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	 The quality of the judiciary is of crucial importance to the legal profession and the 
community. The HBA conducts this Judicial Evaluation Questionnaire in odd-num-
bered years to obtain its members’ opinions concerning each judge’s performance. In 
election years, the HBA conducts a Judicial Candidate Qualification Poll and a Judicial 
Preference Poll to determine members’ opinions regarding judicial candidates in the 
primary and general elections. 

	 The Judicial Evaluation Questionnaire was conducted online this year for the first 
time, in response to requests from our members for a more convenient method of par-
ticipating in our judicial polls.

	 This Judicial Evaluation Questionnaire is not an endorsement of any judge.

Sincerely,

David A. chaumette
2013-2014 President

Houston Bar Association

Total Questionnaires Returned: 1,751



Outstanding 64 40.00%

Acceptable 58 36.20%

Poor 38 23.80%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 46 39.30%

Acceptable 49 41.90%

Poor 22 18.80%

No opinion 72

Outstanding 58 36.00%

Acceptable 66 41.00%

Poor 37 23.00%
No opinion 28

Outstanding 65 44.20%

Acceptable 55 37.40%

Poor 27 18.40%

No opinion 42

Excellent 56 32.90%

Above Average 40 23.50%

Average 38 22.40%

Below Average 19 11.20%

Needs Improvement 17 10.00%

No opinion 19

Outstanding 35 10.40%

Acceptable 105 31.20%

Poor 196 58.30%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 31 12.00%

Acceptable 93 35.90%

Poor 135 52.10%

No opinion 118

Outstanding 37 10.70%

Acceptable 81 23.40%

Poor 228 65.90%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 48 15.50%

Acceptable 115 37.10%

Poor 147 47.40%

No opinion 67

Excellent 36 9.90%

Above Average 31 8.60%

Average 71 19.60%

Below Average 132 36.50%

Needs Improvement 92 25.40%

No opinion 15

SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS

 Jeffrey S. Boyd, Supreme Court of Texas - No. of Respondents: 189

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

 John Phillip Devine, Supreme Court of Texas - No. of Respondents: 377

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially, based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 72 35.30%

Acceptable 76 37.30%

Poor 56 27.50%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 56 31.80%

Acceptable 84 47.70%

Poor 36 20.50%

No opinion 61

Outstanding 69 33.50%

Acceptable 79 38.30%

Poor 58 28.20%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 68 35.60%

Acceptable 76 39.80%

Poor 47 24.60%

No opinion 46

Excellent 62 28.70%

Above Average 42 19.40%

Average 53 24.50%

Below Average 39 18.10%

Needs Improvement 20 9.30%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 251 51.50%

Acceptable 172 35.30%

Poor 64 13.10%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 239 55.20%

Acceptable 150 34.60%

Poor 44 10.20%

No opinion 84

Outstanding 251 52.30%

Acceptable 158 32.90%

Poor 71 14.80%

No opinion 37

Outstanding 273 58.50%

Acceptable 152 32.50%

Poor 42 9.00%

No opinion 50

Excellent 239 48.10%

Above Average 115 23.10%

Average 71 14.30%

Below Average 39 7.80%

Needs Improvement 33 6.60%

No opinion 20

Eva M. Guzman, Supreme Court of Texas - No. of Respondents: 517

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Paul W. Green, Supreme Court of Texas - No. of Respondents: 237

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 247 49.90%

Acceptable 106 21.40%

Poor 142 28.70%

No opinion 19

Outstanding 206 48.00%

Acceptable 121 28.20%

Poor 102 23.80%

No opinion 85

Outstanding 215 44.10%

Acceptable 104 21.30%

Poor 169 34.60%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 258 55.80%

Acceptable 121 26.20%

Poor 83 18.00%

No opinion 52

Excellent 220 44.10%

Above Average 73 14.60%

Average 53 10.60%

Below Average 83 16.60%

Needs Improvement 70 14.00%

No opinion 15

Outstanding 85 39.70%

Acceptable 80 37.40%

Poor 49 22.90%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 74 40.00%

Acceptable 79 42.70%

Poor 32 17.30%

No opinion 62

Outstanding 85 39.70%

Acceptable 74 34.60%

Poor 55 25.70%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 92 46.20%

Acceptable 70 35.20%

Poor 37 18.60%

No opinion 48

Excellent 76 33.90%

Above Average 50 22.30%

Average 43 19.20%

Below Average 29 12.90%

Needs Improvement 26 11.60%

No opinion 23

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Nathan L. Hecht, Supreme Court of Texas - No. of Respondents: 514

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Phil Johnson, Supreme Court of Texas - No. of Respondents: 247

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?



Outstanding 72 32.90%

Acceptable 98 44.70%

Poor 49 22.40%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 67 35.60%

Acceptable 79 42.00%

Poor 42 22.30%

No opinion 62

Outstanding 76 35.30%

Acceptable 85 39.50%

Poor 54 25.10%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 77 37.40%

Acceptable 91 44.20%

Poor 38 18.40%

No opinion 44

Excellent 63 28.00%

Above Average 53 23.60%

Average 57 25.30%

Below Average 33 14.70%

Needs Improvement 19 8.40%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 116 36.80%

Acceptable 108 34.30%

Poor 91 28.90%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 98 36.40%

Acceptable 113 42.00%

Poor 58 21.60%

No opinion 72

Outstanding 107 34.40%

Acceptable 103 33.10%

Poor 101 32.50%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 119 41.00%

Acceptable 109 37.60%

Poor 62 21.40%

No opinion 51

Excellent 103 32.20%

Above Average 58 18.10%

Average 68 21.20%

Below Average 49 15.30%

Needs Improvement 42 13.10%

No opinion 21

 Debra Lehrmann, Supreme Court of Texas - No. of Respondents: 250

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Don R. Willett, Supreme Court of Texas - No. of Respondents: 341

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 65 51.20%

Acceptable 50 39.40%

Poor 12 9.40%

No opinion 5

Outstanding 53 50.00%

Acceptable 45 42.50%

Poor 8 7.50%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 63 50.00%

Acceptable 49 38.90%

Poor 14 11.10%

No opinion 6

Outstanding 61 50.80%

Acceptable 50 41.70%

Poor 9 7.50%

No opinion 12

Excellent 60 46.90%

Above Average 29 22.70%

Average 29 22.70%

Below Average 5 3.90%

Needs Improvement 5 3.90%

No opinion 4

Outstanding 88 79.30%

Acceptable 17 15.30%

Poor 6 5.40%

No opinion 10

Outstanding 76 76.80%

Acceptable 19 19.20%

Poor 4 4.00%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 81 75.00%

Acceptable 20 18.50%

Poor 7 6.50%

No opinion 13

Outstanding 88 80.00%

Acceptable 17 15.50%

Poor 5 4.50%

No opinion 11

Excellent 80 71.40%

Above Average 16 14.30%

Average 9 8.00%

Below Average 3 2.70%

Needs Improvement 4 3.60%

No opinion 9

Cathy Cochran, Court of Criminal Appeals - No. of Respondents: 121

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Elsa Alcala, Court of Criminal Appeals - No. of Respondents: 132

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS



Outstanding 23 35.40%

Acceptable 32 49.20%

Poor 10 15.40%

No opinion 10

Outstanding 21 36.80%

Acceptable 27 47.40%

Poor 9 15.80%

No opinion 18

Outstanding 24 37.50%

Acceptable 29 45.30%

Poor 11 17.20%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 24 41.40%

Acceptable 27 46.60%

Poor 7 12.10%

No opinion 17

Excellent 21 32.80%

Above Average 16 25.00%

Average 16 25.00%

Below Average 4 6.20%

Needs Improvement 7 10.90%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 21 30.90%

Acceptable 31 45.60%

Poor 16 23.50%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 20 33.30%

Acceptable 24 40.00%

Poor 16 26.70%

No opinion 15

Outstanding 20 31.20%

Acceptable 27 42.20%

Poor 17 26.60%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 22 35.50%

Acceptable 28 45.20%

Poor 12 19.40%

No opinion 13

Excellent 19 29.20%

Above Average 15 23.10%

Average 15 23.10%

Below Average 6 9.20%

Needs Improvement 10 15.40%

No opinion 10

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Barbara Parker Hervey, Court of Criminal Appeals - No. of Respondents: 75

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Cheryl Johnson, Court of Criminal Appeals - No. of Respondents: 75

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?



Outstanding 23 39.00%

Acceptable 25 42.40%

Poor 11 18.60%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 20 37.70%

Acceptable 20 37.70%

Poor 13 24.50%

No opinion 17

Outstanding 20 35.70%

Acceptable 21 37.50%

Poor 15 26.80%

No opinion 14

Outstanding 23 41.80%

Acceptable 21 38.20%

Poor 11 20.00%

No opinion 15

Excellent 20 33.30%

Above Average 15 25.00%

Average 11 18.30%

Below Average 9 15.00%

Needs Improvement 5 8.30%

No opinion 10

Outstanding 40 31.00%

Acceptable 17 13.20%

Poor 72 55.80%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 37 33.90%

Acceptable 16 14.70%

Poor 56 51.40%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 39 30.50%

Acceptable 16 12.50%

Poor 73 57.00%

No opinion 8

Outstanding 42 34.70%

Acceptable 16 13.20%

Poor 63 52.10%

No opinion 15

Excellent 37 28.50%

Above Average 12 9.20%

Average 6 4.60%

Below Average 27 20.80%

Needs Improvement 48 36.90%

No opinion 6

Michael E. Keasler, Court of Criminal Appeals - No. of Respondents: 70

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Sharon Keller, Court of Criminal Appeals - No. of Respondents: 136

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 14 24.60%

Acceptable 30 52.60%

Poor 13 22.80%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 13 24.50%

Acceptable 26 49.10%

Poor 14 26.40%

No opinion 15

Outstanding 12 22.20%

Acceptable 28 51.90%

Poor 14 25.90%

No opinion 14

Outstanding 15 28.80%

Acceptable 23 44.20%

Poor 14 26.90%

No opinion 16

Excellent 11 20.00%

Above Average 14 25.50%

Average 19 34.50%

Below Average 6 10.90%

Needs Improvement 5 9.10%

No opinion 13

Outstanding 18 34.00%

Acceptable 26 49.10%

Poor 9 17.00%

No opinion 12

Outstanding 13 27.10%

Acceptable 23 47.90%

Poor 12 25.00%

No opinion 17

Outstanding 16 31.40%

Acceptable 26 51.00%

Poor 9 17.60%

No opinion 14

Outstanding 15 29.40%

Acceptable 25 49.00%

Poor 11 21.60%

No opinion 14

Excellent 14 27.50%

Above Average 8 15.70%

Average 18 35.30%

Below Average 7 13.70%

Needs Improvement 4 7.80%

No opinion 14

Tom Price, Court of Criminal Appeals - No. of Respondents: 65

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Lawrence E. Meyers, Court of Criminal Appeals - No. of Respondents: 68

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 13 24.10%

Acceptable 30 55.60%

Poor 11 20.40%

No opinion 10

Outstanding 11 21.60%

Acceptable 29 56.90%

Poor 11 21.60%

No opinion 13

Outstanding 14 26.40%

Acceptable 30 56.60%

Poor 9 17.00%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 13 25.50%

Acceptable 29 56.90%

Poor 9 17.60%

No opinion 13

Excellent 10 19.20%

Above Average 17 32.70%

Average 16 30.80%

Below Average 4 7.70%

Needs Improvement 5 9.60%

No opinion 12

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Paul Womack, Court of Criminal Appeals - No. of Respondents: 64

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?



Outstanding 395 67.50%

Acceptable 154 26.30%

Poor 36 6.20%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 344 66.80%

Acceptable 142 27.60%

Poor 29 5.60%

No opinion 109

Outstanding 368 63.10%

Acceptable 163 28.00%

Poor 52 8.90%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 410 73.00%

Acceptable 129 23.00%

Poor 23 4.10%

No opinion 62

Excellent 361 60.80%

Above Average 131 22.10%

Average 62 10.40%

Below Average 24 4.00%

Needs Improvement 16 2.70%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 309 72.50%

Acceptable 89 20.90%

Poor 28 6.60%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 287 74.20%

Acceptable 82 21.20%

Poor 18 4.70%

No opinion 69

Outstanding 300 71.10%

Acceptable 86 20.40%

Poor 36 8.50%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 320 77.10%

Acceptable 77 18.60%

Poor 18 4.30%

No opinion 41

Excellent 292 67.30%

Above Average 62 14.30%

Average 50 11.50%

Below Average 21 4.80%

Needs Improvement 9 2.10%

No opinion 22

William J. Boyce, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 456

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Jane Bland, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 624

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

HOUSTON COURTS OF APPEALS



Outstanding 316 60.00%

Acceptable 167 31.70%

Poor 44 8.30%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 286 60.70%

Acceptable 149 31.60%

Poor 36 7.60%

No opinion 88

Outstanding 316 60.80%

Acceptable 151 29.00%

Poor 53 10.20%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 332 65.70%

Acceptable 141 27.90%

Poor 32 6.30%

No opinion 54

Excellent 283 53.20%

Above Average 138 25.90%

Average 63 11.80%

Below Average 33 6.20%

Needs Improvement 15 2.80%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 386 68.40%

Acceptable 143 25.40%

Poor 35 6.20%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 351 68.40%

Acceptable 132 25.70%

Poor 30 5.80%

No opinion 94

Outstanding 373 66.80%

Acceptable 137 24.60%

Poor 48 8.60%

No opinion 49

Outstanding 397 72.30%

Acceptable 121 22.00%

Poor 31 5.60%

No opinion 58

Excellent 362 63.00%

Above Average 103 17.90%

Average 68 11.80%

Below Average 28 4.90%

Needs Improvement 14 2.40%

No opinion 32

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Harvey G. Brown, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 559

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Jeff Brown, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 607

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive



Outstanding 232 72.00%

Acceptable 68 21.10%

Poor 22 6.80%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 203 70.50%

Acceptable 73 25.30%

Poor 12 4.20%

No opinion 77

Outstanding 217 67.60%

Acceptable 81 25.20%

Poor 23 7.20%

No opinion 44

Outstanding 236 75.40%

Acceptable 65 20.80%

Poor 12 3.80%

No opinion 52

Excellent 213 63.80%

Above Average 56 16.80%

Average 42 12.60%

Below Average 14 4.20%

Needs Improvement 9 2.70%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 442 69.30%

Acceptable 151 23.70%

Poor 45 7.10%

No opinion 36

Outstanding 388 66.20%

Acceptable 154 26.30%

Poor 44 7.50%

No opinion 88

Outstanding 426 67.40%

Acceptable 155 24.50%

Poor 51 8.10%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 469 75.00%

Acceptable 125 20.00%

Poor 31 5.00%

No opinion 49

Excellent 405 62.70%

Above Average 151 23.40%

Average 51 7.90%

Below Average 20 3.10%

Needs Improvement 19 2.90%

No opinion 28

Brett Busby, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 365

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Tracy Christopher, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 674

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 116 26.50%

Acceptable 213 48.70%

Poor 108 24.70%

No opinion 59

Outstanding 120 29.70%

Acceptable 200 49.50%

Poor 84 20.80%

No opinion 92

Outstanding 129 29.30%

Acceptable 195 44.30%

Poor 116 26.40%

No opinion 56

Outstanding 127 29.60%

Acceptable 209 48.70%

Poor 93 21.70%

No opinion 67

Excellent 112 24.30%

Above Average 116 25.20%

Average 127 27.50%

Below Average 64 13.90%

Needs Improvement 42 9.10%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 195 50.30%

Acceptable 133 34.30%

Poor 60 15.50%

No opinion 40

Outstanding 194 55.00%

Acceptable 126 35.70%

Poor 33 9.30%

No opinion 75

Outstanding 198 51.40%

Acceptable 128 33.20%

Poor 59 15.30%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 210 56.00%

Acceptable 130 34.70%

Poor 35 9.30%

No opinion 53

Excellent 186 47.10%

Above Average 77 19.50%

Average 80 20.30%

Below Average 36 9.10%

Needs Improvement 16 4.10%

No opinion 33

Kem Thompson Frost, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 428

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

John Donovan, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 496

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 168 46.30%

Acceptable 145 39.90%

Poor 50 13.80%

No opinion 53

Outstanding 176 53.30%

Acceptable 116 35.20%

Poor 38 11.50%

No opinion 86

Outstanding 183 50.00%

Acceptable 127 34.70%

Poor 56 15.30%

No opinion 50

Outstanding 181 52.60%

Acceptable 126 36.60%

Poor 37 10.80%

No opinion 72

Excellent 157 41.60%

Above Average 98 26.00%

Average 70 18.60%

Below Average 33 8.80%

Needs Improvement 19 5.00%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 98 53.00%

Acceptable 61 33.00%

Poor 26 14.10%

No opinion 55

Outstanding 92 57.10%

Acceptable 53 32.90%

Poor 16 9.90%

No opinion 79

Outstanding 95 51.10%

Acceptable 63 33.90%

Poor 28 15.10%

No opinion 54

Outstanding 106 59.20%

Acceptable 54 30.20%

Poor 19 10.60%

No opinion 61

Excellent 92 46.50%

Above Average 43 21.70%

Average 32 16.20%

Below Average 21 10.60%

Needs Improvement 10 5.10%

No opinion 42

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Laura Carter Higley, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 416

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rebeca A. Huddle, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 240

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive



Outstanding 262 49.10%

Acceptable 207 38.80%

Poor 65 12.20%

No opinion 51

Outstanding 269 53.80%

Acceptable 178 35.60%

Poor 53 10.60%

No opinion 85

Outstanding 264 49.50%

Acceptable 198 37.10%

Poor 71 13.30%

No opinion 52

Outstanding 281 53.70%

Acceptable 190 36.30%

Poor 52 9.90%

No opinion 62

Excellent 246 44.70%

Above Average 139 25.30%

Average 104 18.90%

Below Average 40 7.30%

Needs Improvement 21 3.80%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 148 44.20%

Acceptable 121 36.10%

Poor 66 19.70%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 146 47.70%

Acceptable 101 33.00%

Poor 59 19.30%

No opinion 70

Outstanding 155 46.30%

Acceptable 113 33.70%

Poor 67 20.00%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 172 52.90%

Acceptable 107 32.90%

Poor 46 14.20%

No opinion 51

Excellent 140 40.30%

Above Average 82 23.60%

Average 61 17.60%

Below Average 41 11.80%

Needs Improvement 23 6.60%

No opinion 29

Martha Hill Jamison, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 585

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Terry Jennings, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 376

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 137 43.50%

Acceptable 115 36.50%

Poor 63 20.00%

No opinion 58

Outstanding 110 40.10%

Acceptable 116 42.30%

Poor 48 17.50%

No opinion 99

Outstanding 134 43.10%

Acceptable 108 34.70%

Poor 69 22.20%

No opinion 62

Outstanding 147 48.50%

Acceptable 116 38.30%

Poor 40 13.20%

No opinion 70

Excellent 122 37.90%

Above Average 70 21.70%

Average 73 22.70%

Below Average 40 12.40%

Needs Improvement 17 5.30%

No opinion 51

Outstanding 150 54.00%

Acceptable 82 29.50%

Poor 46 16.50%

No opinion 62

Outstanding 131 51.20%

Acceptable 87 34.00%

Poor 38 14.80%

No opinion 84

Outstanding 142 50.70%

Acceptable 88 31.40%

Poor 50 17.90%

No opinion 60

Outstanding 152 56.10%

Acceptable 85 31.40%

Poor 34 12.50%

No opinion 69

Excellent 131 44.40%

Above Average 73 24.70%

Average 41 13.90%

Below Average 29 9.80%

Needs Improvement 21 7.10%

No opinion 45

Michael C. Massengale, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. or Respondents: 340

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Evelyn Keyes, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 373

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 222 55.00%

Acceptable 123 30.40%

Poor 59 14.60%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 215 57.50%

Acceptable 112 29.90%

Poor 47 12.60%

No opinion 72

Outstanding 220 54.50%

Acceptable 117 29.00%

Poor 67 16.60%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 238 60.90%

Acceptable 113 28.90%

Poor 40 10.20%

No opinion 55

Excellent 201 48.70%

Above Average 91 22.00%

Average 61 14.80%

Below Average 36 8.70%

Needs Improvement 24 5.80%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 190 40.20%

Acceptable 161 34.00%

Poor 122 25.80%

No opinion 46

Outstanding 184 42.80%

Acceptable 148 34.40%

Poor 98 22.80%

No opinion 89

Outstanding 189 39.70%

Acceptable 158 33.20%

Poor 129 27.10%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 203 44.60%

Acceptable 163 35.80%

Poor 89 19.60%

No opinion 64

Excellent 172 35.20%

Above Average 99 20.20%

Average 104 21.30%

Below Average 66 13.50%

Needs Improvement 48 9.80%

No opinion 30

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Sharon McCally, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 446

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Sherry Radack, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 519

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?



