymond R. Krause is the Chief Judge and can be 
contacted at (651) 361-7832. 

41 http://oa.mo.gov/ahc/. Nimrod "Rod" Chapel, Jr. is the Presiding Commissioner and can be contacted at 
(573) 751-2422. 

42 http://www.state.nj.us/oaV (conducts hearings for all state agencies and includes a rule promulgation 
division within the New Jersey Office of Administrative Law). 

43 http://www.oah.state.nc.us/(conducts administrative law hearings and has a rule-promulgation division). 
Julian Mann, III is the Chief Administrative Law Judge and can be reached atjulian.mann@oah.nc.gov. 

44 http://www.nd.gov/oah/ (conducts hearings for almost all state agencies except for a few exceptions). 
Allen C. Hoberg is the Director and can be reached at (701) 328-3200. 

45 http://cms.oregon.gov/oahlPages/index.aspx (conducts administrative law hearings for over seventy state 
agencies). Karla Forsythe is the Chief Administrative Law Judge and can be contacted at 503-947-1515. 

46 http://www.scale.net!.RalphK.Anderson.IIIis the Chief Administrative Law Judge and can be 
contacted at (803) 734-0550. 

47 http://www.state.sd.us/boa/ohe.htm (only conducts hearings for Department of Revenue and the Division 
ofInsurance but allows other agencies to use the office at their request). Hillary Brady is the Chief Hearing 
Examiner and can be contacted at (605) 773-6811. 

48 http://www.state.tn.us/sos/apd/index.htrn. 
49 http://www.soah.state.tx.us/. Cathleen Parsley is the Chief Administrative Law Judge and can be reached 

at (512) 475-4993. A more thorough discussion of the "Texas Model" is provided by Samuel Ladowski, attached. 
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IV. Conclusions 

There are several benefits for having a centralized panel. From a public policy perspective, most 

states create a centralized panel to promote greater efficiency in the administrative hearing process and 

also to cloak the administrative hearings in impartiality and fairness. Because most central panels operate 

independently of any state government entity, administrative adjudicators are less susceptible to bias 

because they are not dependent or reliant on the structure of the entity. Another benefit of a centralized 

panel is flexibility. The State of Indiana could choose what state or local agencies fall under the authority 

of the Indiana. centralized panel. Indiana could also allow agencies that are excluded under the statute to 

contract with the Indiana centralized panel to assist in their decision-making processes. Many states have 

statutes that give their centralized panels authority over some state or local agencies but allow other 

agencies to contract with the centralized panels per the agency's request. 53 

There will be a few issues that arise if Indiana decides to create a centralized panel. First, Indiana 

legislatures will need to determine what agencies will be required to adjudicate their hearings within the 

centralized panel. From the brief survey conducted, there is no consistent explanation for why states bring 

particular agencies under the centralized panel and exempt others. In general, most states have sent 

hearings from their Departments of Workers' Compensation and Transportation to their centralized 

panels, mainly because these hearings make up the bulk of their administrative law hearings.54 Indiana 

could decide to limit its centralized panel55 and only hear cases from four or five state agencies or it could 

be expansive56 and oversee hearings involving every state and local agency. This is in the discretion of the 

Commission and ultimately, the Indiana legislature. 

50 http://www.oah.wa.gov/ (conducts hearings for twenty-six state agencies). Lorraine Lee is the Chief 
Administrative Law Judge and can be reached at (360) 407-2700. 

51 http://dha.state.wi.us/home/ (conducts hearings for approximately fourteen state agencies). 
52 http://oah.dc.gov/ (conducts hearings for approximately forty DC agencies). Mary Oates Walker is the 

Chief Administrative Judge and can be reached at (202) 442-9094. 
53 See Missouri as one of many examples. 
54 See Minnesota and Iowa as examples. 
55 See Massachusetts and South Dakota as examples of states that limit the authority of their centralized 

panels. 
56 See Oregon as an example of a centralized panel that has expansive authority over seventy state agencies. 
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Second, Indiana legislatures will need to consider whether they wish to create a centralized panel 

for administrative hearings only or create an offke that oversees the administrative rule-making process 

and administrative hearings. Currently, Michigan, New Jersey, and North Carolina have a rule-making 

division in their centralized administrative offices. Adding an administrative rule-making division within 

one centralized office that also oversees administrative hearings could add significant cost but might also 

promote greater efficiency in administrative law as a whole. 
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ATTACHMENT
 

