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Dear Chairmen Norment, Obenshain and Albo:

Virginia Code § 17.1-100 requires that
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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.
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Legislation passed during the 2014 Session of the General Assembly further provides:

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.

(2014 Acts of Assembly, Chapter 808, enactment clause 2)

The attached document includes the evaluation reports prepared for judges, listed below,
who are eligible for reelection during the 2016 session of the General Assembly. These judges
previously had been evaluated in the court to which the judge is currently elected.

Circuit Court Judges

Honorable A. Bonwill Shockley, Judge gz"" Circuit)
Honorable Leslie M. Osborn, Judge (10" Circuit)
Honorable Gary A. Hicks, Judge (14" Circuit)
Honorable Bruce D. White, Judge (19" Circuit)
Honorable Robert J. Smith, Judge (19" Circuit)
Honorable Burke F. McCahill, Judge (20" Circuit)
Honorable Dennis Lee Hupp, Judge (26" Circuit)
Honorable Robert M. D. Turk, Judge (27" Circuit)

P9 AN U Bl 1O

General District Court Judges
9. Honorable Gene A. Woolard, Judge (2™ District)
10. Honorable Morton V. Whitlow, Judge (3" District)
11. Honorable Charles H. Warren, Judge (10™ District)
12. Honorable David Eugene Cheek, Sr., Judge (13" District)
13. Honorable Becky J. Moore, Judge (18™ District)
14. Honorable Mitchell I. Mutnick, Judge (19" District)
15. Honorable Gordon F. Saunders, Judge (25" District)
16. Honorable Randal J. Duncan, Judge (27lh District)

Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court Judges
17. Honorable Deborah V. Bryan, Judge (2™ District)
18. Honorable Joseph P. Massey, Judge (4™ District)
19. Honorable Ronald Everett Bensten, Judge (7‘]1 District)
20. Honorable George C. Fairbanks, IV, Judge (9" District)
21. Honorable Marvin H. Dunkum, Judge (10™ District)
22. Honorable Stuart L. Williams, Jr., Judge (14" District)
23. Honorable George D. Varoutsos, Judge (1 7o District)
24. Honorable Dale M. Wiley, Judge (22™ District)
25. Honorable Elizabeth Kellas Burton, Judge (26™ District)
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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,
Karl R. Hade
Attachment

cc:  Division of Legislative Automated Systems
Mary Kate Felch, Division of Legislative Services



Judicial Performance Evaluation Program

Information for General Assembly Members — 2015

The following information is provided to assist General Assembly members in understanding the
Judicial Performance Evaluation Reports and the methods used to conduct the evaluations.

Judges whose evaluations were sent to the Chairs of the Courts Committees on December 1 were last
evaluated at least six years ago. The second enactment clause of the 2014 legislation that revived the
JPE Program required that evaluation reports be provided for judges who had previously been the
subject of an interim evaluation. (2014 Session, Ch. 808.)

»

Please note that each judge’s evaluation is unique, and is not directly comparable to other judges’
evaluation reports.

Here are some factors you may wish to consider:

Due to the nature of the court there are different respondent groups for different types of
court.

o General District Court judges were evaluated only by attorneys.

o In addition to evaluation by attorneys, Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court
judges were evaluated by staff of local Departments of Social Services and Court Service
Units.

o Circuit Court judges were evaluated by jurors in addition to attorneys; however, some
judges did not receive any juror survey responses either because they conducted no jury
trials during the relevant time period, or the jurors chose not to respond. When
applicable, the juror responses were submitted with attorney responses.

Efforts are made to survey a large number of individuals; however, this is a voluntary
process. While the responses received are not necessarily representative of all potential
respondents, each judge’s report accurately reflects the responses actually received for that
judge.

Judges receive evaluations from attorneys who have appeared before the judge. Thus, the
judges may be evaluated by different attorneys, and there will be individual differences in
how attorneys rate judges. Also, there may be regional differences in how groups of
attorneys tend to rate judges.

The number of attorneys surveyed is not uniform. Generally, there are fewer attorneys to
survey for judges who preside in rural areas. Each judge’s report lists how many total
surveys were completed for that judge.

For judges who have a very high number of potential attorney respondents, only a sample of
those respondents is surveyed (approximately 250). For judges in more rural jurisdictions, all
identified eligible attorneys may be surveyed if there are less than 250 potential respondents
identified.

In order to be eligible to complete an evaluation, an attorney must have appeared before the
evaluated judge at least one time in the applicable time period.

Judges preside in different environments.

o Some sit every day in one location; others travel to several different courts during the
week.

o Judges in different districts or circuits may hear very different types of cases. Even
within a single district or circuit, some judges may hear more of a certain type of case
(i.e., criminal) than other judges.



JUDICIAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION PROGRAM

REPORT TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF VIRGINIA

Evaluation of:

The Honorable A. Bonwill Shockley

Judge of the Circuit Court
2nd Judicial Circuit

Submitted to:

Chairman of the Senate Committee for Courts of Justice

Chairman of the House Committee for Courts of Justice

Prepared by:

Survey and Evaluation Research Laboratory
L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs
Virginia Commonwealth University

on behalf of the
Judicial Performance Evaluation Program
Supreme Court of Virginia

2015




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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The

responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 134 completed surveys for Judge A. Bonwill Shockley.
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Evaluation of Judge A. Bonwill Shockley: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent

Every Time 85 63.4%

Frequently 38 28.4%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 8 6.0%
courtraam Rarely l 0.8%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable’ 1 i 0.8%

Every Time 99 73.9%

Frequently 25 18.7%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 7 5.2%
couriraom Rarely 1 0.8%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 90 70.9%

Frequently 24 18.9%

The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 8 6.3%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 3 2.4%
Never 2 1.6%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 102 76.1%

_ Frequently 21 15.7%
g;léijcl;sg;zhows respect for all court Some of the Time 7 529
Rarely 3 2.2%

Never 1 0.8%

0 0.0%

Not Applicable

! Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do
not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.
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Evaluation of Judge A. Bonwill Shockley: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 93 69.4%
Frequently 26 19.4%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 5 3.7%
display respect toward one another Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 10 7.5%
Every Time 105 78.4%
Frequently 21 15.7%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings  Some of the Time 6 4.5%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable 1 0.8%
Every Time 91 67.9%
Frequently 28 20.9%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 8 6.0%
Rarely 2 1.5%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable 3 2.2%
Every Time 90 67.2%
Frequently 24 17.9%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 11 8.2%
Rarely 3 2.2%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable 5 3.7%
Every Time 55 42.6%
) ) . . Frequently 21 16.3%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex -
parte communications Some of the Time 2 1.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 2 1.6%
Not Applicable 49 38.0%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge A. Bonwill Shockley: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 94 72.9%
] . Frequently 29 22.5%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and - =
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 2 1.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 4 3.1%
Every Time 102 76.1%
. ) ) Frequently 23 17.2%
The judge expects professional behavior of - "
court participants Some of the Time 1 0.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable 7 5.2%
Every Time 90 69.8%
] ) Frequently 25 19.4%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate = =
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 5 3.9%
Rarely 5 3.9%
Never 2 1.6%
Not Applicable 2 1.6%
Every Time 87 67.4%
Frequently 25 19.4%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 11 8.5%
Rarely 2.3%
Never 1.6%
Not Applicable 1 0.8%
Every Time 80 62.0%
Frequently 23 17.8%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 19 14.7%
Rarely 5 3.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.6%
5 2015



Evaluation of Judge A. Bonwill Shockley: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 100 75.2%
Frequently 23 17.3%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 9 6.8%
Rarely 1 0.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 94 72.9%
Frequently 30 23.3%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 2 1.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.3%
Every Time 93 72.1%
Frequently 24 18.6%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 8 6.2%
Rarely 3 2.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.8%
Every Time 81 63.3%
. ) Lo Frequently 17 13.3%
The judge is competent as a judicial =
sdiniistaton Some of the Time 5 3.9%
Rarely 3 2.3%
Never 2 1.6%
Not Applicable 20 15.6%
Every Time 93 69.9%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice Frequently . . et
against, any person or group Some of the Time 6 4.5%
Rarely 4 3.0%
Never 4 3.0%
Not Applicable 7 5.3%

3 Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court,
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Evaluation of Judge A. Bonwill Shockley: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 64 48.1%
Frequently 43 32.3%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 12 9.0%
Rarely 9 6.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 5 3.8%
Every Time 80 59.7%
Frequently 41 30.6%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently Some of the Time 8 6.0%
Rarely 1 0.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 4 3.0%
Excellent 95 70.9%
Good 24 17.9%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 8 6.0%
Unsatisfactory 6 4.5%
No Opinion 1 0.8%
Better 10 7.8%
In general, over the last three years, has the vy e 5 3.9%
judge's overall court-related performance .
— Stayed the Same 79 61.7%
No Opinion 34 26.6%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The

responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 98 completed surveys for Judge Leslie M. Osborn.

2015



Evaluation of Judge Leslie M. Osborn: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent

Every Time 68 69.4%

Frequently 25 25.5%

The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 3 3.1%
Gguriraurn Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable’ 2 2.0%

Every Time 74 76.3%

Frequently 18 18.6%

The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 3 3.1%
EOMHLGEIL Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable 1 1.0%

Every Time 77 78.6%

Frequently 16 16.3%

The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~Some of the Time 2 2.0%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely > 2.0%
Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable 1 1.0%

Every Time 81 82.7%
. Frequently 11 11.2%
g;iiggfzt:hows respect for all court Sameolthe Time 6 6.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

. Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumnstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do
not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.
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Evaluation of Judge Leslic M. Osborn: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 74 75.5%
Frequently 16 16.3%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 2 2.0%
display respect toward one another Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 5 5.1%
Every Time 82 83.7%
Frequently 12 12.2%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 2 2.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.0%
Every Time 75 76.5%
Frequently 15 15.3%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 6 6.1%
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.0%
Every Time 75 76.5%
Frequently 15 15.3%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 5 5.1%
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 2.0%
Every Time 60 61.2%
) ) i . Frequently 8 8.2%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex =
parte communications” Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never | 1.0%
Not Applicable 28 28.6%

2 Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.