Outstanding 77 21.50%

Acceptable 113 31.60%

Poor 168 46.90%

No opinion 61

Outstanding 65 20.50%

Acceptable 110 34.70%

Poor 142 44.80%

No opinion 102

Outstanding 76 21.40%

Acceptable 98 27.60%

Poor 181 51.00%

No opinion 64

Outstanding 74 22.10%

Acceptable 98 29.30%

Poor 163 48.70%

No opinion 84

Excellent 64 16.90%

Above Average 60 15.90%

Average 57 15.10%

Below Average 101 26.70%

Needs Improvement 96 25.40%

No opinion 41

Jim Sharp, Houston Courts of Appeals - No. of Respondents: 419

Opinions demonstrate well-reasoned, clearly-written disposition of the case?

Interaction with counsel during oral argument is attentive and constructive?

Determines legal issues impartially and based on thorough and proper application of the law to the record?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 393 72.10%

Acceptable 137 25.10%

Poor 15 2.80%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 369 68.50%

Acceptable 150 27.80%

Poor 20 3.70%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 372 69.40%

Acceptable 144 26.90%

Poor 20 3.70%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 372 69.50%

Acceptable 147 27.50%

Poor 16 3.00%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 341 65.30%

Acceptable 160 30.70%

Poor 21 4.00%

No opinion 56

Outstanding 398 78.70%

Acceptable 95 18.80%

Poor 13 2.60%

No opinion 72

Outstanding 215 62.30%

Acceptable 125 36.20%

Poor 5 1.40%

No opinion 233

Excellent 313 63.50%

Above Average 121 24.50%

Average 44 8.90%

Below Average 8 1.60%

Needs Improvement 7 1.40%

No opinion 85

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently"

 Nancy F. Atlas, U.S. District Court - No. of Respondents: 578

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Works hard and is prepared?

Appropriately uses magistrate judges?

Overall evaluation?

U.S. DISTRICT COURTS



Outstanding 313 72.00%

Acceptable 105 24.10%

Poor 17 3.90%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 280 65.10%

Acceptable 124 28.80%

Poor 26 6.00%

No opinion 48

Outstanding 360 82.80%

Acceptable 68 15.60%

Poor 7 1.60%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 322 75.10%

Acceptable 88 20.50%

Poor 19 4.40%

No opinion 49

Outstanding 293 69.90%

Acceptable 105 25.10%

Poor 21 5.00%

No opinion 59

Outstanding 328 79.40%

Acceptable 76 18.40%

Poor 9 2.20%

No opinion 65

Outstanding 188 68.40%

Acceptable 79 28.70%

Poor 8 2.90%

No opinion 203

Excellent 265 65.40%

Above Average 92 22.70%

Average 40 9.90%

Below Average 5 1.20%

Needs Improvement 3 0.70%

No opinion 73

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Keith P. Ellison, U.S. District Court - No. of Respondents: 478

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Works hard and is prepared?

Appropriately uses magistrate judges?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 97 19.40%

Acceptable 225 45.00%

Poor 178 35.60%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 95 19.40%

Acceptable 213 43.50%

Poor 182 37.10%

No opinion 44

Outstanding 95 19.10%

Acceptable 180 36.20%

Poor 222 44.70%

No opinion 37

Outstanding 92 18.80%

Acceptable 205 41.90%

Poor 192 39.30%

No opinion 45

Outstanding 83 17.50%

Acceptable 209 44.20%

Poor 181 38.30%

No opinion 61

Outstanding 99 21.50%

Acceptable 208 45.10%

Poor 154 33.40%

No opinion 73

Outstanding 70 25.30%

Acceptable 146 52.70%

Poor 61 22.00%

No opinion 257

Excellent 69 14.60%

Above Average 67 14.10%

Average 142 30.00%

Below Average 120 25.30%

Needs Improvement 76 16.00%

No opinion 60

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Vanessa Gilmore, U.S. District Court - No. of Respondents: 534

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Works hard and is prepared?

Appropriately uses magistrate judges?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 162 39.30%

Acceptable 162 39.30%

Poor 88 21.40%

No opinion 52

Outstanding 135 33.40%

Acceptable 151 37.40%

Poor 118 29.20%

No opinion 60

Outstanding 168 43.50%

Acceptable 148 38.30%

Poor 70 18.10%

No opinion 78

Outstanding 154 39.10%

Acceptable 140 35.50%

Poor 100 25.40%

No opinion 70

Outstanding 125 33.50%

Acceptable 168 45.00%

Poor 80 21.40%

No opinion 91

Outstanding 151 41.10%

Acceptable 156 42.50%

Poor 60 16.30%

No opinion 97

Outstanding 88 34.90%

Acceptable 124 49.20%

Poor 40 15.90%

No opinion 212

Excellent 110 28.60%

Above Average 96 25.00%

Average 98 25.50%

Below Average 51 13.30%

Needs Improvement 29 7.60%

No opinion 80

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Melinda Harmon, U.S. District Court - No. of Respondents: 464

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Works hard and is prepared?

Appropriately uses magistrate judges?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 216 34.70%

Acceptable 222 35.70%

Poor 184 29.60%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 279 45.30%

Acceptable 190 30.80%

Poor 147 23.90%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 165 26.70%

Acceptable 223 36.10%

Poor 230 37.20%

No opinion 37

Outstanding 167 27.30%

Acceptable 229 37.40%

Poor 216 35.30%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 241 40.10%

Acceptable 204 33.90%

Poor 156 26.00%

No opinion 54

Outstanding 270 46.80%

Acceptable 205 35.50%

Poor 102 17.70%

No opinion 78

Outstanding 117 34.70%

Acceptable 138 40.90%

Poor 82 24.30%

No opinion 318

Excellent 161 27.30%

Above Average 146 24.80%

Average 95 16.10%

Below Average 93 15.80%

Needs Improvement 94 16.00%

No opinion 66

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Lynn N. Hughes, U.S. District Court - No. of respondents: 655

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Works hard and is prepared?

Appropriately uses magistrate judges?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 384 77.90%

Acceptable 93 18.90%

Poor 16 3.20%

No opinion 45

Outstanding 376 77.20%

Acceptable 95 19.50%

Poor 16 3.30%

No opinion 51

Outstanding 351 72.80%

Acceptable 104 21.60%

Poor 27 5.60%

No opinion 56

Outstanding 352 73.20%

Acceptable 110 22.90%

Poor 19 4.00%

No opinion 57

Outstanding 335 71.60%

Acceptable 117 25.00%

Poor 16 3.40%

No opinion 70

Outstanding 387 83.40%

Acceptable 66 14.20%

Poor 11 2.40%

No opinion 74

Outstanding 212 70.20%

Acceptable 80 26.50%

Poor 10 3.30%

No opinion 236

Excellent 316 67.70%

Above Average 99 21.20%

Average 38 8.10%

Below Average 6 1.30%

Needs Improvement 8 1.70%

No opinion 71

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Sim Lake, U.S. District Court - No. of Respondents: 538

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Works hard and is prepared?

Appropriately uses magistrate judges?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 251 73.00%

Acceptable 72 20.90%

Poor 21 6.10%

No opinion 58

Outstanding 242 71.20%

Acceptable 86 25.30%

Poor 12 3.50%

No opinion 62

Outstanding 265 80.10%

Acceptable 61 18.40%

Poor 5 1.50%

No opinion 71

Outstanding 253 76.00%

Acceptable 66 19.80%

Poor 14 4.20%

No opinion 69

Outstanding 244 74.80%

Acceptable 73 22.40%

Poor 9 2.80%

No opinion 76

Outstanding 251 77.50%

Acceptable 65 20.10%

Poor 8 2.50%

No opinion 78

Outstanding 168 74.00%

Acceptable 54 23.80%

Poor 5 2.20%

No opinion 175

Excellent 225 67.40%

Above Average 57 17.10%

Average 41 12.30%

Below Average 9 2.70%

Needs Improvement 2 0.60%

No opinion 68

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Gray H. Miller, U.S. District Court - No. of Respondents: 402

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Works hard and is prepared?

Appropriately uses magistrate judges?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 468 83.40%

Acceptable 86 15.30%

Poor 7 1.20%

No opinion 37

Outstanding 424 77.50%

Acceptable 113 20.70%

Poor 10 1.80%

No opinion 51

Outstanding 455 82.10%

Acceptable 89 16.10%

Poor 10 1.80%

No opinion 44

Outstanding 442 80.80%

Acceptable 92 16.80%

Poor 13 2.40%

No opinion 51

Outstanding 417 78.10%

Acceptable 109 20.40%

Poor 8 1.50%

No opinion 64

Outstanding 466 86.90%

Acceptable 66 12.30%

Poor 4 0.70%

No opinion 62

Outstanding 292 78.70%

Acceptable 75 20.20%

Poor 4 1.10%

No opinion 227

Excellent 417 77.80%

Above Average 83 15.50%

Average 31 5.80%

Below Average 3 0.60%

Needs Improvement 2 0.40%

No opinion 62

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Lee H. Rosenthal, U.S. District Court - No. of Respondents: 598

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Works hard and is prepared?

Appropriately uses magistrate judges?

Overall evaluation?



U.S. MAGISTRATES

Outstanding 121 72.50%

Acceptable 37 22.20%

Poor 9 5.40%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 118 72.00%

Acceptable 34 20.70%

Poor 12 7.30%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 145 84.30%

Acceptable 22 12.80%

Poor 5 2.90%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 130 76.90%

Acceptable 32 18.90%

Poor 7 4.10%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 121 74.70%

Acceptable 32 19.80%

Poor 9 5.60%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 122 76.70%

Acceptable 29 18.20%

Poor 8 5.00%

No opinion 36

Excellent 109 65.30%

Above Average 29 17.40%

Average 19 11.40%

Below Average 8 4.80%

Needs Improvement 2 1.20%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 133 57.10%

Acceptable 83 35.60%

Poor 17 7.30%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 135 58.40%

Acceptable 89 38.50%

Poor 7 3.00%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 140 60.90%

Acceptable 72 31.30%

Poor 18 7.80%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 132 57.60%

Acceptable 78 34.10%

Poor 19 8.30%

No opinion 36

Outstanding 140 62.80%

Acceptable 74 33.20%

Poor 9 4.00%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 145 65.60%

Acceptable 71 32.10%

Poor 5 2.30%

No opinion 44

Excellent 121 52.60%

Above Average 60 26.10%

Average 37 16.10%

Below Average 9 3.90%

Needs Improvement 3 1.30%

No opinion 35

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

George C. Hanks, Jr., U.S. Magistrate Judge - No. of Respondents: 195

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Nancy K. Johnson, U.S. Magistrate Judge - No. of Respondents: 265

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 87 63.00%

Acceptable 37 26.80%

Poor 14 10.10%

No opinion 36

Outstanding 83 60.10%

Acceptable 46 33.30%

Poor 9 6.50%

No opinion 36

Outstanding 79 57.20%

Acceptable 41 29.70%

Poor 18 13.00%

No opinion 36

Outstanding 83 59.70%

Acceptable 37 26.60%

Poor 19 13.70%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 77 57.50%

Acceptable 43 32.10%

Poor 14 10.40%

No opinion 40

Outstanding 84 64.10%

Acceptable 40 30.50%

Poor 7 5.30%

No opinion 43

Excellent 66 46.80%

Above Average 42 29.80%

Average 19 13.50%

Below Average 8 5.70%

Needs Improvement 6 4.30%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 84 62.70%

Acceptable 42 31.30%

Poor 8 6.00%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 80 60.60%

Acceptable 42 31.80%

Poor 10 7.60%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 97 72.40%

Acceptable 31 23.10%

Poor 6 4.50%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 86 64.70%

Acceptable 41 30.80%

Poor 6 4.50%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 80 60.60%

Acceptable 48 36.40%

Poor 4 3.00%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 85 65.90%

Acceptable 40 31.00%

Poor 4 3.10%

No opinion 29

Excellent 75 56.40%

Above Average 32 24.10%

Average 19 14.30%

Below Average 5 3.80%

Needs Improvement 2 1.50%

No opinion 25

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Mary Milloy, U.S. Magistrate Judge - No. of Respondents: 174

Follows the law?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Stephen W. Smith, U.S. Magistrate Judge - No. of Respondents: 158

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?



Outstanding 136 59.10%

Acceptable 88 38.30%

Poor 6 2.60%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 131 57.50%

Acceptable 87 38.20%

Poor 10 4.40%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 160 71.10%

Acceptable 58 25.80%

Poor 7 3.10%

No opinion 38

Outstanding 144 63.70%

Acceptable 76 33.60%

Poor 6 2.70%

No opinion 37

Outstanding 128 58.20%

Acceptable 81 36.80%

Poor 11 5.00%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 130 59.10%

Acceptable 82 37.30%

Poor 8 3.60%

No opinion 43

Excellent 114 49.60%

Above Average 74 32.20%

Average 33 14.30%

Below Average 7 3.00%

Needs Improvement 2 0.90%

No opinion 33

Frances H. Stacy, U.S. Magistrate Judge - No. of Respondents: 263

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?



Outstanding 100 52.10%

Acceptable 61 31.80%

Poor 31 16.10%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 97 52.20%

Acceptable 63 33.90%

Poor 26 14.00%

No opinion 15

Outstanding 71 38.20%

Acceptable 57 30.60%

Poor 58 31.20%

No opinion 15

Outstanding 86 46.20%

Acceptable 56 30.10%

Poor 44 23.70%

No opinion 15

Outstanding 68 37.80%

Acceptable 60 33.30%

Poor 52 28.90%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 124 67.40%

Acceptable 46 25.00%

Poor 14 7.60%

No opinion 17

Excellent 75 40.10%

Above Average 41 21.90%

Average 26 13.90%

Below Average 24 12.80%

Needs Improvement 21 11.20%

No opinion 14

Outstanding 93 59.20%

Acceptable 56 35.70%

Poor 8 5.10%

No opinion 12

Outstanding 85 55.20%

Acceptable 56 36.40%

Poor 13 8.40%

No opinion 15

Outstanding 92 60.90%

Acceptable 49 32.50%

Poor 10 6.60%

No opinion 18

Outstanding 93 61.20%

Acceptable 51 33.60%

Poor 8 5.30%

No opinion 17

Outstanding 77 51.00%

Acceptable 62 41.10%

Poor 12 7.90%

No opinion 18

Outstanding 89 58.20%

Acceptable 54 35.30%

Poor 10 6.50%

No opinion 16

Excellent 70 45.80%

Above Average 45 29.40%

Average 26 17.00%

Below Average 6 3.90%

Needs Improvement 6 3.90%

No opinion 16

 Jeff Bohm, Bankruptcy Court - No. of Respondents: 201

Follows the law?

Karen K. Brown, Bankruptcy Court - No. of Respondents: 169

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Uses attorneys' time efficieintly?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

BANKRUPTCY COURTS



Outstanding 128 65.30%

Acceptable 51 26.00%

Poor 17 8.70%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 133 68.90%

Acceptable 49 25.40%

Poor 11 5.70%

No opinion 14

Outstanding 113 58.90%

Acceptable 55 28.60%

Poor 24 12.50%

No opinion 15

Outstanding 111 58.40%

Acceptable 55 28.90%

Poor 24 12.60%

No opinion 17

Outstanding 116 61.40%

Acceptable 51 27.00%

Poor 22 11.60%

No opinion 18

Outstanding 143 76.10%

Acceptable 38 20.20%

Poor 7 3.70%

No opinion 19

Excellent 111 57.80%

Above Average 36 18.80%

Average 23 12.00%

Below Average 16 8.30%

Needs Improvement 6 3.10%

No opinion 15

Outstanding 79 66.90%

Acceptable 32 27.10%

Poor 7 5.90%

No opinion 13

Outstanding 79 68.10%

Acceptable 33 28.40%

Poor 4 3.40%

No opinion 15

Outstanding 77 67.00%

Acceptable 26 22.60%

Poor 12 10.40%

No opinion 16

Outstanding 75 64.70%

Acceptable 29 25.00%

Poor 12 10.30%

No opinion 15

Outstanding 74 64.30%

Acceptable 29 25.20%

Poor 12 10.40%

No opinion 16

Outstanding 84 73.00%

Acceptable 25 21.70%

Poor 6 5.20%

No opinion 16

Excellent 66 57.40%

Above Average 29 25.20%

Average 9 7.80%

Below Average 2 1.70%

Needs Improvement 9 7.80%

No opinion 16

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Marvin P. Isgur, Bankruptcy Court - No. of Respondents: 207

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrated impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

David R. Jones, Bankruptcy Court - No. of Respondents: 131

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Rules decisively and timely?