To: Judge Thomas Felts 

From: Samuel D. Ladowski, Law Clerk 

Date: August 8,2012 

MEMO REGARDING COMMISSION ON COURTS ALJ CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

The Commission on Courts, of which Judge Felts is a member, is charged with studying 

whether Indiana should consolidate our Administrative Law Judges (ALJs) into a centralized 

department within the office of the attorney general. Texas's State Office of Administrative 

Hearings (SOAH) is the reference point along with other states that have implemented this 

"Texas model." Some of these states are California, Washington, Georgia, New York, 

Minnesota, North Carolina, Michigan, and Maryland. 

Below, I include the links and citations that I used in my research. The most helpful and 

efficient resource is Mr. Thomas Walston, General Counsel of the Texas SOAH. He was happy 

to speak with me and is very willing to talk more if there are more questions. He also said that 

he could put us in touch with their current Chief ALJ who has been there since the SOAH's 

inception. Also, Indiana University-School of Law-Indianapolis held a symposium on whether 

Indiana should consolidate our ALJs. The link is provided below. 

IssueCs): 

What are the experiences of Texas? 

Summary: 

Texas has had a positive experience with their SOAH. In fact, it seems to occasionally 

adopt other state agency ALJs into its framework. SOAH was created in 1991 by the Texas 

Legislature as a neutral, independent forum where Texas agencies or other governmental entities 

and private citizens or entities can resolve legal disputes. SOAH is to conduct fair and objective 

administrative hearings and provide timely and efficient decisions. 

Funding comes from Texas's general appropriations and some state agencies have inter

agency contracts too. Mr. Walston also thought that some Federal funding is possible for the 
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SOAH administrative license revocations. This is a big part of the SOAH's work with 30,000

plus cases per year mainly from DUI/OWls. 

It developed from a central hearings panel for licensing agencies like barbers, doctors, 

etc. From that central licensing panel, Texas's natural resources and utilities started to be 

regulated with ALJs in separate divisions. Now, SOAH is divided into several teams according 

to subject matter and the state agencies that refer cases. 

SOAH's teams are as follows: Alternative Dispute Resolution; Administrative License 

Revocation and Field Enforcement; Economic; Licensing and Enforcement; Natural Resources; 

Tax; and Utilities. Each ALJ has a team, but the cases can differ. It almost sounds like Allen 

Circuit Court's docket switch when Judge Felts, Mag. Bobay, and Mag. Kitch switch their 

calendars. Not every Texas ALJ is in the SOAH, but there are occasional changes. 

The Texas SOAH follows general Administrative Law on most cases with an ALJ 

proposing a decision that can be appealed to a state agency which makes the final decision. 

Texas Rules of Evidence apply; cases are generally bench trials and pro se. SOAH is separate 

and independent from the Texas Attorney General but there is some collaboration on child 

support cases. If a deadbeat does not pay child support, SOAH can revoke his professional 

license. The attorney general prosecutes these deadbeats and enforces the license revocations. 

Discussion: 

Texas Government Code Section 2003.021 and Texas Administrative Code. Title 1, Part 

7, Chapter 155, establish and regulate the SOAH. The 1996-97 Survey of Organizational 

Excellence, quoted below, describes the SOAH and explains its development. 

Agency Mission and Leadership 

The State Office of Administrative Hearings (SOAH or the Office) was established in 

1991 by the 72nd Texas Legislature pursuant to Senate Bill (S.B.) 884 to provide increased 

independence, quality, and cost efficiency for administrative hearings process. SOAH's mission 

is to assure that hearings in contested cases are conducted fairly, objectively, promptly and 

efficiently, and result in quality and timely decisions. Prior to the establishment of SOAH, state 

agencies that did not employ their own hearings examiners or ALls contracted with private 

attorneys to serve as Alls, or relied upon their boards members or commissioners to hear and 

decide contested cases. 

The Chief ALJ is appointed by the Governor for a two-year term. The first Chief ALJ, 
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Steven L. Martin, was appointed in December 1991, and began serving in January 1992. He was 

reappointed to another two-year term in April 1994. The current Chief ALJ is Cathleen Parsley. 