4
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Evaluation of Judge Leslie M. Osborn: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 82 83.7%
_ L Frequently 12 12.2%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and . .
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 2 2.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 2.0%
Every Time 79 80.6%
) . . Frequently 17 17.4%
The judge expects professional behavior of : .
court participants Some of the Time 1 1.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.0%
Every Time 67 68.4%
) i Frequently 23 23.5%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate : =
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 3 3.1%
Rarely | 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 4 4.1%
Every Time 79 80.6%
Frequently 13 13.3%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time ) 2.0%
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Not Applicable 2 2.0%
Every Time 79 80.6%
Frequently ) 12 12.2%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 4 4.1%
Rarely 2 2.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.0%
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Evaluation of Judge Leslic M. Osborn: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent

Every Time 77 78.6%
Frequently 16 16.3%

The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 4 4.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 1 1.0%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 80 81.6%
Frequently 16 16.3%

The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 1 1.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable 1 1.0%
Every Time 80 81.6%

Frequently 16 16.3%

The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 1 1.0%

Not Applicable 1 O 1.0%

Every Time 78 79.6%

) ) o Frequently 11 11.2%

The judge is competent as a judicial -

adritinisteator Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 2 2.0%

Not Applicable 7 7.1%

Every Time 74 75.5%

_ . _ . .. Frequently 14 14.3%

The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice -

against, any person or group Some of the Time 4 4.1%
Rarely 2 2.0%

Never 0 0.0%

4 4.1%

Not Applicable

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Leslie M. Osborn: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 73 78.1%
Frequently 18 18.8%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 2 2.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time gt 78.6%
Frequently 16 16.3%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 3 3.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Not Applicable l 1.0%
Excellent 79 80.6%
Good 15 15.3%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 2 2.0%
Unsatisfactory 1 1.0%
No Opinion 1 1.0%
Better 2 2.0%
In general, over the last three years, has the yy/15e 0 05%
judge's overall court-related performance
A Stayed the Same 71 72.5%
No Opinion 25 25.5%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The
responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 137 completed surveys for Judge Gary A. Hicks.
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Evaluation of Judge Gary A. Hicks: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 98 71.5%
Frequently 35 25.6%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 4 2.9%
Goriroom Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable' 0 0.0%
Every Time 117 85.4%
Frequently 17 12.4%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 2 1.5%
conctaont Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 108 80.0%
Frequently 20 14.8%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 6 4.4%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 118 86.1%
' Frequently 15 11.0%
g‘:;iggfﬁtzhows respect for all court Some of the Time 3 2.2%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

1 . : o ;
Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge Gary A. Hicks: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 109 79.6%
Frequently 21 15.3%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time < 1.5%
display respect toward one another Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 3 2.2%
Every Time 109 79.6%
Frequently 20 14.6%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 7 5.1%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 O.OEA;
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 102 75.0%
Frequently 26 19.1%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 7 5.2%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 100 73.0%
Frequently 22 16.1%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 13 9.5%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 68 51.1%
. ) . . Frequently 12 9.0%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex -
parte communications Some of the Time 1.5%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.8%
Not Applicable 50 37.6%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court,

4
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Evaluation of Judge Gary A. Hicks: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 115 85.2%
) o Frequently 18 13.3%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and - .
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time l 0.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 118 86.1%
] . . Frequently 17 12.4%
The judge expects professional behavior of - : -
court participants Some of the Time 0 0.0%
) Rarely | 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 87 64.4%
) . Frequently 36 26.7%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate . = .
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 8 5.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 4 3.0%
Every Time 83 61.5%
Frequently 32 23.7%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 17 12.6%
Rarely 2 1.5%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 90 66.7%
Frequently 26 19.3%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 17 12.6%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never | 0.7%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
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Evaluation of Judge Gary A. Hicks: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 62 45.3%
Frequently 35 25.6%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 32 23.4%
Rarely 5 3.7%
Never 3 2.2%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 82 60.7%
Frequently 37 27.4%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 10 7.4%
Rarely 3 2.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.2%
Every Time 66 49.3%
_ Frequently 39 29.1%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 25 18.7%
Rarely 3 2.2%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 87 64.4%
. i o Frequently 27 20.0%
The judge is competent as a judicial -
sdrinisteator Some of the Time 6 4.4%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 13 9.6%
Every Time 106 77.9%
i . . ... Frequently 16 11.8%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice _
against, any person or group Some of the Time 10 7.4%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.2%

3 Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Coutt.
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Evaluation of Judge Gary A. Hicks: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 91 66.4%
Frequently 32 23.4%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 9 6.6%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 3 2.2%
Every Time 97 70.8%
Frequently 29 21.2%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 8 5.8%
Rarely 2 1.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Excellent 99 72.8%
Good 25 18.4%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 9 6.6%
Unsatisfactory 1 0.7%
No Opinion 2 1.5%
Better 12 8.9%
¥n general, over the last three years, has the yyrqe 1 0.7%
judge's overall court-related performance =
——— Stayed the Same 82 60.7%
No Opinion 40 29.6%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The

responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 168 completed surveys for Judge Bruce D. White.
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Evaluation of Judge Bruce D. White: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 98 58.3%

Frequently 51 30.4%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 16 9.5%
LG Rarely - 1.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable' 0 0.0%

Every Time 126 75.5%

Frequently 34 20.4%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 6 3.6%
RGO Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 140 87.0%

Frequently 19 11.8%

The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 1 0.6%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 127 75.6%

_ Frequently 30 17.9%
;il:;ijclisitzhows respect for all court St the T 10 6.0%
Rarely 1 - 0.6%

Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

! Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.
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Evaluation of Judge Bruce D. White: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 137 82.0%
Frequently 20 12.0%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 2 1.2%
display respect toward one another Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.6%
Not Applicable 7 4.2%
Every Time 146 86.9%
Frequently 21 12.5%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 1 0.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 134 79.8%
Frequently 24 14.3%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 8 4.8%
Rarely 2 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 128 76.2%
Frequently 27 16.1%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 10 6.0%
Rarely 1.2%
Never 0.0%
Not Applicable 0.6%
Every Time 90 55.9%
) . ) . Frequently 10 6.2%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex - .
parte communications’ Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 2 1.2%
Not Applicable 58 36.0%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Bruce D. White: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 144 90.0%
. P Frequently 13 8.1%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and = =
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 3 1.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 151 89.9%
i . . Frequently 13 7.7%
The judge expects professional behavior of - .
court participants Some of the Time 2 1.2%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.6%
Not Applicable 1 0.6%
Every Time 109 67.7%
) ) Frequently 36 22.4%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate . =
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 8 5.0%
Rarely 2 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 6 3.7%
Every Time 126 78.3%
Frequently 31 19.3%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 2 1.2%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.6%
Every Time 122 75.8%
Frequently 31 19.3%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 2 1.2%
Rarely 2 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 4 2.5%
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Evaluation of Judge Bruce D. White: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 131 78.0%
Frequently 29 17.3%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 6 3.6%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable | 0.6%
Every Time 133 82.6%
Frequently 25 15.5%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions  Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 1.9%
Every Time 132 82.5%
Frequently 24 15.0%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 3 1.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 - 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.6%
Lvery Time 121 75.6%
] _ ey Frequently 23 14.4%
The judge is competent as a judicial =
sdiministator Some of the Time 1 0.6%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 14 8.8%
Every Time 130 77.4%
) i i . .. Frequently 17 10.1%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice =
against, any person or group Some of the Time 7 4.2%
Rarely 4 2.4%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 10 6.0%

3 Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Bruce D. White: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses

Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 134 80.2%
Frequently 31 18.6%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.2%
Every Time 138 82.1%
Frequently 25 14.9%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time l 0.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 4 2.4%
Excellent 131 78.0%
Good 30 17.9%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 1.8%
Unsatisfactory 3 1.8%
No Opinion 1 0.6%
Better 25 15.5%
In general, over the last three years, has the vy e 5 31%
judge's overall court-related performance .
—— Stayed the Same 93 57.8%
No Opinion 38 23.6%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The
responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 168 completed surveys for Judge Robert J. Smith.
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Evaluation of Judge Robert J. Smith: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 86 51.2%

Frequently 65 38.7%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 14 8.3%
courtraam Rarely 3 1.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable' 0 0.0%

Every Time 97 57.7%

Frequently 61 36.3%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 8 4.8%
GoMnaam Rarely 2 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 82 54.3%

Frequently 44 29.1%

The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 17 11.3%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 7 4.6%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 109 65.3%

' Frequently 40 24.0%
;{‘:rt;ijcligfst:hows respect for all court Some of the Time 16 9.6%
Rarely 2 1.2%

Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

1 ; . . .
Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.
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Evaluation of Judge Robert J. Smith: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 97 58.4%
Frequently 43 25.9%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 10 6.0% .
display respect toward one another Rarely | 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 15 9.0%
Every Time 105 63.3%
Frequently 42 25.3%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings  Some of the Time 12 7.2%
Rarely 3 3.0%
Never 1 0.6%
Not Applicable 1 0.6%
Every Time 98 58.7%
Frequently 38 22.8%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 26 15.6%
Rarely 1.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.2%
Every Time 92 55.4%
Frequently 41 24.7%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 22 13.3%
Rarely 3.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 5 3.0%
Every Time 64 42.7%
) ) ) . Frequently 17 11.3%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex .
parte communications Some of the Time 6 4.0%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 62 41.3%

% Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Robert J. Smith: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 98 64.9%
) o Frequently 45 29.8%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and = =
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 5 3.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never -0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.0%
Every Time 112 67.5%
i . . Frequently 41 24.7%
The judge expects professional behavior of = Sy
court participants Some of the Time 8 4.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 5 3.0%
Every Time 73 48.3%
] i Frequently 55 36.4%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate - -
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 15 9.9%
Rarely 3 2.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 5 3.3%
Every Time 73 48.7%
Frequently 40 26.7%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 29 19.3%
Rarely 6 4.0%
Never | 0.7%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 71 47.0%
Frequently 38 25.2%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 32 21.2%
Rarely 9 6.0%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
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Evaluation of Judge Robert J. Smith: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 90 53.9%
Frequently 52 31.1%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 18 10.8%
Rarely 6 3.6%
Never 1 0.6%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 90 59.6%
Frequently 38 25.2%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions 7ngé of the Time - 13 8.6%
Rarely 5 3.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 5 3.3%
Every Time 80 53.3%
Frequently 39 26.0%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 24 o 16.0%
Rarely 5 3.3%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 68 45.3%
) i o Frequently 39 26.0%
The judge is competent as a judicial ’
administrator Some of the Time 12 8.0%
Rarely 5 3.3%
Never 2 1.3%
Not Applicable 24 16.0%
Every Time 101 60.5%
) ) ) .. Frequently 32 19.2%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice . —
against, any person or group Some of the Time 15 9.0%
Rarely 2.4%
Never ) 0.0%
Not Applicable 18 9.0%

> Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Robert J. Smith: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 101 60.8%
Frequently 45 27.1%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 10 6.0%
Rarely 3 1.8%
Never | 0.6%
Not Applicable 6 3.6%
Every Time 109 65.3%
Frequently 43 25.8%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 9 5.4%
Rarely 2 1.2%
Never 2 1.2%
Not Applicable 2 1.2%
Excellent 91 54.5%
Good 48 28.7%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 20 12.0%
Unsatisfactory 5 3.0%
No Opinion 3 1.8%
Better 25 16.6%
;leger'leral, oxﬁzr th(:'t last1 tilr(eize ye?rs, };ai the wiorse 3 2.0%
D pe s OVerall COUTHIERIat PETTOTANCE Stayed the Same 79 52.3%
No Opinion 44 29.1%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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.

