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The Honorable Mark D. Obenshain, Co-Chairman
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Re: 2014 Judicial Performance Evaluation Reports Pursuant to Code § 17.1-100

Dear Chairmen Norment, Obenshain and Albo:

Hard copies of the 2014 Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) reports were hand
delivered to the Division of Legislative Services on December 1, 2014. The attached pdf
document consists of the evaluation reports prepared for eighteen judges who are eligible for
reelection during the 2015 session of the General Assembly.! These judges had previously been
evaluated in the court to which the judge is currently elected. The attached document contains
reports for the following judges:

' Two additional evaluation reports were delivered on December 1, 2014. Those judges have, since delivery of the

reports, announced their upcoming retirements. They are not seeking reelection in 2015.
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The Honorable Karen J Burrell

The Honorable Gordon F. Willis

The Honorable Cheryl V. Higgins

The Honorable David L. Williams

The Honorable Pamela E. Hutchens
The Honorable Bruce A Wilcox

The Honorable Alfred O Masters, Jr.
The Honorable Gary A Mills

. The Honorable Colleen K. Killilea

10. The Honorable Birdie Hairston Jamison
11. The Honorable William J. Minor, Jr.
12. The Honorable Jacqueline F. Ward Talevi
13. The Honorable Gino W Williams

14. The Honorable Deborah L Rawls

15. The Honorable Jacqueline R. Waymack
16. The Honorable Judith Anne Kline

17. The Honorable S. Anderson Nelson

18. The Honorable Robert C. Viar, Jr.

DO NAU W~

A copy of the attached pdf document is being provided to the Division of Legislative
Automated Systems for posting with reports provided to the General Assembly.

Virginia Code § 17.1-100 requires that

A. ... By December 1 of each year, the Supreme Court, or its designee, shall
transmit a report of the evaluation in the final year of the term of each justice and
judge whose term expires during the next session of the General Assembly to the
Chairmen of the House and Senate Committees for Courts of Justice.

B. The reporting requirement of this section shall become effective when funds
are appropriated for this program and shall apply to the evaluation of any justice
or judge who has had at least one interim evaluation conducted during his term.

Legislation passed during the 2014 Session of the General Assembly, further provides:

2. That any evaluation of a justice or judge previously conducted by the judicial
performance evaluation program in the court to which the judge or justice is
currently elected shall satisfy the requirements for an interim evaluation under
subsection B of § 17.1-100 of the Code of Virginia as amended by this act.

3. That the first set of evaluation reports required by this act to be transmitted to
the General Assembly shall be submitted to the Chairmen of the House and
Senate Committees for Courts of Justice by December 1, 2014.

(2014 Acts of Assembly, Chapter 808.)
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If you have any questions concerning this document, please do not hesitate to contact me.
With kind regards, I am

Very truly yours,

Al e ffs

Karl R. Hade

cc: Division of Legislative Automated Systems
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

HI. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 157 completed surveys for Judge Karen J. Burrell.



Evaluation of Judge Karen J. Burrell: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 20.4%
Good ) 47.8%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 20.4%
Unsatisfactory 9.6%
No Opinion 1.9%
Excellent 31.9%
‘ ' Good 36.9%
Dignity and courtesy displayed in the Needs Improvement 18.5%
courtroom
Unsatisfactory 11.5%
No Opinion 1.3%
Excellent 38.9%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the Good 44.6%
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 10.8%
Unsatisfactory 4.5%
No Opinion 1.3%
Excellent 27.4%
. Good 36.9%
The respe.ct. shown by the judge for all Needslimprovement 20.4%
court participants
Unsatisfactory 14.0%
No Opinion 1.3%
Excellent 37.6%
Good 50.3%
The.rc?spect that 'the judge demands court Needs Improvement 32%
participants to display towards one another
Unsatisfactory 1.9%
No Opinion 7.0%
2

2014



Evaluation of Judge Karen J. Burrell: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 51.6%
Good 41.4%
Attentiveness to proceedings Needs Improvement 5.1%
Unsatisfactory 1.3%
No Opinion 0.6%
Excellent 32.1%
Good 46.2%
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 12.8%
Unsatisfactory 6.4%
No Opinion 2.6%
Excellent 31.4%
Good 46.2%
Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs Improvement o 11.5%
Unsatisfactory 4.5%
No Opinion 6.4%
Excellent 54.1%
Good 29.9%
The abse'nce'of inappropriate ex parte Needs Improvement 0.6%
communications
Unsatisfactory 1.3%
No Opinion 14.0%
Excellent 45.5%
o Good 37.2%
e o T T S
Unsatisfactory 6.4%
No Opinion 1.9%
3

2014



Evaluation of Judge Karen J. Burrell: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 48.4%
Good 44.0%
ProfessiOI.la} behavior the judge expects of Neels Toprovement 399
court participants
Unsatisfactory 1.3%
No Opinion 3.2%
Excellent 19.8%
Good 47.1%
The latitudq that the judge allows lawyers Needs Improgement 191%
in presentation of the case
Unsatisfactory 7.6%
No Opinion 6.4%
Excellent 39.7%
Good 40.4%
Knowledge of the law Needs Imprgvement 13.5%
Unsatisfactory i 2.6%
No Opinion 3.9%
Excellent 39.2%
Good 46.4%
Faithfulness to the law Needs Improvement 7.8%
Unsatisfactory 2.0%
No Opinion 4.6%
Excellent 35.5%
Good 41.5%
Effectiveness of communications Needs Improvement 13.2%
Unsatisfactory 6.6%
No Opinion 3.3%
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge Karen J. Burrell: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 36.6%
Good 42.5%
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improvement 11.8%
Unsatisfactory 3.9%
No Opinion 5.2%
Excellent 35.5%
Good N 47.4%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement 9.2%
.iJns_atisfactory 2.0%
No Opinion 5.9%
Excellent 29.1%
Good 33.8%
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 13.9%
Unsatisfactory 6.0%
No Opinion 17.2%
Excellent 32.2%
' Good 42.1%
Unsatisfactory 5.3%
No Opinion 11.2%
Excellent 43.1%
Good 42.5%
Starts court on time Needs Improvement 52%
Unsatisfactory 2.0%
No Opinion 7.2% !
5

2014



Evaluation of Judge Karen J. Burrell: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 37.3%
Good 42.5%

Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement 9.2%
Unsatisfactory 8.5%
No Opinion 2.6%
Excellent 22.5%
Good 43.7%

Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 23.8%
Unsatisfactory 7.3%
No Opinion 2.7%
Better 9.8%

.In general, over the last three years, has the yyqe 9.8%

judge's overall court-related performance =

become... Stayed the Same 42.5%
No Opinion 37.9%

6

2014
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

I11. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 145 completed surveys for Judge Gordon F. Willis.



Evaluation of Judge Gordon F. Willis: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 62.1%
Good 31.7%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 4.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.7%
No Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 75.2%
Good : 21.4%
Dignity and courtesy displayed in the Nesusdmprovemment 21%
courtroom —_———
Unsatisfactory 0.7%
No Opinion i 0.7%
Excellent 80.6%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the Good 18.1%
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 1.4%
No Opinion 0.0% o
Excellent 71.3%
| Good 22.4%
ijé;?gf;;gggn bylibe judge foriall Needs Improvement 4.2%
Unsatisfactory 1.4%
No Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 75.0%
. Good 18.8% :
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion_ 4.2%
2

2014



Evaluation of Judge Gordon F. Willis: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 82.1%
Good 17.9%
Attentiveness to proceedings Needs Improvement 0.0% o
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 66.2%
Good 27.6% o
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 2.1%
Unsatisfactory - 3.5%
No Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 67.6%
Good 23.5%
Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs I;nprovement 4.8%
Unsatisfactory 3.5%
No Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 81.3%
Good 9.7%
gggﬁﬁfggﬁigﬁ;nap propriate ex parte Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 9_.0%
Excellent 81.3%
Good 17.4%
e ordr oo and Y s g 07%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
%O})inion 0.7%
3

