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The Honorable Mark D. Obenshain, Chairman
Senate Committee on Courts of Justice

General Assembly Building

Capitol Square

Richmond, Virginia 23219

The Honorable David B. Albo, Chairman
House Committee on Courts of Justice

General Assembly Building

Capitol Square

Richmond, Virginia 23219

Re:  Judicial Performance Evaluation Reports Pursuant to Code § 17.1-100

Dear Chairmen 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.

The attached document includes the evaluation reports prepared for judges, listed below,
who are eligible for reelection during the 2017 session of the General Assembly. These judges

each have had at least one interim evaluation conducted during their terms.
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Circuit Court Judges
Honorable Leslie L. Lilley, Judge (2™ Circuit)
Honorable John R. Doyle, 111, Judge (4™ Circuit)
Honorable Mary Jane Hall, Judge (4" Circuit)
Honorable Jerrauld C. Jones, Judge (4" Circuit)
Honorable Bonnie L. Jones, Judge (8" Circuit)
Honorable Timothy J. Hauler, Judge (12"‘ Circuit)
Honorable Charles S. Sharp, Judge (15" Circuit)
Honorable William T. Newman, Jr., Judge (17" Circuit)
9. Honorable Jan L. Brodie, Judge (19" Circuit)
10. Honorable Jeffrey W. Parker, Judge (20™ Circuit)
11. Honorable Joseph W. Milam, Jr., Judge (22™ Circuit)
12. Honorable James R. Swanson, Judge (23" Circuit)
13. Honorable C. Randall Lowe, Judge (28" Circuit)
14. Honorable Craig D. Johnston, Judge (31% Circuit)

PR =F N & B e

General District Court Judges
15. Honorable Alfred W. Bates, III, Judge (5" District)
16. Honorable James J. O’Connell, 111, Judge (12" District)
17. Honorable Michael Joseph Cassidy, Judge (19" District)
18. Honorable J. Gregory Ashwell, Judge (20" District)

Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court Judges
19. Honorable Rufus A. Banks, Jr., Judge (1** District)
20. Honorable Larry D. Willis, Sr., Judge (1* District)
21. Honorable M. Randolph Carlson, II, Judge (4™ District)
22, Honorable Thomas W. Carpenter, Judge (7th District)
23. Honorable Shannon O. Hoehl, Judge (15" District)
24. Honorable Julian W. Johnson, Judge (15™ District)
25. Honorable Constance H. Frogale, Judge (18" District)
26. Honorable Pamela L. Brooks, Judge (20" District)

27. Honorable Jonathan S. Lynn, Judge (20" District)
28. Honorable Paul A. Tucker, Judge (25™ District)

If you have any questions concerning this document, please do not hesitate to contact me.
With kind regards, [ am
Very truly yours,

/A R

Karl R. Hade
Attachment

e Division of Legislative Automated Systems
Mary Kate Felch, Division of Legislative Services



Judicial Performance Evaluation Program

Information for General Assembly Members — 2016

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.

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 and Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court judges
were evaluated only by attorneys.

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

For Circuit Court judges, respondents are asked to rate the judge based on experiences with
the judge during the previous three years. For District Court judges, respondents are asked
to rate the judge based on experiences with the judge during the previous one year.

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 actual responses received for that
judge.

Judges receive evaluations from attorneys who have appeared before the specific judge.
Thus, the judges within a single circuit or district 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 a certain type of case (i.c.,
criminal) more than other judges do.



JUDICIAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION PROGRAM

REPORT TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF VIRGINIA

Evaluation of:

The Honorable Leslie L. Lilley

Judge of the Circuit Court
2nd Judicial Circuit

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
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 160 completed surveys for Judge Leslie L. Lilley.

2016



Evaluation of Judge Leslie L. Lilley: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 71 44.9%
F tl 58 36.7%
The judge displays patience in the aueny - :
T — Some of the Time 25 15.8%
Rarely 4 2.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 100 62.5%
Frequently 44 27.5%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Some of the Time 15 9.4%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 108 69.2%
_ . S Frequently 38 24.4%
The jurge 18 -y Htows 11 e Some of the Time 9 5.8%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 100 64.5%
. o . Frequently 46 29.7%
Thg J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 7 45%
judicial duties
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Leslie L. Lilley: Evaluation Summary

 —

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 103 65.2%
] dor Frequently 38 24.1%
The Jgdge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 15 9.5%
participants
Rarely 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 119 75.8%
Frequently 33 21.0%
T}le judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 4 2 6%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 124 78.0%
Frequently 29 18.2%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings ~ Some of the Time 4 2.5%
Rarely 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 98 61.6%
Frequently 43 27.0%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 15 9.4%
Rarely 1.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 105 66.0%
) o ) ] Frequently 40 25.2%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 1 6.9%
manner
Rarely 3 1.9%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Leslie L. Lilley: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 111 78.7%
_ o . Frequently 26 18.4%
The Judg'e aY01ds inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time 2 1%
communications
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 122 79.2%
Frequently 29 18.8%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 3 2.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 125 79.1%
. _ _ Frequently 31 19.6%
The _]udge. expects professional behavior of Some of the Time | 0.6%
court participants
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 89 57.4%
_ ) Frequently 44 28.4%
Th.e Judge i lawers approprlate Some of the Time 17 11.0%
latitude in presentation of their case
Rarely 3 1.9%
Never 1.3%
Every Time 91 58.0%
Frequently 48 30.6%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 12 7.6%
Rarely 5 3.2%
Never 1 0.6%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Leslie L. Lilley: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses

Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 94 59.9%
Frequently 48 30.6%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 13 8.3%
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 100 64.1%
Frequently 36 23.1%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 16 10.3%
Rarely 4 2.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 103 66.5%
Frequently 29 18.7%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 19 12.3%
Rarely 3 1.9%
Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 99 62.7%
Frequently 41 26.0%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 13 8.2%
Rarely 4 2.5%
Never 1 0.6%
Every Time 111 69.8%
) o _ - Frequently 38 23.9%
Eik:; J(:lrdfreej}:le;if:;ms judicial duties without Some of the Time 6 3.8%
Rarely 4 2.5%
Never 0 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Leslie L. Lilley: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 105 66.9%
Frequently 43 27.4%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 7 4.5%
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 101 63.9%
Frequently 40 25.3%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently ~Some of the Time 13 8.2%
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 2 1.3%
Excellent 86 54.4%
Good 54 34.2%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 1 8.9%
Unsatisfactory 4 2.5%
In 1 the last th ears, has th petter 1 152%
judggi:l'lse ::t/;fa‘ifrcouit-a;zlatggi)erorr;la?lce © Worse 3 24%
become... Stayed the Same 103 82.4%

2016
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The Honorable John R. Doyle, I11

Judge of the Circuit Court
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Prepared by:
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L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

IL. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 182 completed surveys for Judge John R. Doyle, III.

2016



Evaluation of Judge John R. Doyle, III: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 149 84.2%
. . i tl 26 14.7%
The judge displays patience in the quenty - -
courtroom Some of the Time 2 1.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 157 88.7%
Frequently 20 11.3%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Some of the Tine 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 137 89.5%
_ . o Frequently 15 9.8%
The judge is 001}501.et}t10us in the Some of the o 0.7%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 136 88.9%
_ o ' Frequently 17 11.1%
Th§ J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Someol the Tiie 0 0.0%
Jjudicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge John R. Doyle, I1I: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 160 90.4%
) Frequently 16 9.0%
The Jgdge shows respect for all court Some of the Time | 0.6%
participants =
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 145 85.8%
Frequently 23 13.6%
The judge requires court participants to SamaaEtlie Tine | 0.6%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 159 90.3%
Frequently 17 9.7%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings  Some of the Time 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 153 86.4%
Frequently 22 12.4%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 1.1%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 148 84.6%
) o ) _ Frequently 24 13.7%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Game aithe Thme 7%
manner
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge John R. Doyle, II1: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 132 93.0%
Frequently 9 6.3%
The judge avoids inappropriate ex parte .
g Some of the Time 1 0.7%
communications
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 139 90.9%
Frequently 14 9.2%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 158 91.9%
Frequently 14 8.1%
The Judge_ e_xpects professional behavior of Some of the Time 0 0.0%
court participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 121 80.7%
Frequently 28 18.7%
Th.e Judge allows lawyers appropriate Some of the Time ) 0.7%
latitude in presentation of their case
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 132 86.3%
Frequently 19 12.4%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 2 1.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge John R. Doyle, III: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 135 88.2%
Frequently 15 9.8%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 3 2.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 133 86.4%
Frequently 21 13.6%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 131 87.3%
Frequently 19 12.7%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 155 88.1%
Frequently 19 10.8%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 2 1.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Lime 160 90.9%
o . _ Frequently 13 7.4%
;l)"i}:; J(:erf;ﬁleéifz);ms judicial duties without Some of the Time 3 17%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge John R. Doyle, III: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 139 79.0%
Frequently 35 19.9%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 2 1.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 150 84.8%
Frequently 25 14.1%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently Some of the Time 2 1.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 163 89.6%
Good 19 10.4%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 0 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0%
Better 21 16.5%
In general, over the last three years, has the
judge's overall court-related performance Worse 0 0.0%
become... Stayed the Same 106 83.5%

2016
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 167 completed surveys for Judge Mary Jane Hall.

2016



Evaluation of Judge Mary Jane Hall: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 126 75.5%
F tl 35 21.0%
The judge displays patience in the = - = -
courtroom Some of the Time 6 3.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 139 83.7%
Frequently 24 14.5%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom & ome abthe Time 3 1.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 117 77.0%
. . o Frequently 28 18.4%
The judge is SANSCISIHONS 1L fhe Some of the Time 6 4.0%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 119 78.8%
. o . Frequently 25 16.6%
fl"hej J}ldge is diligent in the performance of —— - 7 4.6%
judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Mary Jane Hall: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 136 82.4%
_ Frequently 22 13.3%
The Jnge shows respect for all court Some of the Time p 36%
participants
Rarely 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 129 79.1%
Frequently 27 16.6%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 5 3.1%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 2 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 139 83.2%
Frequently 22 13.2%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings ~ Some of the Time 5 3.0%
Rarely 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 129 77.3%
Frequently 26 15.6%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 5.4%
Rarely 1.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 131 78.4%
_ o ) ) Frequently 23 13.8%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 5 4%
manner
Rarely 4 2.4%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Mary Jane Hall: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 115 82.7%
' o ) Frequently 14 10.1%
The Judgg a\f01ds inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time 5 0%
communications
Rarely 2.2%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 116 76.8%
Frequently 27 17.9%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 6 4.0%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 136 82.4%
_ ) ) Frequently 20 12.1%
The Judge. expects professional behavior of Some of the Time 2 49%
court participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.6%
Every Time 121 80.1%
. ) Frequently 20 13.3%
Th.e Judge allows lawyers appropriate Some of the Time 9 6.0%
latitude in presentation of their case
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 109 71.2%
Frequently 25 16.3%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 14 9.2%
Rarely 5 3.3%
Never 0 0.0%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Mary Jane Hall: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 110 71.9%

Frequently 22, 14.4%

The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 16 10.5%
Rarely 5 33%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 114 74.5%

Frequently 31 20.3%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 4.6%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.7%

Every Time 119 77.8%

Frequently 26 17.0%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 7 4.6%
Rarely 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 126 76.4%

Frequently 29 17.6%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 4.9%
Rarely 2 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Lime 132 79.0%

_ N _ Frequently 24 14.4%

gil:; j ;df:; J}:le(;if;(:)é'ms judicial duties without Some of the Time 4%
Rarely 1.2%

Never 2 1.2%

6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Mary Jane Hall: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 112 67.5%
Frequently 43 25.9%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 9 5.4%
Rarely 2 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 120 73.6%
Frequently 31 19.0%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently Some of the Time 10 6.1%
Rarely 2 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 117 71.8%
Good 33 20.3%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 11 6.8%
Unsatisfactory 2 1.2%
. l o T Fasitly Better 19 17.3%
n general, over the last three years, has the
judge's overall court-related performance Worse L L&
become... Stayed the Same 89 80.9%

2016
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 167 completed surveys for Judge Jerrauld C. Jones.