IIL. Report Content

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

This report reflects a total of 138 completed surveys for Judge Burke F. McCahill.
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Evaluation of Judge Burke F. McCahill: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 90 65.2%
Frequently 36 26.1%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 11 8.0%
i Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable’' 0 0.0%
Every Time 105 76.1%
Frequently 26 18.8%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 6 4.4%
OuELTonnY Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 102 81.6%
Frequently 18 14.4%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 3 2.4%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 1 0.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.8%
Every Time 105 76.1%
‘ Frequently 25 18.1%
g:retijclisitzhows respect for all court Someol the Tine 7 51%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

. Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.
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Evaluation of Judge Burke F. McCahill: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 105 76.1%
Frequently 23 16.7%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 3 2.2%
display respect toward one another Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 7 5.1%
Every Time 118 86.8%
Frequently 16 11.8%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time ] 0.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 108 78.3%
Frequently 21 15.2%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time o 5.1%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 106 77.4%
Frequently 15 11.0%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 11 8.0%
Rarely 1.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.2%
Every Time 60 47.6%
. ] i , Frequently 10 7.9%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex > .
parte enmmmicatiens: Some of the Time 1 0.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 2 1.6%
Not Applicable 53 42.1%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Burke F. McCahill: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 110 86.6%
) o Frequently 17 13.4%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and _ .
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 122 88.4%
. . ; Frequently 14 10.1%
The judge expects professional behavior of - S
court participants Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.5%
Every Time 86 67.7%
_ . Frequently 32 25.2%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate = S
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time - 1.6%
Rarely 2 1.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 5 3.9%
Every Time 104 81.9%
Frequently 17 13.4%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 1 0.8%
Rarely 2 1.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.4%
Every Time 98 77.2%
Frequently 18 14.2%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 6 4.7%
Rarely 2 1.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.4%
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Evaluation of Judge Burke F. McCahill: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 114 82.6%
Frequently 19 13.8%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 5 3.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 98 77.8%
Frequently 19 15.1%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 3 2.4%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 6 4.83%
Every Time 101 79.5%
Frequently 20 15.8%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 4 3.2%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable 1 0.8%
Lvery Time 95 74.8%
) . P Frequently 15 11.8%
The judge is competent as a judicial :
ESE Some of the Time 1 0.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never l 0.8%
Not Applicable 15 11.8%
Every Time 109 79.0%
) i . . .. Frequently 17 12.3%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice =
against, any person or group Some of the Time 2 1.5%
Rarely 3 2.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 7 5.1%

3 Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Burke F. McCahill: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 108 78.3%
Frequently 24 17.4%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 1 0.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 5 3.6%
Every Time 110 79.7%
Frequently 21 15.2%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 9 1.5%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 5 3.6%
Excellent 108 78.8%
Good 23 16.8%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 4 2.9%
Unsatisfactory 1 0.7%
No Opinion 1 0.7%
Better 12 9.5%
In general, over the last three years, has the y7y1qe 4 4.7%
judge's overall court-related performance =
A Stayed the Same 77 60.6%
No Opinion 32 25.2%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The
responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 141 completed surveys for Judge Dennis Lee Hupp.
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Evaluation of Judge Dennis Lee Hupp: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 120 85.1%
Frequently 16 11.4%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 4 2.8%
courtrsem Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable' 1 0.7%
Every Time 125 88.7%
Frequently 15 10.6%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 1 0.7%
COMEOanE Rarely i 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 121 87.1%
Frequently 13 9.4%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 2 1.4%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 2 1.4%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 124 87.9%
_ Frequently 14 9.9%
g:riiﬁgfgt:hows respect for all court Some of the Time I 1.4%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%

l Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the

described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge Dennis Lee Hupp: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 112 79.4%
Frequently 18 12.8%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 0 0.0%
display respect toward one another Rarely 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 10 7.1%
Every Time 123 87.2%
Frequently 14 9.9%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings  Some of the Time 9 1.4%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 120 85.1%
Frequently 15 10.6%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 5 3.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every T'ime 116 82.9%
Frequently 17 12.1%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 4 2.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.1%
Every Time 78 56.9%
_ ) i i Frequently 10 7.3%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex _
parte communications’ Some of the Time 2 1.5%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 47 34.3%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.

4
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Evaluation of Judge Dennis L.ee Hupp: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 122 87.8%
i o Frequently 15 10.8%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and - "
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 123 87.2%
) . . Frequently 13 9.2%
The judge expects professional behavior of = -
court participants Some of the Time 1 0.7%
Rarely 2 1.4%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.4%
Every Time 115 82.7%
) ’ Frequently 19 13.7%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate : .
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 1 0.7%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.2%
Every Time 114 82.6%
Frequently 17 12.3%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 3 2.2%
Rarely 2 1.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.5%
Every Time 116 83.5%
Frequently 15 10.8%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 4 2.9%
Rarely 2 1.4%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.4%
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Evaluation of Judge Dennis Lee Hupp: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 119 84.4%
Frequently 18 12.8%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 1 0.7%
Rarely 2 1.4%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 104 74.8%
Frequently 27 19.4%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 4 2.9%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.2%
Every Time 116 84.1%
Frequently 17 12.3%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 2 1.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.2%
Every Time 107 77.0%
i ] e Frequently 14 10.1%
The judge is competent as a judicial -
administrator’ Some of the Time | 0.7%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 16 11.5%
Exery Time 115 81.6%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice Siroquontly . i D%
against, any person or group Some of the Time 4 2.8%
Rarely 2 1.4%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 6 4.3%

3 Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.

6
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Evaluation of Judge Dennis Lee Hupp: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 115 82.1%
Frequently 18 12.9%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 3 2.1%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.1%
Every Time 118 83.7%
Frequently 16 11.4%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 3 2.1%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 2 1.4%
Excellent 121 85.8%
Good 17 12.1%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 1 0.7%
Unsatisfactory 1 0.7%
No Opinion 1 0.7%
Better 7 5.0%
In general, over the last three years, has the Worss 2 1.4%
judge's overall court-related performance .
become... Stayed the Same 103 74.1%
No Opinion 27 19.4%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The
responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 150 completed surveys for Judge Robert M. D. Turk.
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Evaluation of Judge Robert M. D. Turk: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 126 84.0%

Frequently 18 12.0%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 3 2.0%
SoquGeI Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable' 2 1.3%

Every Time 134 89.9%
Frequently 12 8.1%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 1 0.7%
b e Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%

Every Time 121 80.7%

Frequently 24 16.0%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 3 2.0%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%

Every Time 131 87.3%

‘ Frequently 16 10.7%
g:r:ijclilgfgt:hows respect for all court Soric of the Tine | 0.7%
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

! Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge Robert M. D. Turk: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 118 79.2%
Frequently 23 15.4%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 2 1.3%
display respect toward one another Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 5 3.4%
Every Time 124 82.7%
Frequently 20 13.3%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 4 2.7%
Rarely 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 120 80.5%
Frequently 24 16.1%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time I 0.7%
Rarely 3 2.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 118 18.71%
Frequently 25 16.7%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 4 2.7%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.3%
Every Time 88 58.7%
) i ) i Frequently 15 10.0%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex = .
parte communications Some of the Time 2.0%
Rarely 1.3%
Never 0.0%
Not Applicable 42 28.0%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.

4
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Evaluation of Judge Robert M. D. Turk: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 129 86.0%
_ o Frequently 18 12.0%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and ~ -
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 2 1.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 129 86.0%
_ . ) Frequently 17 11.3%
The judge expects professional behavior of . 5
court participants Some of the Time 2 1.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.3%
Every Time 123 82.0%
] _ Frequently 29 14.7%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate - .
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 1 0.7%
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.3%
Every Time 117 78.5%
Frequently 28 18.8%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 3 2.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 112 74.7%
Frequently 29 19.3%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 7 4.7%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable l 0.7%
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Evaluation of Judge Robert M. D. Turk: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 119 - 79.9%
Frequently 24 16.1%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 5 3.4%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 107 71.3%
Frequently 35 23.3%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 4 2.7%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.0%
Every Time 124 82.7%
Frequently 19 12.7%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 5 3.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.3%
Every Time 113 75.8%
) ) o Frequently 22 14.8%
The judge is competent as a judicial -
admiaisteator Some of the Time 1 0.7%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 12 8.1%
Every Time 123 82.0%
_ ) . . .. Frequently 19 12.7%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice :
against, any person or group Some of the Time 4 2.7%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.0%

% Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Robert M. D. Turk: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 120 80.0%
Frequently 26 17.3%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 1 0.7%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.3%
Every Time 125 83.3%
Frequently 22 14.7%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Excellent 125 83.9%
Good 21 14.1%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 2 1.3%
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0%
No Opinion 1 0.7%
Better 6 4.0%
yn general, over the last three years, has the y/r¢e 2 1.3%
judge's overall court-related performance =
Prssesenis... Stayed the Same 120 80.0%
No Opinion 22 14.7%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 cach performance factor on the survey, this report presents the aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The
responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 152 completed surveys for Judge Gene A. Woolard.
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Evaluation of Judge Gene A. Woolard: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 126 83.4%

Frequently 20 13.3%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 5 3.3%
colriraam Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not.Applicable' 0 0.0%

Every Time 134 88.2%

Frequently 16 10.5%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 2 1.3%
GOHEEO: Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 140 92.1%
Frequently 11 7.2%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 1 0.7%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 135 88.8%

. Frequently 16 10.5%
gilrfiigggstzhows respect for all court Some of the Time 1 0.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

1 i . . ) "
Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge Gene A. Woolard: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 127 83.6%
Frequently 20 13.2%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time - 1.3%
display respect toward one another Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.0%
Every Time 139 92.1%
Frequently 9 6.0%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 4 2.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 132 86.8%
Frequently 16 10.5%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 4 2.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every 'l'ime 129 84.9%
Frequently 17 11.2%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 5 3.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 101 66.9%
_ _ ) ; Frequently 13 8.6%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex = S
parte communications” Some of the Time 3 2.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 34 22.5%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.

4
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Evaluation of Judge Gene A. Woolard: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 134 88.2%
) o ' Frequently 14 9.2%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and -
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 3 2.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 134 88.2%
The judge expects professional behavior of Frequently - 5 it
court participants Some of the Time 2 1.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 128 84.2%
. . Frequently 20 13.2%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate E
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 2 1.3%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 130 85.5%
Frequently 17 11.2%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 4 2.6%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 121 79.6%
Frequently 25 16.5%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 5 3.3%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
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Evaluation of Judge Gene A. Woolard: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 137 90.1%
Frequently 12 7.9%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time ) 1.3%
Rarely I 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 141 - 92.8%
Frequently 9 5.9%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 1 0.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 137 90.1%
Frequently 12 7.9%
The judge’s decisions are clear .Some of the Time 2 1.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 126 83.4%
) ) o Frequently 14 9.3%
The judge is competent as a judicial .
adltsttor Some of the Time 2 1.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 9 6.0%
Every Time 133 87.5%
) ) . . . Frequently 9 5.9%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice .
against, any person or group ‘Some of the Time 7 4.6%
Rarely | 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.3%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Gene A. Woolard: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 127 83.6%
Frequently 20 13.2%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 5 3.39%,
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 132 86.8%
Frequently 16 10.5%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 3 2.0%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Excellent 137 90.1%
Good 12 7.9%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 2 1.3%
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0%
No Opinion 1 0.7%
Better 3 2.0%
In general, over the last twelve months, has y/orse 0 0.0%
the judge's overall court-related
performance become... Stayed the Same 139 91.5%
No Opinion 10 6.6%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The
responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 65 completed surveys for Judge Morton V. Whitlow.
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Evaluation of Judge Morton V. Whitlow: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 53 81.5%

Frequently 10 15.4%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 2 3. i%
GOUFFOAH Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable' 0 0.0%

Every Time 59 90.8%
Frequently 4 6.2%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 1 1.5%
COUriroom Rarely 1 1.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 52 82.5%

Frequently 9 14.3%

The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 0 0.0%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 1 1.6%
Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable 1 1.6%

Every Time 54 . 84.4%

' Frequently 8 12.5%
g::;ijcl;gfstzhows respect for all court Some of the Time | 1.6%
Rarely 1 1.6%

Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

l Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge Morton V. Whitlow: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 45 70.3%
Frequently 18 28.1%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 0 0.0%
display respect toward one another Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.6%
Every Time 53 82.8%
Frequently 10 15.6%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings  Some of the Time 1 1.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 50 78.1%
Frequently 10 15.6%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 3 4.7%
Rarely 1 1.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 49 76.6%
Frequently 11 17.2%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some‘of the Time 3 4.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.6%
Every Time 41 64.1%
_ , : : Frequently 10 15.6%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex .
parte communications’ Some of the Time 1.6%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Not Applicable 12 18.8%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.