Works hard and is prepared?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 62 46.30%

Acceptable 56 41.80%

Poor 16 11.90%

No opinion 14

Outstanding 37 28.20%

Acceptable 68 51.90%

Poor 26 19.80%

No opinion 17

Outstanding 48 36.90%

Acceptable 55 42.30%

Poor 27 20.80%

No opinion 18

Outstanding 57 44.50%

Acceptable 54 42.20%

Poor 17 13.30%

No opinion 20

Outstanding 38 29.00%

Acceptable 72 55.00%

Poor 21 16.00%

No opinion 17

Outstanding 44 34.60%

Acceptable 58 45.70%

Poor 25 19.70%

No opinion 21

Excellent 36 27.10%

Above Average 39 29.30%

Average 36 27.10%

Below Average 16 12.00%

Needs Improvement 6 4.50%

No opinion 15

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Letitia Z. Paul, Bankruptcy Court - No. of Respondents: 148

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 418 64.70%

Acceptable 173 26.80%

Poor 55 8.50%

No opinion 50

Outstanding 350 54.90%

Acceptable 212 33.20%

Poor 76 11.90%

No opinion 58

Outstanding 473 74.10%

Acceptable 130 20.40%

Poor 35 5.50%

No opinion 58

Outstanding 418 66.10%

Acceptable 165 26.10%

Poor 49 7.80%

No opinion 64

Outstanding 365 59.40%

Acceptable 188 30.60%

Poor 61 9.90%

No opinion 82

Outstanding 393 64.20%

Acceptable 164 26.80%

Poor 55 9.00%

No opinion 84

Excellent 359 56.70%

Above Average 144 22.70%

Average 78 12.30%

Below Average 33 5.20%

Needs Improvement 19 3.00%

No opinion 63

Outstanding 324 63.50%

Acceptable 150 29.40%

Poor 36 7.10%

No opinion 56

Outstanding 327 65.00%

Acceptable 138 27.40%

Poor 38 7.60%

No opinion 63

Outstanding 376 74.60%

Acceptable 104 20.60%

Poor 24 4.80%

No opinion 62

Outstanding 330 65.30%

Acceptable 135 26.70%

Poor 40 7.90%

No opinion 61

Outstanding 320 64.50%

Acceptable 142 28.60%

Poor 34 6.90%

No opinion 70

Outstanding 332 68.30%

Acceptable 124 25.50%

Poor 30 6.20%

No opinion 80

Excellent 296 57.70%

Above Average 117 22.80%

Average 61 11.90%

Below Average 28 5.50%

Needs Improvement 11 2.10%

No opinion 53

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Caroline E. Baker, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 696

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

Al Bennett, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 566

Follows the law?

CIVIL DISTRICT COURTS



Outstanding 192 40.40%

Acceptable 207 43.60%

Poor 76 16.00%

No opinion 62

Outstanding 172 36.60%

Acceptable 209 44.50%

Poor 89 18.90%

No opinion 67

Outstanding 187 39.50%

Acceptable 169 35.70%

Poor 117 24.70%

No opinion 64

Outstanding 200 42.40%

Acceptable 176 37.30%

Poor 96 20.30%

No opinion 65

Outstanding 167 36.10%

Acceptable 219 47.30%

Poor 77 16.60%

No opinion 74

Outstanding 177 39.00%

Acceptable 198 43.60%

Poor 79 17.40%

No opinion 83

Excellent 155 32.40%

Above Average 139 29.00%

Average 87 18.20%

Below Average 56 11.70%

Needs Improvement 42 8.80%

No opinion 58

Outstanding 134 30.20%

Acceptable 154 34.70%

Poor 156 35.10%

No opinion 64

Outstanding 137 31.70%

Acceptable 165 38.20%

Poor 130 30.10%

No opinion 76

Outstanding 184 42.00%

Acceptable 162 37.00%

Poor 92 21.00%

No opinion 70

Outstanding 145 32.70%

Acceptable 142 32.00%

Poor 157 35.40%

No opinion 64

Outstanding 127 29.70%

Acceptable 180 42.10%

Poor 121 28.30%

No opinion 80

Outstanding 142 34.00%

Acceptable 156 37.30%

Poor 120 28.70%

No opinion 90

Excellent 112 24.80%

Above Average 88 19.50%

Average 97 21.50%

Below Average 77 17.00%

Needs Improvement 78 17.30%

No opinion 56

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Kyle Carter, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 508

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Bill Burke, Civil District Court - No. of Respondets: 537

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?



Outstanding 259 49.00%

Acceptable 206 38.90%

Poor 64 12.10%

No opinion 61

Outstanding 285 54.70%

Acceptable 195 37.40%

Poor 41 7.90%

No opinion 69

Outstanding 325 62.00%

Acceptable 161 30.70%

Poor 38 7.30%

No opinion 66

Outstanding 272 52.30%

Acceptable 178 34.20%

Poor 70 13.50%

No opinion 70

Outstanding 283 55.30%

Acceptable 187 36.50%

Poor 42 8.20%

No opinion 78

Outstanding 299 59.00%

Acceptable 175 34.50%

Poor 33 6.50%

No opinion 83

Excellent 243 46.00%

Above Average 136 25.80%

Average 89 16.90%

Below Average 38 7.20%

Needs Improvement 22 4.20%

No opinion 62

Outstanding 260 51.40%

Acceptable 191 37.70%

Poor 55 10.90%

No opinion 64

Outstanding 241 47.80%

Acceptable 220 43.70%

Poor 43 8.50%

No opinion 66

Outstanding 272 54.40%

Acceptable 177 35.40%

Poor 51 10.20%

No opinion 70

Outstanding 254 51.10%

Acceptable 189 38.00%

Poor 54 10.90%

No opinion 73

Outstanding 224 45.60%

Acceptable 227 46.20%

Poor 40 8.10%

No opinion 79

Outstanding 245 50.90%

Acceptable 201 41.80%

Poor 35 7.30%

No opinion 89

Excellent 206 41.30%

Above Average 129 25.90%

Average 109 21.80%

Below Average 34 6.80%

Needs Improvement 21 4.20%

No opinion 71

Mike Engelhart, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 590

Follows the law?

Brent Gamble, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 570

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?



Outstanding 138 36.70%

Acceptable 158 42.00%

Poor 80 21.30%

No opinion 66

Outstanding 118 31.60%

Acceptable 157 42.10%

Poor 98 26.30%

No opinion 69

Outstanding 186 50.00%

Acceptable 144 38.70%

Poor 42 11.30%

No opinion 70

Outstanding 155 41.80%

Acceptable 139 37.50%

Poor 77 20.80%

No opinion 71

Outstanding 125 34.60%

Acceptable 150 41.60%

Poor 86 23.80%

No opinion 81

Outstanding 142 39.90%

Acceptable 144 40.40%

Poor 70 19.70%

No opinion 86

Excellent 113 29.70%

Above Average 88 23.20%

Average 95 25.00%

Below Average 48 12.60%

Needs Improvement 36 9.50%

No opinion 62

Outstanding 488 69.20%

Acceptable 178 25.20%

Poor 39 5.50%

No opinion 60

Outstanding 440 63.00%

Acceptable 204 29.20%

Poor 54 7.70%

No opinion 67

Outstanding 486 69.50%

Acceptable 168 24.00%

Poor 45 6.40%

No opinion 66

Outstanding 463 66.50%

Acceptable 182 26.10%

Poor 51 7.30%

No opinion 69

Outstanding 422 61.70%

Acceptable 206 30.10%

Poor 56 8.20%

No opinion 81

Outstanding 471 69.70%

Acceptable 174 25.70%

Poor 31 4.60%

No opinion 89

Excellent 422 60.90%

Above Average 149 21.50%

Average 86 12.40%

Below Average 23 3.30%

Needs Improvement 13 1.90%

No opinion 72

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Michael Gomez, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 442

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

 Joseph J. (Tad) Halbach, Jr., Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 765

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 215 46.20%

Acceptable 180 38.70%

Poor 70 15.10%

No opinion 61

Outstanding 218 47.80%

Acceptable 183 40.10%

Poor 55 12.10%

No opinion 70

Outstanding 183 39.40%

Acceptable 145 31.20%

Poor 136 29.30%

No opinion 62

Outstanding 207 45.60%

Acceptable 168 37.00%

Poor 79 17.40%

No opinion 72

Outstanding 184 40.90%

Acceptable 192 42.70%

Poor 74 16.40%

No opinion 76

Outstanding 247 56.40%

Acceptable 149 34.00%

Poor 42 9.60%

No opinion 88

Excellent 164 35.40%

Above Average 117 25.30%

Average 89 19.20%

Below Average 65 14.00%

Needs Improvement 28 6.00%

No opinion 63

Outstanding 315 61.90%

Acceptable 153 30.10%

Poor 41 8.10%

No opinion 68

Outstanding 299 60.00%

Acceptable 169 33.90%

Poor 30 6.00%

No opinion 79

Outstanding 334 66.80%

Acceptable 132 26.40%

Poor 34 6.80%

No opinion 77

Outstanding 317 63.30%

Acceptable 138 27.50%

Poor 46 9.20%

No opinion 76

Outstanding 297 60.10%

Acceptable 166 33.60%

Poor 31 6.30%

No opinion 83

Outstanding 320 66.10%

Acceptable 139 28.70%

Poor 25 5.20%

No opinion 93

Excellent 278 55.50%

Above Average 111 22.20%

Average 74 14.80%

Below Average 24 4.80%

Needs Improvement 14 2.80%

No opinion 76

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Dan Hinde, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 526

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Patricia J. Kerrigan, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 577

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 105 52.50%

Acceptable 81 40.50%

Poor 14 7.00%

No opinion 74

Outstanding 99 51.30%

Acceptable 74 38.30%

Poor 20 10.40%

No opinion 81

Outstanding 121 62.40%

Acceptable 63 32.50%

Poor 10 5.20%

No opinion 80

Outstanding 115 60.20%

Acceptable 61 31.90%

Poor 15 7.90%

No opinion 83

Outstanding 100 54.90%

Acceptable 69 37.90%

Poor 13 7.10%

No opinion 92

Outstanding 110 59.50%

Acceptable 61 33.00%

Poor 14 7.60%

No opinion 89

Excellent 96 48.70%

Above Average 38 19.30%

Average 48 24.40%

Below Average 9 4.60%

Needs Improvement 6 3.00%

No opinion 77

Outstanding 243 55.70%

Acceptable 130 29.80%

Poor 63 14.40%

No opinion 69

Outstanding 227 52.50%

Acceptable 148 34.30%

Poor 57 13.20%

No opinion 73

Outstanding 234 54.20%

Acceptable 129 29.90%

Poor 69 16.00%

No opinion 73

Outstanding 236 55.50%

Acceptable 135 31.80%

Poor 54 12.70%

No opinion 80

Outstanding 219 52.80%

Acceptable 142 34.20%

Poor 54 13.00%

No opinion 90

Outstanding 260 62.40%

Acceptable 113 27.10%

Poor 44 10.60%

No opinion 88

Excellent 203 46.80%

Above Average 106 24.40%

Average 54 12.40%

Below Average 43 9.90%

Needs Improvement 28 6.50%

No opinion 71

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Michael Landrum, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 274

Follows the law?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Sylvia A. Matthews, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 505

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?



Outstanding 129 30.40%

Acceptable 144 33.90%

Poor 152 35.80%

No opinion 62

Outstanding 129 31.40%

Acceptable 152 37.00%

Poor 130 31.60%

No opinion 76

Outstanding 200 47.50%

Acceptable 136 32.30%

Poor 85 20.20%

No opinion 66

Outstanding 147 35.40%

Acceptable 132 31.80%

Poor 136 32.80%

No opinion 72

Outstanding 124 30.60%

Acceptable 141 34.80%

Poor 140 34.60%

No opinion 82

Outstanding 130 31.90%

Acceptable 147 36.10%

Poor 130 31.90%

No opinion 80

Excellent 123 28.60%

Above Average 74 17.20%

Average 87 20.20%

Below Average 81 18.80%

Needs Improvement 65 15.10%

No opinion 57

Outstanding 198 50.90%

Acceptable 139 35.70%

Poor 52 13.40%

No opinion 65

Outstanding 209 54.00%

Acceptable 142 36.70%

Poor 36 9.30%

No opinion 67

Outstanding 240 61.70%

Acceptable 117 30.10%

Poor 32 8.20%

No opinion 65

Outstanding 203 52.20%

Acceptable 127 32.60%

Poor 59 15.20%

No opinion 65

Outstanding 195 50.90%

Acceptable 150 39.20%

Poor 38 9.90%

No opinion 71

Outstanding 203 55.80%

Acceptable 130 35.70%

Poor 31 8.50%

No opinion 90

Excellent 171 43.50%

Above Average 106 27.00%

Average 66 16.80%

Below Average 31 7.90%

Needs Improvement 19 4.80%

No opinion 61

Jaclanel McFarland, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 487

Overall evaluation?

Mike D. Miller, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 454

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Uses attorneys time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?



Outstanding 40 19.70%

Acceptable 59 29.10%

Poor 104 51.20%

No opinion 72

Outstanding 44 21.90%

Acceptable 67 33.30%

Poor 90 44.80%

No opinion 74

Outstanding 69 34.50%

Acceptable 66 33.00%

Poor 65 32.50%

No opinion 75

Outstanding 48 24.40%

Acceptable 66 33.50%

Poor 83 42.10%

No opinion 78

Outstanding 40 20.10%

Acceptable 78 39.20%

Poor 81 40.70%

No opinion 76

Outstanding 41 21.10%

Acceptable 63 32.50%

Poor 90 46.40%

No opinion 81

Excellent 36 17.10%

Above Average 26 12.30%

Average 46 21.80%

Below Average 53 25.10%

Needs Improvement 50 23.70%

No opinion 64

Outstanding 278 53.70%

Acceptable 191 36.90%

Poor 49 9.50%

No opinion 77

Outstanding 254 50.70%

Acceptable 192 38.30%

Poor 55 11.00%

No opinion 94

Outstanding 308 60.60%

Acceptable 160 31.50%

Poor 40 7.90%

No opinion 87

Outstanding 276 54.70%

Acceptable 175 34.70%

Poor 54 10.70%

No opinion 90

Outstanding 243 49.40%

Acceptable 195 39.60%

Poor 54 11.00%

No opinion 103

Outstanding 260 53.10%

Acceptable 178 36.30%

Poor 52 10.60%

No opinion 105

Excellent 239 46.80%

Above Average 129 25.20%

Average 93 18.20%

Below Average 35 6.80%

Needs Improvement 15 2.90%

No opinion 84

Elaine H. Palmer, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 275

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Elizabeth Ray, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 595

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?



Outstanding 241 47.40%

Acceptable 160 31.50%

Poor 107 21.10%

No opinion 64

Outstanding 239 47.60%

Acceptable 178 35.50%

Poor 85 16.90%

No opinion 70

Outstanding 265 52.80%

Acceptable 149 29.70%

Poor 88 17.50%

No opinion 70

Outstanding 236 46.80%

Acceptable 147 29.20%

Poor 121 24.00%

No opinion 68

Outstanding 233 47.80%

Acceptable 174 35.70%

Poor 80 16.40%

No opinion 85

Outstanding 247 50.30%

Acceptable 181 36.90%

Poor 63 12.80%

No opinion 81

Excellent 214 41.90%

Above Average 101 19.80%

Average 91 17.80%

Below Average 54 10.60%

Needs Improvement 51 10.00%

No opinion 61

Outstanding 312 67.70%

Acceptable 121 26.20%

Poor 28 6.10%

No opinion 62

Outstanding 296 65.60%

Acceptable 129 28.60%

Poor 26 5.80%

No opinion 72

Outstanding 340 74.40%

Acceptable 97 21.20%

Poor 20 4.40%

No opinion 66

Outstanding 309 67.30%

Acceptable 114 24.80%

Poor 36 7.80%

No opinion 64

Outstanding 305 68.10%

Acceptable 126 28.10%

Poor 17 3.80%

No opinion 75

Outstanding 327 73.00%

Acceptable 105 23.40%

Poor 16 3.60%

No opinion 75

Excellent 293 62.70%

Above Average 89 19.10%

Average 56 12.00%

Below Average 15 3.20%

Needs Improvement 14 3.00%

No opinion 56

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

R.K. Sandill, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 572

Follows the law?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Robert Schaffer, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 523

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 176 48.10%

Acceptable 143 39.10%

Poor 47 12.80%

No opinion 74

Outstanding 179 49.40%

Acceptable 144 39.80%

Poor 39 10.80%

No opinion 78

Outstanding 202 55.80%

Acceptable 123 34.00%

Poor 37 10.20%

No opinion 78

Outstanding 191 53.10%

Acceptable 124 34.40%

Poor 45 12.50%

No opinion 80

Outstanding 185 51.80%

Acceptable 135 37.80%

Poor 37 10.40%

No opinion 83

Outstanding 187 54.20%

Acceptable 125 36.20%

Poor 33 9.60%

No opinion 95

Excellent 154 41.30%

Above Average 93 24.90%

Average 73 19.60%

Below Average 37 9.90%

Needs Improvement 16 4.30%

No opinion 67

Outstanding 122 25.40%

Acceptable 182 37.80%

Poor 177 36.80%

No opinion 76

Outstanding 132 27.60%

Acceptable 192 40.10%

Poor 155 32.40%

No opinion 78

Outstanding 157 32.20%

Acceptable 158 32.40%

Poor 172 35.30%

No opinion 70

Outstanding 140 29.50%

Acceptable 158 33.30%

Poor 177 37.30%

No opinion 82

Outstanding 120 25.20%

Acceptable 187 39.30%

Poor 169 35.50%

No opinion 81

Outstanding 131 28.70%

Acceptable 174 38.10%

Poor 152 33.30%

No opinion 100

Excellent 101 20.20%

Above Average 102 20.40%

Average 103 20.60%

Below Average 104 20.80%

Needs Improvement 89 17.80%

No opinion 58

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Jeff Shadwick, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 440

Uses attorneys time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

Alexandra Smoots-Hogan, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 557

Follows the law?