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jerrauld C. Jones: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 137 - 82.5%
F tl 27 16.3%
The judge displays patience in the foquenty - i
courtroom Some of the Time 1.2%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 151 91.0%
Frequently 15 9.0%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Some of the Time 0.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 138 86.8%
_ . S Frequently 18 11.3%
The judge is cor%sm.er}tlous in the Sumie of fhe Time 1.9%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely - 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 134 83.8%
‘ o . Frequently 18 11.3%
fl"hej J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 5 0%
judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jerrauld C. Jones: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 150 89.8%
' P Frequently 16 9.6%
The .Jl}dge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 0.6%
participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 141 86.5%
Frequently 21 12.9%
The judge requires court participants to Safie ofilie Time 1 0.6%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 140 84.3%
Frequently 24 14.5%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings ~ Some of the Time 1.2%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 142 86.1%
Frequently 18 10.9%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 3.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 143 - 86.7%
: o _ _ Frequently 16 9.7%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 3.6%
manner
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jerrauld C. Jones: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 125 87.4%
Frequently 13 9.1%
The judge avoids inappropriate ex parte .
e Some of the Time 4 2.8%
communications
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 134 85.4%
Frequently 22 14.0%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 1 0.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 145 87.4%
Frequently 20 12.1%
The Judge. e.xpects professional behavior of Some of the Time ) 0.6%
court participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 135 86.0%
Frequently 18 11.5%
Th.e Judge allows la\.zvyers approprlate Some of the Time 3 1.9%
latitude in presentation of their case
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 129 80.6%
Frequently 24 15.0%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 6 3.8%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
5

2016



Performance Factor

Evaluation of Judge Jerrauld C. Jones: Evaluation Summary

- Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 125 78.1%
Frequently 29 18.1%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 5 3.1%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 134 84.3%
Frequently 19 12.0%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 5 3.1%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 116 72.5%
Frequently 31 19.4%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 12 7.5%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never | 0.6%
Every Time 138 83.6%
Frequently 18 10.9%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 9 5.5%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0o 0.0%
Every Time 143 88.3%
o . . Frequently 13 8.0%
"tl)"il:se J(:lrd;;greeﬁle;iizc::ms judicial duties without Some of the Time 5 31%
Rarely I 0.6%
Never 0 ] 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jerrauld C. Jones: Evaluation Summary

—

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 109 66.9%
Frequently 44 27.0%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 9 5.5%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 109 67.3%
Frequently 32 19.8%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently ~Some of the Time 17 10.5%
Rarely 3 1.9%
Never 1 0.6%
Excellent 140 85.4%
Good 18 11.0%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 3.7%
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0%
Better 15 11.6%
In general, over the last three years, has the
judge's overall court-related performance Worse l 0.8%
become... Stayed the Same 113 87.6%

2016
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 152 completed surveys for Judge Bonnie L. Jones.

2016



Evaluation of Judge Bonnie L. Jones: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 115 75.7%
E tl 30 19.7%
The judge displays patience in the =AY - -
CEETORIT Some of the Time 6 4.0%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 125 82.2%
Frequently 20 13.2%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Sattie ot the Time 7 4.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 112 76.2%
Frequently 27 18.4%
The judge is conscientious in the Some of the Time 6 4 1%
performance of judicial duties ‘
Rarely 2 1.4%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 113 77.4%
. Frequently 26 17.8%
The judge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 4 27%
judicial duties ~ .
Rarely 3 2.1%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Bonnie L. Jones: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 126 82.9%
. N o Frequently 20 13.2%
The .thdge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 5 33%
participants
Rarely ] 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 126 84.0%
: Frequently 21 14.0%
T.he judge requires court participants to Some of the Time N 13%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 126 82.9%
Frequently - 21 13.8%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings ~ Some of the Time 2z 1.3%
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 120 79.5%
Frequently 24 15.9%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 5 3.3%
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 116 77.3%
. o ) ) Frequently 26 17.3%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 6 4.0%
manner
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%

2016



Evaluation of Judge Bonnie L. Jones: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 115 87.1%
) o ) Frequently 15 11.4%
The Judg'e a\{onds inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time ) 1 5%
communications
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 124 84.9%
Frequently 18 12.3%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 3 2.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 129 86.0%
_ ' ' Frequently 17 11.3%
The Judge. e_xpects professional behavior of Some of the Time 2 7%
court participants
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 113 77.4%
Frequently 26 17.8%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate : =
latitude in presentation of their case AR i 3:4%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 97 66.0%
Frequently 35 23.8%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 12 8.2%
Rarely 2 1.4%
Never 1 0.7%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Bonnie L. Jones: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 99 67.4%
Frequently 38 25.9%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 8 5.4%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 114 77.6%
Frequently 26 17.7%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 4 2.7%
Rarely 3 2.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 119 82.6%
Frequently 20 13.9%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 3 2.1%
Rarely 1.4%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 110 72.4%
Frequently 35 23.0%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 5 3.3%
Rarely 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
i A 113 76.4%
) N ) Frequently 26 17.6%
g‘i}:; J(;ergrz j;;edrif(())erms judicial duties without Some of the Time 47%
Rarely 1.4%
Never 0 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Bonnie L. Jones: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 110 74.3%

Frequently 29 19.6%

The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 8 5.4%
Rarely 0.7%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 113 76.9%

Frequently 26 17.7%

The judge uses courtroom time efficiently Some of the Time 6 4.1%
Rarely 1 0.7%

Never 1 0.7%

Excellent 106 70.7%

£ - Good 38 25.3%
Wiges Byer peioinatiee Needs Improvement 4 2.7%
Unsatisfactory 1.3%

- i . —_— Better 18 16.2%

general, over the last three years, has the
judge's overall court-related performance Worse 2 1.8%
become... Stayed the Same 91 82.0%
7

2016
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

II. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 152 completed surveys for Judge Timothy J. Hauler.

2016



Evaluation of Judge Timothy J. Hauler: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 100 65.8%
F tl 44 29.0%
The judge displays patience in the i » °
courtroom Some of the Time 5 3.3%
Rarely 2 1.3%
Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 121 79.6%
Frequently 26 17.1%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Some o fhe Time 3.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 111 77.6%
. _ o Frequently 23 16.1%
Theucesis i the Some of the Time 7 4.9%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 1.4%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 112 78.3%
. o ' Frequently 20 14.0%
Thg J}Jdge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 10 70%
judicial duties
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Timothy J. Hauler: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 125 82.8%
The Sudsech . Frequently 15 9.9%
ey%gesowsmqwa or all court Some of the Time 1 73%
participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 117 81.3%
Frequently 23 16.0%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 1.4%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 2 1.4%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 113 74.3%
Frequently 34 22.4%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 4 2.6%
Rarely 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 115 76.2%
Frequently 22 14.6%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 10 6.6%
Rarely 2.7%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 119 78.8%
i " ) ) Frequently 17 11.3%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 12 8.0%
manner
Rarely 3 2.0%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Timothy J. Hauler: Evaluation Summary

—

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 108 87.1%
) o . Frequently 13 10.5%
;:r::lfrlll Sfii:;gis nappropIate e prarte Some of the Time 3 2.4%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 123 87.2%
Frequently 16 11.4%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 1 0.7%
Rarely 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 133 87.5%
_ . ) Frequently 14 9.2%
Zgj I-Jt l;i%tei ;};};ict:;s professional behavior of Some of the Time 4 2 6%
Rarely 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 109 76.8%
) ) Frequently 24 16.9%
atade n presenttion of i aseSome ofthe Time 6.3%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 106 74.1%
Frequently 27 18.9%
The judge displays knowledge of the law ~ Some of the Time 8 5.6%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never ] 0.7%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Timothy J. Hauler: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 99 69.7%
Frequently 29 20.4%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 12 8.5%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 114 79.7%
Frequently 21 14.7%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 7 4.9%
Rarely 0.0%
Never ] 0.7%
Every Time 114 80.3%
Frequently 24 16.9%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 2.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 117 77.0%
Frequently 28 18.4%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 6 4.0%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Exzry Tims 117 78.5%
. T ] _ Frequently 20 13.4%
Eil:l: J;dgree ﬁle(;if;c:);ms judicial duties without Some of the Time 7 47%
Rarely 2.0%
Never 1.3%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Timothy J. Hauler: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 106 71.6%
Frequently 38 25.7%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 4 2.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 119 79.3%
Frequently 24 16.0%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently ~Some of the Time 7 4.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 117 78.0%
Good 23 15.3%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 7 4.7%
Unsatisfactory 3 2.0%
i l b Tactls hasdh Better 7 5.7%
n general, over the last three years, has the
judge's overall court-related performance Worse 3 24%
become... Stayed the Same 114 91.9%

2016
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 157 completed surveys for Judge Charles S. Sharp.