Description of Agency Services and Responsibilities 

SOAH's organic statute is codified at V.T.C.A., GovemmentCode (Gov't. Code), ch. 

2003 (formerly Tex. Rev. Civ. Stat. Ann., Art. 6252-13f), and provides in pertinent part: 

* * * 
Section 2003.021. Office
 

(a) ...
 
(b) The Office shall conduct all administrative hearings in contested cases under Chapter
 

2001 [formerly Tex. Rev. Civ. Stat. Ann. art. 6252-13a, Administrative Procedure and Texas
 
Register Act ("APTRA")] that are before a state agency that does not employ an individual
 
whose only duty is to preside as a hearings officer over matters related to contested cases
 

before the agency.
 

* * * 

Additional duties and responsibilities of SOAH and the state agencies for whom the 

Office conducts hearings are set forth in §2001.058, Gov't Code, (formerly §13G) of APTRA, 

Article 6252-13a, Vernon's Texas Civil Statutes), which emphasizes the intended independence 

of the ALJs. 

SOAH's procedural rules can be found at 1 Texas Administrative Code ("TAC") Sections 

155, 157, 159 and 161, et seq. The Office provides independent ALJs to conduct hearings and 

handle all matters relating thereto, including prehearing and post-hearing matters, issuing 

proposals for decision (PFD), and in some instances entering final decisions. Further, at the 

request of a state agency, SOAH will include a proposed order with the PFD. 

SOAH is a young agency that is continually evolving, in response to both legislation 

which expands its hearings and ADR responsibilities, and growth of its services through 

voluntary contracts with other agencies that desire SOAH's services. SOAH has not been the 

same size or had the same structure for any year of the Office's existence. SOAH began 

conducting hearings on April 15, 1992, with a staff of six ALJs, including the Chief ALJ. 

SOAH's original jurisdiction covered approximately 56 agencies, which included many 

disciplinary agencies, the state retirement systems, and financial regulatory agencies. 

The most significant change made to SOAH by the 73rd Legislature was the passage of 

S.B.1 which implemented and placed under SOAH's jurisdiction, a statewide administrative 

driver's license revocation program ("ALR Program"). The ALR Program, and began operations 
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on January 1, 1995, and under this program, SOAH conducts hearings that are requested by 

persons who receive notices of driver's license suspensions based on charges of driving while 

intoxicated. ALJs hearing these cases issue final decisions which are appealable directly to the 

county courts. ALR hearings are conducted by administrative law judges working out of 13 

offices throughout the state of Texas including the Austin office, and traveling to various remote 

sites to cover the state. In general, an ALR hearing must be conducted in the county of arrest or 

within seventy-five miles of the county seat of the county of arrest. The ALR law is codified in 

Chap·ters 524 and 724 of the Transportation Code. (Prior to September 1995, the ALR law was 

located in Tex. Civ. Stats., Arts. 6687b-1 and 67011-5, respectively). The ALR program 

significantly increased SOAH's demand for space, personnel, furniture, equipment and 

information resources technology, and resulted in a second division of ALJs within the Office 

and made it necessary for SOAH to expand and create four regional and nine field offices 

strategically placed in locations around the state of Texas. 

During the 74th Legislative session, S.B. 12 transferred the hearings functions of the 

Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission ("TNRCC") to SOAH, effective September 

1, 1995. Likewise, S.B. 373 transferred the hearings functions of the Public Utility Commission 

of Texas to SOAH, effective September 1,1995. 

Additionally, Senate Bills 12 and 373 both amended SOAH's enabling statute, Chapter 

2003, Gov't. Code, by adding Section 2003.047 to provide, among other things, authority to 

TNRCC' and the PUC to modify an ALl's findings and conclusions. Specifically, with respect to 

TNRCC, Gov't. Code, Section 2003.047 provides in pertinent part that: 

"...The commission may amend the proposal for decision, including any finding of fact, but 
any such amendment thereto and order shall be based solely on the record made before the 

administrative law judge. Any such amendment by the commission shall be accompanied by 
an explanation of the basis of the amendment. The commission may also refer the matter back 

to the administrative law judge to reconsider any findings and conclusions set forth in the 
proposal for decision or take additional evidence or to make additional findings of fact or 

conclusions of law..." 