2014



Evaluation of Judge Gordon F. Willis: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 80.0%
_ _ ' Good 17.2%
fgiﬁf;?t?;lpzi};:wor tagpdegexnecis et Needs Improvement 0.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 2.1%
Excellent 48.6%
Good 38.9%
The latitudq that the judge allows lawyers Ne e(glrr_lpr(;v;nent B i 2% —‘
in presentation of the case
Unsatisfactory 0.7%
No Opinion 7.6%
Excellent 65.0%
Good 30.8%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 2.1%
Unsatisfactory 0.7%
No Opinion 1.4%
Excellent 68.1%
Good 28.5%
Faithfulness to the law Needs Improvement 2.1%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 1.4%
Excellent 72.9%
Good 25.0% ;
Effectiveness of communications Needs Improvement 1.4%
asatisfactory - 0.0%
No Opinion 0.7%
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge Gordon F. Willis: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 78.5%
Good 17.4%
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improvement : 0.0% -
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 4.2%
Excellent 75.5%
Good 21.7% -
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0% -
No Opinion 2.8%
Excellent 69.9%
Good 17.5%
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 0.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 11.9%
Excellent 66.7%
' Good 22.2%
Unsatisfactory 1.4%
No Opinion 6.3% a
Excellent 83.5%
Good 13.1%
Starts court on time Needs Improvement 0.7% -
iJnsatisfactory 0.0% -
No Opinion 2.8%
5

2014



Evaluation of Judge Gordon F. Willis: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 78.0%
Good 17.7%
Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement 0.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 3.6%
Excellent 72.4%
Good 23.5%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 2.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.7% ‘
No Opinion 0.7%
Better 21.5%
?n general, over the last three years, has the /5o 0.0%
judge's overall court-related performance ——
e—— Stayed the Same 47.2%
No Opinion 31.3%
6

2014
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

IL. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

I11. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 175 completed surveys for Judge Cheryl V. Higgins.



Evaluation of Judge Cheryl V. Higgins: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 82.9%
Good 12.6%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 1.7% -
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 2.9%
Excellent 85.7%
o ' | Good 103%
?;E?tlrtgo?;ld courtesy displayed in the Needs Improvement 1.1%
Unsatisfactory B 0.0%
No Opinion 2.9%
Excellent 81.7%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the Good 13.7%
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 2.3%
Unsatisfactory 0.6%
No Opinion 1.7%
Excellent 85.6%
_ Good 9.8%
;F:lfr{epsfggi;gggn Oyt jicgeHariall Needs Improvement 1.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.6%
No Opinion 2.3%
Excellent 69.1%
Good 21.7%
The respect that the judge demands court Noeds Improvement 0.6%

participants to display towards one another

Unsatisfactory 0.6%
No Opinion 8.0%
2

«Year_ Prepared»



Evaluation of Judge Cheryl V. Higgins: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 83.4%
Good 11.4%
Attentiveness to proceedings Needs Improvement 2.9% -
-Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 2.3%
Excellent 75.4%
Good 171%
Fairness exhibited to all parties _i\Iegis_Improvement 2.9%
Unsatisfactory 1.7%
No Opinion 2.9%
Excellent 68.6%
Good 17.1%
Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs Improvement 5.1% a
Unsatisfactory 2.3%
No Opinion 6.9%
Excellent 74.9%
Good 8.0%
The abse‘nce'of inappropriate ex parte Needs Improvement 0.6%
communications -
Unsatisfactory 0.6%
No Opinion 16.0%
Excellent 83.8%
o Good 14.5%
o dom S et g 00
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 1.7%
3

«Year_Prepared»



Evaluation of Judge Cheryl V. Higgins: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 70.9%
_ ' . Good 24.0%
fész;?t?;iilpt;}::wor the judge expects of Needs Improvement 1.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 3.4%
Excellent 64.6%
_ _ Good 25.1%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 51%
Excellent 62.3%
Good 25.1%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 6.3%
Unsatisfactory 2.3%
No Opinion O 4.0%
Excellent 63.2%
Good 25.8%
Faithfulness to the law Needs Improvement 3.7%
Unsatisfactory 2.5%
No Opinion 4.9%
Excellent 68.1%
Good 23.9% o
Effectiveness of communications Needs Improvement 3. 7%
-Unsatisfactory 1.2%
No Opinion 3.1%
4

«Year_Prepared»



Evaluation of Judge Cheryl V. Higgins: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 60.1%
Good 29.5%
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improvement 4.3%
Unsatisfactory 0.6%
No Opinion 5.5%
Excellent 58.9%
Good 28.2%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement 4.9%
Unsatisfactory 2.5%
No Opinion 5.5%
Excellent 52.2%
Good 23.0% B
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 6.8%
Unsatisfactory 3.1%
No Opinion 14.9%
Excellent 66.7%
. _ Good 16.1%
Unsatisfactory 1.9%
No Opinion 11.1%
Excellent 65.6%
“Good_ 25.2% .
Starts court on time Needs Improvement 4.3%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 4.9%
5

«Year_ Prepared»



Evaluation of Judge Cheryl V. Higgins: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 57.8%
Good 27.3%
Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement 9.3%
Unsatisfactory 1.2%
No Opinion 4.4%
Excellent 69.6%
Good 21.7%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 3.7% o
Unsatisfactory - 3.1%
No Opinion 1.9%
Better 17.2%
¥n general, over the last three years, has the -Worse 2.5%
judge's overall court-related performance .
becomen, Stayed the Same 44.2%
No Opinion 36.2%
6

«Year Prepared»
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

I11. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 123 completed surveys for Judge David L. Williams.



Evaluation of Judge David L. Williams: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 23.0%
Good 33.6%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 32.0%
Unsatisfactory 10.7%
No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 35.5%
o ‘ . Good 37.2%
g:f?tlrtg’o?::d comesydisplayed ithe Needs Improvement 19.0%
Unsatisfactory 7.4%
No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 54.6%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the Good 38.8%
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 4.1%
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion 1.7%
Excellent 31.2%
Good 32.8%
The respe'ct.shown by the judge for all Needs Improvement 25.4%
court participants
Unsatisfactory 9.8%
No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 51.2%
‘ Good 43.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 3.3%
2

2014



Evaluation of Judge David L. Williams: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 68.9%
Good 29.5%
Altentiveness to proceedings _N_eeds Improvement 0.8% o
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 47.5%
Good 418%
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 7.4%
Unsatisfactory 2.5%
No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 50.0%
Good 35.3%
Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs Improver_nent 9.8%
Unsatisfactory 1.6%
No Opinion 3.3%
Excellent 62.3%
Good 22.1%
The absepce_of inappropriate ex parte Noeds Tmprovement 1.6%
communications
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
.No Opinion 13.9% :
Excellent 44.3%
Good 36.1%
Th? orc.ler, decomm’ aind hylisy Needs Improvement 12.3%
maintained by the judge
Unsatisfactory 4.9%
No Opinion 2.5%
3

2014



Evaluation of Judge David L. Williams: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 58.2%
' ' ' Good i 36.9% -
Egiﬁ?;i?j}piﬁ:wor HiS{ud geTexpeutsoF Needs Improvement - 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion 4.1%
Excellent 36.9%
Good 41.8%
_The latitudq that the judge allows lawyers Nezds Impravement 14.8%
in presentation of the case
Unsatisfactory 1.6%
No Opinion 4.9%
Excellent 68.0%
Good 27.1%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 1.6%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
_No OI;inion ) 3.3% o
Excellent 62.3%
Good 27.9%
Faithfulness to the law Needs Improvement 5.7%
Unsatisfactory i 1.6% -
No Opinion 2.5%
Excellent 50.8%
Good 36.1%
Effectiveness of communications Needs Improvement 10.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion 1.6% :
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge David L. Williams: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 61.5%
Good 33.6%
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 4.9%
Excellent 59.8%
Good 32.0%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement i 25%
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion | 4.9%
Excellent 51.6%
Good 24.6%
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 6.6%
Unsatisfactory 1.6%
No Opinion 15.6% '
Excellent 47.1%
' . Good 33.9%
e o fslom fom b 00 st rovement 7%
Unsatisfactory 4.1%
No Opinion 7.4%
Excellent 61.7%
Good 37.5%
Starts court on time Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory _06% -
No Opinion 0.8%
5

2014



Evaluation of Judge David L. Williams: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 52.9%
Good 38.8%
Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement i ?0%
Gn;atisfactory 2.5%
No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 37.2%
Good _45.2% -
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 16.5%
Unsatisfactory 3.3% N
No Opinion 0.8%
Better 21.1%
1n general, over the last two years, has the  yorge 7.3%
judge's overall court-related performance
beconie... Stayed the S_ame 61.0%
No Opinion 10.6%
6

2014
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reclection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

II1. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 144 completed surveys for Judge Pamela E. Hutchens.