4
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Evaluation of Judge Morton V. Whitlow: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 51 79.7%
, am. Frequently 11 17.2%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and . .
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 1 1.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.6%
Every Time 53 82.8%
) ) ) Frequently 10 15.6%
The judge expects professional behavior of - .
court participants Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 1 1.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 52 81.3%
) . Frequently 10 15.6%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate - .
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 2 3.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 52 81.3%
Frequently 9 14.1%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 2 3.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.6%
Every Time 48 75.0%
Frequently 12 18.8%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 3 4.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.6%
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Evaluation of Judge Morton V. Whitlow: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 53 82.8%
Frequently 11 17.2%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 54 84.4%
Frequently 9 14.1%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.6%
Every Time 57 89.1%
Frequently 7 10.9%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 51 79.7%
) ) ! Frequently 6 9.4%
The judge is competent as a judicial :
administrator Some of the Time | 1.6%
Rarely 1 1.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 5 7.8%
Every Time 52 81.3%
) ) ) ... Frequently 7 10.9%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice -
against, any person or group Some of the Time 2 3.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 4.7%

? Due to the high number ot “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Morton V. Whitlow: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 52 81.3%
Frequently 12 18.8%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 51 79.7%
Frequently 13 20.3%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Excellent ' 58 90.6%
Good 4 6.3%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 2 3.1%
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0%
No Opinion 0 0.0%
Better 2 3.1%
In general, over the last twelve months, has /¢ se 0 0.0%
the judge's overall court-related 5
performance become... Stayed the Same 59 92.2%
No Opinion 3 4.7%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The

responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 66 completed surveys for Judge Charles H. Warren.
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Evaluation of Judge Charles H. Warren: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 46 69.7%
Frequently 16 24.2%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 3 4.6%
GOTEIOMm Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable' 1 1.5%
Every Time 50 75.8%
Frequently 14 21.2%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 1 1.5%
courtroom Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.5%
Every Time 48 72.7%
Frequently 13 19.7%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 4 6.1%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.5%
Every Time 43 65.2%
Frequently 16 24.2%
The jgdge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 6 9.1%
participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.5%

! ; 9 ; : T
Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do
not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge Charles H. Warren: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 42 63.6%
Frequently 19 28.8%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 4 6.1%
display respect toward one another Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.5%
Every Time 51 77.3%
Frequently 13 19.7%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 1 1.5%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.5%
Every Time 42 63.6%
Frequently 16 24.2%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 7 10.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.5%
Every Time 40 60.6%
Frequently 14 21.2%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 8 12.1%
Rarely 2 3.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 3.0%
Every Time 37 56.1%
) ) . . Frequently 9 13.6%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex = i
parte communications Some of the Time 1.5%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never . 0 f 0.0%
Not Applicable 19 28.8%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.

4
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Evaluation of Judge Charles H. Warren: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 47 71.2%
) o Frequently 16 24.2%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and . i
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 2 3.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.5%
Every Time 45 68.2%
) . . Frequently 16 24.2%
The judge expects professional behavior of = -
court participants Some of the Time 3 4.6%
Rarely 1.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.5%
Every Time 44 66.7%
) ) Frequently 16 24.2%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate = s
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 3 4.6%
Rarely 1 1.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 3.0%
Every Time 39 59.1%
Frequently 18 27.3%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 6 9.1%
Rarely 2 3.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.5%
Every Time 41 62.1%
Frequently 14 21.2%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 8 12.1%
Rarely 2 3.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.5%
5
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Evaluation of Judge Charles H. Warren: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time " 49 74.2%
Frequently 11 16.7%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 5 7.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.5%
Every Time 53 80.3%
Frequently 12 18.2%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.5%
Every Time 46 69.7%
Frequently 14 21.2%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 5 7.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.5%
Every Time 33 51.6%
) ) - Frequently 12 18.8%
The judge is competent as a judicial , =
ackmintstratar’ Some of the Time 6 9.4%
Rarely 0 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 13 20.3%
Every Time 47 71.2%
) i ) ... Frequently 12 18.2%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice =
against, any person or group Some of the Time 3 4.6%
Rarely 1 1.5%
Never 1 1.5%
Not Applicable 2 3.0%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
6
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Evaluation of Judge Charles H. Warren: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 53 81.5%
Frequently 9 13.9%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 4.6%
Every Time 47 71.2%
Frequently 15 22.7%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 1 1.5%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 4.6%
Excellent 43 65.2%
Good 16 24.2%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 5 7.6%
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0%
No Opinion 2 3.0%
Better 1 1.5%
In g‘eneral, over the last twelve months, has Wotse 9 3.0%
the judge's overall court-related
performance become... Stayed the Same 47 71.2%
No Opinion 16 24.2%
7
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The
responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 133 completed surveys for Judge David Eugene Cheek, Sr.
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Evaluation of Judge David Eugene Cheek, Sr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 85 63.9%

Frequently 38 28.6%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 7 5.3%
courtroom Rarely 3 2.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable' 0 0.0%

Every Time 94 70.7%

Frequently 23 17.3%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 11 8.3%
COUtraoNt Rarely 2 1.5%
Never 2.3%
Not Applicable 0.0%

Every Time 85 63.9%

Frequently 29 21.8%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 12 9.0%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 3 2.3%,
Never 4 3.0%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 99 74.4%

_ Frequently 22 16.5%
g::t:ijclilgfgt:hows respect for all court Some of the Time 7 539
Rarely 3 2.3%

Never 2 1.5%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

| g . ; ; :
Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use thc N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge David Eugene Cheek, Sr.: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 96 72.2%
Frequently 25 18.8%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 6 4.5%
display respect toward one another Rarely 3 2.3%
Never | 0.8%
Not Applicable 2 1.5%
Every Time 90 67.7%
Frequently 25 18.8%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 13 9.8%
Rarely 4 3.0%
Never l 0.8%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 87 65.4%
Frequently 26 19.6%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 14 10.5%
Rarely 3 2.3%
Never 3 2.3%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 87 65.4%
Frequently 21 15.8%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 18 13.5%
Rarely 3 2.3%
Never 4 3.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time | 64 48.9%
) . ) ) Frequently 23 17.6%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex : =
parte communications Some of the Time 7 5.3%
Rarely 1 0.8%
Never 3 2.3%
Not Applicable 33 25.2%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court,
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Evaluation of Judge David Eugene Cheek, Sr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 89 66.9%
) o Frequently 24 18.1%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and = "
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 11 8.3%
Rarely 5 3.8%
Never 3 2.3%
Not Applicable 1 0.8%
Every Time 96 72.2%
) ) . Frequently 21 15.8%
The judge expects professional behavior of - .
court participants Some of the Time 9 6.8%
Rarely 3 2.3%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable 2 1.5%
Every Time 93 69.9%
. . Frequently 26 19.6%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate = .
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 8 6.0%
Rarely 3 2.3%
Never 3 2.3%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 72 54.1%
Frequently 29 21.8%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 21 15.8%
Rarely 7 5.3%
Never 3 2.3%
Not Applicable 1 0.8%
Every Time 75 56.4%
Frequently 26 19.6%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 24 18.1%
Rarely 5 3.83%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable | 0.8%
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Evaluation of Judge David Eugene Cheek, Sr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 80 60.6%
Frequently 26 19.7%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 20 15.2%
Rarely 3 2.3%
Never 3 2.3%
Not Applicable 0.0%
Every Time 86 64.7%
Frequently 29 21.8%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 13 9.8%
Rarely 1.5%
Never | 0.8%
Not Applicable 2 1.5%
Every Time 79 59.4%
Frequently 31 23.3%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 18 13.5%
Rarely 2.3%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 69 51.9%
. i o Frequently 26 19.6%
The judge is competent as a judicial -
administrator’ Some of the Time 17 12.8%
Rarely 5 3.8%
Never 5 3.8%
Not Applicable 1 8.3%
Every Time 88 66.7%
) ) . ... Frequently 21 15.9%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice >
against, any person or group Some of the Time 14 10.6%
Rarely 3.0%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable 3 2.3%

3 Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court,

6
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Evaluation of Judge David Eugene Cheek, Sr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 78 58.7%
Frequently 39 29.3%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 8 6.0%
Rarely 3 2.3%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable 4 3.0%
Every Time 67 50.4%
Frequently 29 21.8%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 23 17.3%
Rarely 6.8%
Never 4 3.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.8%
Excellent 85 63.9%
Good 28 21.1%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 13 9.8%
Unsatisfactory 6 4.5%
No Opinion 1 0.8%
Better 9 6.9%
In general, over the last twelve months, has /5 1ge 3 2.3%
the judge's overall court-related S
performance become... S tayed the Same 102 71.9%
No Opinion 17 13.0%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The

responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 135 completed surveys for Judge Becky J. Moore.
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Evaluation of Judge Becky J. Moore: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 95 70.4%

Frequently 21 15.6%

The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 15 11.1%
courtroom Rarely 1.5%
Never 1.5%
Not Applicable' 0.0%

Every Time 107 79.9%
Frequently 13 9.7%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 11 8.2%
courtroom Rarely 2 1.5%
Never 0.8%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 102 75.6%
Frequently 13 9.6%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 12 8.9%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 4 3.0%
Never 4 3.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 108 80.6%
_ Frequently 11 8.2%
g:;ijcl;gf;:t:hows respect for all court Soieaf the Tihe 3 6.0%
Rarely 6 4.5%
Never 1 0.8%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

1 ; d s ;
Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge Becky J. Moore: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 103 76.3%
Frequently 21 15.6%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 4 3.0%
display respect toward one another Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 6 4.4%
Every Time 112 83.0%
Frequently 10 7.4%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 9 6.7%
Rarely 3 2.2%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 98 72.6%
Frequently 12 8.9%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 15 11.1%
Rarely 7 5.2%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 100 74.1%
Frequently 12 8.9%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 9 6.7%
Rarely 12 8.9%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 71 53.0%
) ) i . Frequently 15 11.2%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex -
parte communications Some of the Time 1 0.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 47 35.1%

% Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.