Outstanding 115 56.90%

Acceptable 72 35.60%

Poor 15 7.40%

No opinion 75

Outstanding 112 55.70%

Acceptable 76 37.80%

Poor 13 6.50%

No opinion 76

Outstanding 131 64.90%

Acceptable 61 30.20%

Poor 10 5.00%

No opinion 75

Outstanding 122 61.60%

Acceptable 61 30.80%

Poor 15 7.60%

No opinion 79

Outstanding 111 56.60%

Acceptable 72 36.70%

Poor 13 6.60%

No opinion 81

Outstanding 117 59.70%

Acceptable 65 33.20%

Poor 14 7.10%

No opinion 81

Excellent 101 48.10%

Above Average 52 24.80%

Average 43 20.50%

Below Average 7 3.30%

Needs Improvement 7 3.30%

No opinion 67

Outstanding 151 39.10%

Acceptable 159 41.20%

Poor 76 19.70%

No opinion 65

Outstanding 148 39.30%

Acceptable 155 41.10%

Poor 74 19.60%

No opinion 74

Outstanding 222 57.80%

Acceptable 126 32.80%

Poor 36 9.40%

No opinion 67

Outstanding 181 47.80%

Acceptable 135 35.60%

Poor 63 16.60%

No opinion 72

Outstanding 144 38.10%

Acceptable 157 41.50%

Poor 77 20.40%

No opinion 73

Outstanding 185 49.60%

Acceptable 134 35.90%

Poor 54 14.50%

No opinion 78

Excellent 135 34.40%

Above Average 92 23.50%

Average 83 21.20%

Below Average 47 12.00%

Needs Improvement 35 8.90%

No opinion 59

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Larry Weiman, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 451

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys time efficiently?

Wesley Ward, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 277
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Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?



Outstanding 392 74.40%

Acceptable 102 19.40%

Poor 33 6.30%

No opinion 58

Outstanding 379 73.00%

Acceptable 116 22.40%

Poor 24 4.60%

No opinion 66

Outstanding 345 66.30%

Acceptable 133 25.60%

Poor 42 8.10%

No opinion 65

Outstanding 355 68.50%

Acceptable 116 22.40%

Poor 47 9.10%

No opinion 67

Outstanding 345 67.50%

Acceptable 139 27.20%

Poor 27 5.30%

No opinion 74

Outstanding 391 76.80%

Acceptable 96 18.90%

Poor 22 4.30%

No opinion 76

Excellent 346 65.90%

Above Average 93 17.70%

Average 58 11.00%

Below Average 15 2.90%

Needs Improvement 13 2.50%

No opinion 60

Outstanding 275 51.30%

Acceptable 192 35.80%

Poor 69 12.90%

No opinion 75

Outstanding 270 51.00%

Acceptable 187 35.30%

Poor 72 13.60%

No opinion 82

Outstanding 299 56.00%

Acceptable 173 32.40%

Poor 62 11.60%

No opinion 77

Outstanding 280 52.90%

Acceptable 173 32.70%

Poor 76 14.40%

No opinion 82

Outstanding 252 48.60%

Acceptable 202 38.90%

Poor 65 12.50%

No opinion 92

Outstanding 270 51.90%

Acceptable 181 34.80%

Poor 69 13.30%

No opinion 91

Excellent 249 45.60%

Above Average 112 20.50%

Average 117 21.40%

Below Average 35 6.40%

Needs Improvement 33 6.00%

No opinion 65

Randy Wilson, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 585

Follows the law?

Ken Wise, Civil District Court - No. of Respondents: 611

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?



Outstanding 79 41.10%

Acceptable 87 45.30%

Poor 26 13.50%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 82 43.60%

Acceptable 82 43.60%

Poor 24 12.80%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 67 35.40%

Acceptable 88 46.60%

Poor 34 18.00%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 64 34.00%

Acceptable 87 46.30%

Poor 37 19.70%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 58 31.70%

Acceptable 92 50.30%

Poor 33 18.00%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 72 39.30%

Acceptable 83 45.40%

Poor 28 15.30%

No opinion 31

Excellent 52 28.00%

Above Average 56 30.10%

Average 51 27.40%

Below Average 14 7.50%

Needs Improvement 13 7.00%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 89 62.70%

Acceptable 39 27.50%

Poor 14 9.90%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 82 58.20%

Acceptable 48 34.00%

Poor 11 7.80%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 95 67.90%

Acceptable 33 23.60%

Poor 12 8.60%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 90 63.80%

Acceptable 36 25.50%

Poor 15 10.60%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 79 57.70%

Acceptable 45 32.80%

Poor 13 9.50%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 85 62.50%

Acceptable 42 30.90%

Poor 9 6.60%

No opinion 27

Excellent 80 57.60%

Above Average 27 19.40%

Average 20 14.40%

Below Average 6 4.30%

Needs Improvement 6 4.30%

No opinion 24

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Jeannine Barr, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 214

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

Stacey W. Bond, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 163

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

CRIMINAL DISTRICT COURTS



Outstanding 111 61.30%

Acceptable 46 25.40%

Poor 24 13.30%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 115 64.60%

Acceptable 44 24.70%

Poor 19 10.70%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 97 56.10%

Acceptable 49 28.30%

Poor 27 15.60%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 91 51.40%

Acceptable 56 31.60%

Poor 30 16.90%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 93 55.00%

Acceptable 52 30.80%

Poor 24 14.20%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 116 67.10%

Acceptable 41 23.70%

Poor 16 9.20%

No opinion 30

Excellent 91 51.10%

Above Average 36 20.20%

Average 26 14.60%

Below Average 13 7.30%

Needs Improvement 12 6.70%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 137 68.80%

Acceptable 33 16.60%

Poor 29 14.60%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 137 70.60%

Acceptable 30 15.50%

Poor 27 13.90%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 135 69.60%

Acceptable 29 14.90%

Poor 30 15.50%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 128 65.30%

Acceptable 39 19.90%

Poor 29 14.80%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 123 64.70%

Acceptable 41 21.60%

Poor 26 13.70%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 135 71.10%

Acceptable 31 16.30%

Poor 24 12.60%

No opinion 39

Excellent 120 61.50%

Above Average 32 16.40%

Average 17 8.70%

Below Average 15 7.70%

Needs Improvement 11 5.60%

No opinion 34

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Denise Bradley, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 203

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decively and timely

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Marc Brown, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 229

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 107 51.90%

Acceptable 57 27.70%

Poor 42 20.40%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 118 56.70%

Acceptable 55 26.40%

Poor 35 16.80%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 104 50.20%

Acceptable 55 26.60%

Poor 48 23.20%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 96 46.60%

Acceptable 56 27.20%

Poor 54 26.20%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 102 50.20%

Acceptable 59 29.10%

Poor 42 20.70%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 114 57.30%

Acceptable 52 26.10%

Poor 33 16.60%

No opinion 33

Excellent 94 45.90%

Above Average 35 17.10%

Average 33 16.10%

Below Average 20 9.80%

Needs Improvement 23 11.20%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 89 55.30%

Acceptable 50 31.10%

Poor 22 13.70%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 85 53.10%

Acceptable 57 35.60%

Poor 18 11.20%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 95 57.60%

Acceptable 40 24.20%

Poor 30 18.20%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 88 53.70%

Acceptable 45 27.40%

Poor 31 18.90%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 81 51.60%

Acceptable 48 30.60%

Poor 28 17.80%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 98 60.90%

Acceptable 48 29.80%

Poor 15 9.30%

No opinion 25

Excellent 76 47.80%

Above Average 31 19.50%

Average 27 17.00%

Below Average 11 6.90%

Needs Improvement 14 8.80%

No opinion 27

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Susan Brown, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 232

Follows the law?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Katherine Cabaniss, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 186

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?



Outstanding 80 45.50%

Acceptable 53 30.10%

Poor 43 24.40%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 85 49.10%

Acceptable 48 27.70%

Poor 40 23.10%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 114 66.30%

Acceptable 37 21.50%

Poor 21 12.20%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 87 50.00%

Acceptable 43 24.70%

Poor 44 25.30%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 77 45.60%

Acceptable 55 32.50%

Poor 37 21.90%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 79 48.50%

Acceptable 48 29.40%

Poor 36 22.10%

No opinion 41

Excellent 79 44.90%

Above Average 27 15.30%

Average 29 16.50%

Below Average 22 12.50%

Needs Improvement 19 10.80%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 72 36.20%

Acceptable 89 44.70%

Poor 38 19.10%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 60 31.10%

Acceptable 89 46.10%

Poor 44 22.80%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 64 32.70%

Acceptable 77 39.30%

Poor 55 28.10%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 70 36.10%

Acceptable 79 40.70%

Poor 45 23.20%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 51 26.60%

Acceptable 68 35.40%

Poor 73 38.00%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 68 36.20%

Acceptable 73 38.80%

Poor 47 25.00%

No opinion 36

Excellent 50 25.80%

Above Average 50 25.80%

Average 48 24.70%

Below Average 23 11.90%

Needs Improvement 23 11.90%

No opinion 30

Marc Carter, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 204

Overall evaluation?

Denise Collins, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 224

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?



Outstanding 87 41.00%

Acceptable 89 42.00%

Poor 36 17.00%

No opinion 20

Outstanding 80 38.50%

Acceptable 97 46.60%

Poor 31 14.90%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 69 33.30%

Acceptable 83 40.10%

Poor 55 26.60%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 81 38.90%

Acceptable 84 40.40%

Poor 43 20.70%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 58 28.30%

Acceptable 88 42.90%

Poor 59 28.80%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 74 36.60%

Acceptable 100 49.50%

Poor 28 13.90%

No opinion 30

Excellent 58 28.30%

Above Average 45 22.00%

Average 64 31.20%

Below Average 22 10.70%

Needs Improvement 16 7.80%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 62 32.60%

Acceptable 97 51.10%

Poor 31 16.30%

No opinion 20

Outstanding 60 31.90%

Acceptable 92 48.90%

Poor 36 19.10%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 98 52.10%

Acceptable 67 35.60%

Poor 23 12.20%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 74 40.00%

Acceptable 84 45.40%

Poor 27 14.60%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 64 34.80%

Acceptable 84 45.70%

Poor 36 19.60%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 62 34.60%

Acceptable 81 45.30%

Poor 36 20.10%

No opinion 31

Excellent 51 27.10%

Above Average 48 25.50%

Average 53 28.20%

Below Average 27 14.40%

Needs Improvement 9 4.80%

No opinion 22

Mark Kent Ellis, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 232

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Work hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Ruben Guerrero, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 210

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys time efficiently?

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?



Outstanding 103 71.50%

Acceptable 26 18.10%

Poor 15 10.40%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 100 70.40%

Acceptable 28 19.70%

Poor 14 9.90%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 98 67.60%

Acceptable 34 23.40%

Poor 13 9.00%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 99 69.20%

Acceptable 29 20.30%

Poor 15 10.50%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 94 68.60%

Acceptable 31 22.60%

Poor 12 8.80%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 100 72.50%

Acceptable 26 18.80%

Poor 12 8.70%

No opinion 29

Excellent 88 62.40%

Above Average 21 14.90%

Average 20 14.20%

Below Average 5 3.50%

Needs Improvement 7 5.00%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 74 51.70%

Acceptable 46 32.20%

Poor 23 16.10%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 74 52.10%

Acceptable 46 32.40%

Poor 22 15.50%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 68 47.20%

Acceptable 38 26.40%

Poor 38 26.40%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 64 44.80%

Acceptable 51 35.70%

Poor 28 19.60%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 64 45.10%

Acceptable 50 35.20%

Poor 28 19.70%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 71 52.60%

Acceptable 41 30.40%

Poor 23 17.00%

No opinion 35

Excellent 58 40.80%

Above Average 26 18.30%

Average 30 21.10%

Below Average 11 7.70%

Needs Improvement 17 12.00%

No opinion 28

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Kristin M. Guiney, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 167

Follows the law?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Brad Hart, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 170

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 33 20.50%

Acceptable 48 29.80%

Poor 80 49.70%

No opinion 18

Outstanding 32 20.00%

Acceptable 45 28.10%

Poor 83 51.90%

No opinion 19

Outstanding 65 41.10%

Acceptable 49 31.00%

Poor 44 27.80%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 39 24.70%

Acceptable 58 36.70%

Poor 61 38.60%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 34 21.70%

Acceptable 55 35.00%

Poor 68 43.30%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 33 21.40%

Acceptable 46 29.90%

Poor 75 48.70%

No opinion 25

Excellent 29 18.40%

Above Average 25 15.80%

Average 25 15.80%

Below Average 35 22.20%

Needs Improvement 44 27.80%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 111 65.70%

Acceptable 37 21.90%

Poor 21 12.40%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 111 66.50%

Acceptable 36 21.60%

Poor 20 12.00%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 89 52.40%

Acceptable 55 32.40%

Poor 26 15.30%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 99 58.90%

Acceptable 45 26.80%

Poor 24 14.30%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 96 58.20%

Acceptable 46 27.90%

Poor 23 13.90%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 108 66.30%

Acceptable 34 20.90%

Poor 21 12.90%

No opinion 31

Excellent 93 55.00%

Above Average 37 21.90%

Average 17 10.10%

Below Average 11 6.50%

Needs Improvement 11 6.50%

No opinion 25

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Maria T. Jackson, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 179

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

Mary Lou Keel, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 194

Follows the law?



Outstanding 56 29.60%

Acceptable 86 45.50%

Poor 47 24.90%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 44 24.00%

Acceptable 76 41.50%

Poor 63 34.40%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 47 25.50%

Acceptable 74 40.20%

Poor 63 34.20%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 40 21.60%

Acceptable 90 48.60%

Poor 55 29.70%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 33 18.40%

Acceptable 60 33.50%

Poor 86 48.00%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 44 25.00%

Acceptable 84 47.70%

Poor 48 27.30%

No opinion 34

Excellent 30 16.30%

Above Average 35 19.00%

Average 54 29.30%

Below Average 41 22.30%

Needs Improvement 24 13.00%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 79 56.40%

Acceptable 42 30.00%

Poor 19 13.60%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 78 56.50%

Acceptable 48 34.80%

Poor 12 8.70%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 84 60.00%

Acceptable 43 30.70%

Poor 13 9.30%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 72 52.20%

Acceptable 44 31.90%

Poor 22 15.90%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 75 54.30%

Acceptable 46 33.30%

Poor 17 12.30%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 87 64.00%

Acceptable 39 28.70%

Poor 10 7.40%

No opinion 33

Excellent 64 46.70%

Above Average 27 19.70%

Average 29 21.20%

Below Average 10 7.30%

Needs Improvement 7 5.10%

No opinion 32

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Renee Magee, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 169

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Jan Krocker, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 210

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?



Outstanding 131 58.00%

Acceptable 67 29.60%

Poor 28 12.40%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 110 49.10%

Acceptable 61 27.20%

Poor 53 23.70%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 132 59.20%

Acceptable 59 26.50%

Poor 32 14.30%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 120 53.80%

Acceptable 71 31.80%

Poor 32 14.30%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 92 42.20%

Acceptable 48 22.00%

Poor 78 35.80%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 102 47.20%

Acceptable 39 18.10%

Poor 75 34.70%

No opinion 32

Excellent 93 41.90%

Above Average 36 16.20%

Average 33 14.90%

Below Average 37 16.70%

Needs Improvement 23 10.40%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 72 43.90%

Acceptable 73 44.50%

Poor 19 11.60%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 61 37.70%

Acceptable 58 35.80%

Poor 43 26.50%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 107 65.60%

Acceptable 41 25.20%

Poor 15 9.20%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 81 49.70%

Acceptable 64 39.30%

Poor 18 11.00%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 64 39.30%

Acceptable 59 36.20%

Poor 40 24.50%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 73 46.20%

Acceptable 64 40.50%

Poor 21 13.30%

No opinion 31

Excellent 55 33.50%

Above Average 40 24.40%

Average 42 25.60%

Below Average 19 11.60%

Needs Improvement 8 4.90%

No opinion 25

Michael McSpadden, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 248

Follows the law?

David Mendoza, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 189

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?