Evaluation of Judge Pamela E. Hutchens: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 41.7%

Good 36.8%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 15.3%

Unsatisfactory 4.9%

No Opinion 1.4%

Excellent 39.6%

Good 41.0%
Dignity and courtesy displayed in the NEEUEImproRicrient 9.7%
courtroom -

Unsatisfactory 8.3%

No Opinion 1.4% B

Excellent 47.6%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the Good 35.7%
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 11.9%

Unsatisfactory 3.5%

No Opinion 1.4%

Excellent 36.8%

Good 29.2%
The respe.ct' shown by the judge for all Needs Improvement B 18.1%
court participants —

Unsatisfactory 13.9%

No Opinion 2.1% .

Excellent 50.0%

Good 38.2%
e et bl s O s et 494

Unsatisfactory 2.1%

No Opinion 4.9%

2

2014



Evaluation of Judge Pamela E. Hutchens: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 60.4%

Good 36.1%
Attentiveness to proceedings Needs Improvement 1.4%

Unsatisfactory 1.4%

No Opinion 0.7%

Excellent 34.7%

Good 26.4%
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 15.3%

Unsatisfactory 21.5%

‘No (_)pinion : 2.1%

Excellent 35.7%

Good 35.0%
Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs Improvement 17.5%

Unsatisfactory 9.8%

No Opinion 21%

Excellent 58.3%

Good 20.8%
The abse.nce'of inappropriate ex parte .Nee ds Improvement 21%
communications -

Unsatisfactory 2.1%

No Opinion 16.7%

Excellent 53.2%

o Good A%

e rdr docoun, 4SS Nouts Toprovement 4%

Unsatisfactory 4.2%

No Opinion 0.7%

3

2014



Evaluation of Judge Pamela E. Hutchens: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 57.6%
_ _ ' Good 39.6%
Egﬁ??;ﬁ?j}pgi:mor tiaeyudeelexpectstol Needs Improvement 1.4%
Unsatisfactory 0.7%
No Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 35.7%
Good 42.0%
ih;rzitémgfiéﬁa(t)ft'}tlﬁ giif: BLONEEPEE Needs Improvement 14.0%
Unsatisfactory 5.6%
No Opinion 2.8%
Excellent 56.9%
Good 31.3%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 9.7%
.[Jnsaﬁsfactory 0.7%
No Opinion 1.4%
Excellent 49.7%
Good 29.4%
Faithfulness to the law Needs Improvement 11.9%
Unsatisfactory 7.7%
No Opinion 14%
Excellent 47.9%
Good 36.1%
Effectiveness of communications Needs I_mprovement o 9.7%
Unsatisfactory 4.9‘V_o -
No Opinion 1.4%
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge Pamela E. Hutchens: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 48.6%
Good 38.9%
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improvement 6.9%
Unsatisfactory 3.5%
No Opinion 2.1%
Excellent 50.0%
Good 41.7%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement 4.2%
Unsatisfactor;? - 2_.8%
No Opinion 1.4%
Excellent 35.4%
Good 28.5%
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 11.1% o
Unsatisfactory 10.4%
No Opinion 14.6%
Excellent 39.2%
. | Good 28.0%
Unsatisfactory 14.7%
No Opinion 5.6%
Excellent 47.6%
Good 36.4%
Starts court on time Needs Improvement 8.4%
Unsatisfactory 4.2%
No Opinion O 35%
5

2014



Evaluation of Judge Pamela E. Hutchens: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 35.7%
Good 28.7%
Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement 15.4%
Unsatisfactory 18.2%
No Opinion 2.1%
Excellent 35.9%
Good 29.6%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 18.3%
Unsatisfactory 12.0%
No Opinion 4.2%
Better 10.4%
In general, over the last two years, has the .Worse 9.7% -
judge's overall court-related performance .
Bt Stayed the Same 61.8%
No Opinion 18.1%
6

2014
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

II. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

II1. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 109 completed surveys for Judge Bruce A. Wilcox.



Evaluation of Judge Bruce A. Wilcox: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 66.1%
Good 27.5%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 4.6%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 1.8%
Excellent 71.3%
o . ‘ Good 24.1%
Dignity and courtesy displayed in the Noods Improvement 3.7%
courtroom - — — —_—
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.9%
Excellent 64.2%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the Good - 26.6%
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 4.6%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 4.6%
Excellent 71.6%
. Good 21.1%
The respe.ct‘ shown by the judge for all Needs Improvement 4.6%
court participants —
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 2.8%
Excellent 59.6%
_ Good ©32.1%
The'rc?spect that .the judge demands court Nesils lrproventedt 3.7%
participants to display towards one another
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 4.6%
2

2014



Evaluation of Judge Bruce A. Wilcox: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 60.6%
Good 31.2%
Attentiveness to proceedings Needs Improvement 6.4%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 1.8%
Excellent 66.7%
Good 25.0%
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 4.6%
Unsatisfactory 0.9%
No Opinion 2.8%
Excellent 65.7%
Good 24.1%
Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs Improvement 3.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.9%
No Opinion o : 5.6%
Excellent 63.9%
Good 18.5%
Zg;fjgg:;gisinap propriate ex parte E\Ieeds Irr_lprovgment (_).9%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 16.7%
Excellent 67.0%
Good _ 29.4%
;ginct)erl(ils;,dd;;(t)lt T&jgg ity Needs Improvement 1.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 18%
3

2014



Evaluation of Judge Bruce A. Wilcox: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 63.9%
_ ' ‘ Good 31.5%
S;Eﬁai)s;?t?;lpl;i?:wor the judge expects of Needs Improvement B 1.9%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 2.8%
Excellent 64.2%
Good 275%
The latitudg that the judge allows lawyers Needs Improvement 3 70,
in presentation of the case
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 4.6%
Excellent 63.3%
Good 29.4%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 2.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.9% -
No Opinion 3.7%
Excellent 63.3%
Good 27.5%
Faithfulness to the law mNeeds Improvement 2.8%
Unsatisfactory 2.8%
No Opinion 3.7% B
Excellent 63.9%
Good 31.5%
Effectiveness of communications Needs Improvement 2.8%
U_n_sat_isf_actory 0.0%
No Opinion 1.9%
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge Bruce A. Wilcox: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 71.6%
Good 24.8%
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 3.7%
Excellent 67.9%
Good 24.8%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improve;ent 3.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 3.7%
Excellent 58.7%
Good 22.9%
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 0.9%
-I}nsatisfactory 1.8%
No Opinion : 15.6%
Excellent 69.7%
_ Good 18.4% N
Unsatisfactory 3.7%
No Opinion 6.4%
Excellent 64.5%
Good 290%
Starts court on time Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.9%
No Opinion 5.6%
5

2014



Evaluation of Judge Bruce A. Wilcox: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 67.9%
Good 27.5%
Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.9%
No Opinion 3.7%
Excellent 66.7%
Good 23.2%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 7.4%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 2.8%
_ Better 6.4%
¥n general, over the last two years, hasthe  yorce 0.9%
judge's overall court-related performance .
Becomic.. Stayed the Same 77.1%
No Opinion 15.6%
6

2014
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

I1I. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 122 completed surveys for Judge Alfred O. Masters, Jr..