4
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Evaluation of Judge Becky J. Moore: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 114 84.4%
) o Frequently 13 9.6%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and : =
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 7 52%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 112 83.0%
. ) . Frequently 14 10.4%
The judge expects professional behavior of ; 5
court participants Some of the Time 5 3.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 3 2.2%
Every Time 96 71.1%
) i Frequently 16 11.9%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate = -
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 9 6.7%
Rarely 4 3.0%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 9 6.7%
Every Time 90 66.7%
Frequently 20 14.8%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 12 8.9%
Rarely 6 4.4%
Never 3 2.2%
Not Applicable 4 3.0%
Every Time 88 65.2%
Frequently 21 15.6%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 9 6.7%
Rarely g 6.7%
Never 4 3.0%
Not Applicable 4 3.0%

2015



Evaluation of Judge Becky J. Moore: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 95 70.9%
Frequently 19 14.2%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 11 8.2%
Rarely 4 3.0%
Never 4 3.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.8%
Every Time 101 74.8%
Frequently 15 11.1%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 5 3.7%
Rarely 7 5.2%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable 5 3.7%
Every Time 97 71.9%
Frequently 20 14.8%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 7 5.2%
Rarely 5 3.7%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable 4 3.0%
Every Time 98 72.6%
) ) P Frequently 10 7.4%
The judge is competent as a judicial -
adrinistrator Some of the Time 13 9.6%
Rarely 5 3.7%
Never 4 3.0%
Not Applicable 5 3.7%
Every Time 99 73.3%
] ) ) ... Frequently 16 11.9%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice -
against, any person or group Some of the Time 5 3.7%
Rarely 6 4.4%
Never 5 3.7%
Not Applicable 4 3.0%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Becky J. Moore: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 108 80.0%
Frequently 23 17.0%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 2 1.5%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 102 76.1%
Frequently 17 12.7%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time ] 6.0%
Rarely 4 3.0%
Never 3 2.2%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Excellent 95 70.9%
Good 16 11.9%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 13 9.7%
Unsatisfactory 9 6.7%
No Opinion 1 0.8%
Better 6 4.4%
In g.eneral, over the last twelve months, has ;e 7 5.29%
the judge's overall court-related .
performance become... Stayed the Same 109 80.7%

No Opinion 13 9.6%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the coiresponding percentage of responses for each category. The
responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 133 completed surveys for Judge Mitchell . Mutnick.
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Evaluation of Judge Mitchell I. Mutnick: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent

Every Time 43 32.3%

Frequently 47 35.3%

The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 32 24.1%
courtroom Rarely 10 7.5%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable' 0 0.0%

Every Time 56 42.1%

Frequently 39 29.3%

The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 32 24.1%
courtrootm Rarely 5 ] 3.8%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 66 49.6%

Frequently 39 29.3%

The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 23 17.3%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 4 3.0%
Never 1 0.8%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 61 45.9%

' Frequently 33 24.8%

g;rft:ijcl;gf:t:hows respect for all court Som§: of the Time 30 22.6%
Rarely 6 4.5%

Never 3 2.3%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

| ; § % 2
Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do
not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.
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Evaluation of Judge Mitchell I. Mutnick: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 76 57.1%
Frequently 40 30.1%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 10 7.5%
display respect toward one another Rarely 1.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 5 3.8%
Every Time 80 60.2%
Frequently 38 28.6%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings  Some of the Time 14 10.5%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 63 47.4%
Frequently 36 27.1%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 25 18.8%
Rarely 7 5.3%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 64 48.5%
Frequently 32 24.2%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 24 18.2%
Rarely 9 6.8%
Never 2.3%
Not Applicable 0.0%
Every Time 56 42.4%
) . ) . Frequently 25 18.9%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex - =
parte communications Some of the Time 3.8%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 1.5%
Not Applicable 44 33.3%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Mitchell I. Mutnick: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 81 60.9%
) o Frequently 34 25.6%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and - .
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 13 9.8%
Rarely 3.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 91 68.4%
) . ] Frequently 27 20.3%
The judge expects professional behavior of . .
court participants Some of the Time 11 8.3%
Rarely 3 2.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.8%
Every Time 57 42.9%
_ _ Frequently 38 28.6%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate = .
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 28 21.1%
Rarely 6 4.5%
Never 2.3%
Not Applicable 0.8%
Every Time 66 49.6%
Frequently 37 27.8%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 21 15.8%
Rarely 8 6.0%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 65 49.6%
Frequently 37 28.2%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 22 16.8%
Rarely 3.8%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
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Evaluation of Judge Mitchell I. Mutnick: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 72 54.1%
Frequently 30 22.6%
The judge communicates effectively Fr—— the Time 26 19.6%
Rarely 4 3.0%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 90 67.7%
Frequently 34 25.6%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 7 5.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.5%
Every Time 75 56.4%
Frequently 34 25.6%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 19 14.3%
Rarely 3 2.3%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable I 0.8%
Every Time 66 49.6%
) ) e Frequently 32 24.1%
The judge is competent as a judicial =
adiimisteiton Some of the Time 16 12.0%
Rarely 9 6.8%
Never | 0.8%
Not Applicable 9 6.8%
Every Time 70 52.6%
) ) . ... Frequently 30 22.6%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice :
against, any person or group Some of the Time 20 15.0%
Rarely 1.5%
Never 4 3.0%
Not Applicable 7 5.3%

3 Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Mitchell . Mutnick: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 81 60.9%
Frequently 43 32.3%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 7 5.3%
Rarely 2 1.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicablef 0 0.0%
Every Time 76 57.6%
Frequently 42 31.8%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 10 7.6%
Rarely 2 1.5%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Excellent 64 48.1%
Good 37 27.8%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 24 18.1%
Unsatisfactory 7 5.3%
No Opinion 1 0.8%
Better 13 9.9%
In general, over the last twelve months, has g/ rse 3 6.1%
the judge's overall court-related =
performance become. . Stayed the Same 97 73.5%
No Opinion 14 10.6%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The
responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 79 completed surveys for Judge Gordon F. Saunders.
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Evaluation of Judge Gordon F. Saunders: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 49 62.0%

Frequently 24 30.4%

The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 4 5.1%
FOQuFEGI Rarely 1 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable' 1 1.3%

Every Time 61 77.2%

Frequently 13 16.5%

The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 4 5.1%
Gourtroon Rarely 1 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 62 78.5%

Frequently 11 13.9%

The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 5 6.3%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 1 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 59 74.7%
' Frequently 12 15.2%
g:re;ijclilgfstzhows respect for all court ol the THHE 3 S 1%
Rarely 4 5.1%

Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

! Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the

described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.
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Evaluation of Judge Gordon F. Saunders: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 56 70.9%
Frequently 17 21.5%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 2 2.5%
display respect toward one another Rarely 1 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 3.8%
Every Time 64 81.0%
Frequently 12 15.2%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 3 3.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 51 66.2%
Frequently 14 18.2%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 8 10.4%
Rarely 4 5.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 50 64.1%
Frequently 16 20.5%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 4 5.1%
Rarely 4 51%
Never 1 1.3%
Not Applicable 3 3.9%
Every Time 46 59.0%
_ ) ] ] Frequently 3 3.9%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex -
parte communications Some of the Time 3 3.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 26 33.3%

2 Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Gordon F. Saunders: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 66 84.6%
) o Frequently 9 11.5%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and = .
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 2 2.6%
Rarely 1 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 63 80.8%
) ) . Frequently 11 14.1%
The judge expects professional behavior of - .
court participants Some of the Time 2 2.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 2.6%
Every Time 52 66.7%
] ) Frequently 16 20.5%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate _ .
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 7 9.0%
Rarely 2 2.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable | 1.3%
Every Time 54 69.2%
Frequently 19 24.4%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 4 5.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.3%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 57 73.1%
Frequently 13 16.7%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 6 7.7%
Rarely 1 1.3%
Never 1 1.3%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
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Evaluation of Judge Gordon F. Saunders: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 56 70.9%
Frequently 17 21.5%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 3 3.8%
Rarely 2 2.5%
Never 1 1.3%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 61 78.2%
Frequently 16 20.5%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.3%
Every Time 61 78.2%
Frequently 15 19.2%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 1 1.3%
Rarely l 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 54 69.2%
) ) o Frequently 11 14.1%
The judge is competent as a judicial -
sdministiatar Some of the Time | 1.3%
Rarely 2 2.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 10 12.8%
Every Time 54 69.2%
) ) . ... Frequently 6 7.7%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice :
against, any person or group Some of the Time 6 7.7%
Rarely 4 5.1%
Never 2 2.6%
Not Applicable 6 7.7%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Gordon F. Saunders: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 57 73.1%
Frequently 16 20.5%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 3 3.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 2.6%
Every Time 58 69.6%
Frequently 19 24.1%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 3 3.8%
Rarely 2 2.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Excellent 48 62.3%
Good 18 23.4%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 7 9.1%
Unsatisfactory 3 3.9%
No Opinion 1 1.3%
Better 5 6.3%
In ggneral, over the last twelve months, has Whsites 0 0.0%
the judge's overall court-related
performance become... Stayed the Same 61 77.2%
No Opinion 13 16.5%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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.

IIIL. Report Content

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

This report reflects a total of 117 completed surveys for Judge Randal J. Duncan.
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Evaluation of Judge Randal J. Duncan: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 59 50.4%

Frequently 44 37.6%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 11 9.4%
courtroom Rarely 1.7%
Never - 0.0%
Not Applicable' l 0.9%

Every Time 81 69.2%

Frequently 25 21.4%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 9 7.7%
CONCRoGMm Rarely 1 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.9%

Every Time 85 72.7%

Frequently 24 20.5%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~Some of the Time 5 4.3%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 2 1.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.9%

Every Time 76 65.0%

' Frequently 31 26.5%
g:r(;ijcligfstzhows respect for all court Some of the Time 6 5 1%
Rarely 3 2.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 - 0.9%

| : < : : ;
Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.
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Evaluation of Judge Randal J. Duncan: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 88 75.2%
Frequently 25 21.4%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time L 0.5%
display respect toward one another Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.6%
Every Time 89 76.7%
Frequently 23 19.8%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 3 2.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.9%
Every Time 78 66.7%
Frequently 30 25.6%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 5 4.3%
Rarely 3 2.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.9%
Every Time A 65.8%
Frequently 31 26.5%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 4 3.4%
Rarely 4 3.4%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.9%
Every Time 68 58.6%
' _ _ , Frequently 8 6.9%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex - =
parte communications’ Some of the Time 2 L.7%
Rarely 1 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 37 31.9%

% Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Randal J. Duncan: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 94 80.3%
) o Frequently 20 17.1%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and : .
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 1 0.9%
Rarely 1 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.9%
Every Time 99 84.6%
] . ) Frequently 15 12.8%
The judge expects professional behavior of = : .
court participants : Some of the Time 2 1.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable | 0.9%
Every Time 79 67.5%
) ) Frequently %7 23.1%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate - -
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 6 5.1%
Rarely 3 2.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.7%
Every Time 79 68.1%
Frequently 28 24.1%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 4 3.5%
Rarely 4 3.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.9%
Every Time 79 67.5%
Frequently 27 23.1%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 7 6.0%
Rarely 3 2.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.9%
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Evaluation of Judge Randal J. Duncan: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 79 67.5%
Frequently 30 25.6%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 6 5.1%
Rarely 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable I 0.9%
Every Time 89 76.7%
Frequently 22 19.0%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions  Some of the Time 2 1.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.6%
Every Time 92 78.6%
Frequently 19 16.2%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 3 2.6%
Rarely 2 1.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.9%
Every Time 79 68.1%
) ) o IFrequently 19 16.4%
The judge is competent as a judicial :
administrator’ Some of the Time 2.6%
Rarely 1.7%
Never 0.0%
Not Applicable 13 11.2%
Every Time 97 65.8%
) ) ) ... Frequently 24 76.5%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice -
against, any person or group Some of the Time 5 4.3%
Rarely 2 1.7%
Never 3 2.6%
Not Applicable 6 5.1%

3 Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Randal J. Duncan: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 70 59.8%
Frequently 36 30.8%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 5.1%
Rarely 1.7%
Never 1 0.9%
Not Applicable 2 1.7%
Every Time 80 68.4%
Frequently 26 22.2%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 8 6.8%
Rarely 1 0.9%
Never I 0.9%
Not Applicable I 0.9%
Excellent 85 72.7%
Good 21 18.0%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 7 6.0%
Unsatisfactory 2 1.7%
No Opinion 2 1.7%
Better 6 5.1%
In general, over the last twelve months, has Wotse 4 3.4%,
the judge's overall court-related
performance become. . Stayed the Same 89 76.1%
No Opinion 18 15.4%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The
responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 124 completed surveys for Judge Deborah V. Bryan.