Outstanding 74 53.60%

Acceptable 43 31.20%

Poor 21 15.20%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 73 53.30%

Acceptable 43 31.40%

Poor 21 15.30%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 75 55.10%

Acceptable 39 28.70%

Poor 22 16.20%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 69 50.40%

Acceptable 42 30.70%

Poor 26 19.00%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 67 50.00%

Acceptable 44 32.80%

Poor 23 17.20%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 74 55.60%

Acceptable 39 29.30%

Poor 20 15.00%

No opinion 31

Excellent 50 37.60%

Above Average 36 27.10%

Average 24 18.00%

Below Average 12 9.00%

Needs Improvement 11 8.30%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 111 62.40%

Acceptable 42 23.60%

Poor 25 14.00%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 109 61.60%

Acceptable 42 23.70%

Poor 26 14.70%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 105 59.70%

Acceptable 47 26.70%

Poor 24 13.60%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 107 60.80%

Acceptable 43 24.40%

Poor 26 14.80%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 100 58.10%

Acceptable 47 27.30%

Poor 25 14.50%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 115 66.50%

Acceptable 37 21.40%

Poor 21 12.10%

No opinion 32

Excellent 96 53.30%

Above Average 35 19.40%

Average 22 12.20%

Below Average 14 7.80%

Needs Improvement 13 7.20%

No opinion 25

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Ryan Patrick, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 164

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

Brock Thomas, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 205

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 101 60.10%

Acceptable 50 29.80%

Poor 17 10.10%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 109 65.70%

Acceptable 46 27.70%

Poor 11 6.60%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 83 50.60%

Acceptable 56 34.10%

Poor 25 15.20%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 84 50.60%

Acceptable 67 40.40%

Poor 15 9.00%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 95 57.20%

Acceptable 55 33.10%

Poor 16 9.60%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 99 60.70%

Acceptable 53 32.50%

Poor 11 6.70%

No opinion 26

Excellent 82 49.70%

Above Average 40 24.20%

Average 30 18.20%

Below Average 9 5.50%

Needs Improvement 4 2.40%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 37 24.20%

Acceptable 68 44.40%

Poor 48 31.40%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 39 25.70%

Acceptable 72 47.40%

Poor 41 27.00%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 30 19.50%

Acceptable 59 38.30%

Poor 65 42.20%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 26 17.10%

Acceptable 68 44.70%

Poor 58 38.20%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 29 19.20%

Acceptable 70 46.40%

Poor 52 34.40%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 28 18.70%

Acceptable 69 46.00%

Poor 53 35.30%

No opinion 25

Excellent 21 14.10%

Above Average 26 17.40%

Average 46 30.90%

Below Average 30 20.10%

Needs Improvement 26 17.40%

No opinion 26

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Vanessa Velasquez, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 189

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Jim Wallace, Criminal District Court - No. of Respondents: 175

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 88 28.30%

Acceptable 117 37.60%

Poor 106 34.10%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 101 33.60%

Acceptable 130 43.20%

Poor 70 23.30%

No opinion 52

Outstanding 87 28.70%

Acceptable 109 36.00%

Poor 107 35.30%

No opinion 50

Outstanding 85 28.00%

Acceptable 111 36.50%

Poor 108 35.50%

No opinion 49

Outstanding 70 23.70%

Acceptable 126 42.70%

Poor 99 33.60%

No opinion 58

Outstanding 86 29.30%

Acceptable 130 44.20%

Poor 78 26.50%

No opinion 59

Excellent 66 21.20%

Above Average 55 17.60%

Average 75 24.00%

Below Average 62 19.90%

Needs Improvement 54 17.30%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 96 31.70%

Acceptable 134 44.20%

Poor 73 24.10%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 117 39.10%

Acceptable 120 40.10%

Poor 62 20.70%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 110 36.90%

Acceptable 107 35.90%

Poor 81 27.20%

No opinion 44

Outstanding 93 31.50%

Acceptable 123 41.70%

Poor 79 26.80%

No opinion 47

Outstanding 80 27.20%

Acceptable 115 39.10%

Poor 99 33.70%

No opinion 48

Outstanding 123 42.30%

Acceptable 104 35.70%

Poor 64 22.00%

No opinion 51

Excellent 76 25.30%

Above Average 86 28.70%

Average 66 22.00%

Below Average 34 11.30%

Needs Improvement 38 12.70%

No opinion 42

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Lynn Bradshaw-Hull, Family District Court - No. of Respondents: 353

Follows the law?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Sheri Y. Dean, Family District Court - No. of Respondents: 342

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

FAMILY DISTRICT COURTS



Outstanding 246 80.90%

Acceptable 47 15.50%

Poor 11 3.60%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 249 81.60%

Acceptable 42 13.80%

Poor 14 4.60%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 233 75.90%

Acceptable 54 17.60%

Poor 20 6.50%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 235 77.30%

Acceptable 51 16.80%

Poor 18 5.90%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 214 71.80%

Acceptable 63 21.10%

Poor 21 7.00%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 252 83.40%

Acceptable 37 12.30%

Poor 13 4.30%

No opinion 37

Excellent 228 74.80%

Above Average 39 12.80%

Average 22 7.20%

Below Average 7 2.30%

Needs Improvement 9 3.00%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 71 21.10%

Acceptable 145 43.20%

Poor 120 35.70%

No opinion 36

Outstanding 87 26.30%

Acceptable 153 46.20%

Poor 91 27.50%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 70 20.90%

Acceptable 97 29.00%

Poor 168 50.10%

No opinion 37

Outstanding 69 21.40%

Acceptable 124 38.50%

Poor 129 40.10%

No opinion 50

Outstanding 62 19.10%

Acceptable 120 36.90%

Poor 143 44.00%

No opinion 47

Outstanding 82 25.70%

Acceptable 126 39.50%

Poor 111 34.80%

No opinion 53

Excellent 57 17.10%

Above Average 64 19.20%

Average 85 25.40%

Below Average 68 20.40%

Needs Improvement 60 18.00%

No opinion 38

David Farr, Family District Court - No. of Respondents: 339

Overall evaluation?

Bonnie Crane Hellums, Family District Court - No. of Respondents: 372

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?



Outstanding 48 17.80%

Acceptable 105 39.00%

Poor 116 43.10%

No opinion 38

Outstanding 53 20.20%

Acceptable 125 47.70%

Poor 84 32.10%

No opinion 45

Outstanding 82 30.30%

Acceptable 106 39.10%

Poor 83 30.60%

No opinion 36

Outstanding 49 18.60%

Acceptable 68 25.90%

Poor 146 55.50%

No opinion 44

Outstanding 61 23.80%

Acceptable 98 38.30%

Poor 97 37.90%

No opinion 51

Outstanding 54 21.20%

Acceptable 91 35.70%

Poor 110 43.10%

No opinion 52

Excellent 35 13.10%

Above Average 38 14.20%

Average 77 28.70%

Below Average 66 24.60%

Needs Improvement 52 19.40%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 178 49.90%

Acceptable 143 40.10%

Poor 36 10.10%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 178 50.10%

Acceptable 136 38.30%

Poor 41 11.50%

No opinion 45

Outstanding 203 56.70%

Acceptable 111 31.00%

Poor 44 12.30%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 156 44.40%

Acceptable 130 37.00%

Poor 65 18.50%

No opinion 49

Outstanding 146 41.50%

Acceptable 143 40.60%

Poor 63 17.90%

No opinion 48

Outstanding 156 44.80%

Acceptable 128 36.80%

Poor 64 18.40%

No opinion 52

Excellent 139 39.00%

Above Average 89 25.00%

Average 70 19.70%

Below Average 35 9.80%

Needs Improvement 23 6.50%

No opinion 44

James Lombardino, Family District Court - No. of Respondents: 307

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Lisa Millard, Family District Court - No. of Respondents: 400

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?



Outstanding 232 73.40%

Acceptable 68 21.50%

Poor 16 5.10%

No opinion 40

Outstanding 213 68.30%

Acceptable 74 23.70%

Poor 25 8.00%

No opinion 44

Outstanding 189 59.80%

Acceptable 86 27.20%

Poor 41 13.00%

No opinion 40

Outstanding 207 66.10%

Acceptable 77 24.60%

Poor 29 9.30%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 190 61.30%

Acceptable 92 29.70%

Poor 28 9.00%

No opinion 46

Outstanding 221 72.50%

Acceptable 68 22.30%

Poor 16 5.20%

No opinion 51

Excellent 185 58.70%

Above Average 68 21.60%

Average 43 13.70%

Below Average 11 3.50%

Needs Improvement 8 2.50%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 27 9.60%

Acceptable 39 13.90%

Poor 214 76.40%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 21 7.60%

Acceptable 33 11.90%

Poor 223 80.50%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 38 13.70%

Acceptable 76 27.30%

Poor 164 59.00%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 29 10.60%

Acceptable 48 17.60%

Poor 196 71.80%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 21 7.50%

Acceptable 27 9.70%

Poor 231 82.80%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 26 9.60%

Acceptable 32 11.80%

Poor 213 78.60%

No opinion 41

Excellent 24 8.50%

Above Average 9 3.20%

Average 27 9.60%

Below Average 62 22.00%

Needs Improvement 160 56.70%

No opinion 30

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Roy L. Moore, Family District Court - No. of Respondents: 356

Follows the law?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Denise Pratt, Family District Court - No. of Respondents: 312

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 245 74.70%

Acceptable 58 17.70%

Poor 25 7.60%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 235 72.50%

Acceptable 66 20.40%

Poor 23 7.10%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 203 62.50%

Acceptable 87 26.80%

Poor 35 10.80%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 215 66.20%

Acceptable 72 22.20%

Poor 38 11.70%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 208 65.40%

Acceptable 80 25.20%

Poor 30 9.40%

No opinion 37

Outstanding 234 73.80%

Acceptable 59 18.60%

Poor 24 7.60%

No opinion 38

Excellent 213 65.70%

Above Average 52 16.00%

Average 29 9.00%

Below Average 12 3.70%

Needs Improvement 18 5.60%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 72 22.60%

Acceptable 126 39.60%

Poor 120 37.70%

No opinion 36

Outstanding 107 34.20%

Acceptable 129 41.20%

Poor 77 24.60%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 134 42.80%

Acceptable 108 34.50%

Poor 71 22.70%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 90 28.60%

Acceptable 104 33.00%

Poor 121 38.40%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 94 30.20%

Acceptable 124 39.90%

Poor 93 29.90%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 104 34.00%

Acceptable 124 40.50%

Poor 78 25.50%

No opinion 48

Excellent 58 18.50%

Above Average 71 22.70%

Average 82 26.20%

Below Average 64 20.40%

Needs Improvement 38 12.10%

No opinion 41

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Judy Warne, Family District Court - No. of Respondents: 355

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

Jim York, Family District Court - No. of Respondents: 354

Follows the law?



Outstanding 161 81.30%

Acceptable 29 14.60%

Poor 8 4.00%

No opinion 20

Outstanding 155 79.90%

Acceptable 31 16.00%

Poor 8 4.10%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 162 82.70%

Acceptable 26 13.30%

Poor 8 4.10%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 151 77.40%

Acceptable 35 17.90%

Poor 9 4.60%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 149 77.20%

Acceptable 33 17.10%

Poor 11 5.70%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 159 82.40%

Acceptable 27 14.00%

Poor 7 3.60%

No opinion 25

Excellent 147 75.40%

Above Average 26 13.30%

Average 14 7.20%

Below Average 3 1.50%

Needs Improvement 5 2.60%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 131 64.20%

Acceptable 53 26.00%

Poor 20 9.80%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 125 63.80%

Acceptable 51 26.00%

Poor 20 10.20%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 138 68.30%

Acceptable 45 22.30%

Poor 19 9.40%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 139 69.50%

Acceptable 46 23.00%

Poor 15 7.50%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 122 62.20%

Acceptable 52 26.50%

Poor 22 11.20%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 140 70.70%

Acceptable 43 21.70%

Poor 15 7.60%

No opinion 33

Excellent 116 57.40%

Above Average 37 18.30%

Average 30 14.90%

Below Average 9 4.50%

Needs Improvement 10 5.00%

No opinion 29

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Diane M. Guariglia, Associate Judge, Family Court - No. of Respondents: 231

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Eileen Gaffney, Associate Judge, Family Court - No. of Respondents: 218

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

ASSOCIATE JUDGES, FAMILY COURTS



Outstanding 160 65.30%

Acceptable 78 31.80%

Poor 7 2.90%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 154 64.20%

Acceptable 74 30.80%

Poor 12 5.00%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 185 76.40%

Acceptable 48 19.80%

Poor 9 3.70%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 170 70.50%

Acceptable 62 25.70%

Poor 9 3.70%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 157 65.70%

Acceptable 70 29.30%

Poor 12 5.00%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 175 73.50%

Acceptable 58 24.40%

Poor 5 2.10%

No opinion 29

Excellent 138 56.80%

Above Average 67 27.60%

Average 31 12.80%

Below Average 1 0.40%

Needs Improvement 6 2.50%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 105 59.30%

Acceptable 60 33.90%

Poor 12 6.80%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 115 65.70%

Acceptable 53 30.30%

Poor 7 4.00%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 128 72.30%

Acceptable 40 22.60%

Poor 9 5.10%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 106 59.90%

Acceptable 56 31.60%

Poor 15 8.50%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 107 60.50%

Acceptable 60 33.90%

Poor 10 5.60%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 122 69.30%

Acceptable 48 27.30%

Poor 6 3.40%

No opinion 29

Excellent 86 48.90%

Above Average 51 29.00%

Average 28 15.90%

Below Average 8 4.50%

Needs Improvement 3 1.70%

No opinion 29

Michael Hay, Associate Judge, Family Court - No. of Respondents: 267

Follows the law?

Alyssa Lemkuil, Associate Judge, Family Court - No. of Respondents: 205

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?



Outstanding 139 65.60%

Acceptable 66 31.10%

Poor 7 3.30%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 138 66.00%

Acceptable 63 30.10%

Poor 8 3.80%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 130 62.20%

Acceptable 66 31.60%

Poor 13 6.20%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 137 66.80%

Acceptable 57 27.80%

Poor 11 5.40%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 116 56.90%

Acceptable 67 32.80%

Poor 21 10.30%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 137 66.80%

Acceptable 58 28.30%

Poor 10 4.90%

No opinion 31

Excellent 111 53.60%

Above Average 58 28.00%

Average 30 14.50%

Below Average 7 3.40%

Needs Improvement 1 0.50%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 129 66.80%

Acceptable 56 29.00%

Poor 8 4.10%

No opinion 20

Outstanding 131 68.90%

Acceptable 52 27.40%

Poor 7 3.70%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 125 65.40%

Acceptable 55 28.80%

Poor 11 5.80%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 130 68.10%

Acceptable 51 26.70%

Poor 10 5.20%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 119 63.60%

Acceptable 60 32.10%

Poor 8 4.30%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 130 69.10%

Acceptable 49 26.10%

Poor 9 4.80%

No opinion 25

Excellent 109 57.70%

Above Average 47 24.90%

Average 24 12.70%

Below Average 5 2.60%

Needs Improvement 4 2.10%

No opinion 24

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Conrad L. Moren, Associate Judge, Family Court - No. of Respondents: 236

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

Deborah Patterson, Associate Judge, Family Court - No. of Respondents: 213

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 88 43.30%

Acceptable 76 37.40%

Poor 39 19.20%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 109 55.30%

Acceptable 74 37.60%

Poor 14 7.10%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 111 55.00%

Acceptable 60 29.70%

Poor 31 15.30%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 96 48.00%

Acceptable 66 33.00%

Poor 38 19.00%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 95 49.00%

Acceptable 76 39.20%

Poor 23 11.90%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 115 59.30%

Acceptable 64 33.00%

Poor 15 7.70%

No opinion 34

Excellent 75 36.90%

Above Average 61 30.00%

Average 40 19.70%

Below Average 17 8.40%

Needs Improvement 10 4.90%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 120 51.50%

Acceptable 97 41.60%

Poor 16 6.90%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 124 54.10%

Acceptable 88 38.40%

Poor 17 7.40%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 120 52.20%

Acceptable 83 36.10%

Poor 27 11.70%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 114 49.80%

Acceptable 89 38.90%

Poor 26 11.40%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 113 49.80%

Acceptable 91 40.10%

Poor 23 10.10%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 126 55.50%

Acceptable 88 38.80%

Poor 13 5.70%

No opinion 31

Excellent 88 38.30%

Above Average 78 33.90%

Average 48 20.90%

Below Average 10 4.30%

Needs Improvement 6 2.60%

No opinion 28

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Charley E. Prine, Jr., Associate Judge, Family Court - No. of Respondents: 228

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Robert Newey, Associate Judge, Family Court - No. of Respondents: 258

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 169 67.90%

Acceptable 54 21.70%

Poor 26 10.40%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 164 66.90%

Acceptable 59 24.10%

Poor 22 9.00%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 183 72.90%

Acceptable 43 17.10%

Poor 25 10.00%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 166 68.30%

Acceptable 52 21.40%

Poor 25 10.30%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 148 61.20%

Acceptable 65 26.90%

Poor 29 12.00%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 169 69.30%

Acceptable 53 21.70%

Poor 22 9.00%

No opinion 31

Excellent 144 58.10%

Above Average 50 20.20%

Average 29 11.70%

Below Average 11 4.40%

Needs Improvement 14 5.60%

No opinion 27

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Meca Walker, Associate Judge, Family Court - No. of Respondents: 275

Follows the law?



Outstanding 60 55.00%

Acceptable 36 33.00%

Poor 13 11.90%

No opinion 12

Outstanding 60 57.10%

Acceptable 34 32.40%

Poor 11 10.50%

No opinion 16

Outstanding 60 55.60%

Acceptable 35 32.40%

Poor 13 12.00%

No opinion 13

Outstanding 54 51.40%

Acceptable 35 33.30%

Poor 16 15.20%

No opinion 16

Outstanding 49 46.70%

Acceptable 33 31.40%

Poor 23 21.90%

No opinion 16

Outstanding 52 49.50%

Acceptable 39 37.10%

Poor 14 13.30%

No opinion 16

Excellent 47 44.80%

Above Average 26 24.80%

Average 15 14.30%

Below Average 11 10.50%

Needs Improvement 6 5.70%

No opinion 16

Outstanding 32 44.40%

Acceptable 33 45.80%

Poor 7 9.70%

No opinion 17

Outstanding 33 48.50%

Acceptable 30 44.10%

Poor 5 7.40%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 34 48.60%

Acceptable 30 42.90%

Poor 6 8.60%

No opinion 19

Outstanding 32 45.70%

Acceptable 30 42.90%

Poor 8 11.40%

No opinion 19

Outstanding 28 41.80%

Acceptable 27 40.30%

Poor 12 17.90%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 28 41.20%

Acceptable 32 47.10%

Poor 8 11.80%

No opinion 21

Excellent 28 38.90%

Above Average 18 25.00%

Average 19 26.40%

Below Average 4 5.60%

Needs Improvement 3 4.20%

No opinion 17

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Frank Pierce, Associate Judge - IV-D Court - No. of Respondents: 89

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

David Longoria, Associate Judge - IV-D Court - No. of Respondents: 121

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

ASSOCIATE JUDGES, IV-D COURTS



Outstanding 51 58.60%

Acceptable 26 29.90%

Poor 10 11.50%

No opinion 18

Outstanding 51 60.70%

Acceptable 23 27.40%

Poor 10 11.90%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 49 57.60%

Acceptable 28 32.90%

Poor 8 9.40%

No opinion 20

Outstanding 49 57.60%

Acceptable 25 29.40%

Poor 11 12.90%

No opinion 20

Outstanding 37 44.00%

Acceptable 31 36.90%

Poor 16 19.00%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 43 51.20%

Acceptable 28 33.30%

Poor 13 15.50%

No opinion 21

Excellent 36 41.90%

Above Average 22 25.60%

Average 20 23.30%

Below Average 6 7.00%

Needs Improvement 2 2.30%

No opinion 19

Outstanding 58 59.20%

Acceptable 31 31.60%

Poor 9 9.20%

No opinion 17

Outstanding 59 61.50%

Acceptable 28 29.20%

Poor 9 9.40%

No opinion 19

Outstanding 58 60.40%

Acceptable 27 28.10%

Poor 11 11.50%

No opinion 19

Outstanding 50 52.10%

Acceptable 35 36.50%

Poor 11 11.50%

No opinion 19

Outstanding 43 46.20%

Acceptable 36 38.70%

Poor 14 15.10%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 48 52.20%

Acceptable 33 35.90%

Poor 11 12.00%

No opinion 23

Excellent 43 45.30%

Above Average 27 28.40%

Average 17 17.90%

Below Average 2 2.10%

Needs Improvement 6 6.30%

No opinion 20

Veronica Torrez, Associate Judge - IV-D Court - No. of Respondents: 105

Follows the law?