Evaluation of Judge Alfred O. Masters, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 25.4%
Good 42.6%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 22.1%
Unsatisfactory 9.0%
No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 36.9%
o ‘ _ _Good 34.4%
?(:E?tlrtgo?;ld Coltiesy displayein fhe Needs Improvement 21.3% -
Unsatisfactory 6.6%
No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 39.3%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the Good _ I _44'3% _
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 12.3%
Gns;tisfactory 2.5%
No Opinion 1.6%
Excellent 35.3%
' Good 31 2_%
T the judge forall “Needs improvement 23.0%
Unsatisfactory 9.8%
No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 47.9%
. Good 42.2%
e e e e demnis ot Nk bvrent 5%
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion O 33%
2

2014



Evaluation of Judge Alfred O. Masters, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 49.6%

Good 39.7% :
Attentiveness to proceedings Needs Improvement 9.9%

Unsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion 0.8%

Excellent 32.8%

Good 42.6%
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 15.6%

Unsatisfactory 7.4%

No Opinion 1.6%

Excellent 34.2%

Good 36.7%
Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs Improvement 20.8%

Unsatisfactory 5.8%

No Opinion 2.5%

Excellent 57.4%

Good 23.8%
The abse.nceiof inappropriate ex parte Needs Improvement 1.6%
communications _

Unsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion 17.2%

Excellent 45.1%

o Good 38.5%

Egn(;;?;:d(r;(:}t T&;gg iy Need;mprovement 13.1%

Unsatisfactory 2.5%

No Opinion 0.8% -

3

2014



Evaluation of Judge Alfred O. Masters, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 50.0%
Good O 443%
Professiopa.l behavior the judge expects of I\?ee ds Improvement 3.3%
court participants
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion 1.6%
Excellent 30.3%
Good 38.5%
The latitudq that the judge allows lawyers Needs Improvement 23.8%
in presentation of the case
Unsatisfactory 4.1%
No Opinion 3.3%
Excellent 46.7%
Good 39.3%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 7.4%
Unsatisfactory 3.3%
No Opinion 33%
Excellent 40.2%
Good 42.6% -
Faithfulness to the law Needs Improvement 9.8%
Unsatisfactory - 4.9%
I_\Io Opinion 2.5%
Excellent 39.7%
Good 43.8%
Effectiveness of communications Needs Improvement 13.2%
Unsatisfactory 2.5% B
No Opinion 0.8% :
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge Alfred O. Masters, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 58.7%
Good 38.8%
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improvement 1.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion . 0.8‘%
Excellent 51.6%
Good 37.7%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement 5.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion 4.1%
Excellent 40.5%
Good 34.7%
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 6.6%
Unsatisfactory 2.5%
No Opinion 15.7%
Excellent 41.8%
| Good 8%
T s fesdom Fombe % o v 0%
Unsatisfactory 4.1%
No Opinion 3.3%
Excellent 54.9%
Good 41.8%
Starts court on time Needs Improvement - 0.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 2.5%
5

2014



Evaluation of Judge Alfred O. Masters, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 48.8%
Good 42.2%

Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement 5.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion 3.3%
Excellent 36.4%
Good 37.3%

Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 22.0%
Unsatisfactory 4.2%
No Opinion 0.0%
Better 10.7%

m general, over the last two years, hasthe  yrse 5.8%

judge's overall court-related performance =

become... Eca)_'ed the S_ame 62.8%
No Opinion 20.7%

6

2014
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

ITI. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 124 completed surveys for Judge Gary A. Mills.



Evaluation of Judge Gary A. Mills: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 68.6%
Good 29.0% o
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 2.4%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion o 0.0%
Excellent 72.6%
o ' ‘ Good 25.0%
B;E:tlrtgo?:lld courtesy displayed in the Neet aprovement 2.4%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 77.2%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the Good 22.8%
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 71.8%
. Good 25.0%
T ooy Y thedudge forall - Needs Improvement B
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 73.2%
| Good 244%
The et e ulgodends . Nestmprvemes 0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion i 1.6%
2

2014



Evaluation of Judge Gary A. Mills: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 81.5%
Good 16.9%
Attentiveness to proceedings ‘Needs Improvement 1.6%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 73.4%
Good 22.6%
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 3.2%
Unsatisfz;c;ry— : 0.8%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 67.7%
Good 27.4%
Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs Improvement 1.6%
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion 2.4%
Excellent 76.4%
Good 13.0%
ch)'lrir?usrfir(l:(:t:igisinap prOpriatciEX paie Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 10.6%
Excellent 79.8%
o Good 18.6%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
3

2014



Evaluation of Judge Gary A. Mills: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 79.0%
. ' ' Good B 19.4%
e e 1or (e Judge ©XPects O Noogs Improvement — 1.6% o
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 71.5%
Good 24.4%
The latitudq that the judge allows lawyers N eotls Improycment 2.4%
in presentation of the case _— -
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 83.6%
Good 15.6% o
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 0.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0% o
Excellent 79.0%
Good O 194%
Faithfulness to the law Needs Improvement 1.6%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 80.7%
Good 18.6%
Effectiveness of communications Ne& I_mprovement 0.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0% o
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge Gary A. Mills: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 82.0%
Good 15.6%
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improvement 0.8%
Unsatisfa;:tory 0.0%
No Opinion 1.6%
Excellent 80.7%
Good 17.7%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement 0.8%
i]nsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion . 0.8%
Excellent 69.7%
Good 15.6%
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 0.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 13.9%
Excellent 75.0%
' Good 21.0%
e fosdon fombis o o g L0
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion 1.6%
Excellent 78.1%
Good 20.3%
Starts court on time Needs Improvement 0.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.8% o
5

2014



Evaluation of Judge Gary A. Mills: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 78.2%
Good 19.4%

Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement 2.4%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 77.3%
Good 21.0%

Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 1.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Better 13.0%

¥n general, over the last two years, has the  yrse 0.8%

judge's overall court-related performance .

Bt Stayed the Same 69.9%
No Opinion 16.3%

6

2014
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

II1. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 128 completed surveys for Judge Colleen K. Killilea.



Evaluation of Judge Colleen K. Killilea: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor ' Survey Responses
Excellent 33.6%
Good 41.4%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 18.8%
Unsatisfactory 6.3%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 42.5%
o _ ' Good 33.1%
]C)olﬁﬁlrtg;;ld geniicsy Sisplayerda (s Needs Improvement - 15.0%
Unsatisfactory 9.5%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 55.5%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the EOOd_ _ 3B
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 3.9%
Unsatisfactory 7.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 40.8%
Good 30._4% -
The respe'ct‘ shown by the judge for all Noods Improvement 16.8%
court participants S — —_—
Unsatisfactory 12.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 50.8%
Good 38.3% -
The respect that the judge demands court Neeis laioveaeat 4.7%

participants to display towards one another

Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion 5.5%
2

2014



Evaluation of Judge Colleen K. Killilea: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 58.7%
Good 37.3%
Attentiveness to proceedings Needs Improvement 3.2%
.[_Jnsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 36.2%
Good 37.8(V_0 -
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 14.2%
Unsatisfactory 11.8%
No Opinion B.O%
Excellent 42.1%
Good 34.1%
Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs Improvement 13.5% -
Unsatisfactory 7.1%
No Opinion 3.2%
Excellent 55.6%
. Good 24.6%
Zg;jﬁg:;figrflsinapp ropriate ex parte Needs Improvement 1.6%
Unsatisfactory 2.4%
No Opinion 15.9%
Excellent 54.3%
o Good 33.9%
Tho e doani oY Nestomprvement 60
Unsatisfactory 5.5%
No Opinion 0.0% -
3

2014



Evaluation of Judge Colleen K. Killilea: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 59.1%
' _ . Good 35.4%
E;fo?;ﬁ?j}pgil::wor taSNdEgiexnects|of Needs Improvement 3.2%
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
.No Opinion 1.6%
Excellent 29.1%
| ' Good 37.8%
ettt e WS VS s o7
Unsatisfactory 12.6%
No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 53.5%
Good 35.4%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 3.9% o
Unsatisfactory 3.9%
No Opinion 3.2%
Excellent 47.2%
Good _ ?3_1 "_A) -
Faithfulness to the law Needs Improvement 11.8%
Unsatisfactory 6.3%
-No Opinion 1.6%
Excellent 50.4%
Good 35.4%
Effectiveness of communications Neecis Improvement 11.8%
Unsatisfactory 1.6%
No Opinion 0.8%
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge Colleen K. Killilea: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 63.0%
Good o 36.2%
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 57.9%
Good 36.5%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement 4.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion : E)&A -
Excellent 50.0%
Good 27.8%
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 5.6%
Unsatisfactory 64% -
No Opinion . 10.3%
Excellent 44.9%
Good 33.1%
g:;: ljl gi(igee:gf;lrifrzlﬁ;(ti’o;ll ;r Sé?szﬁiifgofp Eeeds Improvement ) 10.2% o
Unsatisfactory 7.1%
No Opinion 4.7% :
Excellent 61.1%
‘Good 34.1%
Starts court on time Needs Improvement 0.8% )
Unsatisfactory o 0.8%
No Opinion 3.2%
S

2014



Evaluation of Judge Colleen K. Killilea: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 57.7%
Good 33.3%
Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement 3.3%
Unsatisfacj[ory 2.4%
No Opinion 3.3%
Excellent 41.0%
Good 36.1%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 14.8%
Unsatisfactory 7.4%
No Opinion 0.8%
Better 9.5%
¥n general, over the last two years, has the  y/orse ' 6.3%
judge's overall court-related performance
become... Stayed the Same 69.3%
No Opinion 15.0%
6

2014
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

III. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 133 completed surveys for Judge Birdie Hairston Jamison.