2016



Evaluation of Judge Charles S. Sharp: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 109 69.4%
. . F tl 39 24.8%
The judge displays patience in the ey - -
courtroom Some of the Time 8 5.1%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 123 78.3%
Frequently 30 19.1%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Sotie oF the Tiie 2.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 109 82.6%
. _ . Frequently 15 11.4%
1Tha judee s e the Some of the Time 5 3.8%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 2 1.5%
Never 1 0.8%
Every Time 105 79.6%
_ o . Frequently 20 15.2%
the? J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 5 3.8%
judicial duties
Rarely 1 0.8%
Never 1 0.8%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Charles S. Sharp: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 129 82.2%
_ ol Frequently 24 15.3%
The .Jl%dge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 2 6%
participants ——
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 117 80.1%
Frequently 24 16.4%
T.he judge requires court participants to Somsafthe Tie 4 2.7%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0.7%
Every Time 134 85.4%
Frequently 22 14.0%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 1 0.6%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 122 77.7%
Frequently 26 16.6%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time Zi 5.1%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 123 78.3%
) o _ _ Frequently 26 16.6%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 7 4.5%
manner
Rarely 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Charles S. Sharp: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 95 81.2%

' o i Frequently 17 14.5%
The judge avoids inappropriate exparte S of i Tume 43%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 109 84.5%

Frequently 19 14.7%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 1 0.8%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 129 83.8%

- _ - Frequently 22 14.3%
"C[“(l)llt: r{l;i%fl fi)r();::lct:‘;s professional behavior of Some of the Time 3 2 0%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 0.0%

Every Time 88 68.2%

' ) Frequently 32 24.8%
e in presenttion of i enseSome ofth Time G 62%
Rarely 0.8%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 95 72.0%

Frequently 28 21.2%

The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 8 6.1%
Rarely ' 1 0.8%

Never 0 0.0%

5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Charles S. Sharp: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent

Every Time 96 73.3%

Frequently 26 19.9%

The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 8 6.1%
Rarely 1 0.8%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 98 74.2%

Frequently 26 19.7%

The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 7 5.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 1 0.8%

Every Time 96 73.3%

Frequently 27 20.6%

The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 4 3.1%
Rarely 3 2.3%

Never 1 0.8%

Every Time 119 76.8%

Frequently 31 20.0%

The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 4 2.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 1 0.7%

Esery Time 125 81.2%

_ o . _ Frequently 22 14.3%
gil:st Jourdrii3 J%eggerms judicial duties without Some of the Time 7 4.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 0 0.0%

2016



Evaluation of Judge Charles S. Sharp: Evaluation Summary

—

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 116 74.8%
Frequently 35 22.6%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 4 2.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 123 78.9%
Frequently 30 19.2%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently ~Some of the Time 2 1.3%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 131 83.4%
Good 17 10.8%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 8 5.1%
Unsatisfactory 1 0.6%
i | e s basih Better 12 12.1%
general, over the last three years, has the
judge's overall court-related performance Worse 4 4.0%
become... Stayed the Same 83 83.8%

2016
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 177 completed surveys for Judge William T. Newman, Jr.
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Evaluation of Judge William T. Newman, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 134 76.1%
F tl 35 19.9%
The judge displays patience in the fequenty - = -
eatitroai Some of the Time 4.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 158 89.8%
Frequently 15 8.5%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Sommeof the Time 1.7%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 92 76.7%
Frequently 18 15.0%
The judge is conscientious in the Some of the Time 3 6.7%
performance of judicial duties ki
Rarely 2 1.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 83 69.8%
. o . Frequently 25 21.0%
Thc? J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 9 7 6%
judicial duties
Rarely 1 0.8%
Never 1 0.8%
3
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Evaluation of Judge William T. Newman, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 158 89.8%
: | Frequently 14 8.0%
The .Jl}dge shows respect for all court Some of the Time ) 1%
participants
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 1 0.6%
Every Time 140 83.8%
Frequently 20 12.0%
T.he judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 5 3.0%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 2 1.2%
Every Time 139 78.5%
Frequently 30 17.0%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of thie Time 2.8%
Rarely 1.1%
Never 0.6%
Every Time 153 86.9%
Frequently 18 10.2%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 1.1% )
Rarely 1.1%
Never 1 0.6%
Every Time 155 87.6%
_ . s ] : Frequently 16 9.0%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 4 2 3%
manner
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 1 0.6%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge William T. Newman, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 93 93.9%
' o ' Frequently 4 4.0%
The Judg.e a\{01ds inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time 1 1.0%
communications
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Every Time 102 86.4%
Frequently 14 11.9%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 1.7%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 156 89.7%
_ _ _ Frequently 14 8.1%
The Judge' expects professional behavior of Some of the Time 3 17%
court participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.6%
Every Time 81 70.4%
) ) Frequently 25 21.7%
Th.e Judge allows layvyers approprlate Some of the Time 6.1%
latitude in presentation of their case
Rarely 1.7%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 86 71.7%
Frequently 25 20.8%
The judge displays knowledge of the law ~ Some of the Time 6 5.0%
Rarely 3 2.5%
Never 0.0%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge William T. Newman, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 88 73.3%
Frequently 25 20.8%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 3.3%
Rarely 2.5%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 88 74.0%
Frequently 29 22.7%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 2 1.7%
Rarely I 0.8%
Never I 0.8%
Every Time 78 67.2%
Frequently 28 24.1%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 8 6.9%
Rarely I 0.9%
Never I 0.9%
Every Time 137 79.2%
Frequently 28 16.2%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 6 3.5%
Rarely 0.6%
Never 1 0.6%
Eeye i 154 89.5%
) g o Frequently 13 7.6%
E‘i}: J(;lrdgreej;:fggms judicial duties without Some of the Time 3 7%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 1 0.6%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge William T. Newman, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 85 48.9%
Frequently 47 27.0%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 31 17.8%
Rarely 7 4.0%
Never 4 2.3%
Every Time 113 65.7%
Frequently 45 26.2%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently ~Some of the Time 9 5.2%
Rarely ) 3 1.7%
Never 2 1.2%
Excellent 138 78.4%
Good 33 18.8%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 3 1.7%
Unsatisfactory 2 1.1%
. l T — Better 8 8.3%
n general, over the last three years, has the
judge's overall court-related performance Worse 2 2.1%
become... Stayed the Same 87 89.7%
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 166 completed surveys for Judge Jan L. Brodie.

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jan L. Brodie: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 98 59.4%
. E tl 53 32.1%
The judge displays patience in the el _ °
courtroom Some of the Time 12 7.3%
Rarely 2 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 119 72.1%
Frequently 37 22.4%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Some of the Time 7 4.2%
Rarely 2 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 104 75.4%
_ _ o Frequently 31 22.5%
The yuuge 13 N the Some of the Time 3 2.2%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 106 76.8%
. - . Frequently 28 20.3%
fl"huf J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 3 2%
judicial duties
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jan L. Brodie: Evaluation Summary

—

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 130 78.3%
- " o Frequently 28 16.9%
The :]L.ldge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 1 4%
participants
Rarely 4 2.4%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 116 76.3%
Frequently 31 20.4%
The judge requires court participants to T —. 4 2 6%
display respect toward one another
Rarely | 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 138 83.1%
Frequently 23 13.9%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings  Some of the Time 4 2.4%
Rarely 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 126 76.4%
Frequently 28 17.0%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 4.9%
Rarely 1.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 127 77.4%
) o ] ) Frequently 27 16.5%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Soma oFthe Time 43%
manner
Rarely 1.8%
Never 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jan L. Brodie: Evaluation Summary

——]
e ——

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 101 84.9%
_ e _ Frequently 17 14.3%
The Judgfa a\(01ds inappropriate ex parte e 0.8%
communications
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 104 77.6%
Frequently 30 22.4%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 0.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 131 81.4%
) ) ) Frequently 29 18.0%
The Judge. expects professional behavior of Some of the Time 0.6%
court participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 87 64.9%
bt il Frequently 37 27.6%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate :
latitude in presentation of their case Homeahthe Time g LT
Rarely 0.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 81 60.5%
Frequently 33 24.6%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 18 13.4%
Rarely 1 0.8%
Never 1 0.8%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jan L. Brodie: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses

Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 88 65.2%
Frequently 29 21.5%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 16 11.9%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 91 66.9%
Frequently 32 23.5%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 10 7.4%
Rarely 2.2%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 87 65.4%
Frequently 35 26.3%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 6.8%
Rarely 1.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 120 72.7%
Frequently 30 18.2%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 13 7.9%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 1 0.6%
Every Time 132 82.0%
. o . " Frequently 20 12.4%
gil;es J;dgliﬁle;ifco;ms judicial duties without Some of the Time 6 37%
Rarely 3 1.9%
Never 0 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jan L. Brodie: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 113 72.9%
Frequently 41 26.5%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 1 0.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 113 69.8%
Frequently 43 26.5%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently =~ Some of the Time 3 1.9%
Rarely : 3 1.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 115 69.3%
Good 38 22.9%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 11 6.6%
Unsatisfactory 2 1.2%
n | . — Better 21 20.2%
general, over the last three years, has the
judge's overall court-related performance Worse 2 1.9%
become... Stayed the Same 81 - 771.9%
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 155 completed surveys for Judge Jeffrey W. Parker.

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jeffrey W. Parker: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 60 39.0%
: B tl 61 39.6%
The judge displays patience in the querty = =
GOlTHGOMN Some of the Time 28 18.2%
Rarely 5 3.3%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 82 52.9%
Frequently 50 32.3%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Same ofthe Time 17 11.0%
Rarely 6 3.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 90 63.4%
. . o Frequently 38 26.8%
e moge s pensotcmious ity Some of the Time 11 7.8%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 3 2.1%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 92 65.7%
. o ) Frequently 36 25.7%
Th§ J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 9 6.4%
judicial duties
Rarely 3 2.1%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jeffrey W. Parker: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 89 57.4%

) Frequently 40 25.8%
g:;ijc‘i‘gfstzhows tespeLtotall ot Some of the Time 16 10.3%
Rarely 8 5.2%

Never 1.3%

Every Time 92 64.3%

. Frequently 40 28.0%

el st PGPS o ot Tin
Rarely 0.0%

Never 2 1.4%

Every Time 105 67.7%
Frequently 40 25.8%

The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 5.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 0.7%
Every Time 90 58.4%
Frequently 42 27.3%

The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 15 9.7%
Rarely 6 3.9%

Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 91 59.5%
) [ o ) - Frequently 37 24.2%
;l:;i :::rige treats all parties in an impartia Some of the Time 17 11.1%
Rarely 7 4.6%

Never 1 0.7%

4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jeffrey W. Parker: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 87 76.3%
' o . Frequently 23 20.2%
;F(l)l;:;l Sfi::;g;gs Inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time 3 2.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.9%
Every Time 104 72.7%
Frequently 36 25.2%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time | 2.1%
Rarely ) 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 113 74.8%
. . . Frequently 35 23.2%
3"(1)15 ril;i%ti ce;;);;z:gs professional behavior of Some of the Time 5 13%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 75 53.6%
. . Frequently 42 30.0%
el sl ST SonsofneTme 18 12%
Rarely 3.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 80 56.3%
Frequently 41 28.9%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 16 11.3%
Rarely 5 3.5%
Never 0 0.0%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jeffrey W. Parker: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 83 58.0%
Frequently 39 27.3%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 18 12.6%
Rarely 2.1%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 92 63.9%
Frequently 35 24.3%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 15 10.4%
Rarely 1.4%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 86 62.8%
Frequently 45 32.9%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 5 3.7%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 92 61.7%
Frequently 42 28.2%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 12 8.1%
Rarely 2.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 96 64.0%
. o . _ Frequently 37 24.7%
gi};es J;-d;ee J}:f(;‘it;;(:);ms judicial duties without Some of the Time 10 6.7%
Rarely 6 4.0%
Never 1 0.7%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jeffrey W. Parker: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 102 67.6%
Frequently 46 30.5%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 3 2.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 100 65.8%
Frequently 41 27.0%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently Some of the Time 8 53%
Rarely 3 2.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 85 55.6%
Good 48 31.4%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 15 9.8%
Unsatisfactory 5 3.3%
Better 11 10.0%
In general, over the last three years, has the
judge's overall court-related performance Worse 3 4.6%
become... Stayed the Same 94 85.5%
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