Gregory R. Wettman, Associate Judge - IV-D Court - No. of Respondents: 115

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?



Outstanding 72 45.00%

Acceptable 56 35.00%

Poor 32 20.00%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 75 47.80%

Acceptable 59 37.60%

Poor 23 14.60%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 80 51.00%

Acceptable 53 33.80%

Poor 24 15.30%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 74 46.50%

Acceptable 45 28.30%

Poor 40 25.20%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 76 48.70%

Acceptable 44 28.20%

Poor 36 23.10%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 74 47.70%

Acceptable 53 34.20%

Poor 28 18.10%

No opinion 36

Excellent 70 42.90%

Above Average 27 16.60%

Average 35 21.50%

Below Average 17 10.40%

Needs Improvement 14 8.60%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 58 33.70%

Acceptable 47 27.30%

Poor 67 39.00%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 70 41.20%

Acceptable 56 32.90%

Poor 44 25.90%

No opinion 37

Outstanding 50 29.60%

Acceptable 37 21.90%

Poor 82 48.50%

No opinion 38

Outstanding 53 30.60%

Acceptable 38 22.00%

Poor 82 47.40%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 56 33.70%

Acceptable 52 31.30%

Poor 58 34.90%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 55 33.10%

Acceptable 55 33.10%

Poor 56 33.70%

No opinion 41

Excellent 53 30.80%

Above Average 13 7.60%

Average 40 23.30%

Below Average 27 15.70%

Needs Improvement 39 22.70%

No opinion 35

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Glenn Devlin, Juvenile District Court - No. of Respondents: 191

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

John Phillips, Juvenile District Court - No. of Respondents: 207

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

JUVENILE DISTRICT COURTS



Outstanding 124 61.40%

Acceptable 52 25.70%

Poor 26 12.90%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 107 53.50%

Acceptable 58 29.00%

Poor 35 17.50%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 133 66.20%

Acceptable 50 24.90%

Poor 18 9.00%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 120 60.00%

Acceptable 53 26.50%

Poor 27 13.50%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 89 46.40%

Acceptable 45 23.40%

Poor 58 30.20%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 105 53.00%

Acceptable 64 32.30%

Poor 29 14.60%

No opinion 36

Excellent 100 48.80%

Above Average 35 17.10%

Average 37 18.00%

Below Average 18 8.80%

Needs Improvement 15 7.30%

No opinion 29

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Michael Schneider, Jr., Juvenile District Court - No. of Respondents: 234

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 68 64.80%

Acceptable 27 25.70%

Poor 10 9.50%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 59 56.70%

Acceptable 29 27.90%

Poor 16 15.40%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 67 64.40%

Acceptable 21 20.20%

Poor 16 15.40%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 62 60.20%

Acceptable 25 24.30%

Poor 16 15.50%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 40 38.80%

Acceptable 28 27.20%

Poor 35 34.00%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 59 56.70%

Acceptable 30 28.80%

Poor 15 14.40%

No opinion 25

Excellent 51 47.20%

Above Average 21 19.40%

Average 21 19.40%

Below Average 8 7.40%

Needs Improvement 7 6.50%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 46 59.70%

Acceptable 26 33.80%

Poor 5 6.50%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 46 61.30%

Acceptable 25 33.30%

Poor 4 5.30%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 44 57.90%

Acceptable 22 28.90%

Poor 10 13.20%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 41 53.90%

Acceptable 28 36.80%

Poor 7 9.20%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 37 49.30%

Acceptable 31 41.30%

Poor 7 9.30%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 41 54.70%

Acceptable 30 40.00%

Poor 4 5.30%

No opinion 24

Excellent 33 42.90%

Above Average 23 29.90%

Average 15 19.50%

Below Average 4 5.20%

Needs Improvement 2 2.60%

No opinion 22

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Angela E. Ellis, Associate Judge, Juvenile Court - No. of Respondents: 129

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

Kelly Graul, Associate Judge, Juvenile Court - No. of Respondents: 99

Follows the law?

ASSOCIATE JUDGES, JUVENILE COURTS



Outstanding 46 46.50%

Acceptable 28 28.30%

Poor 25 25.30%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 43 44.30%

Acceptable 34 35.10%

Poor 20 20.60%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 51 51.00%

Acceptable 31 31.00%

Poor 18 18.00%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 47 48.00%

Acceptable 26 26.50%

Poor 25 25.50%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 44 44.40%

Acceptable 33 33.30%

Poor 22 22.20%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 47 48.50%

Acceptable 32 33.00%

Poor 18 18.60%

No opinion 27

Excellent 44 44.00%

Above Average 13 13.00%

Average 18 18.00%

Below Average 13 13.00%

Needs Improvement 12 12.00%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 50 67.60%

Acceptable 19 25.70%

Poor 5 6.80%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 47 64.40%

Acceptable 21 28.80%

Poor 5 6.80%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 41 56.90%

Acceptable 24 33.30%

Poor 7 9.70%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 43 59.70%

Acceptable 24 33.30%

Poor 5 6.90%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 41 56.90%

Acceptable 27 37.50%

Poor 4 5.60%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 42 57.50%

Acceptable 25 34.20%

Poor 6 8.20%

No opinion 24

Excellent 42 56.00%

Above Average 14 18.70%

Average 12 16.00%

Below Average 4 5.30%

Needs Improvement 3 4.00%

No opinion 22

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Stephen Newhouse, Associate Judge, Juvenile Court - No. of Respondents: 97

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Aneeta Jamal, Associate Judge, Juvenile Court - No. of Respondents: 124

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?



Outstanding 136 63.60%

Acceptable 67 31.30%

Poor 11 5.10%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 123 56.90%

Acceptable 76 35.20%

Poor 17 7.90%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 173 79.70%

Acceptable 35 16.10%

Poor 9 4.10%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 152 71.70%

Acceptable 49 23.10%

Poor 11 5.20%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 136 64.20%

Acceptable 62 29.20%

Poor 14 6.60%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 151 72.20%

Acceptable 47 22.50%

Poor 11 5.30%

No opinion 35

Excellent 122 55.20%

Above Average 60 27.10%

Average 25 11.30%

Below Average 8 3.60%

Needs Improvement 6 2.70%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 76 26.50%

Acceptable 123 42.90%

Poor 88 30.70%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 74 25.80%

Acceptable 110 38.30%

Poor 103 35.90%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 80 28.20%

Acceptable 116 40.80%

Poor 88 31.00%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 78 28.10%

Acceptable 110 39.60%

Poor 90 32.40%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 69 25.10%

Acceptable 105 38.20%

Poor 101 36.70%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 71 26.20%

Acceptable 101 37.30%

Poor 99 36.50%

No opinion 46

Excellent 63 22.00%

Above Average 53 18.50%

Average 66 23.00%

Below Average 50 17.40%

Needs Improvement 55 19.20%

No opinion 30

Christine Butts, Probate Court - No. of Respondents: 244

Follows the law?

Rory R. Olsen, Probate Court - No. of Responents: 317

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Rules decisively and timely?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

150.5: Rory R. Olsen » Efficient

PROBATE COURTS



Outstanding 181 50.00%

Acceptable 118 32.60%

Poor 63 17.40%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 195 55.10%

Acceptable 106 29.90%

Poor 53 15.00%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 163 45.70%

Acceptable 127 35.60%

Poor 67 18.80%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 162 45.50%

Acceptable 111 31.20%

Poor 83 23.30%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 168 47.70%

Acceptable 127 36.10%

Poor 57 16.20%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 171 49.10%

Acceptable 118 33.90%

Poor 59 17.00%

No opinion 38

Excellent 148 41.10%

Above Average 95 26.40%

Average 45 12.50%

Below Average 33 9.20%

Needs Improvement 39 10.80%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 119 58.90%

Acceptable 67 33.20%

Poor 16 7.90%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 107 53.50%

Acceptable 74 37.00%

Poor 19 9.50%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 143 69.80%

Acceptable 49 23.90%

Poor 13 6.30%

No opinion 36

Outstanding 125 62.50%

Acceptable 61 30.50%

Poor 14 7.00%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 116 59.20%

Acceptable 61 31.10%

Poor 19 9.70%

No opinion 45

Outstanding 116 59.50%

Acceptable 62 31.80%

Poor 17 8.70%

No opinion 46

Excellent 104 49.50%

Above Average 59 28.10%

Average 28 13.30%

Below Average 9 4.30%

Needs Improvement 10 4.80%

No opinion 31

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Mike Wood, Probate Court - No. of Respondents: 386

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

Loyd Wright, Probate Court - No. of Respondents: 241

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 143 64.70%

Acceptable 61 27.60%

Poor 17 7.70%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 137 64.60%

Acceptable 63 29.70%

Poor 12 5.70%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 138 63.60%

Acceptable 51 23.50%

Poor 28 12.90%

No opinion 36

Outstanding 129 61.10%

Acceptable 60 28.40%

Poor 22 10.40%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 131 63.00%

Acceptable 59 28.40%

Poor 18 8.70%

No opinion 45

Outstanding 145 71.10%

Acceptable 50 24.50%

Poor 9 4.40%

No opinion 49

Excellent 123 56.20%

Above Average 47 21.50%

Average 31 14.20%

Below Average 14 6.40%

Needs Improvement 4 1.80%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 116 76.80%

Acceptable 32 21.20%

Poor 3 2.00%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 109 71.70%

Acceptable 39 25.70%

Poor 4 2.60%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 130 83.30%

Acceptable 23 14.70%

Poor 3 1.90%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 119 77.30%

Acceptable 32 20.80%

Poor 3 1.90%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 114 75.00%

Acceptable 34 22.40%

Poor 4 2.60%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 123 80.40%

Acceptable 27 17.60%

Poor 3 2.00%

No opinion 29

Excellent 112 73.20%

Above Average 26 17.00%

Average 12 7.80%

Below Average 1 0.70%

Needs Improvement 2 1.30%

No opinion 29

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Georgia Akers, Associate Judge, Probate Court - No. of Respondents: 253

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Demonstrates impartiality?

154.5: Ann Greene » Efficient

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Ann Greene, Associate Judge, Probate Court - No. of Respondents: 182

Overall evaluation?

ASSOCIATE JUDGES, PROBATE COURTS



Outstanding 73 65.80%

Acceptable 34 30.60%

Poor 4 3.60%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 65 60.20%

Acceptable 40 37.00%

Poor 3 2.80%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 85 76.60%

Acceptable 20 18.00%

Poor 6 5.40%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 78 70.90%

Acceptable 26 23.60%

Poor 6 5.50%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 73 67.60%

Acceptable 29 26.90%

Poor 6 5.60%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 77 72.00%

Acceptable 26 24.30%

Poor 4 3.70%

No opinion 33

Excellent 65 60.70%

Above Average 31 29.00%

Average 6 5.60%

Below Average 3 2.80%

Needs Improvement 2 1.90%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 143 77.70%

Acceptable 37 20.10%

Poor 4 2.20%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 134 74.00%

Acceptable 42 23.20%

Poor 5 2.80%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 143 78.60%

Acceptable 36 19.80%

Poor 3 1.60%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 136 75.10%

Acceptable 41 22.70%

Poor 4 2.20%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 130 72.60%

Acceptable 45 25.10%

Poor 4 2.20%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 139 77.20%

Acceptable 37 20.60%

Poor 4 2.20%

No opinion 33

Excellent 128 70.30%

Above Average 35 19.20%

Average 15 8.20%

Below Average 2 1.10%

Needs Improvement 2 1.10%

No opinion 31

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Cathy K. Shannon, Associate Judge, Probate Court - No. of Respondents: 140

Page Condition: 'Judge Selection - Associate Judges Probate Courts' contains 'Cathy K. Shannon'

Follows the law?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Ruth Ann Stiles, Associate Judge, Probate Court - No. of Respondents: 213

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?



Outstanding 89 31.00%

Acceptable 131 45.60%

Poor 67 23.30%

No opinion 64

Outstanding 82 28.90%

Acceptable 130 45.80%

Poor 72 25.40%

No opinion 67

Outstanding 105 36.70%

Acceptable 131 45.80%

Poor 50 17.50%

No opinion 65

Outstanding 95 34.20%

Acceptable 124 44.60%

Poor 59 21.20%

No opinion 73

Outstanding 78 28.10%

Acceptable 125 45.00%

Poor 75 27.00%

No opinion 73

Outstanding 100 36.40%

Acceptable 121 44.00%

Poor 54 19.60%

No opinion 76

Excellent 74 25.50%

Above Average 64 22.10%

Average 81 27.90%

Below Average 38 13.10%

Needs Improvement 33 11.40%

No opinion 61

Outstanding 92 26.10%

Acceptable 135 38.20%

Poor 126 35.70%

No opinion 44

Outstanding 95 27.40%

Acceptable 140 40.30%

Poor 112 32.30%

No opinion 50

Outstanding 85 24.60%

Acceptable 111 32.20%

Poor 149 43.20%

No opinion 52

Outstanding 85 24.60%

Acceptable 132 38.30%

Poor 128 37.10%

No opinion 52

Outstanding 73 21.70%

Acceptable 127 37.70%

Poor 137 40.70%

No opinion 60

Outstanding 93 27.70%

Acceptable 131 39.00%

Poor 112 33.30%

No opinion 61

Excellent 69 19.90%

Above Average 60 17.30%

Average 83 23.90%

Below Average 56 16.10%

Needs Improvement 79 22.80%

No opinion 50

Theresa Chang, County Civil Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 351

Overall evaluation?

Roberta A. Lloyd, County Civil Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 397

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Ruled decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

COUNTY CIVIL COURTS AT LAW



Outstanding 151 55.10%

Acceptable 96 35.00%

Poor 27 9.90%

No opinion 50

Outstanding 146 53.90%

Acceptable 98 36.20%

Poor 27 10.00%

No opinion 53

Outstanding 169 62.60%

Acceptable 77 28.50%

Poor 24 8.90%

No opinion 54

Outstanding 148 56.10%

Acceptable 89 33.70%

Poor 27 10.20%

No opinion 60

Outstanding 124 47.70%

Acceptable 105 40.40%

Poor 31 11.90%

No opinion 64

Outstanding 154 58.30%

Acceptable 87 33.00%

Poor 23 8.70%

No opinion 60

Excellent 129 47.40%

Above Average 60 22.10%

Average 55 20.20%

Below Average 14 5.10%

Needs Improvement 14 5.10%

No opinion 52

Outstanding 84 25.00%

Acceptable 138 41.10%

Poor 114 33.90%

No opinion 46

Outstanding 89 26.80%

Acceptable 126 38.00%

Poor 117 35.20%

No opinion 50

Outstanding 79 24.10%

Acceptable 117 35.70%

Poor 132 40.20%

No opinion 54

Outstanding 81 24.60%

Acceptable 132 40.10%

Poor 116 35.30%

No opinion 53

Outstanding 75 23.40%

Acceptable 128 40.00%

Poor 117 36.60%

No opinion 62

Outstanding 82 26.00%

Acceptable 122 38.70%

Poor 111 35.20%

No opinion 67

Excellent 65 19.80%

Above Average 70 21.30%

Average 67 20.40%

Below Average 59 17.90%

Needs Improvement 68 20.70%

No opinion 53

Debra Ibarra Mayfield, County Civil Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 324

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Linda Storey, County Civil Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 382

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?



Outstanding 119 69.60%

Acceptable 37 21.60%

Poor 15 8.80%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 116 69.90%

Acceptable 37 22.30%

Poor 13 7.80%

No opinion 38

Outstanding 119 71.70%

Acceptable 35 21.10%

Poor 12 7.20%

No opinion 38

Outstanding 109 66.50%

Acceptable 37 22.60%

Poor 18 11.00%

No opinion 40

Outstanding 102 63.40%

Acceptable 46 28.60%

Poor 13 8.10%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 106 65.80%

Acceptable 41 25.50%

Poor 14 8.70%

No opinion 43

Excellent 102 61.10%

Above Average 28 16.80%

Average 23 13.80%

Below Average 8 4.80%

Needs Improvement 6 3.60%

No opinion 37

Outstanding 66 43.10%

Acceptable 64 41.80%

Poor 23 15.00%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 64 42.10%

Acceptable 67 44.10%

Poor 21 13.80%

No opinion 40

Outstanding 79 52.00%

Acceptable 53 34.90%

Poor 20 13.20%

No opinion 40

Outstanding 59 38.80%

Acceptable 70 46.10%

Poor 23 15.10%

No opinion 40

Outstanding 59 38.60%

Acceptable 65 42.50%

Poor 29 19.00%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 62 41.30%

Acceptable 59 39.30%

Poor 29 19.30%

No opinion 42

Excellent 56 36.60%

Above Average 39 25.50%

Average 34 22.20%

Below Average 14 9.20%

Needs Improvement 10 6.50%

No opinion 39

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Robin Brown, County Criminal Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 204

Follows the law?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Diane Bull, County Criminal Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 192

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

COUNTY CRIMINAL COURTS AT LAW



Outstanding 39 33.30%

Acceptable 41 35.00%

Poor 37 31.60%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 44 38.60%

Acceptable 51 44.70%

Poor 19 16.70%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 54 47.00%

Acceptable 42 36.50%

Poor 19 16.50%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 41 36.30%

Acceptable 37 32.70%

Poor 35 31.00%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 47 41.20%

Acceptable 43 37.70%

Poor 24 21.10%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 50 45.00%

Acceptable 40 36.00%

Poor 21 18.90%

No opinion 35

Excellent 33 28.40%

Above Average 22 19.00%

Average 30 25.90%

Below Average 21 18.10%

Needs Improvement 10 8.60%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 82 50.90%

Acceptable 65 40.40%

Poor 14 8.70%

No opinion 40

Outstanding 84 52.80%

Acceptable 62 39.00%

Poor 13 8.20%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 79 49.40%

Acceptable 56 35.00%

Poor 25 15.60%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 71 44.40%

Acceptable 70 43.80%

Poor 19 11.90%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 72 45.60%

Acceptable 62 39.20%

Poor 24 15.20%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 80 51.60%

Acceptable 59 38.10%

Poor 16 10.30%

No opinion 46

Excellent 66 42.00%

Above Average 37 23.60%

Average 36 22.90%

Below Average 9 5.70%

Needs Improvement 9 5.70%

No opinion 44

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

John Clinton, County Criminal Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 146

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation

Pam Derbyshire, County Criminal Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 201

Follows the law?