Evaluation of Judge Birdie Hairston Jamison: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 20.5%
Good 41.7%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 19.7%
iJIlsEisfaaory 18.2%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 23.5%
o ' _ Good 32.6%
CDOIEE lrtgo?;ld Gouttesy displayed i the Needs Improvement 27.3%
Unsatisfactory 16.7%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 28.0%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the Good 40.2%
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 18.9%
Unsatisfactory 9.1%
No Opinion 3.8%
Excellent 21.1%
' Good 31.6%
;réf rtr i)s:r?gi;}e:ﬁgn by the judge for all _Needs Improve_mea - 57. ITA i
Unsatisfactory 20.3%
No Opinion 0.0% o
Excellent 33.8%
. Good 46.6%
T e el demends ot Nests gt 11
Unsatisfactory 2.3%
No Opinion 6.0% o
2

2014



Evaluation of Judge Birdie Hairston Jamison: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 40.2%
Good 47.0% N
Attentiveness to proceedings Needs Improvement 9.1%
Unsatisfactory 3.8%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 24.8%
Good 31.6%
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 23.3%
Unsati;factory 19.6%
No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 28.0%
Good 364%
Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs Improvement 18.2%
Unsatisfactory 15.9%
No Opinion 1.5%
Excellent 37.9%
Good  265%
The abse.nce.of inappropriate ex parte Neeils Impiovement 0.8%
communications [
Unsatisfactory 4.6%
No Opinion 30.3%
Excellent 33.3%
- Good B 35.6% B
;g?n(:;?za(f;(:ﬁ Iﬁ;;g: siylicy Needs Improvement 17.4%
Unsatisfactory 12.9%
No Opinion 0.8% o
3

2014



Evaluation of Judge Birdie Hairston Jamison: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 38.4%
_ o Good O 50.4%
Professional behavior the fudge 025 of s mprovement 6.0%
Unsatisfactory 3.0%
No Opinion 2.3%
Excellent 23.3%
Good 36.8%
The latitude' that the judge allows lawyers Needs Improvement 19.6%
in presentation of the case
Unsatisfactory 14.3%
No Opinion 6.0%
Excellent 29.3%
Good - 42.1%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 15.0%
Unsatisfactory 6.0% -
No Opinion . 7.5%
Excellent 26.3%
Good 38.4%
Faithfulness to the law Needs Improvement 12.§% -
Unsatisfactory 16.5%
No Opinion 6.0%
Excellent 30.5%
Good 40.5%
Effectiveness of communications Needs Improvement 20.6%
Unsatisfactory ) 6?1§% -
KOpinion - 2.3%
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge Birdie Hairston Jamison: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 43.6%
Good ! 49.6% :
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improvement 3.0%
Unsatisfactory 1.5%
No Opinion 2.3%
Excellent 35.6%
Good 492%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement_ 9.9%
Unsatisfactory 3.8%
No Opinion 1.5%
Excellent 22.1%
Good 35.1%
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 17.6%
Unsatisfactory 11.5%
No Opinion 13.7% i
Excellent 24.1%
| | Good 36.1%
Tl esdon fombis 0 Nestalmpvemen 1%
Unsatisfactory 15.0%
No Opinion 7.5%
Excellent 32.3%
Good 51.9% N
Starts court on time Needs Improvement 9.8%
Unsatisfactory 4.5%
Eo Opinion a 1.5% -
5

2014



Evaluation of Judge Birdie Hairston Jamison: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 30.5%
Good 443%
Uses courtroom time efficiently -Needs Improvement 13.0%
Unsatisfactory 7.6%_ -
No Opinion 4.6%
Excellent 22.5%
Good 33.3%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 22.5%
Unsatisfactory 20.2%
No Opinion 1.6%
Better 8.3%
_In general, over the last two years, has the 7 rse - 6.1%
judge's overall court-related performance
et e Stayed the Same 70.5%
No Opinion 15.2%
6

2014
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

I11. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 138 completed surveys for Judge William J. Minor, Jr..



Evaluation of Judge William J. Minor, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 51.5%

Good 33.3%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improve;lent 11.6% e

Unsatisfactory 2.9%

No Opinion 0.7%

Excellent 64.5%

- | | Good 261%

cDoll%?tlrth?;ld courtesy displayed in the Needs Improvement 5.8%

Unsatisfactory 2.9%

N;) Opinion 0.7%

Excellent 69.3%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the & 21T
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 0.7%

Unsatisfactory 0.7%

No Opinion 1.5%

Excellent 63.8%

Good 254% —
Z:Ertr;s:g&;zggn by'thie, jidge) fonall Needs Improvement 6.5%

Unsatisfactory 2.9%

ﬁé;inion 1.5%

Excellent 67.4%

Good 27.5%
I e o demns oot Nest g 070

Unsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion : 4.4%

2

2014



Evaluation of Judge William J. Minor, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 74.6%
Good 23.2%
Attentiveness to proceedings Needs Improvement 1.5%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 65.9%
Good 23.9%
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 8.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.7%
No Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 63.0%
Good 27.5%
Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs_Improvement 5.8% -
.Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 3.6%
Excellent 67.4%
| | Good 14.5% )
Z:r?uﬂalfr?ir(l:(:t:igrf;;nap propRatelexparte Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.7%
No Opinion 17.4%
Excellent 71.0%
S Good 21.7%
glg?n(;;?z;’d(f;(&t r]nl.’l(?;lg givility Needs Improvement 5.80/_0
Unsatisfactory 0.7%
ﬁ) O_p_inion 0.7%
3

2014



Evaluation of Judge William J. Minor, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 72.5%
_ ' . Good 25.4%
l:éiftesg;?t?s}pl;i?:v1or the judge expects of Nocds Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 2.2%
Excellent 50.0%
. Good 399%
et el YT
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 3.6%
Excellent 61.3%
Good o 34.3%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 2.9%
Unsatisfactory 0.0% -
No Opinion 1.5%
Excellent 63.8%
Good 29.7%
Faithfulness to the law Needs Improvement ) 5.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.7% -
Excellent 58.7%
Good 36.2%
Effectiveness of communications Needs Improvement 2.2%
Unsatisfactory 1.5%
KIO Opinion 1.5%
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge William J. Minor, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 76.1%
Good 21.0%
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No 6pir_1ion 2.9%
Excellent 67.7%
Good : 27.9%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement 1.5%
Unsatisfactory - 0.0%
No Opinion 2.9%
Excellent 68.6%
Good 19.7%
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Impﬁeme;t 1.5%
Unsatisfactory ' 0.0%
No Opinion 10.2%
Excellent 69.3%
_ Good 19.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.7%
No Opinion 5.8%
Excellent 75.4%
Good 22.5% N
Starts court on time Needs Improvement 0.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 1.5%
5

2014



Evaluation of Judge William J. Minor, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 75.0%
Good 22.8%
Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement 0.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 1.5%
Excellent 65.2%
Good 24.4%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 8.9%
Unsatisfactory 0.7%
No Opinion 0.7%
Better 18.1%
yn general, over the last two years, has the 7 1ce 2.99
judge's overall court-related performance . —
become... Stayed the Same 66.7%
No Opinion 12.3%
6

2014
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

I11. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 138 completed surveys for Judge Jacqueline F. Ward Talevi.