IT1. 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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 116 completed surveys for Judge Joseph W. Milam, Jr.
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Evaluation of Judge Joseph W. Milam, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 77 67.0%
E tl 32 27.8%
The judge displays patience in the e - °
courtroom Some of the Time 5 4.4%
Rarely 1 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 91 79.1%
Frequently 21 18.3%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Some of the Tite 3 2 6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 79 80.6%
. _ o Frequently 18 18.4%
T jusdgeits R e Some of the Time 1 1.0%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 78 79.6%
. - . Frequently 20 20.4%
fl“h(? J}Jdge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 0 0.0%
judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Joseph W. Milam, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 88 76.5%
_ 1 Frequently 24 20.9%
The }nge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 3 2 6%
participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 86 78.9%
Frequently 19 17.4%
The judge requires court participants to Saie oPthe Time 3 2 8%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 95 81.9%
Frequently 18 15.5%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings  Some of the Time 2.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 90 77.6%
Frequently 18 15.5%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 6.9%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 89 76.7%
) o ] _ Frequently 21 18.1%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time p 5%
manner
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Joseph W. Milam, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 72 80.9%

) o . Frequently 16 18.0%
z:;lgl;l Sr%iec::;g;dss Inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time | 1.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 82 83.7%

Frequently 15 15.3%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 1 1.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 95 82.6%

. _ ) Frequently 17 14.8%
;l"(l)ll:: rjtl;)i%tel :i?;ict:;s professional behavior of Some of the Time ) 17%
Rarely 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 71 71.7%

. _ Frequently 23 23.2%
e dlovs Iy DS oo Tne 5514
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 69 69.7%

Frequently 26 26.3%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 4 4.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 0 0.0%

5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Joseph W. Milam, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 71 71.7%
Frequently 22 22.2%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 6.1%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 72 72.7%
Frequently 24 24.2%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 2 2.0%
Rarely 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 13 75.3%
Frequently 22 22.7%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 1 1.0%
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 89 77.4%
Frequently 18 15.7%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 7 6.1%
Rarely 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 91 80.5%
) - dicial duti o Frequently 16 14.2%
g‘il:; Jourdsrzj;:f(;if;);'ms Jjudicial duties without Some of the Time 5 3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Joseph W. Milam, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 94 81.7%
Frequently 20 17.4%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 1 0.9%
Rarely 0 - 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 91 79.8%
Frequently 19 16.7%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently Some of the Time 3 2.6%
Rarely 1 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 86 74.1%
Good 25 21.6%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 5 4.3%
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0%
Better 8 10.4%
In general, over the last three years, has the
judge's overall court-related performance Worse L 13%
become... Stayed the Same 68 88.3%
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 167 completed surveys for Judge James R. Swanson.
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Evaluation of Judge James R. Swanson: Evaluation Summary

|

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 121 73.3%
F tl 38 23.0%
The judge displays patience in the quenty - :
courtroom Some of the Time 3.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 128 76.7%
Frequently 35 21.0%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Some of the Titie 2 4%,
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 135 83.9%
) . S Frequently 23 14.3%
he judzeiis conscie ntious n = Some of the Time 3 1.9%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 131 81.4%
. o ) Frequently 27 16.8%
TI‘hc? J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 3 1.9%
judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge James R. Swanson: Evaluation Summary

——

—

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 138 82.6%
TR - Frequently 24 14.4%
¢ judge shows respect for all court p
participants Some of the Time 5 3.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 121 75.2%
Frequently 38 23.6%
T.he judge requires court participants to Saing of the Tine 1.2%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 143 85.6%
Frequently 23 13.8%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings  Some of the Time 0.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 130 78.3%
Frequently 28 16.9%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 7 4.2%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 132 80.0%
: - : ] Frequently 26 15.8%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 6 3.6%
manner
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge James R. Swanson: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 132 89.2%
) o ) Frequently 15 10.1%
The Judg-e a\fmds inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time 0 0.0%
communications
Rarely 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 137 85.6%
Frequently 23 14.4%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 0 - 0.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 142 86.6%
_ . ) Frequently 21 12.8%
The Judge_ expects professional behavior of Some of the Time 0.6%
court participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 123 75.9%
Frequently 35 21.6%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate . 5
latitude in presentation of their case G T 25y
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 124 76.5%
Frequently 36 22.2%
The judge displays knowledge of the law ~ Some of the Time 1 0.6%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge James R. Swanson: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 123 75.9%
Frequently 31 19.1%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 7 4.3%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 129 79.6%
Frequently 31 19.1%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 2 1.2%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 127 79.4%
Frequently 32 20.0%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 1 0.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 132 79.0%
Frequently 32 19.2%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 3 1.8%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 139 84.2%
_ o ) e Frequently 20 12.1%
"tl)“il:; J(;lrdg; j[f;ifco:ns judicial duties without Some of the Time f 2 4%
Rarely 2 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge James R. Swanson: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 119 72.1%
Frequently 43 26.1%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 2 1.2%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 132 80.0%
Frequently 30 18.2%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently ~Some of the Time 2 1.2%
Rarely 1 0.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 137 83.0%
Good 23 13.9%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 3 1.8%
Unsatisfactory 2 1.2%
; i — _— Better 7 5.4%
n general, over the last three years, has the
judge's overall court-related performance Worse 3 23%
become... Stayed the Same 120 92.3%
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 120 completed surveys for Judge C. Randall Lowe.

2016



Evaluation of Judge C. Randall Lowe: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 108 93.1%
F tl (i 6.0%
The judge displays patience in the equery . -
courtroom Some of the Time 1 0.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 115 98.3%
Frequently 2 1.7%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom & ame of the Tinie 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 93 89.4%
Frequently 8 7.7%
The judge is conscientious in the Some of the Time ) 19%
performance of judicial duties .
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Every Time 89 86.4%
Frequently 10 9.7%
The judge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 4 39%
judicial duties -
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge C. Randall Lowe: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 115 95.8%
e . P Frequently 4 3.3%
The Jl}dge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 1 0.8%
participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 104 92.0%
Frequently 9 8.0%
T_he judge requires court participants to Soine oF e Thie 0 0.0%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 109 90.8%
Frequently 10 8.3%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 0.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 114 95.0%
Frequently 4 3.3%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 2 1.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 110 91.7%
) o . _ Frequently 8 6.7%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time ) 7%
manner
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge C. Randall Lowe: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 92 93.9%
. o _ Frequently 5 5.1%
The Judg'e a\f01ds inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time 0 0.0%
communications
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Every Time 94 92.2%
Frequently 8 7.8%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 0 B 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 111 94.1%
) . _ Frequently 7 5.9%
The Judge' expects professional behavior of Some of the Time 0 0.0%
court participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 90 89.1%
_ _ Frequently 11 10.9%
ThF: Judge allows layvyers appropriate Some of the Time 0.0%
latitude in presentation of their case
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 86 83.5%
Frequently 13 12.6%
The judge displays knowledge of the law ~ Some of the Time 3.9%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge C. Randall Lowe: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 89 86.4%
Frequently 10 9.7%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 4 3.9%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 90 86.5%
Frequently 11 10.6%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 2.9%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 83 82.2%
Frequently 11 10.9%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 4.0%
Rarely 3 3.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 105 88.2%
Frequently 10 8.4%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 3.4%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 115 95.8%
] T o Frequently 3 2.5%
l])‘il:; J(;lrdfreej;;e(;ifé)erms judicial duties without Some of the Time 5 7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge C. Randall Lowe: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 95 80.5%
Frequently 21 17.8%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 2 1.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 104 88.9%
Frequently 12 10.3%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently ~Some of the Time 1 0.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 107 89.2%
Tt — Good 11 9.2%
erformance
HARS IR P Needs Improvement 2 1.7%
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0%
g l W — Better 11 12.8%
n general, over the last three years, has the
judge's overall court-related performance Worse 0 0.0%
become... Stayed the Same 75 87.2%
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

II. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 145 completed surveys for Judge Craig D. Johnston.
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Evaluation of Judge Craig D. Johnston: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 125 86.8%
. . F tl 15 10.49
The judge displays patience in the oqueny - 28
courtroom Some of the Time 3 2.1%
Rarely 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 134 92.4%
Frequently 9 6.2%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Some of the Tinic 1 0.7%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 123 87.2%
Frequently 12 8.5%
The judge is conscientious in the Some of the Time 3 2 1%
performance of judicial duties :
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 2 1.4%
Every Time 119 85.0%
_ o _ Frequently 12 8.6%
Thc? J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Somie oF the Tinia 6 43%
judicial duties
Rarely 2 1.4%
Never I 0.7%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Craig D. Johnston: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 127 88.2%
T— B Frequently 11 7.6%
e judge shows respect for all court -
participants Some of the Time 6 4.2%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 103 77.4%
Frequently 21 15.8%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Tifme 6 4.5%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 1.5%
Never 1 0.8%
Every Time 126 86.9%
Frequently 11 7.6%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 6 4.1%
Rarely 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 122 84.1%
Frequently 12 8.3%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 7 4.8%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 3 2.1%
Every Time 120 82.8%
) o ) ) Frequently 14 9.7%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some-of the Time 4.8%
manner
Rarely 2.1%
Never 0.7%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Craig D. Johnston: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 104 91.2%
Frequently 7 6.1%
The judge avoids inappropriate ex parte "
o Some of the Time 2 1.8%
communications
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 0.9%
Every Time 111 80.4%
Frequently 23 16.7%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 4 2.9%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 107 77.5%
Frequently 22 15.9%
The Judgq expects professional behavior of Some of the Time 7 51%
court participants
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 108 80.0%
Frequently 18 13.3%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate . 5
latitude in presentation of their case Bome afths Time J e
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 3 2.2%
Every Time 105 75.5%
Frequently 24 17.3%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 8 5.8%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Craig D. Johnston: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 103 74.1%
Frequently 21 15.1%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 12 8.6%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 2 1.4%
Every Time 100 71.4%
Frequently 25 17.9%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 13 9.3%
Rarely 1.4%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 89 65.0%
Frequently 26 19.0%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 18 13.1%
Rarely 3 2.2%
Never 1 0.7%
Every Time 96 67.6%
Frequently 31 21.8%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 12 8.5%
Rarely 2 1.4%
Never 1 0.7%
Exery Tume 118 84.9%
_ o . . Frequently 13 9.4%
t])"if:les J;dg;ﬁlegifz):ns judicial duties without Some of the Time 4 2. 9%
Rarely 2.2%
Never 1 0.7%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Craig D. Johnston: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 99 71.2%
Frequently 29 20.9%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 8 5.8%
Rarely 3 2.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 81 57.0%
Frequently 32 22.5%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently ~Some of the Time 24 16.9%
Rarely 5 3.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 111 76.6%
Good 25 17.2%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 5 3.5%
Unsatisfactory 4 2.8%
Better 18 16.8%
In general, over the last three years, has the
judge's overall court-related performance Worse 2 1.9%
become... Stayed the Same 87 81.3%
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

