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I. BACKGROUND

The Constitution and laws of the State of Alaska require that each justice and judge be subject to
approval or rejection on a non-partisan ballot at the general election. By law, the Alaska Judicial Council
evaluates each justice and judge and makes its recommendations to the voters prior to the election. In
making its evaluation, the Council surveys Peace and Probation Officers, social workers, Guardians Ad
Litem, CASA volunteers, and active members of the Alaska Bar Association regarding their ratings of
the judges and justices eligible to stand for retention." The following report contains the results of those
surveys.

1 In addition, the Council evaluated judges and justices not standing for retention until 2002, in order to give them an opportunity to
assess their performance in mid-term. Those results are reported separately.
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Il. METHODOLOGY

Questionnaire booklets containing the names of thirty-four judges eligible to stand for retention in
2000 and seventeen judges and justices eligible to stand for retention in 2002 were sent to active
members of the Alaska Bar Association and all Alaska Peace and Probation Officers. In addition,
questionnaire booklets containing the names of twenty-nine judges eligible to stand for retention in 2000
were sent to social workers, Guardians Ad Litem, and CASA volunteers. The portion of the questionnaire
regarding those eligible to stand for retention in 2000 contained a more extensive series of evaluation
items than did the section for those eligible to stand in 2002.

The initial mailing took place on January 25, 2000 with a follow-up mailing to non-respondents on
February 28, 2000.

A. CONFIDENTIALITY

The Council assured all respondents to the questionnaire of confidentiality. Each questionnaire
contained the following assurance:

All responses will be aggregated solely for statistical analysis. The identity of individual
respondents will remain strictly confidential. Responses to the demographic questions also
are confidential. Demographic data are critical to our analysis; strict guidelines are followed
to protect the identities of all respondents.
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B. VALIDATION

To guarantee a fair evaluation and avoid duplications, all returns were validated by comparing the

mailing lists with signatures on the return envelopes.* Respondents were instructed to take the following
steps to assure validity:

A self-addressed, postage-paid return envelope is enclosed for the return of your completed
evaluation. Place the completed survey inside the envelope marked "*Confidential” and seal
the envelope. Place the "Confidential” envelope in the return envelope and sign in the space
provided. The return envelope MUST BE SIGNED in order for your survey to be counted.
Also, please print your name and address on the return envelope.

*Note: A total of 77 surveys were returned without signatures, and therefore were not tallied or analyzed.
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C. SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS

Each questionnaire booklet contained detailed information about how to evaluate the judges:

In this survey booklet you will evaluate justices and judges eligible to stand for retention in
2000 and 2002. Please rate only those justices and judges for whom you have a sufficient
basis for evaluation. Your evaluation may be based upon direct professional experience,
social contacts, or professional reputation. If you lack sufficient knowledge to evaluate,
circle the number 9 ("insufficient knowledge to evaluate this justice or judge™) under
Question 1, and go on to the next justice or judge.

All questions relate only to the qualities of the justice or judge in the performance of
judicial duties. The first set of items on each page asks for your experience with each
justice or judge. Please circle the appropriate humbers. For remaining items, use the
following rating scale.

1. Unacceptable Seldom meets minimum standards of performance for this court.

2. Deficient Does not always meet minimum standards of performance for this court.
3. Acceptable Meets minimum standards of performance for this court.

4. Good Often exceeds minimum standards of performance for this court.

5. Excellent Consistently exceeds minimum standards for this court.
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D. DESCRIPTIVE RATINGS

This report contains detailed breakdowns of each candidate's evaluation scores on a series of traits,
and tables displaying the mean scores of seven composite scales derived from those traits: Legal Ability,
Impartiality, Integrity, Judicial Temperament, Diligence, Special Skills, and Overall Evaluation. (The
Peace and Probation Officers' and the Social Worker/Guardian Ad Litem/CASA Volunteers’
questionnaire did not contain the Legal Ability scale). The survey instrument defines each trait, and
specifies the meaning of each number on the five-point scale (see Appendix I for a copy of the actual
survey form). Unless otherwise noted, mean ratings are tabulated only from replies by respondents
based on direct professional experience with the applicant. The responses each applicant received on
the five scales (each with a range from 1 (unacceptable) to 5 (excellent)) were summarized into
arithmetic means. The means fit into the following descriptive ratings:

Mean Score  Range Description

4.0-5.0 Excellent
3.5-3.9 Good
3.0-34 Acceptable
2.5-2.9 Deficient

1.0-24 Unacceptable



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT
MAY 2000

I1l. RESPONSE RATE

By the final cut-off date, a total of 2085 questionnaire booklets were returned:

A PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

Total mailed.......cccoovovvvieenirinns v 1890
Total responding.......cccceeeevrsesereeeinnns 725
RESPONSE Fate ..o .38%

B. ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION MEMBERS

Total mailed.......cccooeevnenncrnn, 2644
Total responding.........cocccevneeernneeennne 1216
RESPONSE Fate.......covvereverrreieccceiienas 46%

C. SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

Total mailed.........ocovevvenecnrcrinnes 399
Total responding........cccoveeevreeeirenennnn. 144
RESPONSE FALE.......ceceverererieereeerce e 36%

D. COMBINED RESULTS

Total mailed........ccococoenncnncenin, 4933
Total responding.........cccovevrererececeenns 2085
RESPONSE rate.......ccvrerereeirierre e 42%
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IV. DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTIONS OF RESPONDENTS
A. ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
1. Type of Practice
Which of the following best describes your practice?
1989
Membership
Survey
Results*

Private, SOI0......cocucivicieececeeecce e 24% 16%
Private, office of 2-5 attorneys......c.cccevvvvvvrrerinernnns 19% 28%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ..........c.cccovveeeeeen. 19% 23%
Private corporate employee..........ccccovveerninecnnccennens 2% 2%
State judge or judicial OffiCer.........c.ccovnernicrnncennne 6% 4%
GOVEIMMENT ... 20% 21%
Public service agency or organization
(NOL GOVEIMMENL) ... 2% 4%
OtNBE et 2% 2%
NO FESPONSE....evvvveeerreresie et sasaesereeens 6% --

2. Length of Alaska Practice

How many years have you practiced law in Alaska?

5y€ars or 185S (1-3 YIS.).cvveueveeieirieieinsereisiseseessesesens 14% (12%)
6-10 YEArS (4-9 YIS.) coucueurireeirreeieineseie s 13% (31%)
11-15 years (10-15 YIS.) coceceereeerieiriniseriseseresese e 15% (34%)
16-20 Years (16-19 YIS.) cocvereeeeeiereenrsereseseseseseseessenns 20% (9%)
21 or more years (20+ YIS.) ocvevrvreveresereneseeneeeneens 33% (14%)
NO FESPONSE. ...t sasaereseeens 6% --
MBAN. ...t 16.9 116

*  The 1989 Alaska Bar Membership Survey, the first and only general survey of the legal profession in Alaska, contains baseline
information about Bar members' economic and professional characteristics, experience, and professional activities.
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1989
Membership
Survey
Results

3. Gender
MIE.....coviiceirce s 67% 75%
FEMAIE......cociicece e 27% 25%
NO FESPONSE......ovvieriresrre sttt 6% --

4. Cases Handled

The majority of your practice consists of:

PrOSECULION........cvcvcviieiic et 5%
Mainly criminal 4%
Mixed criminal and CiVil ... 19% 15%
Mainly CiVil ... 58% 71%
OLNET ..o 6% 5%
NO FESPONSE. ...ttt 6% -

5. Location of Practice

In which judicial district is most of your work conducted?

FIrSt DISHIICE ......cvcvciiececrceec e 14% 14%
SECONA DISHTICE.....vvvcveverieeieiree e 2% 2%
ThIrd DISEFICE.....cveveeerers e 65% 73%
FOUTth DISEFICE......voeeeeeccee s 10% 11%
NOL IN ALSKA ... e 4% -
NO FESPONSE....c.vveveerisireere et erese st ese s eesere e seneenes 6%
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1.