Evaluation of Judge Jacqueline F. Ward Talevi: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 94.2%
Good 5.1%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 0.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 95.7%
Good 3.6%
Dignity and courtesy displayed in the Nocds Improvement 0.7%
courtroom — — — —
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 92.0%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the E}(_)od_ 8.0% _ —
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 94.9%
_ Good 5.1% B
Zcﬁlﬁr:‘z)sfrffcti;};zgn by the judge for all Eeids Improvement 0.0% -
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 83.9%
_ ‘Good 12.4%
The s e udgodenanis out e i 009
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 3.7%
2

2014



Evaluation of Judge Jacqueline F. Ward Talevi: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 90.6%

Good 8.7%

Attentiveness to proceedings Eds Eq;ro;/ement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion 0.7%

Excellent 89.9%

Good 9.4%

Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 0.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion 0.0%

Excellent 84.8%

Good 10.9%

Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs Improvement 1.5%
.Unsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion 2.9%

Excellent 86.8%

Good 3.7%

Zg;i}if:ii%gisinapp HOPHIBLE] ex PasiE Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion 9.6%
Excellent 93.5%

o Good 6.5%

el (o Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion 0.0%

3

2014



Evaluation of Judge Jacqueline F. Ward Talevi: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 86.2%
. _ ' Good 13.0%
a1 the Judge &XPects OF Naods fmprovemen 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.7% )
Excellent 84.1%
Good 14.5%
The latitudq that the judge allows lawyers Needs Improv;ne_nt B 0.0%
in presentation of the case
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 1.5%
Excellent 87.6%
Good  11.0%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 0.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 84.8%
Good 12.3%
Faithfulness to the law Needs Improvement 2.2_%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 07%
Excellent 88.4%
Good 10.9%
Effectiveness of communications Needs Improvement 0.0%
ilnsatisfactory 0.0% -
No Opinion 0.7%
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge Jacqueline F. Ward Talevi: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 85.5%
Good 9.4%
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improvement 1.5%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion ) 3.6%
Excellent 86.1%
Good 10.2%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement 1.5%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 22%
Excellent 76.8%
Good 9.4%
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 1.5%
Unsatisfactory_ - 0.0% -
No Opinion 12.3%
Excellent 87.0%
_ . Good 9.4%
T s esdom Fom s et et 0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 29%
Excellent 83.3%
Good 12.3%
Starts court on time Eeeds Improvement - 0.7% -
Unsatisfactory 0.7%
No Opinion 2.9%
5

2014



Evaluation of Judge Jacqueline F. Ward Talevi: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 81.8%
Good 14.6%
Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement 1.5%
Unsatisfactory 0.7%
No Opinion 1.5%
Excellent 90.4%
Good 9.6%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0% -
No Opinion 0.0%
Better 12.3%
¥n general, over the last two years, has the _Wo_rse 0.0%
judge's overall court-related performance "
et Stayed the Same 74.6%
No Opinion 13.0%
6

2014
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

I11. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 122 completed surveys for Judge Gino W. Williams.



Evaluation of Judge Gino W. Williams: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 87.7%
Good 12.3%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 91.7%
' ‘ Good 8.3%
Dignity and courtesy displayed in the Ne=s Impioyement 0.0%
courtroom
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 90.9%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the Good 7.4% -
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 0.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 94.2%
_ Good 5.8%
The respe.ct. shown by the judge for all Nests Iprovemieit 0.0%
court participants
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 84.3%
Good 14.1%
The'rc?spect that 'the judge demands court Nezs Improgement 0.0%
participants to display towards one another
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 1.7%
2

2014



Evaluation of Judge Gino W. Williams: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 91.7%
Good 8.3% )
Attentiveness to proceedings Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 91.7%
Good 7.4%
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 0.8%
.Unsatisfactory o ) i 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 87.6%
Good 11.6%
Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs Improvement - _0.8%_ : ‘
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 88.4%
Good 66%
The abse.nce‘of inappropriate ex parte Neads Improyement 0.0%
communications _
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 5.0%
Excellent 91.7%
Good 7.4%
Th? 0rc}er, decomm, andecivaliny Needs Improvement 0.8%
maintained by the judge
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
3

2014



Evaluation of Judge Gino W. Williams: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 86.7%
| o Good 13.3%
E(r)?lffsps;?t?:ilpzi}:wor the judge expects of Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 86.0%
. _ Good 13.2%
;{lh;rzt;lig;éﬁaggzﬁ étif: allovis.amyens Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 88.4%
Good 8.3%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 1.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 17%
Excellent 84.3%
Good 13.2%
Faithfulness to the law Needs Improvement 0.8% )
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 1.7%
Excellent 86.8%
Good 13.2%
Effectiveness of communications Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory : B 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge Gino W. Williams: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 90.1%
Good 9.9% i
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Im;gvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory - _0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 86.0%
Good 14.1%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0% .
Excellent 74.4%
Good 14.9%
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0% )
No Opinion 10.7%
Excellent 88.3%
. ' Good 9.2%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 1.7%
Excellent 76.9%
Good 21.5%
Starts court on time Needs Improvement 0.8% o
Unsatisfactory 0.8% B -
No Opinion 0.0%
5

2014



Evaluation of Judge Gino W. Williams: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 82.5%
Good 15.8%

Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement 0.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 91.7%
Good 8.3%

Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Better 9.1%

¥n general, over the last two years, has the  yworge 0.0%

judge's overall court-related performance .

become... Stayed_the Same 73.6%
No Opinion 17.4%

6

2014
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

I11. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 141 completed surveys for Judge Deborah L. Rawls.



Evaluation of Judge Deborah L. Rawls: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 57.5%
Good 34.0%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 5.0%
Unsatisfactory 2.8%
No Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 63.1%
o . _ Good 27.0%
Dignity and courtesy displayed in the Needs Improvement 6.4%
courtroom
Unsatisfactory 2.8%
No Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 71.4%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the Good 24.3%
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 1.4%
Unsatisfactory 2.1%
No Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 63.6%
' Good 25.0%
The respe.ct. shown by the judge for all Needs Improvement 71%
court participants S —
Unsatisfactory 3.6%
No Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 64.5%
. Good 32.6%
The.re':spect that .the judge demands court NeEo ITapE et 0.7%
participants to display towards one another — =
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 2.1%




Evaluation of Judge Deborah L. Rawls: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 73.8%
Good 24.8%
Attentiveness to proceedings Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory : 0.7%
No Opinion 0.7% -
Excellent 70.2%
Good 22.7% B
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 3.6%
asat_ist:actory 2.8%
No Opinion 07%
Excellent 68.8%
Good : 21.3%
Consistency in treatment for all parties ‘Needs Improvement 5.0%
Unsatisfactory 2.1%
No Opinion o 2.8%
Excellent 66.7%
Good 20.6%
The abse‘nce'of inappropriate ex parte Needs Improvement o 1_;1% S
communications ——————
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 4%
Excellent 71.6%
Good 25.5%
Th? or('ier, de"or”“.l’ e Gty Needs Improvement 1.4%
maintained by the judge —
Unsatisfactory 0.7%
No Opinion 0.7%
3

2014



Evaluation of Judge Deborah L. Rawls: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 69.3%
. Good 28.6%
Professior}a.l behavior the judge expects of ml)_rover_nen? N 1.4% o
court participants
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 56.0%
Good 37.6%
The latitudg that the judge allows lawyers -ﬁee s Improyemen 3 6% o
in presentation of the case
Unsatisfactory ) 2.1%
No Opinion - 0.7%
Excellent 75.2%
Good 21.3%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 0.7%
-[Esatisfactory 1.4% a
No Opinion 1.4%
Excellent 68.1%
Good 27.0%
Faithfulness to the law Needs Improvement 1.4% )
Unsatisfactory 1.4%
No Opinion 21%
Excellent 70.9%
Good 23.4%
Effectiveness of communications Needs Improvement 4.3%
Unsatiszc{ory - _0.7% o
No Opinion 0.7%
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge Deborah L. Rawls: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 72.3%
Good 24.8%
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs imp—rovement 1.4% -
Unsatisfactory 0.7%
No Opinion 0.7% o
Excellent 75.8%
Good 212%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement 1.5%
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
_No Opinion 0.8%
Excellent 64.1%
Good 21.4%
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 2.3%
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion 11.5%
Excellent 71.8%
_ i ' Good 17.6%
Unsatisfactory 1.5%
No Opinion 53%
Excellent 31.1%
Good 31.1%
Starts court on time Needs Img)ro;en;ent 24.2%
Unsatisfactory 11.4%
No Opinion 23%
5

2014



Evaluation of Judge Deborah L. Rawls: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 57.3%
Good : 29.0%
Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement 6.1%
Unsatisfactory 5.3%
No Opinion 2.3% -
Excellent 66.9%
Good 25.2%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 5.0%
Unsatisfactory 2.2% B
No Opinion 0.7%
Better 7.1%
1n general, over the last two years, has the  yy/r5e 3.6%
judge's overall court-related performance E—
Bt A Stayed the Same 75.9%
No Opinion 13.5%
6

2014
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staft employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

II1. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 70 completed surveys for Judge Jacqueline R. Waymack.