IT1. 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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 97 completed surveys for Judge Alfred W. Bates, II1.
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Evaluation of Judge Alfred W. Bates, I11I: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 75 77.3%
F tl 18 18.6°
The judge displays patience in the T - L
courtroom Some of the Time 3 3.1%
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 82 84.5%
Frequently 12 12.4%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Some of the Tinge 3.1%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 82 84.5%
_ ‘ S Frequently 13 13.4%
The juégas T the Some of the Time 2 2.1%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 83 85.6%
. e . Frequently 10 10.3%
The? J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 3 3 1%
judicial duties
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Alfred W. Bates, III: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 82 84.5%
] torall Frequently 11 11.3%
The Jnge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 41%
participants
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 80 82.5%
Frequently 16 16.5%
T'he judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 1 C1.0%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 86 88.7%
Frequently 8 8.3%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 3 3.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 77 80.2%
Frequently 15 15.6%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 4.2%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 81 83.5%
) o ) _ Frequently 12 12.4%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 4.1%
manner
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



_Evaluation of Judge Alfred W. Bates, I1I: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 87 95.6%
_ o ) Frequently 4 4.4%
The Judg.e a\{01ds inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time 0 0.0%
communications
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 85 87.6%
Frequently 12 12.4%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 0.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 84 87.5%
. . _ Frequently 12 12.5%
The Judgg e?(pects professional behavior of Some of the Time 0.0%
court participants
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 80 82.5%
. ) Frequently 12 12.4%
Th.e Judge allows layvyers approprlate Some of the Time 4 41%
latitude in presentation of their case s
Rarely 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 69 71.1%
Frequently 15 15.5%
The judge displays knowledge of the law ~ Some of the Time 10 10.3%
Rarely 2 2.1%
Never 1 1.0%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Alfred W. Bates, I11: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time A 73.2%
Frequently 16 16.5%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 8 8.3%
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Every Time 76 78.4%
Frequently 15 15.5%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 4.1%
Rarely 2.1%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 81 83.5%
Frequently 15 15.5%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 79 81.4%
Frequently 14 14.4%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 3 3.1%
Rarely 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 79 81.4%
: o TS - Frequently 14 14.4%
gil:les J(;lrdsreeﬁle;if;(:);‘ms judicial duties without Some of the Time 41%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Alfred W. Bates, I1I: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 83 85.6%
Frequently 13 13.4%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 1.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 79 81.4%
Frequently 15 15.5%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently ~Some of the Time 3.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Excellent 72 75.8%
Good 19 20.0%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 3 3.2%
Unsatisfactory 1 1.1%
" l ol ; _ Better 11 12.6%
general, over the last twelve months, has
the judge's overall court-related Worse 0 0.0%
performance become... Stayed the Same 76 87.4%
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 136 completed surveys for Judge James J. O'Connell, III.
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Evaluation of Judge James J. O'Connell, I1I: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 110 80.9%
B tl 23 16.9%
The judge displays patience in the requentty - “
courtroom Some of the Time 2.2%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 120 88.2%
Frequently 14 10.3%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Sumeof the Time 1.5%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 115 85.2%
) _ o Frequently 17 12.6%
HLhe uclgsns i s Some of the Time 3 2.2%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 114 84.4%
. o . Frequently 20 14.8%
t[“hej J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time | 0.7%
judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge James J. O'Connell, I1I: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 115 84.6%
) P} Frequently 17 12.5%
The :]l%dge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 29%
participants ——
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 112 83.6%
Frequently 22 16.4%
T'he judge requires court participants to Saime of the Tifie 0 0.0%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 121 89.6%
Frequently 12 8.9%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 1.5%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 110 81.5%
Frequently 18 13.3%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 6 4.4%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 112 83.6%
. o _ ) Frequently 13 9.7%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 3 6.0%
manner
Rarely 1 0.8%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge James J. O'Connell, III: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 103 89.6%
. o ' Frequently 10 8.7%
The Judg'e a\{01ds inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time L7%
communications
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 123 90.4%
Frequently 13 9.6%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 118 87.4%
_ _ _ Frequently 17 12.6%
The Judgq e?(pects professional behavior of Some of the Time 0.0%
court participants
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 117 86.0%
. . Frequently 15 11.0%
Th.e Judge allows la\.zvyers approprlate Some of the Time 2 9%
latitude in presentation of their case
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 107 78.7%
Frequently 22 16.2%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 5.2%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge James J. O'Connell,ﬂi Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 109 80.2%
Frequently 20 14.7%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 6 4.4%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 117 86.0%
Frequently 17 12.5%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 2 1.5%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 123 90.4%
Frequently 13 9.6%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 0.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 124 91.2%
Frequently 9 6.6%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 2 1.5%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
byery Time 113 83.7%
_ o . . Frequently 16 11.9%
gil:; J;dg;ﬁle;if;);’ms judicial duties without Some of the Time 5 3.7%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 10.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge James J. O'Connell, I11: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 98 73.7%
Frequently 33 24.8%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 1 0.8%
Rarely 1 0.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 107 81.1%
Frequently 23 17.4%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently ~Some of the Time 2 1.5%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 110 82.1%
Good 21 15.7%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 2.2%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
; l ho | , _ Better 13 10.4%
n general, over the last twelve months, has
the judge's overall court-related Worse 3 24%
performance become... Stayed the Same 109 87.2%
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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. '

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 100 completed surveys for Judge Michael Joseph Cassidy.
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Evaluation of Judge Michael Joseph Cassidy: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 67 67.0%
E tl 28 28.0%
The judge displays patience in the e - °
courtroom Some of the Time 5 5.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 80 80.8%
Frequently 18 18.2%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Sone P the Tine 1 1.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 80 81.6%
) _ o Frequently 15 15.3%
Theudgais L the Some of the Time g 2.0%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Every Time 79 81.4%
: - ' Frequently 16 16.5%
tl"he. J.udge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 1 1.0%
judicial duties
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
3
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Evaluation of Judge Michael Joseph Cassidy: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 74 74.8%
] . Frequently 20 20.2%
The .Jl}dge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 5 5 1%
participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 69 71.9%
Frequently 27 28.1%
g.he judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 0 0.0%
isplay respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 81 81.8%
Frequently 15 15.2%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 3 3.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 71 71.0%
Frequently 20 20.0%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 8.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Every Time 68 68.7%
' o _ : Frequently 22 22.2%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 7 7 1%
manner
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 1 1.0%
4
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Evaluation of Judge Michael Joseph Cassidy: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 72 84.7%

) . ) Frequently 11 12.9%
i g Bvoide IpROprats XTI "5 o s | 12%
Rarely 1 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 88 88.0%

Frequently 11 11.0%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 1 1.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 82 83.7%

_ ) . Frequently 15 15.3%

;1"(1)1:: rjtli)i%:l ;);1:;,:25 professional behavior of Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 1 1.0%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 62 62.6%

] ) Frequently 29 29.3%
lttade n presentation of e sase. S0 ofthe Time Z 6.1%
Rarely 1 1.0%

Never ] 1.0%

Every Time 68 68.7%

Frequently 23 23.2%

The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 6 6.1%
Rarely 1 1.0%

Never 1 1.0%

5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Michael Joseph Cassidy: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 67 67.7%
Frequently 24 24.2%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 5 5.1%
Rarely 2 2.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Every Time 78 78.8%
Frequently 16 16.2%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 4.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never I 1.0%
Every Time 79 79.8%
Frequently 19 19.2%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 1.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 77 77.8%
Frequently 20 20.2%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time I 1.0%
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Esery Time 75 77.3%
_ o . . Frequently 13 13.4%
gil;es J;dg:eﬁlesifgéms judicial duties without Some of the Time 6.2%
Rarely 2 2.1%
Never 1.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Michael Joseph Cassidy: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 76 76.0%
Frequently 24 24.0%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 80 80.8%
Frequently 19 19.2%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 68 68.7%
Good 26 26.3%
Judge's overall performance Needs Improvement 3 3.0%
Unsatisfactory 2 2.0%
I I, over the last twel s, it ° e
tﬁegjeilncf;:'s’ gzslr*alliozsrt-re‘laa;/:dmon > Worse 2 2.3%
performance become... Stayed the Same 79 90.8%
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

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

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 65 55.6%
F tl 40 34.2%
The judge displays patience in the Sl - °
couttroom Some of the Time 11 9.4%
Rarely 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 77 65.8%
Frequently 28 23.9%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Some ofthe Time 12 10.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 83 70.9%
. ' o Frequently 30 25.6%
T judgais conscientious in L Some of the Time 2 1.7%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 2 1.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 88 75.2%
. o . Frequently 27 23.1%
fl"he.: J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 0 0.0%
judicial duties
Rarely 2 1.7%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge J. Gregory Ashwell: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 79 68.1%
g _— Frequently 20 17.2%
The .jlfdge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 3 112%
participants
Rarely 4 3.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 86 74.8%
Frequently 24 20.9%
T'he judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 5 4.4%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 93 79.5%
Frequently 21 18.0%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings ~ Some of the Time 3 2.6%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 71 61.7%
Frequently 25 21.7%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 15 13.0%
Rarely 3.5%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 72 62.6%
) .y ) ) Frequently 26 22.6%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 12 10.4%
manner
Rarely 4 3.5%
Never 1 0.9%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge J. Gregory Ashwell: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 73 73.0%

_ o ' Frequently 20 20.0%
Z:;g 31%5::;;2;125 INEppropriate. g parie Some of the Time 5 5.0%
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 1 1.0%

Every Time 99 84.6%

Frequently 17 14.5%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 0.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 95 81.9%

_ ) ) Frequently 20 17.2%
"cl“:j rjtlgl%tel ;’;ﬁ? professional behavior of Some of the Time 1 0.9%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 67 58.8%

‘ ' Freqliently 32 28.1%
fattade n presentation o e s Some ofthe Time I 9.1%
Rarely 3.5%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 83 71.6%

Frequently 26 22.4%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 5 4.3%
Rarely 2 1.7%

Never 0 0.0%

3

2016



Evaluation of Judge J. Gregory Ashwell: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 74 64.4%
Frequently 33 28.7%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 6 5.2%
Rarely 2 1.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 78 66.7%
Frequently 32 27.4%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 7 6.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 93 80.2%
Frequently 23 19.8%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 85 73.3%
Frequently 27 23.3%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 4 3.5%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Figery Time 74 63.8%
. o . - Frequently 24 20.7%
gil:; j(;lrdf;ﬁle;if::):ns judicial duties without Some of the Time 13 112%
Rarely 5 4.3%
Never 0 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge J. Gregory Ashwell: Evaluation Summary