2015



Evaluation of Judge Deborah V. Bryan: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 90 72.6%

Frequently 27 21.8%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 6 4.8%
CEogm, Rarely l 0.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable' 0.0%

Every Time 104 84.6%
.Frequently 12 9.8%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 7 5.7%
EeUmrogi Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 106 85.5%

Frequently 15 12.1%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 3 2.4%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 101 81.5%

_ lgrequently 16 12.9%
ggkllrft:ijclilgfreﬁ:hows respect for all court Some of the Time a 3.2%
Rarely 3 2.4%
Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

1 : § . ;
Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item,

3
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Evaluation of Judge Deborah V. Bryan: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 100 80.7%
Frequently 21 16.9%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 1 0.8%
display respect toward one another Rarely | 0.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable l 0.8%
Every Time 107 86.3%
Frequently 15 12.1%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 2 1.6%
Rarely 0 0.0% i
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 98 79.0%
Frequently 19 15.3%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time G 4.8%
Rarely 1 0.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 95 76.6%
Frequently 20 16.1%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 9 7.3%
Rarely o 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 73 61.9%
) ) . . Frequently 13 11.0%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex - = =
parte communications Some of the Time 3 2.5%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 29 24.6%

* Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Deborah V. Bryan: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 108 87.1%
oy F e Frequently 13 10.5%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and - S
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 3 2.4%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 104 83.9%
) ) ) Frequently 18 14.5%
The judge expects professional behavior of . S
court participants Some of the Time | 0.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.8%
Every Time 92 78.0%
) ) Frequently 19 16.1%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate - -
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 4 3.4%
Rarely 2 1.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.9%
Every Time 99 83.9%
Frequently 13 11.0%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 5 4.2%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.9%
Every Time 98 83.1%
Frequently 15 12.7%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 3 2.5%
Rarely 1 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable i 0.9%

2015



Evaluation of Judge Deborah V. Bryan: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 105 84.7%
Frequently 15 12.1%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 4 3.2%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 107 86.3%
Frequently 14 11.3%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Sgome of the Time 9 1.6%
Rarely 1 0.8%
Never 0 0.0%
‘Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 106 85.5%
Frequently 16 12.9%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 5 1.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 90 76.3%
) ) o p Frequently 14 A _1 1.9%
The judge is competent as a judicial =
adtimisirater Some of the Time 3 - 25%
Rarely 0 o 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 11 9.3%
Every Time 7 101 81.5%
) ) i .. Frequently o 16 ) 12.9%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice ,
against, any person or group Some of the Time 74 3.2%
Rarely 3 2.4%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

* Duc to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-cvaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Deborah V. Bryan: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 69 55.7%
Frequently 40 32.3%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 10 8.1%
Rarely | 0.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 4 3.2%
Every Time 86 69.4%
Frequently 33 26.6%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 3 2.4%,
Rarely 2 1.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Excellent 106 86.9%
Good 9 7.4%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 7 5.7%
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0%
No Opinion 0 0.0%
Better 4 3.2%
In g.eneral, over the last twelve months, has g rce 1 0.8%
the judge's overall court-related -
performance become... Stayed the Same 101 81.5%
No Opinion 18 14.5%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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, statf 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The
responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 152 completed surveys for Judge Joseph P. Massey.
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Evaluation of Judge Joseph P. Massey: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 50 33.6%
Frequently 72 47.4%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 28 18.4%
EoHreem Rarely | 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable' 0 0.0%
Every Time 71 46.7%
Frequently 59 38.8%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 20 13.2%
COUIEoom Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 83 54.6%
Frequently 50 32.9%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 16 10.5%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 O 07%
Every Time 72 47.4%
Frequently 60 39.5%
The.jnge shows respect for all court Some o-fThe -T—im—e I _18——_ 1 1.8% B
participants
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
ﬁoﬁppﬁcaﬁe 0 0.0%

I . . . : ;
Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instcad of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do
not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge Joseph P. Massey: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 85 55.9%
Frequently 52 34.2%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 12 7.9%
display respect toward one another Rarely 0 0.0%
Never l 0.7%
Not Applicable 2 1.3%
Every Time 88 57.9%
Frequently 52 34.2%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 10 6.6%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 76 50.0%
VFrequently 52 34.2%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties ‘Some of the Time 17 11.2%
-Rarely 5 3.3‘%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable [ O 0.7%
Every Time 75 49.3%
Frequently 7 45 29.6%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 20 13.2%
Rarely 8 5.3%
Never 2 o —1.3% a
Not Applicable 2 1.3%
Every Time 62 48.1%
i ) ) ) Frequently 31 24.0%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex -
parte communications Some of the Time 15 11.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never : 72—— i _1.6%

Not Applicable 19 14.7%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Joseph P. Massey: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 83 54.6%
) o Frequently 50 32.9%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and ; =
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 16 10.5%
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 96 63.2%
i . A Frequently 44 29.0%
The judge expects professional behavior of - .
court participants Some of the Time 9 5.9%
Rarely | 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 70 54.3%
. . Frequently 42 32.6%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate ; .
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 16 124%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.8%
Every Time 77 60.6%
Frequently 34 26.8%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  S§ome of the Time 10 7.9%
Rarely 2 1.6%
Never 2.4%
Not Applicable 0.8%
Every Time 67 51.9%
Frequently 40 31.0%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 7 13.2%
Rarely 1 0.8%
Never 3 2.3%
Not Applicable 0.8%
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Evaluation of Judge Joseph P. Massey: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 89 58.6%
Frequently 49 32.2%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 11 7.2%
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never | 0.7%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 80 53.0%
Frequently 50 33.1%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions  Some of the Time 15 9.9%
Rarely 4 2.7%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 83 55.3%
Frequently 55 36.7%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 8 5.3%
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 1 0.7%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 65 50.8%
) i - ‘Frequently 37 28.9%
The judge is competent as a judicial -
sdiinistiator Some of the Time 10 7.8%
Rarely B 2 1.6%
Never 3 2.3%
Not Applicable 11 8.6%
Every Time 92 61.7%
) ) ) . .. Frequently 33 22.2%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice -
against, any person or group Some of the Time 15 10.1%
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never | 0.7%
Not Applicable 6 4.0%

3 Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Joseph P. Massey: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 50 33.3%
Frequently 68 45.3%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 17 11.3%
Rarely 5 3.3%
Never 5 3.3%
Not Applicable 5 3.3%
Every Time 51 33.8%
Frequently 49 32.5%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 35 23.2%
Rarely 9 6.0%
Never 6 4.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Excellent 75 50.0%
Good 53 35.3%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 16 10.7%
Unsatisfactory 5 3.3%
No Opinion 1 0.7%
Better 25 16.7%
In g.eneral, over the last twelve months, has vy pqc 6 4.0%
the judge's overall court-related =
performance become... Stayed the Same 105 70.0%
No Opinion 14 9.3%

¥ 2015



JUDICIAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION PROGRAM

REPORT TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF VIRGINIA

Evaluation of:

The Honorable Ronald Everett Bensten

Judge of the Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court
7th Judicial District

Submitted to:

Chairman of the Senate Committee for Courts of Justice
Chairman of the House Committee for Courts of Justice

V)

Prepared by:

Survey and Evaluation Research Laboratory
L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs
Virginia Commonwealth University

on behalf of the
Judicial Performance Evaluation Program
Supreme Court of Virginia

2015




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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The
responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 102 completed surveys for Judge Ronald Everett Bensten.

2015



Evaluation of Judge Ronald Everett Bensten: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 42 41.2%

Frequently 37 36.3%

The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 17 16.7%
R Rarely 5.9%
Never 0.0%
Not Applicable' 0.0%

Every Time 45 44 1%

Frequently 39 38.2%

The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 15 14.7%
CUErao Rarely 2.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 66 64.7%

Frequently 27 26.5%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 6 5.9%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 2.0%

Every Time 45 44.1%

_ Frequently 36 35.3%
g:reiijclilgfgtzhows respect for all court Some of the Time 16 15.7%
Rarely 4.9%

Never 0.0%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

1 : s . 5
Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead ot the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge Ronald Everett Bensten: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 65 63.7%
Frequently 30 29.4%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 5 4.9%
display respect toward one another Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 71 69.6%
Frequently 25 24.5%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 6 5.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 59 57.8%
Frequently 26 25.5%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 13 12.8%
Rarely 4 3.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time " 54 52.9%
: Frequently 29 28.4%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 12 11.8%
Rarely 7 6.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 55 64.7%
) ) ) ) Frequently 11 12.9%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex : )
parte comBuRications Some of the Time 5 5.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 14 16.5%

% Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Ronald Everett Bensten: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 67 65.7%
) N Frequently 30 29.4%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and - .
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 5 4.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 77 75.5%
, _ , Frequently 20 19.6%
The judge expects professional behavior of = - =
court participants _S_ome of the Time 5 4.9% i
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 45 52.9%
) . Frequently 30 35.3%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate - :
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 6 7.1%
Rarely 4 4.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 62 72.9%
Frequently 19 22.4%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 3 3.5%
Rarely 1 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 59 69.4%
Frequently 18 21.2%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 7 8.2%
Rarely ] 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
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Evaluation of Judge Ronald Everett Bensten: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 61 59.8%
Frequently 22 21.6%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 13 12.8%
Rarely 5 4.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.0%
Every Time 68 67.3%
Frequently 25 24.8%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 6 5.99,
Rarely 2 2.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 61 59.8%
Frequently 25 24.5%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 14 13.7%
Rarely 2 2.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 49 57.7%
) ] e Frequently 20 23.5%
The judge is competent as a judicial -
adimiineTEter Some of the Time 6 7.1%
Rarely 1 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 9 10.6%
Every Time 61 59.8%
) ) . ... Frequently 27 26.5%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice -
against, any person or group »Some of the Time 4 3.9%
Rarely 6 5.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applica’t;]e* 4 3.9%

* Duc to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.

6
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Evaluation of Judge Ronald Everett Bensten: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 57 55.9%
Frequently 34 33.3%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 6 5.99%,
Rarely 2.9%
Never 1 1.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.0%
Every Time 60 58.8%
Frequently 21 20.6%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 11 10.8%
Rarely 10 9.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Excellent 33 53.9%
Good 32 31.4%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 9 8.8%
Unsatisfactory < 3.9%
No Opinion 2 2.0%
Better 6 5.9%
In general, over the last twelve months, has /4 ce 4 3.99,
the judge's overall court-related = -
performance become... Stayed the Same 76 74.5%
No Opinion 16 15.7%
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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.

11. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The

responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 133 completed surveys for Judge George C. Fairbanks, [V.
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Evaluation of Judge George C. Fairbanks, 1V: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 44 33.1%
Frequently 36 27.1%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 44 33.1%
GUUTUIRaDE Rarely 7 5.3%
Never | 0.8%
Not Applicable' I 0.8%
Every Time 49 36.8%
Frequently 39 29.3%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 36 27.1%
CHRIroM Rarely 8 6.0%
Never 0.8% -
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 52, 39.1%
Frequently 39 29.3%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 32 24.1%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 9 6.8%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 57 42.9%
. Frequentlr E - 26.3% -
Il;:r(iiggfst:hows respect for all court Some of the Time 2 ) 19.6%
Rarely 13 9.8%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

1 : . ’ .
Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do
not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge George C. Fairbanks, IV: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 61 46.2%
Frequently 40 30.3%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 22 16.7%
display respect toward one another Rarely 6 4.6%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable 2 1.5%
Every Time 55 41.4%
Frequently 39 29.3%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 7 28 21.1%
LRarely 11 8.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 56 42.1%
Frequently 38 28.6%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 96 19.6%
Rarely 12 9.0%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 55 42.0%
Frequently - 34 26.0%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 22 16.8%
Rarely 16 12.2%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable 2 1.5%
Every Time 42 38.9%
_ _ , _ Frequently 7 18 1 6.7%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex _
parte communications Some of the Time 13 12.0%
Rarely 6 5.6%
Never 1 0.9%
Not Applicable 28 25.9%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
4
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Evaluation of Judge George C. Fairbanks, [V: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 72 54.1%
) o Frequently 36 27.1%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and - == .
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 19 14.3%
Rarely 5 3.8%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 70 52.6%
) ) i Frequently 41 30.8%
The judge expects professional behavior of : -
court participants Some of the Time 15 11.3%
Rarely 3.0%
Never 1.5%
Not Applicable 1 0.8%
Every Time 45 41.3%
) . Frequently 31 28.4%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate = =
latitude in presentation of their case ‘Some of the Time 26 23.9%
Rarely 4 3.7%
Never 2.8%
Not A:pplicable 0.0%
Every Time 52 47.7%
Frequently 36 33.0%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 13 11.9%
Rarely 6.4%
- Never 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.9%
Every Time 48 44.0%
Frequently 31 28.4%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 21 19.3%
Rarely 9 8.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
5
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Evaluation of Judge George C. Fairbanks, IV: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 64 48.1%
Erf?q;ently 35 26.3% ‘
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 577 20.3%
Rarely 5.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Kp})licable 0 0.0%
Every Time 67 50.8%
Frequently 45 34.1%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions  Some of the Tiane 17 12.9%
Rarely 1.5%
Never 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.8%
Every Time 65 48.9%
Frequently 39 29.3%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 24 18.1%
' Rarely 3.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 44 40.4%
] ) e I;requently 24 22.0%
The judge is competent as a judicial =
administrator’ Some of the T_1me 17 15.6%
Rarely 7 6.4%
Never 3 2.8%
Not Applicable 14 12.8%
Every Time 70 52.6%
] ] .. Frequently 24 18.1%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice =
against, any person or group Some of the Time ,21_ o li 8%
Rarely 11 8.3%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable 5 3.8%

* Duc to the high number of “Not Applicable” responscs, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.

6
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Evaluation of Judge George C. Fairbanks, IV: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 44 33.1%
Frequently 50 37.6%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 24 18.1%
Rarely 10 7.5%
Never 1 0.8%
Not Applicable 4 3.0%
Every Time 55 41.7%
Frequently 46 34.9%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 18 13.6%
Rarely 10 7.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.3%
Excellent 51 38.4%
Good 35 26.3%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 36 27.1%
Unsatisfactory 10 - 15%
No Opinion 1 0.8%
Better 9 6.8%
In g_eneral, over the last twelve months, has yyqe 8 6.0%
the judge's overall court-related =
performance become... Stayed the Same 97 72.9%
No Opinion 19 14.3%
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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.

II. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation method for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The
responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 100 completed surveys for Judge Marvin H. Dunkum.
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Evaluation of Judge Marvin H. Dunkum: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 82 82.0%
Frequently 16 16.0%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time T - 2.0% B
courtroom ﬂR"a;ely . 0 0.6%7 a
I—\Ie;/er 0 O._O%
Not Applicable' 0 0.0%
Every Time 68 68.0%
Frequently 24 24.0%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 8 8.0%
senrtraem -Rarely 0 0.0% )
Never 0 00%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 77 77.0%
Frequently 20 20.0%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 3 3.0%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 74 74.8%
. Frequently 21 2 IE’A)
;‘;ft:ijcligfztzhows respect for all court S¥o me of the Thﬁi_ _4 B 4'0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

I Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the

described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge Marvin H. Dunkum: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 70 70.0%
Frequently 22 22.0%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 6 6.0%
display respect toward one another Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.0%
Every Time 79 79.0%
Frequently 18 18.0%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 3 3.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicablé 0 0.0%
Every Time 79 79.8%
Frequently 17 17.2%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 3 3.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 O 0.0%
Every Time 79 79.0%
Frequently 17 17.0% a
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 4 4.0%
i{arel;/ a i 0 LT(;%_ o
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 50 56.2%
) ] ) ] Igequently N 13 14.6%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex g
parte communications Some of the Time 3 3.4%
Rarely 3 3.4%
Never 3 3.4%
Not Applicable 1T S 19.1%

2 Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responscs, this question is being re-cvaluated by the Supreme Court.

4
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Evaluation of Judge Marvin H. Dunkum: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 69 69.0%
) s Frequently 22 22.0%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and = : ~
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 6 6.0%
Rarely 3 3.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 67 67.0%
) ) ) Frequently 24 24.0%
The judge expects professional behavior of = =
court participants Some of the Time 7 7.0%
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.0%
Every Time 70 78.7%
) . Frequently 16 18.0%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate - =
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 2 2.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.1%
Every Time 79 88.8%
Frequently 9 10.1%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 1 1.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 70 78.7%
Frequently 14 15.7%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 4 4.5%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.1%

2015



Evaluation of Judge Marvin H. Dunkum: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor -

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 82 82.0%
Frequently ) 7 16.0%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 3 2.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 83 83.0%
Frequently 16 16.0%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 1 1.0%
.Rarely . 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 80 80.0%
Frequently 19 19.0%
The judge’s decisions are clear §Or;e o_f t_he Time - —_1 ) o fo%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 66 75.0%
) ) Lo Frequently 7 13 14.8%
The judge is competent as a judicial -
administrator’ ‘Sgn_e_oft_l_le_"l“_lr»ne 1 — — l_l(y_() =
Rarely 1 1.1%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 7 8.0%
Every Time 78 78.0%
- .  Frequemtly 18 18.0%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice .
against, any person or group Some of tEe Time 2 _20%
Rarely 2, 2.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

} Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.

6
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Evaluation of Judge Marvin H. Dunkum: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 64 64.0%
Frequently 24 24.0%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 7 7.0%
Rarely 3 3.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Not Applicable 1 1.0%
Every Time 67 67.0%
Frequently 26 26.0%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 4 4.0%
Rarely 2 2.0%
Never | 1.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Excellent 74 74.8%
Good 23 23.2%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 2 2.0%
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0%
No Opinion 0 0.0%
Better 5 5.0%
In general, over the last twelve months, has /o rge 0 0.0%
the judge's overall court-related — - ==
performance become. . Stayed the Same 87 87.0%
No Opinion 8 8.0%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 clectronically.

IIL. Report Content

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

This report reflects a total of 165 completed surveys for Judge Stuart L. Williams, Jr..
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Evaluation of Judge Stuart L. Williams, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 78 47.3%
Frequently 66 40.0%
The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 20 12.1%
et Eacm Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0.0%
Not Applicable' 0 0.0%
Every Time 101 61.2%
Frequently 53 32.1%
The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 11 6.7% o
courtroom Rar;yfi 0 00%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 116 70.7%
Frequently 42 25.6%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 0 o 3.7% o
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 105 63.6%
‘ Frequently 46 27.9%
g:re;iggfstzhows respect for all court T— the T{me 13 799,
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instcad of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the

described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do
not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge Stuart L. Williams, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 123 75.0%
Frequently 37 22.6%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 2 1.2%
display respect toward one another Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.2%
Every Time 132 80.0%
Frequently 29 17.6%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 3 1.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.6%
Every Time 104 63.0%
Frequently 51 30.9%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 8 4.9%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable | 0.6%
Every Time 98 59.8%
Frequently 47 28.7%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 17 10.4%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable | 0.6%
Every Time 83 58.9%
. , . _ Frequently 31 22.0%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex - .
parte communications’ Some of the Time 3 2.1%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Not Applicable 24 17.0%

? Duc to the high number of “Not Applicable” responscs, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.

4
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Evaluation of Judge Stuart L. Williams, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 124 75.2%
. o Frequently 37 22.4%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and : .
civility in the courtroom VSome of the Tlfne _ 4 _ ,Zi %o
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 138 83.6%
) ) i Frequently 26 15.8%
The judge expects professional behavior of = S
court participants Some of the Time 1 0.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time __By 67.8%
] . Frequently 40 28.0%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate = .
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time S 3.5%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 113 79.0%
Frequently 28 19.6%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 1 0.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.7%
Every Time 107 75.4%
Frequently 28 19.7%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 6 4.2%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable I 0.7%
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Evaluation of Judge Stuart L. Williams, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

_ Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 119 72.1%
Frequently 41 24.9%
The judge communicates effectively | Sonieof the Tine 4 2.4%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never : 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.6%
Every Time 129 78.2%
Frequently 32 19.4%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time N 5 N 1.2%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.2%
Every Time 126 76.4%
Frequently : 33 20.0%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 5 30%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 1 0.6%
Every Time 94 65.7%
) i o Frequently 32 22.4%
The judge is competent as a judicial o s —
e Some of the Time 1 0.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Kpplic_able 1 112%
Every Time 112 67.9%
) ) ) o ‘Frequently 39 23.6%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice :
against, any person or group .S_o_mgf the Time 8 A% _
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 5 3.0%

3 Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Stuart L. Williams, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 61 37.0%
Frequently 71 43.0%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 23 13.9%
Rarely ) ) 5 3.0%
Never 2 1.2%
Not Applicable 3 1.8%
Every Time 90 54.6%
Frequently 59 35.8%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  S§ome of the Time 12 7.3%
Rarely 3 1.8%
Never 1 0.6%
Not Applicable 0 - 0.0%
Excellent 113 68.9%
Good 45 27.4%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 6 3.7%
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0%
No Opinion 0 0.0%
Better 8 4.9%
In general, over the last twelve months, 51— 3 1.8%
the judge's overall court-related = S ——
performance become. . Stayed the Same 133 80.6%
No Opinion 21 12.7%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The

responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 161 completed surveys for Judge George D. Varoutsos.
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Evaluation of Judge George D. Varoutsos: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 80 49.7%

Frequently 52 32.3%

The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 27 16.8%
courtroom Rarely 1.2%
Never 0.0%
Not Applicable' 0.0%

Every Time 91 57.2%

Frequently 47 29.6%

The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 20 12.6%
courtroom Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0.0%

Every Time 73 45.6%

Frequently 49 30.6%

The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 27 16.9%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 11 6.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 87 54.7%

Frequently 46 28.9%

’;‘:r(zi{:l;gfgt:hows respect for all court Some of the Time 20 12.6%
Rarely 3.1%

Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable 1 0.6%

: Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the
described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge George D. Varoutsos: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 92 57.5%
Frequently 43 26.9%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 17 10.6%
display respect toward one another Rarely 4 2.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 4 2.5%
Every Time 88 55.0%
F requently 42 26.3%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 25 15.6%
Rarely 5 3.1%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable B 0 0.0%
Every Time 81 50.6%
Frequently 42 263%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties éo—mzojf [h?Time 25 R 15.6%
Rarely 9 5.6%
Never I 0.6%
Not Applicable 2 1.3%
Every Time 76 47.5%
Frequently 44 27.5%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time - 28 17.5%
Rarely 8 S.E)‘;A) -
Never 1 0.6%
Not Applicable 3 1.9%
Every Time 51 37.5%
. . . _ Frequently 22 16.2%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex =
parte communications Some of the Time B 5%
Rarely 5 3.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 50 36.8%

? Duc to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge George D. Varoutsos: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 96 60.0%
) o Frequently 45 28.1%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and ' =
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 12 7.5%
Rarely - 1.3%
Never 0.0%
Not Applicable 5 3.1%
Every Time 104 65.4%
) . . Frequently 37 23.3%
The judge expects professional behavior of - =
court participants Some of the Time 12 7.6%
Rarely 3 1.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 1.9%
Every Time 64 47.4%
. , Frequently 34 25.2%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate . .
latitude in presentation of their case Someof the Time 26 19.3%
Rarely 5.2%
Never 1.5%
Not Applicable 2 1.5%
Every Time 66 48.9%
Frequently 31 23.0%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 26 19.3%
Rarely 5 6.7%
Never 0.0%
Not Applicable 3 2.2%
Every Time 55 40.4%
Frequently 33 24.3%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 13 24.3%,
Rarely 10 7.4_%
Never 2 1.5%
Not Applicable 3 2.2%
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Evaluation of Judge George D. Varoutsos: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 77 48.1%
Frequently 54 33.8%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 20 12.5%
Ee;rely 8 5.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable [ 10.6%
Every Time 96 60.0%
Frequently 46 28.8%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions  Some of the Time 13 8.1%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 4 2.5%
Every Time 82 51.6%
- Frequently 48 30.2%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 23 14.5%
Rarely 2.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 1.3%
Every Time 63 46.7%
) ) P Frequently 26 19.3%
The judge is competent as a judicial -
sdministrator Some of the Time 17 - __12.6% -
Rarely 12 8.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 17 12.6%
Bvery Time 84 52.5%
) ) ) .. Frequently 38 23.8%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice —
against, any person or group Some of the Time 19 11.9%
Rarely 8 5.0%
Never 4 2.5%
‘Not Applicable 7 4.4%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responscs, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.

6
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Evaluation of Judge George D. Varoutsos: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time o 54 33.8%
Frequently 47 29.4%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 28 17.5%
Rarely 23 14.4%
Never . 3 1.9%
Not Applicable 5 3.1%
Every Time 71 44.7%
Frequently 51 32.1%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 24 15.1%
Rarely 9 5.7%
Never 2 1.3%
Not Applicable 2 1.3%
Excellent 75 47.2%
Good 47 29.6%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 22 13.8%
Unsatisfactory 12 7.6%
No Opinion 3 1.9%
Better 11 6.9%
In gf:neral, over the last twelve months, has vy pqe 11 6.9%
the judge's overall court-related —
performance become... Stayed the Same 114 71.7%
No Opinion 23 14.5%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The
responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 46 completed surveys for Judge Dale M. Wiley.
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Evaluation of Judge Dale M. Wiley: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 6 13.0%

Frequently 25 54.4%

The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 12 26.1%
courtroom Rarely 6.5%
Never 0.0%
Not Applicable' 0.0%

Every Time 19 41.3%

Frequently 20 43.5%

The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 7 15.2%

courtroom Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 31 67.4%

Frequently 12 26.1%
The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 3 6.5%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Every Time 15 32.6%

. Frequently 21 45.7%

g:rft: ijcligfrfl:tzhows respect for all court & o ol tlie e 9 19.6%
Rarely 1 2.2%

Never 0 0.0%

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Survey respondents were instructed as tollows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the

described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge Dale M. Wiley: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 27 58.7%
Frequently 19 41.3%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 0 0.0%
display respect toward one another Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 32 69.6%
Frequently 14 30.4%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely ) 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 24 52.2%
Frequently 18 - 39.1%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 4 8.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 27 58.7%
Frequently 15 32.6%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 4 8.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 23 65.7%
) ) . i Frequently 7 20.0%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex . .
parte communications Some of the Time 1 2.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 4 11.4%

% Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Coutt.
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Evaluation of Judge Dale M. Wiley: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 30 65.2%
) " Frequently 16 34.8%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and , =
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 31 67.4%
i . i Frequently 14 30.4%
The judge expects professional behavior of = =
court participants Some of the Time 1 2.2%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 16 44.4%
) i Frequently 15 41.7%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate - .
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 4 1.1%
Rarely 1 2.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 26 72.2%
Frequently 7 19.4%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 3 8.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 24 66.7%
Frequently 10 27.8%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 9 5.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable .0 0.0%
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Evaluation of Judge Dale M. Wiley: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 26 56.5%
Frequently 18 39.1%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 2 4.4%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 32 69.6%
Frequently 14 30.4%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 30 65.2%
Frequently 16 34.8%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0o 00%
Every Time 15 41.7%
o o Frequently 12 33.3%
The judge is competent as a judicial -
R Some of the Time 5 13.9%
Rarely B 5.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 2 5.6%
Every Time 29 63.0%
. ) . ... Frequently 13 - 28.3%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice -
against, any person or group Some of the Thine 4 8.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%

? Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Dale M. Wiley: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 31 67.4%
Frequently 14 30.4%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time N | 2.2%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Every Time 28 60.9%
Frequently 14 30.4%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently  Some of the Time 4 8.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Not Applicable 0 0.0%
Excellent 20 43.5%
Good 21 45.7%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 5 10.9%
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0%
No Opinion. 0 0.0%
Better B —4 8.7%
In general, over the last twelve months, has vy qe | 2.2%
the judge's overall court-related _
performance become... Stayed the Same 36 78.3%
No Opinion 5 10.9%
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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 for attorneys was completed using an on-line survey methodology
and included a mailed letter of notification. 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 three 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 aggregate number of
responses and the corresponding percentage of responses for each category. The
responses of all surveyed groups are combined in these figures.

This report reflects a total of 64 completed surveys for Judge Elizabeth Kellas Burton.
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Evaluation of Judge Elizabeth Kellas Burton: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 28 43.8%

Frequently 30 46.9%

The judge displays patience in the Some of the Time 4 6.3%
Eoutiroom. Rarely 0 0.0%
Never I 1.6%

Not Applicable' 1 1.6%

Every Time 44 68.8%

Frequently 14 21.9%

The judge is courteous and dignified in the Some of the Time 4 6.3%
Conraom Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.6%

Not Applicable 1 1.6%

Every Time 45 71.4%

Frequently 13 20.6%

The judge is conscientious and diligent in ~ Some of the Time 3 4.8%
the performance of judicial duties Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.6%

Not Applicable 1 1.6%

Every Time 44 68.8%
‘ Frequently 13 20.3%
g:riijcligfstzhows respect for all court Some of the Time 3 47%
Rarely 2 3.1%

Never | 1.6%

Not Applicable 1 1.6%

! Survey respondents were instructed as follows with regard to the “Not Applicable” option:

Please use the N/A response option instead of the above rating scale when: (a) the circumstances under which the

described judicial behavior might arise never actually occurred in your experiences with Judge X, and/or (b) you do

not possess the technical knowledge necessary to evaluate the judge on a particular item.

3
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Evaluation of Judge Elizabeth Kellas Burton: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 45 70.3%
Frequently 14 21.9%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 4.7%
display respect toward one another Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.6%
Not Applicable 1 1.6%
Every Time 53 82.8%
Frequently 9 14.1%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.6%
Not Applicable 1 1.6%
Every Time 47 73.4%
Frequently 8 12.5%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time & 9.4%,
Rarely 1 1.6%
Never 1 1.6%
Not Applicable 1 1.6%
Every Time 43 68.3%
Frequently 9 14.3%
The judge treats all parties consistently Some of the Time 6 9.5%
Rarely 3 4.8%
Never 1 1.6%
Not Applicable 1 1.6%
Every Time 35 62.5%
) ) ) ) Frequently 10.7%
The judge discourages inappropriate ex = i
parte communications Some of the Time 0.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 1 1.8%
Not Applicable 14 25.0%

% Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responses, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.

4
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Evaluation of Judge Elizabeth Kellas Burton: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 45 70.3%
) o Frequently 14 21.9%
The judge maintains order, decorum, and . .
civility in the courtroom Some of the Time 4.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.6%
Not Applicable | 1.6%
Every Time 51 79.7%
. ) ) Frequently 9 14.1%
The judge expects professional behavior of . .
court participants Some of th? i . S ilf’ -
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.6%
Not Applicable 1 1.6%
Every Time 36 63.2%
. , Frequently 12 21.1%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate ; -
latitude in presentation of their case Some of the Time 4 7.0%
Rarely 2 3.5%
Never 1 1.8%
Not Applicable 2 3.5%
Every Time 37 64.9%
Frequently 12 21.1%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 5 8.8%
Rarely 1 1.8%
Never | 1.8%
Not Applicable 1 1.8%
Every Time 38 66.7%
Frequently 9 15.8%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 8 14.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.8%
Not Applicable 1 1.8%
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Evaluation of Judge Elizabeth Kellas Burton: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 42 65.6%
Frequently 15 234%
The judge communicates cffectively Some of the Time 5 7.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never | 1.6%
Not Applicable 1 1.6%
Every Time 47 73.4%
Frequently 14 o 21.9%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time ] 1.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.6%
Not Applicable 1 1.6%
Every Time 44 68.8%
Frequently 14 21.9%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 4 6.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.6%
Not Applicable | 1.6%
Every Time 38 66.7%
] ) e Frequently 8 14.0%
The judge is competent as a judicial =
aditinietator Some of the Time S 8.8%
Rarely B 0 0.0%
Never | 1.8%
Not Applicable 5 88%
Every Time 43 67.2%
) ) ) ... Frequently 10 15.6%
The judge is free from bias for, or prejudice -
against, any person or group Some of the Time 3 4.7%
Rarely 2 3.1%
Never 1 1.6%
Not Applicable 5 7.8%

3 Due to the high number of “Not Applicable” responscs, this question is being re-evaluated by the Supreme Court.
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Evaluation of Judge Elizabeth Kellas Burton: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 33 52.4%
Frequently 24 38.1%

The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 4.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
I_\I;er l 1.6%
Not Applicable 2 3.2%
Every Time 38 603%
Frequently 18 28.6%

The judge uses courtroom time efficiently -S?nejof the Time 4 6.4%
Rarely 1 1.6%
Never 1 1.6% a
Not Applicable 1 1.6%
Excellent 51 79.7%
Good 7 10.9%

Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 5 7.8%
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0%
No Opinion | 1.6%
Better 10 15.6%

In general, over the last twelve months, has yw e -y 0.0%

the judge's overall court-related —

performance become... Stayed the Same 47 34%
No Opinion 10.9%
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