Evaluation of Judge Jacqueline R. Waymack: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 52.9%
Good 38.6% o
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 7.1%
Unsatisfactory 0.0% o
No Opinion 1.4%
Excellent 52.9%
o _ ' Good 38.6%
CDSEE;%’O%M courtesy displayed in the Needs Improvement 7.1%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 1.4%
Excellent 50.0%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the Good 38.6%
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 11.4%
Unsatisfactory 0.0% -
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 58.6%
. Good 32.9%
Zgﬁ;‘?j’;ﬁi;};ﬁ:n by the judge for all -i\Ieeds ImProvement B 5.7%
Unsatisfactory 2.9%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 48.6%
_ Good 38.6%
T e e s o . o et T0h
Unsatisfactory 2.9%
‘No Opinion 2.9%
2

2014



Evaluation of Judge Jacqueline R. Waymack: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 54.3%
Good 41.4%
Attentiveness to proceedings Needs Improvement 2.9%
Unsatisfacgry B 1.4%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 45.7%
Good 44.3%
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 4.3%
Unsatisfactory 4.3% N
No Opinion 1.4%
Excellent 42.9%
Good 41.4%
Consistency in treatment for all parties IN:e(is_Improvement 8_6% -
Unsatisfactory 5.7%
No Opinion 1.4%
Excellent 54.3%
Good - o 34.3%
The abse.nce-of inappropriate ex parte Needs Improvement 2.9%
communications -
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 8.6%
Excellent 50.0%
Good a 42.9%
Thf.: or@er, decorurp, gng Cviliny Needs Improvement 4.3%
maintained by the judge
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
?\Io Opinion 2.9%
3

2014



Evaluation of Judge Jacqueline R. Waymack: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 42.9%
| - Good 47.1%
fgif?f;ﬁ?g}pl;i}::vwr the judge expects of Nee SimpmEyemet . 5;73 Y -
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 4.3%
Excellent 45.7%
Good 47.1%
The latitudq that the judge allows lawyers Needs Improvement 2.9%
in presentation of the case - —
Unsatisfactory 1.4%
No Opinion 2.9%
Excellent 42.9%
Good 35.7%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 17.1%
Unsatisfactory 1.4%
No Opinion 2.9%
Excellent 47.1%
Good 32.9%
Faithfulness to the law Needs Improvement 15.7%
Unsatisfactory 1.4% o
No Opinion 2.9%
Excellent 45.7%
Good 40.0%
Effectiveness of communications Needs Improvement 11.4%
Unsatisfactory 1 4%
No Opinion O 14%
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge Jacqueline R. Waymack: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 46.4%
Good 8B5%
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improvement 5.8%
Unsatisfa;:tor_y - 2.9%_ -
No Opinion 1.5%
Excellent 52.5%
Good 35.6%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement ) 8.5% -
Unsatisfactory 1.7%
No Opinion 1.7%
Excellent 44.1%
Good 27.1% -
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 17.0%
Unsatisfactory 1.7%
NoOpinion  102%
Excellent 49.1%
. Good 28.1%
Unsatisfactory 7.0%
No Opinion 5.3% )
Excellent 34.5%
Good 37.9%
Starts court on time Needs Improvement 19.0%
.[_Jnsatisfactory 3.5% -
No Opinion 5.2%
5

2014



Evaluation of Judge Jacqueline R. Waymack: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 36.2%
Good - 448%
Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement 10.3%
Unsatisfactory 35%
No Opinion 5.2%
Excellent 37.3%
Good 43.3%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 16.4%
Unsatisfactory 1.5%
No Opinion 1.5%
Better 21.4%
'In general, over the last two years, has the 50 71%
judge's overall court-related performance
B Stayed the Same 58.6%
No Opinion 12.9%
6

2014
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

II. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

ITI. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 136 completed surveys for Judge Judith Anne Kline.



Evaluation of Judge Judith Anne Kline: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent . 79.4%
Good 19.1%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 1.5%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 79.1%
- o Good 18.7%
Dignity and courtesy displayed in the Necds Improyenent 2.2%
courtroom —
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 81.2%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the Good 15.8%
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 2.3%
Unsatisfactory 0.8%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 79.4%
_ Good 16.2%
The respe‘ct.shown by the judge for all Needs Improvement 2.2%
court participants —
Unsatisfactory 2.2%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 62.5%
' Good 33.8%
The‘re':spect that 'the judge demands court Needs Improvement 379
participants to display towards one another
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%




Evaluation of Judge Judith Anne Kline: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 80.2%

Good 16.9%
Attentiveness to proceedings Needs Improvement 2.9% -

Unsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion  00%

Excellent 66.9%

Good 24.3%
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 5.9%

Unsatisfactory 2.9%

No Opinion a _0.0% -

Excellent 64.4%

Good 25.9%
Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs Improvement 5.9%

Unsatisfactory 1.5% -

No Opinion 2.2%

Excellent 73.5%

Good o 19.9%
The abse'nce‘of inappropriate ex parte Needs Improvement 1.5%
communications

Unsatisfactory 0.7%

No Opinion 44%

Excellent 72.1%

o Good 25.0%

Ezn(:;?s;’d(r;(&t rﬁ;ggj Cisility Needs Improvement 2.9%

Unsatisfactory 0.0%

ﬁo Opinion_ 0.0%

3

2014



Evaluation of Judge Judith Anne Kline: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 73.3%
_ _ . Good 21.5%
e e udee €XPects OF  Neggs Improvement 3.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.7%
No Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 69.6%
Good 28.2%
The latitudg that the judge allows lawyers Nee s impioxamient 1.5%
in presentation of the case
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
ﬁ) Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 70.6%
Good 22.8%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 5.2%
Unsatisfac;ory 1.5%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 66.2%
Good 25.7%
Faithfulness to the law Needs Improvement 4.4%
Unsatisfactory ) _25% i
-No Opinion 0.7%
Excellent 66.9%
Good B 27.2% _
Effectiveness of communications Needs Improvement 2.2%
Unsatisfactory 1.5% -
No Opinion o22%
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge Judith Anne Kline: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 64.7%
Good 31.6%
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improve_ment 2.2%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 1.5%
Excellent 66.1%
Good i 26.6%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement 4.6%
Unsatisfactory 1.8%
INo Opinion 0.9%
Excellent 62.4%
Good 22.0%
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 2.8%
.Unsatisfactory 2.8%
No Opinion 10.1%
Excellent 70.6%
| Good C211%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
.No Opinion 2.8%
Excellent 65.7%
Good 30.6%
Starts court on time Nee(g Improvement 2.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
‘No Opinion 0.9%
5

2014



Evaluation of Judge Judith Anne Kline: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 60.6%
Good 35.8%
Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement _3.7%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No O_pinion 0.0%
Excellent 69.6%
Good 23.0%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 4.4%
Unsatisfactor; 2.2%
No Opinion 0.7%
Better 16.2%
?n general, over the last two years, has the worce 2.2%
judge's overall court-related performance
e Stayed the Same 71.3%
No Opinion 10.3%
6

2014
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[. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

I1I. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 74 completed surveys for Judge S. Anderson Nelson.