Outstanding 53 31.50%

Acceptable 54 32.10%

Poor 61 36.30%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 65 39.40%

Acceptable 61 37.00%

Poor 39 23.60%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 51 30.90%

Acceptable 42 25.50%

Poor 72 43.60%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 48 28.90%

Acceptable 48 28.90%

Poor 70 42.20%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 49 30.10%

Acceptable 51 31.30%

Poor 63 38.70%

No opinion 37

Outstanding 56 35.90%

Acceptable 54 34.60%

Poor 46 29.50%

No opinion 44

Excellent 47 28.50%

Above Average 20 12.10%

Average 35 21.20%

Below Average 28 17.00%

Needs Improvement 35 21.20%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 60 48.80%

Acceptable 41 33.30%

Poor 22 17.90%

No opinion 44

Outstanding 64 52.90%

Acceptable 40 33.10%

Poor 17 14.00%

No opinion 46

Outstanding 76 63.30%

Acceptable 29 24.20%

Poor 15 12.50%

No opinion 47

Outstanding 60 49.60%

Acceptable 42 34.70%

Poor 19 15.70%

No opinion 46

Outstanding 64 53.30%

Acceptable 41 34.20%

Poor 15 12.50%

No opinion 47

Outstanding 62 51.70%

Acceptable 42 35.00%

Poor 16 13.30%

No opinion 47

Excellent 52 42.60%

Above Average 32 26.20%

Average 21 17.20%

Below Average 10 8.20%

Needs Improvement 7 5.70%

No opinion 45

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Natalie C. Fleming, County Criminal Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 167

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Mike Fields, County Criminal Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 200

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?



Outstanding 96 70.10%

Acceptable 28 20.40%

Poor 13 9.50%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 102 73.90%

Acceptable 25 18.10%

Poor 11 8.00%

No opinion 40

Outstanding 92 65.70%

Acceptable 33 23.60%

Poor 15 10.70%

No opinion 38

Outstanding 92 67.20%

Acceptable 28 20.40%

Poor 17 12.40%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 90 66.70%

Acceptable 29 21.50%

Poor 16 11.90%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 94 70.10%

Acceptable 28 20.90%

Poor 12 9.00%

No opinion 44

Excellent 79 58.10%

Above Average 29 21.30%

Average 10 7.40%

Below Average 9 6.60%

Needs Improvement 9 6.60%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 46 26.70%

Acceptable 59 34.30%

Poor 67 39.00%

No opinion 36

Outstanding 46 27.20%

Acceptable 66 39.10%

Poor 57 33.70%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 64 37.60%

Acceptable 55 32.40%

Poor 51 30.00%

No opinion 38

Outstanding 42 25.00%

Acceptable 65 38.70%

Poor 61 36.30%

No opinion 40

Outstanding 35 21.10%

Acceptable 46 27.70%

Poor 85 51.20%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 36 21.80%

Acceptable 49 29.70%

Poor 80 48.50%

No opinion 43

Excellent 39 22.90%

Above Average 25 14.70%

Average 32 18.80%

Below Average 41 24.10%

Needs Improvement 33 19.40%

No opinion 38

Paula Goodhart, County Criminal Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 178

Follows the law?

Bill Harmon, County Criminal Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 208

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?



Outstanding 77 60.60%

Acceptable 41 32.30%

Poor 9 7.10%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 71 57.30%

Acceptable 42 33.90%

Poor 11 8.90%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 83 65.40%

Acceptable 34 26.80%

Poor 10 7.90%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 73 57.50%

Acceptable 35 27.60%

Poor 19 15.00%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 69 54.80%

Acceptable 41 32.50%

Poor 16 12.70%

No opinion 40

Outstanding 75 61.00%

Acceptable 41 33.30%

Poor 7 5.70%

No opinion 43

Excellent 64 50.00%

Above Average 30 23.40%

Average 21 16.40%

Below Average 6 4.70%

Needs Improvement 7 5.50%

No opinion 38

Outstanding 51 37.50%

Acceptable 56 41.20%

Poor 29 21.30%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 57 42.90%

Acceptable 52 39.10%

Poor 24 18.00%

No opinion 46

Outstanding 52 38.50%

Acceptable 51 37.80%

Poor 32 23.70%

No opinion 44

Outstanding 47 35.30%

Acceptable 53 39.80%

Poor 33 24.80%

No opinion 46

Outstanding 55 41.00%

Acceptable 51 38.10%

Poor 28 20.90%

No opinion 45

Outstanding 50 37.90%

Acceptable 60 45.50%

Poor 22 16.70%

No opinion 47

Excellent 46 33.80%

Above Average 29 21.30%

Average 29 21.30%

Below Average 18 13.20%

Needs Improvement 14 10.30%

No opinion 43

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Margaret Harris, County Criminal Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 166

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

Jean Spradling Hughes, County Criminal Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 179

Follows the law?

Demonstreated impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 106 58.90%

Acceptable 57 31.70%

Poor 17 9.40%

No opinion 44

Outstanding 101 57.40%

Acceptable 62 35.20%

Poor 13 7.40%

No opinion 48

Outstanding 106 59.20%

Acceptable 54 30.20%

Poor 19 10.60%

No opinion 45

Outstanding 96 53.90%

Acceptable 58 32.60%

Poor 24 13.50%

No opinion 46

Outstanding 89 51.40%

Acceptable 66 38.20%

Poor 18 10.40%

No opinion 51

Outstanding 100 58.80%

Acceptable 55 32.40%

Poor 15 8.80%

No opinion 54

Excellent 91 50.30%

Above Average 30 16.60%

Average 39 21.50%

Below Average 14 7.70%

Needs Improvement 7 3.90%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 70 48.60%

Acceptable 53 36.80%

Poor 21 14.60%

No opinion 52

Outstanding 68 47.90%

Acceptable 55 38.70%

Poor 19 13.40%

No opinion 54

Outstanding 72 51.10%

Acceptable 51 36.20%

Poor 18 12.80%

No opinion 55

Outstanding 68 48.20%

Acceptable 52 36.90%

Poor 21 14.90%

No opinion 55

Outstanding 63 46.00%

Acceptable 52 38.00%

Poor 22 16.10%

No opinion 59

Outstanding 62 44.60%

Acceptable 56 40.30%

Poor 21 15.10%

No opinion 57

Excellent 63 43.20%

Above Average 25 17.10%

Average 37 25.30%

Below Average 9 6.20%

Needs Improvement 12 8.20%

No opinion 50

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Jay Karahan, County Criminal Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 224

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Sherman Ross, County Criminal Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 196

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 86 59.30%

Acceptable 45 31.00%

Poor 14 9.70%

No opinion 36

Outstanding 84 58.30%

Acceptable 47 32.60%

Poor 13 9.00%

No opinion 37

Outstanding 84 58.70%

Acceptable 43 30.10%

Poor 16 11.20%

No opinion 38

Outstanding 76 52.40%

Acceptable 44 30.30%

Poor 25 17.20%

No opinion 36

Outstanding 74 54.80%

Acceptable 43 31.90%

Poor 18 13.30%

No opinion 46

Outstanding 82 59.40%

Acceptable 42 30.40%

Poor 14 10.10%

No opinion 43

Excellent 66 47.80%

Above Average 27 19.60%

Average 28 20.30%

Below Average 5 3.60%

Needs Improvement 12 8.70%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 47 30.90%

Acceptable 59 38.80%

Poor 46 30.30%

No opinion 38

Outstanding 49 32.70%

Acceptable 55 36.70%

Poor 46 30.70%

No opinion 40

Outstanding 48 32.20%

Acceptable 49 32.90%

Poor 52 34.90%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 46 30.90%

Acceptable 55 36.90%

Poor 48 32.20%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 37 25.30%

Acceptable 42 28.80%

Poor 67 45.90%

No opinion 44

Outstanding 41 28.50%

Acceptable 42 29.20%

Poor 61 42.40%

No opinion 46

Excellent 36 24.20%

Above Average 18 12.10%

Average 41 27.50%

Below Average 29 19.50%

Needs Improvement 25 16.80%

No opinion 41

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Don Smyth, County Criminal Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 181

Follows the law?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Larry Standley, County Criminal Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 190

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?



Outstanding 59 41.00%

Acceptable 56 38.90%

Poor 29 20.10%

No opinion 43

Outstanding 64 45.10%

Acceptable 56 39.40%

Poor 22 15.50%

No opinion 45

Outstanding 66 46.50%

Acceptable 48 33.80%

Poor 28 19.70%

No opinion 45

Outstanding 56 40.60%

Acceptable 55 39.90%

Poor 27 19.60%

No opinion 49

Outstanding 58 42.30%

Acceptable 60 43.80%

Poor 19 13.90%

No opinion 50

Outstanding 62 44.90%

Acceptable 57 41.30%

Poor 19 13.80%

No opinion 49

Excellent 51 35.40%

Above Average 29 20.10%

Average 36 25.00%

Below Average 16 11.10%

Needs Improvement 12 8.30%

No opinion 43

Analia Wilkerson, County Criminal Courts at Law - No. of Respondents: 187

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?



Outstanding 41 29.70%

Acceptable 54 39.10%

Poor 43 31.20%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 50 36.80%

Acceptable 56 41.20%

Poor 30 22.10%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 45 33.10%

Acceptable 46 33.80%

Poor 45 33.10%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 42 30.70%

Acceptable 52 38.00%

Poor 43 31.40%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 41 31.10%

Acceptable 49 37.10%

Poor 42 31.80%

No opinion 39

Outstanding 38 29.70%

Acceptable 52 40.60%

Poor 38 29.70%

No opinion 43

Excellent 36 26.70%

Above Average 25 18.50%

Average 31 23.00%

Below Average 22 16.30%

Needs Improvement 21 15.60%

No opinion 36

Outstanding 51 49.00%

Acceptable 33 31.70%

Poor 20 19.20%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 51 48.60%

Acceptable 37 35.20%

Poor 17 16.20%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 61 59.20%

Acceptable 26 25.20%

Poor 16 15.50%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 57 54.30%

Acceptable 27 25.70%

Poor 21 20.00%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 49 49.50%

Acceptable 30 30.30%

Poor 20 20.20%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 53 53.00%

Acceptable 30 30.00%

Poor 17 17.00%

No opinion 27

Excellent 52 48.60%

Above Average 21 19.60%

Average 15 14.00%

Below Average 7 6.50%

Needs Improvement 12 11.20%

No opinion 20

J. Kent Adams, Justice of the Peace Court - No. of Respondents: 171

Follows the law?

Zinetta Burney, Justice of the Peace Court - No. of Respondents: 127

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURTS



Outstanding 14 43.80%

Acceptable 13 40.60%

Poor 5 15.60%

No opinion 20

Outstanding 12 38.70%

Acceptable 14 45.20%

Poor 5 16.10%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 12 38.70%

Acceptable 13 41.90%

Poor 6 19.40%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 12 38.70%

Acceptable 13 41.90%

Poor 6 19.40%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 11 36.70%

Acceptable 14 46.70%

Poor 5 16.70%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 11 39.30%

Acceptable 12 42.90%

Poor 5 17.90%

No opinion 24

Excellent 12 38.70%

Above Average 7 22.60%

Average 6 19.40%

Below Average 0 0.00%

Needs Improvement 6 19.40%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 45 62.50%

Acceptable 23 31.90%

Poor 4 5.60%

No opinion 17

Outstanding 44 62.00%

Acceptable 24 33.80%

Poor 3 4.20%

No opinion 18

Outstanding 45 66.20%

Acceptable 20 29.40%

Poor 3 4.40%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 44 62.00%

Acceptable 22 31.00%

Poor 5 7.00%

No opinion 18

Outstanding 40 57.10%

Acceptable 27 38.60%

Poor 3 4.30%

No opinion 19

Outstanding 42 59.20%

Acceptable 26 36.60%

Poor 3 4.20%

No opinion 18

Excellent 40 56.30%

Above Average 16 22.50%

Average 11 15.50%

Below Average 4 5.60%

Needs Improvement 0 0.00%

No opinion 18

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Don Coffey, Justice of the Peace Court - No. of Respondents: 52

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

Jo Ann Delgado, Justice of the Peace Court - No. of Respondents: 89

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 21 36.80%

Acceptable 26 45.60%

Poor 10 17.50%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 22 39.30%

Acceptable 22 39.30%

Poor 12 21.40%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 24 43.60%

Acceptable 21 38.20%

Poor 10 18.20%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 21 38.20%

Acceptable 23 41.80%

Poor 11 20.00%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 20 36.40%

Acceptable 23 41.80%

Poor 12 21.80%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 21 39.60%

Acceptable 21 39.60%

Poor 11 20.80%

No opinion 28

Excellent 20 35.10%

Above Average 13 22.80%

Average 12 21.10%

Below Average 4 7.00%

Needs Improvement 8 14.00%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 70 38.00%

Acceptable 70 38.00%

Poor 44 23.90%

No opinion 40

Outstanding 80 44.00%

Acceptable 60 33.00%

Poor 42 23.10%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 89 48.90%

Acceptable 49 26.90%

Poor 44 24.20%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 74 40.40%

Acceptable 62 33.90%

Poor 47 25.70%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 64 35.20%

Acceptable 63 34.60%

Poor 55 30.20%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 71 39.70%

Acceptable 65 36.30%

Poor 43 24.00%

No opinion 45

Excellent 66 35.70%

Above Average 36 19.50%

Average 36 19.50%

Below Average 22 11.90%

Needs Improvement 25 13.50%

No opinion 39

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Louie Ditta, Justice of the Peace Court - No. of Respondents: 81

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Dale Gorczynski, Justice of the Peace Court - No. of Respondents: 224

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 28 44.40%

Acceptable 19 30.20%

Poor 16 25.40%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 26 44.10%

Acceptable 21 35.60%

Poor 12 20.30%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 28 47.50%

Acceptable 16 27.10%

Poor 15 25.40%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 27 45.80%

Acceptable 16 27.10%

Poor 16 27.10%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 25 42.40%

Acceptable 15 25.40%

Poor 19 32.20%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 25 42.40%

Acceptable 19 32.20%

Poor 15 25.40%

No opinion 27

Excellent 24 38.70%

Above Average 9 14.50%

Average 8 12.90%

Below Average 12 19.40%

Needs Improvement 9 14.50%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 48 47.50%

Acceptable 40 39.60%

Poor 13 12.90%

No opinion 32

Outstanding 51 51.50%

Acceptable 40 40.40%

Poor 8 8.10%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 47 47.00%

Acceptable 36 36.00%

Poor 17 17.00%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 44 45.40%

Acceptable 39 40.20%

Poor 14 14.40%

No opinion 36

Outstanding 42 42.40%

Acceptable 41 41.40%

Poor 16 16.20%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 43 43.40%

Acceptable 43 43.40%

Poor 13 13.10%

No opinion 34

Excellent 44 41.90%

Above Average 19 18.10%

Average 24 22.90%

Below Average 9 8.60%

Needs Improvement 9 8.60%

No opinion 28

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Hilary H. Green, Justice of the Peace Court - No. of Respondents: 86

Follows the law?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Tom Lawrence, Justice of the Peace Court - No. of Respondents: 133

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?



Outstanding 38 48.70%

Acceptable 35 44.90%

Poor 5 6.40%

No opinion 31

Outstanding 42 55.30%

Acceptable 31 40.80%

Poor 3 3.90%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 43 57.30%

Acceptable 29 38.70%

Poor 3 4.00%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 38 50.70%

Acceptable 33 44.00%

Poor 4 5.30%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 37 49.30%

Acceptable 31 41.30%

Poor 7 9.30%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 38 51.40%

Acceptable 32 43.20%

Poor 4 5.40%

No opinion 35

Excellent 38 47.50%

Above Average 14 17.50%

Average 23 28.80%

Below Average 2 2.50%

Needs Improvement 3 3.80%

No opinion 29

Outstanding 159 67.90%

Acceptable 60 25.60%

Poor 15 6.40%

No opinion 38

Outstanding 151 65.40%

Acceptable 67 29.00%

Poor 13 5.60%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 169 73.20%

Acceptable 54 23.40%

Poor 8 3.50%

No opinion 41

Outstanding 156 67.80%

Acceptable 59 25.70%

Poor 15 6.50%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 136 59.10%

Acceptable 70 30.40%

Poor 24 10.40%

No opinion 42

Outstanding 145 63.60%

Acceptable 66 28.90%

Poor 17 7.50%

No opinion 44

Excellent 134 56.50%

Above Average 51 21.50%

Average 34 14.30%

Below Average 11 4.60%

Needs Improvement 7 3.00%

No opinion 35

Mike Parrott, Justice of the Peace Court - No. of Respondents: 109

Overall evaluation?

David Patronella, Justice of the Peace Court - No. of Respondents: 272

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?