—
—

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 96 82.1%
Frequently 19 16.2%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 2 1.7%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 90 76.9%
Frequently 24 20.5%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently Some of the Time 3 2.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 64 55.7%
Good 35 30.4%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 15 13.0%
Unsatisfactory 1 0.9%
" i e 1 e Better 19 20.4%
general, over the last twelve months, has
the judge's overall court-related Winse 2 22%
performance become... Stayed the Same 72 77.4%
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

II. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 143 completed surveys for Judge Rufus A. Banks, Jr.
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Evaluation of Judge Rufus A. Banks, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 124 86.7%
F tl 14 9.8%
The judge displays patience in the i ' - = °
Solirtiagi Some of the Time 4 2.8%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 130 90.9%
Frequently 9 6.3%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom ™ 4 2 8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 127 89.4%
) . S Frequently 11 7.8%
et judgais conscientious In = Some of the Time 3 2.1%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely I 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 126 88.1%
- . Frequently 14 9.8%
Thq J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time ) 1 4%
judicial duties
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Rufus A. Banks, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 128 89.5%
) — Frequently 11 7.7%
The .Jl%dge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 3 2 1%
participants
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 115 80.4%
: Frequently 25 17.5%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 3 2.1%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 126 88.1%
Frequently 15 10.5%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings  Some of the Time 1.4%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 119 84.4%
Frequently 17 12.1%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 3 2.1%
Rarely 1.4%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 121 85.2%
) o ] ) Frequently 17 12.0%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time ) L4%
manner
Rarely 1.4%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Rufus A. Banks, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 118 86.8%

_ o ' Frequently 15 11.0%
Z;llflg:: Sfii:;g:is inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time 1 0.7%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 1 0.7%

Every Time 119 83.2%

Frequently 21 14.7%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 2.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 122 85.3%

) _ ] Frequently 19 13.3%
Z:f rjtl;igrtel :;I();;i(gs professional behavior of Some of the Time 14%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 118 82.5%

‘ ) Frequently 21 14.7%
e dlows lomers b e ot T
Rarely 1.4%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 121 84.6%

Frequently 17 11.9%

The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 4 2.8%
Rarely 1 0.7%

Never 0 0.0%

5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Rufus A. Banks, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 119 84.4%
Frequently 15 10.6%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 6 4.3%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 124 86.7%
Frequently 15 10.5%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 1.4%
Rarely 1.4%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 123 86.0%
Frequently 17 11.9%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 2.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 122 85.3%
Frequently 17 11.9%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 3 2.1%
Rarely 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Evory Time 119 86.2%
_ o ) ) Frequently 15 10.9%
Eil;es J;dfij}:zﬁ)erms judicial duties without A 5%
Rarely 1.5%
Never 0 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Rufus A. Banks, Jr.: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 121 85.2%
Frequently 18 12.7%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 3 2.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 113 80.1%
Frequently 23 16.3%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently Some of the Time 4 2.8%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 125 87.4%
Tudaet £ 55 Good 14 9.8%
e e Needs Improvement 4 2.8%
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0%
. | - 1 e Better 8 5.9%
general, over the last twelve months, has
the judge's overall court-related Worse s an%
performance become... Stayed the Same 127 94.1%
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 99 completed surveys for Judge Larry D. Willis, Sr.
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Evaluation of Judge Larry D. Willis, Sr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 62 62.6%
F tl 26 26.3%
The judge displays patience in the e - %
courtroom Some of the Time 9 9.1%
Rarely 2 2.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 67 67.7%
Frequently 24 24.2%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Some of the Timie 8 8.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 64 64.7%
_ _ T Frequently 28 28.3%
The jridgens coqsc1§1}tlous . the Some of the Time 5 5.1%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Every Time 63 63.6%
) o ) Frequently 30 30.3%
.The? J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 3 3.0%
judicial duties
Rarely 2 2.0%
Never 1 1.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Larry D. Willis, Sr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 64 64.7%
T — Pt Frequently 23 23.2%
The judge shows respect for all court "
participants Some of the Time 9.1%
Rarely 3.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 63  63.6%
Frequently 30 30.3%
;F'he Jjudge requires court participants to Some of the Time 6 6.1%
isplay respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 69 69.7%
Frequently 25 25.3%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings  Some of the Time 3 3.0%
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never | 1.0%
Every Time 55 55.6%
Frequently 31 31.3%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 10 10.1%
Rarely 3.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 56 56.6%
_ - ' ) Frequently 26 26.3%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 14 14.1%
manner
Rarely 3.0%
Never 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Larry D. Willis, Sr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 68 72.3%
_ o _ Frequently 25 26.6%
The Judg'e a\f01ds inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time 1 1%
communications
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 75 75.8%
Frequently 23 23.2%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 1.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 76 76.8%
_ _ . Frequently 21 21.2%
The Judge' e.xpects professional behavior of Some of the Time 5 2 0%
court participants
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 57 57.6%
Frequently 27 27.3%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate . -
latitude in presentation of their case Sumie o1 the Trme 2 Pl
Rarely 3.0%
Never 3.0%
Every Time 66 66.7%
Frequently 24 24.2%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 7 7.1%
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 1 1.0%
5

2016



_Evaluation of Judge Larry D. Willis, Sr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 33 56.1%
Frequently 32 32.7%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 8 8.2%
Rarely 2 2.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Every Time 65 65.7%
Frequently 32 32.3%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 2.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 70 70.7%
Frequently 29 29.3%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 0.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 64 65.3%
Frequently 32 32.7%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 2.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 56 50 6%
_ o _ - Frequently 27 28.7%
gil:z J(:lrdgliﬁle;ifz);ms judicial duties without Some of the Time 9 9.6%
Rarely 2 2.1%
Never 0 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Larry D. Willis, Sr.: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 64 67.4%
Frequently 29 30.5%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 2 2.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 62 62.6%
Frequently 29 29.3%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently Some of the Time 8 8.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 60 62.5%
Good 28 29.2%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 5 5.2%
Unsatisfactory 3 3.1%
” i s l s Better 5 6.2%
general, over the last twelve months, has
the judge's overall court-related Worse 5 6.2%
performance become... Stayed the Same 71 87.7%
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 139 completed surveys for Judge M. Randolph Carlson, II.
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Evaluation of Judge M. Randolph Carlson, I1: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 66 47.5%
. F tl 43 30.9%
The judge displays patience in the =queTy - -
courtrootn Some of the Time 24 17.3%
Rarely 5 3.6%
Never I 0.7%
Every Time 93 66.9%
Frequently 33 23.7%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Some of the Time 10 720,
Rarely 3 2.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 98 70.5%
' _ o Frequently 32 23.0%
The judge is cor}sm_er.ltlous in the Sofic of the Tittic 5 8%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 0.0%
Never 1 7%
Every Time 92 67.2%
_ o _ Frequently 35 25.6%
fl“he: _]},ldgC is diligent in the performance of Sare of the Time 8 5 8%
judicial duties
Rarely 2 1.5%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge M. Randolph Carlson, II: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 92 66.2%
_ Frequently 30 21.6%
The .Jl}dge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 2 8.6%
participants
Rarely 5 3.6%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 97 71.3%
Frequently 32 23.5%
The judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 7 590,
display respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 92 66.7%
Frequently 34 24.6%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings ~ Some of the Time 11 8.0%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 95 68.4%
Frequently 30 21.6%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 10 7.2%
Rarely 2.9%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 101 72.7%
_ - _ . Frequently 23 16.6%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 9 6.5%
manner
Rarely 6 4.3%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge M. Randolph Carlson, II: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 93 74.4%
. o . Frequently 25 20.0%
The Judg'e a\{01ds inappropriate ex parte Sonie of the Tiiiie 4 32%
communications
Rarely 2 1.6%
Never 1 0.8%
Every Time 105 75.5%
Frequently 29 20.9%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 5 3.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 108 77.7%
_ _ . Frequently 22 15.8%
The Judgg expects professional behavior of Some of the Time g 5 8%
court participants
Rarely 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 74 53.6%
Frequently 39 28.3%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate = =
latitude in presentation of their case Someial Ihe lime . =
Rarely 5 3.6%
Never 0.7%
Every Time 98 71.5%
Frequently 32 23.4%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 6 4.4%
Rarely 1 0.7%
Never 0 0.0%
S

2016



Evaluation of Judge M. Randolph Carlson, II: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 94 69.1%

Frequently 30 22.1%

The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 9 6.6%
Rarely 3 2.2%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 104 75.4%

Frequently 29 21.0%

The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 3 2.2%
Rarely 2 1.5%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 107 78.7%

Frequently 26 19.1%

The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 3 2.2%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 106 76.3%

Frequently 29 20.9%

The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 3 2.2%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 1 0.7%

Every Time 99 72.8%

) o s s " Frequently 23 16.9%
Eil:; J;-d;iﬁf;ifg:m judicial duties without Some of the Time 5 9%
Rarely 3.7%

Never 0.7%

6

2016



Evaluation of Judge M. Randolph Carlson, II: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 70 51.9%
Frequently 44 32.6%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 14 10.4%
Rarely 5 3.7%
Never 2 1.5%
Every Time 97 70.3%
Frequently 31 22.5%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently =~ Some of the Time 10 7.3%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 89 65.4%
Good 37 27.2%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 7 5.2%
Unsatisfactory 3 2.2%
o : _— ; - Better 8 1.3%
general, over the last twelve months, has
the judge's overall court-related Worse 6 3.5%
performance become... Stayed the Same 95 87.2%

2016
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 101 completed surveys for Judge Thomas W. Carpenter.