Evaluation of Judge S. Anderson Nelson: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 48.7%
Good 39.2%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Needs Improvement 10.8%
Unsatisfactory 1.4%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 60.8%
o . . Good 29.7%
Dignity and courtesy displayed in the Nesdls Impreyement 6.8%
courtroom
Unsatisfactory 2.7%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 64.4%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the Good 31.5%
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 4.1%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 51.4%
Good 39.2%
The respe'ct‘ shown by the judge for all NGai5 [mprovement 549
court participants _
Unsatisfactory 4.1%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 63.5%
. Good 29.7%
The.rc?spect that 'the judge demands court Neods Improvement 2.7%
participants to display towards one another —
Unsatisfactory 1.4%
No Opinion 2.7%
2

2014



Evaluation of Judge S. Anderson Nelson: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 66.2%
Good 29.7%
Attentiveness to proceedings Needs Improvement 4.1% :
.asatis?factory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 59.5%
Good 33.8%
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improve;ent B 5.4%
Unsatisfactory 1.4%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 54.8%
Good 37.0%
Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs Improvement 6.9%
Unsatisfactory 1.4%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 71.6%
Good 21.6%
The abse.nce'of inappropriate ex parte NEzas Improvement 41%
communications
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion : 2.7%
Excellent 63.5%
Good 35.1%
Th; orQer, decorum, and civility Nocds Irr_lprovement L 4°_A)
maintained by the judge
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
3

2014



Evaluation of Judge S. Anderson Nelson: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor Survey Responses
Excellent 60.8%
. _ _ Good 33.8%
Sézf;f;?t?silpzi}::wor tCIRCeeSxRocts| o Needs Improvement 5.4%
Unsatisfactory . 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 62.2%
_ ‘ Good 33.8%
he e i he dgallows T s oo 41%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 73.0%
Good 25.7%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 1.4%
iJﬁg;ﬁsfac&ny 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 62.2%
Good 32.4%
Faithfulness to the law -Needs Improvement —1.4%
Unsatisfactory 2.7%
No Opinion 1.4%
Excellent 68.9%
Good 29.7%
Effectiveness of communications Needs Impr_ovement - 1.4% -
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
4

2014



Evaluation of Judge S. Anderson Nelson: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 75.7%
Good 21.6%
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improvement 1.4%
aatisfactory 0.0% -
No Opinion 1.4%
Excellent 82.1%
Good 16.1%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement 1.8% i
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 0.0%
Excellent 69.1%
Good O 200% o
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 10.9%
Excellent 64.3%
. Good 23.2%
e fslom o Vs 058 Nects i 8.9%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 3.6%
Excellent 67.9%
Good 21.4%
Starts court on time Needs Improvement 7.1%
.Uns_at_isfactory : 0.0%
No Opinion 3.6%
5

2014



Evaluation of Judge S. Anderson Nelson: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 71.4%
Good 21.4%
Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Improvement 5.4%
-Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 1.8%
Excellent 67.1%
Good 26.0%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 5.5%
Unsatisfactory 1.4%
No Opinion 0.0% a
Better 20.3%
.In general, over the last two years, has the  yorge - 2.7%
judge's overall court-related performance - =—
N ——— Stayed the Same 68.9%
No Opinion 8.1%
6

2014
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I. Program Purpose and Use of this Report

The Judicial Performance Evaluation (JPE) Program provides a self-improvement
resource for judges and information for use by the General Assembly in the judicial
reelection process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required
under that section, to be used in the reelection process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method was written surveys. For all judges, surveys were submitted by
attorneys who had appeared before the judge within a specified time period: 12 months
for district court judges; 3 years for circuit court judges. The survey instrument
completed by attorneys contained 23 performance-based factors drawn from the Canons
of Judicial Conduct for the Commonwealth of Virginia. Attorney surveys were
distributed and completed electronically.

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of months before the
compilation of this report also received surveys that included 13 of the 23 performance-
based factors. The juror surveys were handed out, together with preaddressed, postage
paid envelopes, at the conclusion of jury service. The surveys were returned by the jurors
to VCU-SERL by mail.

For judges in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, staff of the local Department
of Social Services and staff employed by the Department of Juvenile Justice in court
service units completed a survey that included 18 of the 23 performance-based factors.
Like the attorney surveys, these surveys were distributed and completed electronically.

I1I. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survey, this report presents the corresponding
percentage of responses for each category. The responses of all surveyed groups are
combined in these percentages.

This report reflects a total of 99 completed surveys for Judge Robert C. Viar, Jt..



Evaluation of Judge Robert C. Viar, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 86.9%
Good 11.1%
Patience displayed in the courtroom Ne,ed;mp?ove;ment 6.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 2.0%
Excellent 90.8%
o | | Good 7.1%
L)(f;lt;tgoz;;ld courtesy displayed in the Nocds En provement 0.0% -
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 2.0%
Excellent 85.9%
Conscientiousness and diligence in the Good 11.1%
performance of judicial duties Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0% B
No Opinion 3.0%
Excellent 87.9%
Good 10.1%
The respe-ct'shown by the judge for all Needs Improvement 0.0%
court participants e — — —
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 2.0%
Excellent 76.0%
Good o 198%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 3.1%
2

2014



Evaluation of Judge Robert C. Viar, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 82.8%

Good 15.2%
Attentiveness to proceedings Needs Improvement 0.0%

Unsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion O 20%

Excellent 80.8%

Good 162%
Fairness exhibited to all parties Needs Improvement 1.0%

Unsatisfactory 0.0% o

ql\}o Opinion 2.0%

Excellent 82.7%

Good 13.3%
Consistency in treatment for all parties Needs Improvement N 1.0%

Unsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion 3.1%

Excellent 83.7%

Good o : 7.1% -
The abse.nce-of inappropriate ex parte Neods Improvement 0.0%
communications —

Unsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion 9.2%

Excellent 85.7%

Good O 122% o
e Needs Improvement 0.0%

Unsatisfactory 0.0%

_I_\Io Opinion 2.0% -

3

2014



Evaluation of Judge Robert C. Viar, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 79.8%
‘ o Good 17.2%

E;ifff:r)t?;lpk;i}tl:wor the judge expects of N_ee df Improvement 0.0%

Unsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion 3.0%

Excellent 78.6%

Good 19.4%
The latitudq that the judge allows lawyers Needs Improvement 0.0% - T
in presentation of the case

Unsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion 2.0%

Excellent 82.7%

Good 14.3%
Knowledge of the law Needs Improvement 1.0%

Unsatisfactory 0.0% :

No Opinion ZH%)

Excellent 82.7%

Good 15.3%
Faithfulness to the law Needs_Imgovement 0.0%

Unsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion 2.0%

Excellent 76.8%

Good 18.2%
Effectiveness of communications Needs _Improvement 3.0% B

ijnsatisfactory 0.0%

No Opinion - 2.0%
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Evaluation of Judge Robert C. Viar, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 78.6%
Good 19.4% B
Promptness in rendering decisions Needs Improvement ) 0.0%
[3nsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion ) 2.0%
Excellent 80.0%
Good 17.5%
Clarity of decisions Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory B 0.0%
No Opinion 2.5%
Excellent 66.7%
Good 21.0% -
Competence as a judicial administrator Needs Improvement 0.0%
bnsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion ! 12.4% o
Excellent 80.3%
_ . Good 13.6%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion i 6.2%
Excellent 75.3%
Good 21.0%
Starts court on time Needs Impr_o;/ement 0.0% o
Unsatisfactory - 0.0% o
No Opinion 3.7%
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Evaluation of Judge Robert C. Viar, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Excellent 79.5%
Good 18.0%
Uses courtroom time efficiently Needs Im_provement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
No Opinion 2.6%
Excellent 87.5%
Good 10.4%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 0.0% -
Unsatisfacto_ry 0.0%
No Opinion 2.1% o
Better 6.1%
?n general, over the last two years, has the Worse 0.0%
judge's overall court-related performance —————
[l Stayed the Same 76.50/_0
No Opinion 17.4%
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