With respect to the PUC, Gov't Code, Section 2003.047(g) provides in part: 

"... the commission may change a finding of fact or conclusion of law made by an 
administrative law judge or vacate or modify an order issued by the administrative law judge 

only if the commission: . 
(1) determines that the administrative law judge: 

(A) did not properly apply or interpret applicable law, commission rules or 
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polices, or prior administrative decisions; or
 
(B) issued a finding of fact that is not supported by a preponderance of the
 

evidence; or
 
(2) determines that a commission policy or a prior administrative decision on which the 

. administrative law judge relied is incorrect or should be changed." 

The PUC Commissioners retain authority under S.B. 373 to conduct hearings in cases 

before that agency; however, the bill mandates that hearings in contested cases not conducted by 

one or more PUC Commissioners be conducted by the Utility Division of SOAH. The PUC also 

may delegate to the Utility Division of SOAH the authority to make a final decision and to issue 

findings of fact, conclusions of law, and other necessary orders in a proceeding in which there is 

no contested issue of fact or law; and must provide the Utility Division access to its computer 

systems, databases, and library resources. 

In addition, S.B. 373 gives the PUC authority to impose administrative penalties on a 

person regulated under the Public Utility Regulatory Act ("PURA" or the "Act") who violates 

the Act or a rule or order adopted under the Act. Hearings or administrative penalties are to be 

held by SOAH. S.B. 373 also gives the PUC authority to, by rule, delegate to SOAH the 

responsibility to hear any other matter before the commission if consistent with the utility 

division's duties and responsibilities. 

Finally, during the 74th Legislature, H.B. 2644 provided for the option of alternative 

dispute resolution ("ADR"), between licensed nursing facilities and the Department of Human 

Services ("DHS"), about license renewal, suspension, or revocation and assessment of penalties. 

Under H.B. 2644, if ADR is selected instead of a contested case proceeding (which still would 

be conducted by a DHS administrative law judge) or a judicial proceeding, the arbitration is to be 

conducted, and the arbitrator appointed, in accordance with rules adopted by SOAH. In this 

regard, SOAH is authorized to contract with a "nationally recognized association that performs 

ADR services" to conduct the arbitrations. 

Organizational Issues 

When legislation transfers the hearing functions from large agencies such as the TNRCC 

and the PUC, or when new programs are mandated, such as the statewide ALR Program, SOAH 

must often staff new positions and integrate the programs' processes into SOAH's overall 

operations. Because of the methods by which SOAH is funded, it has been a challenge to 

maintain judicial and support resources to meet the constantly changing needs ofSOAH's 
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referring agencies, and to keep SOAH's internal processes adaptable. Some of the challenges 

that SOAH faces include such things as maintaining an optimal size ALJ staff, supplying 

adequate support resources for the judges to handle their workloads competently and efficiently, 

assuring the adaptability of internal processes to match the pace of the evolving workload, 

responding to the public's requests for information about pending cases, and allowing flexibility 

in office practices to accommodate ALl's case responsibilities. As of June 1996 SOAH 

employed a total of 116 full-time employees. Forty-two employees were in SOAH's ALR field 

offices; the remainder was in the headquarters at Austin. 

Citations/Contacts: 

The 1996-97 Survey of Organizational Excellence: 
http://www.utexas.edu/research/cswr/survey/part/nar-.J)df/360nar.pdf. 

Texas SOAH FAQs: http://www.soah.state.tx.us/about-us/faq/general.asp & 
http://www.utcle.org/eLibrary/preview.php?asset_file_id=1322. 

Mr. Thomas Walston, General Counsel, Texas SOAH: 
512-936-0711 or 512-475-1276 and tom.walston@soah.state.tx.us. 

Legislative History: 
http://www.legis.state.tx.us/billlookup/History.aspx?LegSess=72R&Bill=SB884 
& page 146 of 
http://www.lrl.state.tx.us/scanned/sessionoverviews/major/hro_major_issues_n.p 
df. 

IU-Indy's 2004 symposium articles: 
http://indylaw.indiana.edu/programs/law_state_gov/lawreviews/2005.pdf 

California's Office of Administrative Hearings:
 
http://www.dgs.ca.gov/oah/About.aspx.
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