2016



Evaluation of Judge Thomas W. Carpenter: Evaluation Summary

—

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 77 76.2%
F tl 19 18.8%
The judge displays patience in the Toquenty - .
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 85 84.2%
Frequently 13 12.9%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Some-of the Time 3 3.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 88 88.0%
) _ - Frequently 12 12.0%
Ihie:mdge is conscietions in the Some of the Time 0 0.0%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 85 85.0%
_ o s Frequently 15 15.0%
fl"he. J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Saiie of-the Time 0 0.0%
judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Thomas W. Carpenter: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

—

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 83 82.2%
) - Frequently 15 14.9%
The Jl}dge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 3.0%
participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 87 86.1%
Frequently 12 11.9%
}he judge requires court participants to Some of the Time ’ 2 0%
isplay respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 84 83.2%
Frequently 17 16.8%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings  Some of the Time 0.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 87 86.1%
Frequently 12 11.9%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 2.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 85 84.2%
. - ) _ Frequently 14 13.9%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 2 0%
manner
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Thomas W. Carpenter: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 80 85.1%
. o . Frequently 11 11.7%
The Judg.e a\f01ds inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time 2 1%
communications
Rarely 0.0%
Never 1.1%
Every Time 88 87.1%
Frequently 13 12.9%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 0.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 84 83.2%
_ ‘ _ Frequently 16 15.8%
The Judgq expects professional behavior of Some of the Time | 1.0%
court participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 83 82.2%
_ ' Frequently 13 12.9%
Th.e Judge allows la\'ivyers approprlate Some of the Time 4 4.0%
latitude in presentation of their case
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 83 82.2%
Frequently 17 16.8%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 1 1.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Thomas W. Carpenter: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 76 76.0%

Frequently 22 22.0%

The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 2 2.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 85 84.2%

Frequently 14 13.9%

The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 2.0%
Rarely 0.0%

Never 0.0%

Every Time 85 84.2%

Frequently 13 12.9%

The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 3.0%
Rarely 0.0%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 84 83.2%

Frequently 14 13.9%

The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 3.0%
Rarely 0.0%

Never 0 0.0%

Eery Time 85 85.9%

_ ; TR " Frequently 11 11.1%
gi}:; J(;erg;ﬁle;i((::ms judicial duties without Soio o thc Thre 3 3.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 0 0.0%

)

2016



Evaluation of Judge Thomas W. Carpenter: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 68 70.1%
Frequently 23 23.7%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 6 6.2%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 80 80.0%
Frequently 13 13.0%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently Some of the Time 7.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Excellent 89 89.0%
Good 11 11.0%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 0.0%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
Better 4 4.6%
In general, over the last twelve months, has W I 1%
the judge's overall court-related oibe =20
performance become... Stayed the Same 83 94.3%
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 113 completed surveys for Judge Shannon O. Hoehl.
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Evaluation of Judge Shannon O. Hoehl: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 55 48.7%
. F tl 46 40.7%
The judge displays patience in the ! it - -
courtroom Some of the Time 8 7.1%
Rarely 3 2.7%
Never 1 0.9%
Every Time 80 70.8%
Frequently 26 23.0%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Qomie-of the Tine 5 4.4%
Rarely 2 1.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 90 79.7%
' . o Frequently 18 15.9%
The judge is conscientious in = Some of the Time 5 4.4%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 87 77.7%
_ o . Frequently 21 18.8%
fl“hej J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 4 3.6%
Jjudicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Shannon O. Hoehl: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 76 67.3%
4 forall Frequently 24 21.2%
The Ju ge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 10 89%
participants
Rarely 2.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 85 76.6%
Frequently 22 19.8%
g.he judge requires court participants to Some of the Time 4 3.6%
isplay respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 93 82.3%
Frequently 16 14.2%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 3.5%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 78 69.6%
Frequently 22 19.6%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 8.0%
Rarely 2.7%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 77 68.1%
) o . . Frequently 23 20.4%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 10 8.0%
manner
Rarely 3 2.7%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Shannon O. Hoehl: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 88 90.7%
_ o _ Frequently 8 8.3%
The Judgfiz a\{01ds inappropriate ex parte Same ol i Time 1 1.0%
communications
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 97 85.8%
Frequently 15 13.3%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 0.9%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 93 83.8%
) . . Frequently 18 16.2%
The Judge. e.xpects professional behavior of Some of the Time 0.0%
court participants
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 12 63.7%
_ _ Frequently 30 26.6%
Th.e Judge allows la\.zvyers approprlate Some of the Time 3 71%
latitude in presentation of their case
Rarely 3 2.7%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 81 71.7%
Frequently 26 23.0%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 4 3.5%
Rarely 2 1.8%
Never 0 0.0%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Shannon O. Hoehl: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 81 71.7%
Frequently 21 18.6%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 10 8.9%
Rarely 1 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 85 75.2%
Frequently 25 22.1%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 2 1.8%
Rarely ) 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 95 84.1%
Frequently 15 13.3%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 2 1.8%
Rarely 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 87 77.0%
Frequently 22 19.5%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 3 2.7%
Rarely 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 85 75.9%
_ T . s Frequently 17 15.2%
gi}; J;dg;ﬁle;if;(:erms judicial duties without Some of the Time 9 8.0%
Rarely | 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Shannon O. Hoehl: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 78 69.6%
Frequently 28 25.0%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 5 4.5%
Rarely 1 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 89 78.8%
Frequently 19 16.8%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently ~Some of the Time 5 4.4%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 77 68.8%
Good 27 24.1%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 7 6.3%
Unsatisfactory 1 0.9%
' 1 - , ol Better 16 16.2%
n general, over the last twelve months, has
the judge's overall court-related Worse 1 1.0%
performance become... Stayed the Same 82 82.8%
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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 re-:
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 83 completed surveys for Judge Julian W. Johnson.

2016



Evaluation of Judge Julian W. Johnson: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses

Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 51 62.2%
y F tl 26 31.7%
The judge displays patience in the e Pt - -
courtroom Some of the Time 5 6.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 66 79.5%
Frequently 14 16.9%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Somie of the Time n 3.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 65 79.3%
Frequently 14 17.1%
The judge is conscientious in the : o
performance of judicial duties LRy SR a AL
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 68 81.9%
Frequently 12 14.5%
The judge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time ) 2 4%
judicial duties e
Rarely 1 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Julian W. Johnson: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 63 76.8%

) Frequently 14 17.1%
g:ret ijctilgfst:hows respect for-all court Some of the Time 4 1.9%
Rarely 1 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 66 81.5%

Frequently 14 17.3%
el s TSI SomeotueTme | 12%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0.0%

Every Time 68 81.9%

Frequently 11 13.3%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 4.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 56 67.5%

Frequently 18 21.7%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 8 9.6%
Rarely 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 59 72.0%

) o ) . Frequently 15 18.3%
B::l ilé(rige treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 7 8.5%
Rarely 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%

4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Julian W. Johnson: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 70 89.7%
) o ) Frequently 7 9.0%
The Judgfe a\f01ds inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time | 13%
communications
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 74 90.2%
Frequently 8 9.8%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 73 89.0%
_ ' _ Frequently 9 11.0%
The Judge. gxpects professional behavior of Some of the Time 0 0.0%
court participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 57 68.7%
Frequently 16 19.3%
The judge allows lawyers appropriate . =
latitude in presentation of their case SRR i s
Rarely 1 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 66 79.5%
Frequently 13 15.7%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 4 4.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Julian W. Johnson: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 60 73.2%
Frequently 14 17.1%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 7 8.5%
Rarely 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 62 74.7%
Frequently 14 16.9%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 7 8.4%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 68 81.9%
Frequently 13 15.7%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 2.4%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 63 76.8%
Frequently 14 17.1%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 6.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Evaty Time 64 79.0%
. o ) ) Frequently 13 16.1%
';‘il:; ‘}Ol;df;jrf;g:ns judicial duties without Sonie ol the/ Tiie 3 37%
Rarely 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Julian W. Johnson: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 57 71.3%
Frequently 17 21.3%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 5 6.3%
Rarely 1 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 59 72.8%
Frequently 18 22.2%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently Some of the Time 4 4.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 64 77.1%
Good 17 20.5%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 2 2.4%
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0%
" i o | l o Better 6 8.5%
n general, over the last twelve months, has
the judge's overall court-related Worse n 0.0%
performance become... Stayed the Same 65 91.6%
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

II. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 106 completed surveys for Judge Constance H. Frogale.

2016



Evaluation of Judge Constance H. Frogale: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor
Number Percent
Every Time 76 72.4%
: : F tl 25 23.8%
The judge displays patience in the e - °
SR Some of the Time 3 2.9%
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 87 82.9%
Frequently 13 12.4%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Raiie oithe Tifs 4.8%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 83 79.1%
Frequently 17 16.2%
The judge is conscientious in the Some of the Time 4 3 8%
performance of judicial duties 2
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 84 80.0%
. o _ Frequently 16 15.2%
f[‘he? J}Jdge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 4 3.8%
judicial duties
Rarely 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Constance H. Frogale: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

—

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 90 86.5%
s o Frequently 10 9.6%
e Judge shows respect tor all court =
participants Some of the Time 3.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 82 79.6%
Frequently 20 19.4%
T'he judge requires court participants to Saine of the Time 1 1.0%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 79 15.2%
Frequently 22 21.0%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings ~ Some of the Time 3 2.9%
Rarely 1.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 64 61.0%
Frequently 31 29.5%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 7.6%
Rarely 1.9%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 72 68.6%
) o ) ) Frequently 21 20.0%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 10 9.5%
manner
Rarely 2 1.9%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Constance H. Frogale: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 81 86.2%
. o ) Frequently 12 12.8%
The Judg‘e a\{o1ds inappropriate ex parte Soma afthe Tina 1 1 1%
communications
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 77 73.3%
Frequently 24 22.9%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 3.8%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 77 74.0%
_ . ) Frequently 24 23.1%
The Judge' e?ipects professional behavior of Some of the Time 2 0%
court participants
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 71 67.6%
_ ' Frequently 25 23.8%
Th.e Judge allows la\.)vyers approprlate Some of the Time 6.7%
latitude in presentation of their case
Rarely 1.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 67 63.8%
Frequently 26 24.8%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 8 7.6%
Rarely 4 3.8%
Never 0 0.0%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Constance H. Frogale: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 69 65.7%
Frequently 24 22.9%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 7 6.7%
Rarely 5 4.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 64 61.0%
Frequently 30 28.6%
The judge communicates effectively Someiof the Time 10 9.5%
Rarely 1.0%
Never 0 06%
Every Time 78 74.3%
Frequently 25 23.8%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 1.9%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 68 64.8%
Frequently 28 26.7%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 8.6%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 71 68.9%
_ . . . Frequently 23 22.3%
1;l)"il;es J(:lrdf; j;:le;it;(:);ms judicial duties without Some of the Time P 5 8%
Rarely 3 2.9%
Never 0 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Constance H. Frogale: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 57 55.9%
Frequently 34 33.3%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 9 8.8%
Rarely 2 2.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 51 50.0%
Frequently 33 32.4%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently Some of the Time 12 11.8%
Rarely 6 5.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 73 68.9%
Good 23 21.7%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement i 6.6%
Unsatisfactory 3 2.8%
r i _— : fh Better 16 16.8%
n general, over the last twelve months, has
the judge's overall court-related Worse 0 0.0%
performance become... Stayed the Same 79 83.2%

2016
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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. ‘

I11. Report Content

For each performance factor on the survev. 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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 117 completed surveys for Judge Pamela L. Brooks.