Outstanding 34 29.10%

Acceptable 50 42.70%

Poor 33 28.20%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 39 33.60%

Acceptable 57 49.10%

Poor 20 17.20%

No opinion 34

Outstanding 39 33.90%

Acceptable 48 41.70%

Poor 28 24.30%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 36 31.30%

Acceptable 50 43.50%

Poor 29 25.20%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 31 27.00%

Acceptable 48 41.70%

Poor 36 31.30%

No opinion 35

Outstanding 37 32.20%

Acceptable 55 47.80%

Poor 23 20.00%

No opinion 35

Excellent 29 24.80%

Above Average 31 26.50%

Average 26 22.20%

Below Average 12 10.30%

Needs Improvement 19 16.20%

No opinion 33

Outstanding 38 50.70%

Acceptable 22 29.30%

Poor 15 20.00%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 35 47.30%

Acceptable 27 36.50%

Poor 12 16.20%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 38 52.10%

Acceptable 22 30.10%

Poor 13 17.80%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 36 48.60%

Acceptable 23 31.10%

Poor 15 20.30%

No opinion 27

Outstanding 32 45.10%

Acceptable 26 36.60%

Poor 13 18.30%

No opinion 30

Outstanding 32 45.10%

Acceptable 27 38.00%

Poor 12 16.90%

No opinion 30

Excellent 33 43.40%

Above Average 16 21.10%

Average 12 15.80%

Below Average 10 13.20%

Needs Improvement 5 6.60%

No opinion 25

Russ Ridgway, Justice of the Peace Court - No. of Respondents: 150

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

George Risner, Justice of the Peace Court - No. of Respondents: 101

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?



Outstanding 25 44.60%

Acceptable 23 41.10%

Poor 8 14.30%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 22 40.70%

Acceptable 25 46.30%

Poor 7 13.00%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 27 50.00%

Acceptable 23 42.60%

Poor 4 7.40%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 23 41.80%

Acceptable 23 41.80%

Poor 9 16.40%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 22 41.50%

Acceptable 24 45.30%

Poor 7 13.20%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 23 45.10%

Acceptable 20 39.20%

Poor 8 15.70%

No opinion 28

Excellent 22 38.60%

Above Average 12 21.10%

Average 10 17.50%

Below Average 8 14.00%

Needs Improvement 5 8.80%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 46 64.80%

Acceptable 24 33.80%

Poor 1 1.40%

No opinion 19

Outstanding 45 65.20%

Acceptable 22 31.90%

Poor 2 2.90%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 51 72.90%

Acceptable 17 24.30%

Poor 2 2.90%

No opinion 20

Outstanding 48 69.60%

Acceptable 19 27.50%

Poor 2 2.90%

No opinion 21

Outstanding 42 61.80%

Acceptable 23 33.80%

Poor 3 4.40%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 44 64.70%

Acceptable 22 32.40%

Poor 2 2.90%

No opinion 22

Excellent 39 55.70%

Above Average 18 25.70%

Average 11 15.70%

Below Average 1 1.40%

Needs Improvement 1 1.40%

No opinion 20

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Armando V. Rodriguez, Justice of the Peace Court - No. of Respondents: 79

Follows the law?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Richard Vara, Justice of the Peace Court - No. or Respondents: 90

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 29 47.50%

Acceptable 24 39.30%

Poor 8 13.10%

No opinion 23

Outstanding 32 53.30%

Acceptable 21 35.00%

Poor 7 11.70%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 32 54.20%

Acceptable 18 30.50%

Poor 9 15.30%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 28 47.50%

Acceptable 24 40.70%

Poor 7 11.90%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 27 45.80%

Acceptable 19 32.20%

Poor 13 22.00%

No opinion 25

Outstanding 31 53.40%

Acceptable 20 34.50%

Poor 7 12.10%

No opinion 26

Excellent 26 41.90%

Above Average 13 21.00%

Average 16 25.80%

Below Average 3 4.80%

Needs Improvement 4 6.50%

No opinion 22

Outstanding 37 56.90%

Acceptable 20 30.80%

Poor 8 12.30%

No opinion 24

Outstanding 35 57.40%

Acceptable 20 32.80%

Poor 6 9.80%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 36 57.10%

Acceptable 21 33.30%

Poor 6 9.50%

No opinion 26

Outstanding 33 54.10%

Acceptable 22 36.10%

Poor 6 9.80%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 35 57.40%

Acceptable 19 31.10%

Poor 7 11.50%

No opinion 28

Outstanding 35 58.30%

Acceptable 19 31.70%

Poor 6 10.00%

No opinion 29

Excellent 32 50.00%

Above Average 15 23.40%

Average 9 14.10%

Below Average 3 4.70%

Needs Improvement 5 7.80%

No opinion 25

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Jeff Williams, Justice of the Peace Court - No. of Respondents: 84

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

Holly Williamson, Justice of the Peace Court - No. of Respondents: 89



Outstanding 14 60.90%

Acceptable 6 26.10%

Poor 3 13.00%

No opinion 8

Outstanding 13 59.10%

Acceptable 7 31.80%

Poor 2 9.10%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 12 54.50%

Acceptable 6 27.30%

Poor 4 18.20%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 13 59.10%

Acceptable 6 27.30%

Poor 3 13.60%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 9 40.90%

Acceptable 9 40.90%

Poor 4 18.20%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 12 54.50%

Acceptable 7 31.80%

Poor 3 13.60%

No opinion 9

Excellent 10 43.50%

Above Average 5 21.70%

Average 4 17.40%

Below Average 3 13.00%

Needs Improvement 1 4.30%

No opinion 8

Outstanding 14 56.00%

Acceptable 8 32.00%

Poor 3 12.00%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 13 54.20%

Acceptable 8 33.30%

Poor 3 12.50%

No opinion 10

Outstanding 13 52.00%

Acceptable 9 36.00%

Poor 3 12.00%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 13 52.00%

Acceptable 9 36.00%

Poor 3 12.00%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 15 60.00%

Acceptable 6 24.00%

Poor 4 16.00%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 15 62.50%

Acceptable 6 25.00%

Poor 3 12.50%

No opinion 10

Excellent 10 40.00%

Above Average 8 32.00%

Average 4 16.00%

Below Average 1 4.00%

Needs Improvement 2 8.00%

No opinion 9

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evalution?

Imelda Castillo, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 34

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Mimi Berkowitz, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 31

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

MUNICIPAL COURTS



Outstanding 19 57.60%

Acceptable 11 33.30%

Poor 3 9.10%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 16 50.00%

Acceptable 13 40.60%

Poor 3 9.40%

No opinion 8

Outstanding 21 65.60%

Acceptable 7 21.90%

Poor 4 12.50%

No opinion 8

Outstanding 17 54.80%

Acceptable 10 32.30%

Poor 4 12.90%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 15 50.00%

Acceptable 11 36.70%

Poor 4 13.30%

No opinion 10

Outstanding 17 54.80%

Acceptable 10 32.30%

Poor 4 12.90%

No opinion 9

Excellent 14 42.40%

Above Average 12 36.40%

Average 3 9.10%

Below Average 2 6.10%

Needs Improvement 2 6.10%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 14 53.80%

Acceptable 8 30.80%

Poor 4 15.40%

No opinion 12

Outstanding 12 48.00%

Acceptable 11 44.00%

Poor 2 8.00%

No opinion 13

Outstanding 16 61.50%

Acceptable 8 30.80%

Poor 2 7.70%

No opinion 12

Outstanding 16 61.50%

Acceptable 6 23.10%

Poor 4 15.40%

No opinion 12

Outstanding 17 68.00%

Acceptable 6 24.00%

Poor 2 8.00%

No opinion 13

Outstanding 17 68.00%

Acceptable 5 20.00%

Poor 3 12.00%

No opinion 13

Excellent 13 48.10%

Above Average 8 29.60%

Average 2 7.40%

Below Average 4 14.80%

Needs Improvement 0 0.00%

No opinion 11

H. Grant Coleman, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 40

Follows the law?

Sherilyn Edwards, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 38

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?



Outstanding 67 74.40%

Acceptable 21 23.30%

Poor 2 2.20%

No opinion 12

Outstanding 61 70.10%

Acceptable 24 27.60%

Poor 2 2.30%

No opinion 15

Outstanding 59 69.40%

Acceptable 22 25.90%

Poor 4 4.70%

No opinion 17

Outstanding 63 73.30%

Acceptable 20 23.30%

Poor 3 3.50%

No opinion 16

Outstanding 55 65.50%

Acceptable 26 31.00%

Poor 3 3.60%

No opinion 18

Outstanding 59 67.80%

Acceptable 26 29.90%

Poor 2 2.30%

No opinion 15

Excellent 57 62.60%

Above Average 24 26.40%

Average 7 7.70%

Below Average 2 2.20%

Needs Improvement 1 1.10%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 19 73.10%

Acceptable 4 15.40%

Poor 3 11.50%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 18 72.00%

Acceptable 4 16.00%

Poor 3 12.00%

No opinion 8

Outstanding 17 70.80%

Acceptable 3 12.50%

Poor 4 16.70%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 16 66.70%

Acceptable 5 20.80%

Poor 3 12.50%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 16 66.70%

Acceptable 4 16.70%

Poor 4 16.70%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 18 72.00%

Acceptable 3 12.00%

Poor 4 16.00%

No opinion 8

Excellent 16 64.00%

Above Average 3 12.00%

Average 1 4.00%

Below Average 4 16.00%

Needs Improvement 1 4.00%

No opinion 8

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

David Fraga, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 102

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

Kimberly Gamble, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 33

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 23 54.80%

Acceptable 11 26.20%

Poor 8 19.00%

No opinion 4

Outstanding 23 56.10%

Acceptable 14 34.10%

Poor 4 9.80%

No opinion 5

Outstanding 25 62.50%

Acceptable 10 25.00%

Poor 5 12.50%

No opinion 6

Outstanding 22 56.40%

Acceptable 9 23.10%

Poor 8 20.50%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 21 53.80%

Acceptable 14 35.90%

Poor 4 10.30%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 20 51.30%

Acceptable 13 33.30%

Poor 6 15.40%

No opinion 7

Excellent 19 47.50%

Above Average 7 17.50%

Average 7 17.50%

Below Average 4 10.00%

Needs Improvement 3 7.50%

No opinion 6

Outstanding 4 21.10%

Acceptable 13 68.40%

Poor 2 10.50%

No opinion 10

Outstanding 4 22.20%

Acceptable 12 66.70%

Poor 2 11.10%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 6 33.30%

Acceptable 11 61.10%

Poor 1 5.60%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 7 38.90%

Acceptable 7 38.90%

Poor 4 22.20%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 3 16.70%

Acceptable 13 72.20%

Poor 2 11.10%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 5 27.80%

Acceptable 11 61.10%

Poor 2 11.10%

No opinion 11

Excellent 3 16.70%

Above Average 4 22.20%

Average 8 44.40%

Below Average 3 16.70%

Needs Improvement 0 0.00%

No opinion 11

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Esmeralda Garcia, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 46

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Kathy Han, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 29

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 11 52.40%

Acceptable 7 33.30%

Poor 3 14.30%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 13 61.90%

Acceptable 5 23.80%

Poor 3 14.30%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 12 57.10%

Acceptable 4 19.00%

Poor 5 23.80%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 11 52.40%

Acceptable 6 28.60%

Poor 4 19.00%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 11 55.00%

Acceptable 6 30.00%

Poor 3 15.00%

No opinion 8

Outstanding 12 60.00%

Acceptable 6 30.00%

Poor 2 10.00%

No opinion 8

Excellent 11 52.40%

Above Average 4 19.00%

Average 3 14.30%

Below Average 3 14.30%

Needs Improvement 0 0.00%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 11 57.90%

Acceptable 6 31.60%

Poor 2 10.50%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 11 57.90%

Acceptable 6 31.60%

Poor 2 10.50%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 11 57.90%

Acceptable 6 31.60%

Poor 2 10.50%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 12 63.20%

Acceptable 5 26.30%

Poor 2 10.50%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 12 63.20%

Acceptable 5 26.30%

Poor 2 10.50%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 13 68.40%

Acceptable 4 21.10%

Poor 2 10.50%

No opinion 7

Excellent 11 55.00%

Above Average 4 20.00%

Average 3 15.00%

Below Average 2 10.00%

Needs Improvement 0 0.00%

No opinion 6

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Gordon Marcum, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 28

Follows the law?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Megan McLellan, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 26

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?



Outstanding 7 41.20%

Acceptable 7 41.20%

Poor 3 17.60%

No opinion 8

Outstanding 6 37.50%

Acceptable 7 43.80%

Poor 3 18.80%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 4 25.00%

Acceptable 7 43.80%

Poor 5 31.20%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 7 43.80%

Acceptable 6 37.50%

Poor 3 18.80%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 5 31.20%

Acceptable 6 37.50%

Poor 5 31.20%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 6 40.00%

Acceptable 4 26.70%

Poor 5 33.30%

No opinion 10

Excellent 7 38.90%

Above Average 2 11.10%

Average 4 22.20%

Below Average 4 22.20%

Needs Improvement 1 5.60%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 14 56.00%

Acceptable 7 28.00%

Poor 4 16.00%

No opinion 6

Outstanding 13 54.20%

Acceptable 8 33.30%

Poor 3 12.50%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 14 58.30%

Acceptable 7 29.20%

Poor 3 12.50%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 12 50.00%

Acceptable 9 37.50%

Poor 3 12.50%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 11 50.00%

Acceptable 8 36.40%

Poor 3 13.60%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 12 52.20%

Acceptable 8 34.80%

Poor 3 13.00%

No opinion 8

Excellent 11 45.80%

Above Average 6 25.00%

Average 4 16.70%

Below Average 3 12.50%

Needs Improvement 0 0.00%

No opinion 7

Margaret Munoz-Harkins, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 25

Overall evaluation?

Meg Oswald, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 31

Follows the law?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?



Outstanding 20 64.50%

Acceptable 7 22.60%

Poor 4 12.90%

No opinion 10

Outstanding 23 76.70%

Acceptable 4 13.30%

Poor 3 10.00%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 22 73.30%

Acceptable 5 16.70%

Poor 3 10.00%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 22 73.30%

Acceptable 5 16.70%

Poor 3 10.00%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 21 70.00%

Acceptable 6 20.00%

Poor 3 10.00%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 20 71.40%

Acceptable 5 17.90%

Poor 3 10.70%

No opinion 13

Excellent 19 63.30%

Above Average 6 20.00%

Average 1 3.30%

Below Average 3 10.00%

Needs Improvement 1 3.30%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 37 59.70%

Acceptable 13 21.00%

Poor 12 19.40%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 39 65.00%

Acceptable 12 20.00%

Poor 9 15.00%

No opinion 13

Outstanding 31 50.80%

Acceptable 7 11.50%

Poor 23 37.70%

No opinion 12

Outstanding 28 46.70%

Acceptable 15 25.00%

Poor 17 28.30%

No opinion 13

Outstanding 28 47.50%

Acceptable 19 32.20%

Poor 12 20.30%

No opinion 14

Outstanding 32 54.20%

Acceptable 16 27.10%

Poor 11 18.60%

No opinion 14

Excellent 27 45.80%

Above Average 12 20.30%

Average 6 10.20%

Below Average 7 11.90%

Needs Improvement 7 11.90%

No opinion 14

Lawrence Rousseau, Municipal Court - No. or Respondents: 41

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Leigh Saint-Germain, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 73

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys time efficiently?

Overall evaluation?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?



Outstanding 18 64.30%

Acceptable 9 32.10%

Poor 1 3.60%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 14 53.80%

Acceptable 11 42.30%

Poor 1 3.80%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 20 71.40%

Acceptable 6 21.40%

Poor 2 7.10%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 18 66.70%

Acceptable 6 22.20%

Poor 3 11.10%

No opinion 10

Outstanding 14 53.80%

Acceptable 9 34.60%

Poor 3 11.50%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 19 70.40%

Acceptable 7 25.90%

Poor 1 3.70%

No opinion 10

Excellent 16 55.20%

Above Average 8 27.60%

Average 4 13.80%

Below Average 0 0.00%

Needs Improvement 1 3.40%

No opinion 8

Outstanding 20 66.70%

Acceptable 6 20.00%

Poor 4 13.30%

No opinion 10

Outstanding 20 66.70%

Acceptable 6 20.00%

Poor 4 13.30%

No opinion 10

Outstanding 19 63.30%

Acceptable 7 23.30%

Poor 4 13.30%

No opinion 10

Outstanding 18 62.10%

Acceptable 7 24.10%

Poor 4 13.80%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 18 62.10%

Acceptable 7 24.10%

Poor 4 13.80%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 18 62.10%

Acceptable 7 24.10%

Poor 4 13.80%

No opinion 11

Excellent 18 58.10%

Above Average 4 12.90%

Average 4 12.90%

Below Average 2 6.50%

Needs Improvement 3 9.70%

No opinion 9

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Adam Silverman, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 37

Follows the law?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Francelia Totty, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 40
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Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?



Outstanding 17 70.80%

Acceptable 5 20.80%

Poor 2 8.30%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 16 69.60%

Acceptable 5 21.70%

Poor 2 8.70%

No opinion 10

Outstanding 13 59.10%

Acceptable 6 27.30%

Poor 3 13.60%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 14 63.60%

Acceptable 6 27.30%

Poor 2 9.10%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 15 68.20%

Acceptable 4 18.20%

Poor 3 13.60%

No opinion 11

Outstanding 17 73.90%

Acceptable 4 17.40%

Poor 2 8.70%

No opinion 10

Excellent 13 54.20%

Above Average 6 25.00%

Average 2 8.30%

Below Average 3 12.50%

Needs Improvement 0 0.00%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 13 56.50%

Acceptable 8 34.80%

Poor 2 8.70%

No opinion 6

Outstanding 13 59.10%

Acceptable 7 31.80%

Poor 2 9.10%

No opinion 7

Outstanding 14 66.70%

Acceptable 5 23.80%

Poor 2 9.50%

No opinion 8

Outstanding 14 66.70%

Acceptable 5 23.80%

Poor 2 9.50%

No opinion 8

Outstanding 14 70.00%

Acceptable 4 20.00%

Poor 2 10.00%

No opinion 9

Outstanding 12 54.50%

Acceptable 8 36.40%

Poor 2 9.10%

No opinion 7

Excellent 11 50.00%

Above Average 6 27.30%

Average 3 13.60%

Below Average 2 9.10%

Needs Improvement 0 0.00%

No opinion 7

Demonstrates impartiality?

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Follows the law?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Kim Trujillo, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 33

Uses attorneys' time efficiently?

Works hard and is prepared?

Overall evaluation?

Rules decisively and timely?

Is courteous and attentive toward attorneys and witnesses?

Demonstrates impartiality?

Overall evaluation?

MiHoa Vo, Municipal Court - No. of Respondents: 29

Follows the law?