2016



Evaluation of Judge Pamela L. Brooks: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 25 21.4%
) i F tl 33 28.2%
The judge displays patience in the e - -
courtroom Some of the Time 44 37.6%
Rarely 10 8.6%
Never 5 4.3%
Every Time 36 30.8%
Frequently 35 29.9%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Some of the Time 33 28.2%
Rarely 6.8%
Never 5 4.3%
Every Time 62 53.5%
. . o Frequently 33 28.5%
Ihe judge is cornscientions i the Some of the Time 12 10.3%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 5.2%
Never 3 2.6%
Every Time 69 59.0%
_ o _ Frequently 25 21.4%
Th§ J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Somie of e Tine 13 1.1%
judicial duties
Rarely 6 5.1%
Never 4 3.4%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Pamela L. Brooks: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 36 30.8%
) . Frequently 36 30.8%
The .Jl%dge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 26 22 2%
participants
Rarely 13 11.1%
Never 6 5.1%
Every Time 60 53.1%
Frequently 39 34.5%
T.he judge requires court participants to Samealihe This 12 10.6%
display respect toward one another
Rarely 1.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 78 67.2%
Frequently 23 19.8%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 10 8.6%
Rarely 3 2.6%
Never 2 1.7%
Every Time 46 ~39.7%
Frequently 31 26.7%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 25 21.6%
Rarely 6 5.2%
Never 6.9%
Every Time 46 39.7%
. o . . Frequently 32 27.6%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 25 21.6%
manner
Rarely 4 3.5%
Never 9 7.8%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Pamela L. Brooks: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 76 72.4%
' o ' Frequently 22 21.0%
The Judgg a\f01ds inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time 5 4.8%
communications
Rarely 1 1.0%
Never 1 1.0%
Every Time 82 71.9%
Frequently 28 24.6%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 2 1.8%
Rarely 1 0.9%
Never l 0.9%
Every Time 86 75.4%
. _ _ Frequently 24 21.1%
The Judge. expects professional behavior of Some of the Time 3 2 6%
court participants
Rarely 1 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 40 34.8%
: _ Frequently 29 25.2%
Th.e Judge Allows lawyers approprlate Somé of the Time 33 28.7%
latitude in presentation of their case
Rarely 6 5.2%
Never 7 6.1%
Every Time 60 51.7%
Frequently 29 25.0%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 17 14.7%
Rarely 4 3.5%
Never 6 5.2%
5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Pamela L. Brooks: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 56 48.3%
Frequently 29 25.0%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 20 17.2%
Rarely 5 4.3%
Never 5.2%
Every Time 60 51.7%
Frequently 32 27.6%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 17 14.7%
Rarely 7 6.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 80 70.2%
Frequently 27 23.7%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 6 5.3%
Rarely 0.9%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 68 59.1%
Frequently 33 28.7%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 11 9.6%
Rarely 2 1.7%
Never 1 0.9%
ot 53 46.1%
) o ) ) Frequently 30 26.1%
g‘i};es _];dg; jlf(;fé):ns judicial duties without Some of the Time 17 14.8%
Rarely 6 52%
Never 9 7.8%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Pamela L. Brooks: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 54 47.4%
Frequently 39 34.2%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 13 11.4%
Rarely 8 7.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 62 53.9%
_ Frequently 38 33.0%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently Some of the Time 11 9.6%
Rarely 4 3.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Excellent 48 41.4%
Good 30 25.9%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 24 20.7%
Unsatisfactory 14 12.1%
. i o | - Better 13 13.8%
n general, over the last twelve months, has
the judge's overall court-related Worse 7 15%
performance become... Stayed the Same 74 78.7%

2016
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

IT1. 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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 87 completed surveys for Judge Jonathan S. Lynn.

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jonathan S. Lynn: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 51 58.6%
F tl 26 29.9%
The judge displays patience in the roquenty - .
courtroom Some of the Time 9.2%
Rarely 23%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 62 71.3%
Frequently 17 19.5%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom Some of the Time 6 6.9%
Rarely 2 2.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 64 75.3%
. . o Frequently 16 18.8%
The juelge 1s senselemious n the Some of the Time 2 2.4%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 3 3.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 63 74.1%
_ o . Frequently 12 14.1%
fl“he. J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 5 71%
judicial duties
Rarely 4 4.7%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jonathan S. Lynn: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 68 79.1%
. . Bl Frequently 12 14.0%
The .Jnge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 5 5 8%
participants
Rarely 1 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 61 75.3%
Frequently 17 21.0%
}he judge requires court participants to Seie of the e 1 1.2%
isplay respect toward one another
Rarely 2 2.5%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 66 75.9%
Frequently 17 19.5%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings  Some of the Time 3 3.5%
Rarely 1 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 57 65.5%
Frequently 16 18.4%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 12 13.8%
Rarely 2 2.3%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 58 66.7%
) o _ _ Frequently 16 18.4%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Seimesal the Tine 10 11.5%
manner
Rarely 2 2.3%
Never 1 1.2%

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jonathan S. Lynn: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 65 82.3%

) o ) Frequently 9 11.4%
The judgo avoids inappropriate exparte  “5omg of he Tims 4 5.1%
Rarely 1 1.3%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 68 79.1%

Frequently 17 19.8%
The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 0 0.0%
Rarely 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 63 74.1%

. ) ) Frequently 20 23.5%
(];:5 I}[l;(;{f:z ::r(’;;i(;? professional behavior of Some of the Time ) 2%
Rarely 1 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 58 68.2%

' . Frequently 19 22.4%
lattade n presentation of e easeSome ofthe Time : A
Rarely 1 1.2%
Never 1 1.2%

Every Time 65 75.6%

Frequently 15 17.4%
The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 5 5.8%
Rarely 1.2%
Never 0 0.0%

3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jonathan S. Lynn: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 56 66.7%

Frequently 22 26.2%

The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 4 4.8%
Rarely 1 1.2%

Never 1 1.2%

Every Time 54 62.8%

Frequently 20 23.3%

The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 9.3%
Rarely 4.7%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 38 44.7%

Frequently 16 18.8%

The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 17 20.0%
Rarely 10 11.8%

Never 4 4.7%

Every Time 52 60.5%
Frequently 23 26.7%

The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 8.1%
Rarely 3.5%

Never 1 1.2%
Every Time 58 69.9%

) —— . i Frequently 14 16.9%
Eil:; J;dﬁli j;f(;if;);ms judicial duties without Some of the Time 10.8%
Rarely 2 2.4%

Never 0 0.0%

6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Jonathan S. Lynn: Evaluation Summary

Survey Responses
Performance Factor

Number Percent
Every Time 44 51.2%
Frequently 29 33.7%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 8 9.3%
Rarely 5 5.8%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 40 46.5%
Frequently 22 ' 25.6%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently Some of the Time 16 18.6%
Rarely 5 5.8%
Never 3 3.5%
Excellent 50 58.1%
TR — Good 22 25.6%
e Needs Improvement 8 9.3%
Unsatisfactory 6 7.0%
! l s | S Better 7 9.3%
n general, over the last twelve months, has
the judge's overall court-related Worse . i
performance become... Stayed the Same 64 85.3%

2016
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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 re-
election process. Code of Virginia §17.1-100. This report is submitted, as required under
that section, to be used in the re-election process.

I1. Evaluation Methodology

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

For judges in circuit courts, jurors who served during a period of six 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.

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. Where a respondent
selected the response “Not Applicable” or simply did not select any response for a
particular performance factor, it is treated as a non-response to that factor. Accordingly,
you may observe that the number of responses varies from factor to factor.

This report reflects a total of 93 completed surveys for Judge Paul A. Tucker.

2016



Evaluation of Judge Paul A. Tucker: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 73 78.5%
F tl 19 20.4%
The judge displays patience in the oqueTy - °
courtroom ‘Some of the Time I 1.1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 83 89.3%
Frequently 10 10.8%
The judge is courteous in the courtroom e of ths Tims 0.0%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 73 79.4%
_ _ o Frequently 15 16.3%
s S ntious in e Some of the Time 4 4.4%
performance of judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 72 77.4%
. o ) Frequently 16 17.2%
fl"hej J}ldge is diligent in the performance of Some of the Time 5 4%
judicial duties
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
3

2016



Evaluation of Judge Paul A. Tucker: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 85 91.4%
) P Frequently 8 8.6%
The ._]l.ldge shows respect for all court Some of the Time 0 0.0%
participants
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 66 72.5%
Frequently 22 24.2%
;jl".he Jjudge requires court participants to Some of the Time 3 3 3%
isplay respect toward one another
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 74 80.4%
Frequently 15 16.3%
The judge is attentive to the proceedings Some of the Time 3.3%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 72 77.4%
Frequently 18 19.4%
The judge exhibits fairness to all parties Some of the Time 3 3.2%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Every Time 70 75.3%
_ o ) _ Frequently 20 21.5%
The judge treats all parties in an impartial Some of the Time 3 3%
manner
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
4

2016



Evaluation of Judge Paul A. Tucker: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent

Every Time 78 91.8%

_ o _ Frequently 6 7.1%
Zg;ﬂ; Sfi:t\;g;d: inappropriate ex parte Some of the Time 1 1.2%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 77 82.8%

Frequently 14 15.1%

The judge maintains order in the courtroom Some of the Time 2.2%
Rarely 0.0%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 74 80.4%

' _ _ Frequently 17 18.5%

;1"(1)15 él;,i%tel cei)l;[;ic;’;s professional behavior of Some of the Time 1 L1%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 73 78.5%

' ' Frequently 19 20.4%
atvade n prosetation of s csse | Some ofthe Time : L1%
Rarely 0 0.0%

Never 0 0.0%

Every Time 67 72.0%

Frequently 18 19.4%

The judge displays knowledge of the law  Some of the Time 7 7.5%
Rarely 1 1.1%

Never 0 0.0%

5

2016



Evaluation of Judge Paul A. Tucker: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 67 72.8%
Frequently 19 20.7%
The judge is faithful to the law Some of the Time 5 5.4%
Rarely 1 1.1%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 64 68.8%
Frequently 25 26.9%
The judge communicates effectively Some of the Time 3 3.2%
Rarely 1 1.1%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 73 78.5%
Frequently 16 17.2%
The judge is prompt in rendering decisions Some of the Time 3 3:.2%
Rarely 1 1.1%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 68 73.1%
Frequently 17 18.3%
The judge’s decisions are clear Some of the Time 8.6%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
HVELy Lune 76 83.5%
. o _ ) Frequently 14 15.4%
gil:; J(;er;;grz j}:le(;if(c:)erms Jjudicial duties without Some of the Time 1 1%
Rarely 0 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
6

2016



Evaluation of Judge Paul A. Tucker: Evaluation Summary

Performance Factor

Survey Responses

Number Percent
Every Time 62 67.4%
Frequently 25 27.2%
The judge starts court on time Some of the Time 5 5.4%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0 0.0%
Every Time 60 65.9%
Frequently 24 26.4%
The judge uses courtroom time efficiently ~Some of the Time 7.7%
Rarely 0.0%
Never 0.0%
Excellent 62 67.4%
Good 26 28.3%
Judge's overall performance
Needs Improvement 4.4%
Unsatisfactory 0.0%
i l et : = Better 5 6.3%
n general, over the last twelve months, has
the judge's overall court-related Worse 0.0%
performance become... Stayed the Same 74 93.7%

2016
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