3.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

Type of Work

My current position in law enforcement is:

State law enforcement officer ..., 26%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer.............c.cocoee.e. 32%
Village Public Safety Officer (VPSO) ......ccccevevrrrnrnrinene 4%
Probation/parole offiCer..........ccceeirinnncrccee 10%
ONEN .o 19%
NO FESPONSE ...ttt senens 10%

Length of Time as Alaska Officer

How many years have you been a peace or probation officer in Alaska?

LeSSthan 5 YEArS ......cvveeerirrieieiscies s 33%
B-10 YEAIS. ....vcveiiiereeieteeres et 19%
L1-15 YRS ..ttt b 15%
16-20 YEAIS....ccveveeeeeeresieeetee sttt e e 14%
OVEN 21 YEAIS......oveverereeieesis st 7%
NO TESPONSE ... s 13%
IMIBAN... .o b 9.7
IMIE ... 70%
FEMAIE......coiieee e 20%
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4. Location of Work

5.

In which judicial district has most of your work been conducted
during the past six (6) years?

FArSt DISHTICE ...ttt
SECONA DISEHCE ....vivcveececiee e
THird DISEFICE ...t
FOUth DISIICE. ......vcveieicce e
OULSIAR ...ttt
NO TESPONSE ...ttt

Community Population

What is the population of the community in which you work?

UNEr 2,000 ........ciieiiieeicie ettt st
Between 2,000 and 35,000..........cccceevieirieiieiseee s
35,000 OF OVET .....eeeeeceiceecte ettt sttt sre v b
NO TESPONSE ...

10
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C. SOCIAL WORKERS/GUARDIAN AD LITEM/CASA VOLUNTEERS

1

2.

3.

Type of Work

My current position is:

SOCIAI WOTKET ...ttt 54%
GAL oo s 13%
CASA VOIUNLEET ....ocvereeeciete ettt 22%
(@)1 1] OO OO UREPROOO 1%
NO FESPONSE ...ttt et se e sesene s 12%

Length of Experience

How many years have you been a social worker, GAL or CASA volunteer in Alaska?

Gender

LeSSthan 5 YEArS ......ccvveierirrieisinces e 56%
B-10 YEAIS. ....ecveiieireeteee ettt 19%
T £ 9%
16-20 YEAIS.....ceeveeeeeieresieee sttt 2%
OVEN 21 YEAIS......ovevevereeieesiri st 2%
NO TESPONSE ...t s 12%
IMIBAIN ..ottt 5.2
IMIE ... 18%
FEMAIE......coiieee e 71%
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4. Location of Work

In which judicial district has most of your work been conducted
during the past six (6) years?

FIrSt DISHIICE ...c.viviicteeetecec ettt
SECONA DISLICE ....cviiiviecieecee s
THird DISEFICE ....vcveveecceccec e s
FOUMh DISHIICE......cvciciicterce e s
OULSIAR ..ttt bbb s
NO TESPONSE ...t

5.  Community Population

What is the population of the community in which you work?

UNEr 2,000 ........ciiieieeecee ettt
Between 2,000 and 35,000.........cccceevieiirereieecee e
35,000 OF OVET .....ocveeeeetectecreete ettt sresre et sresres
NO FESPONSE ...ttt

12
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D. ALASKA BAR MEMBERS' BASIS FOR EVALUATING JUDGES STANDING
FOR RETENTION
Percent of
All Respondents
Direct w/ Direct
Professional Professional  Social No Professional
Experience  Reputation Contacts Answer n Experience*

Justice Alexander O. Bryner ...........c.ccccovneee. 74% 23% 1% 2% 646 40%
Justice Dana Fabe..........cccoovveeenniccinies 80% 15% 1% 4% 823 55%
Justice Warren W. Matthews .............cccoveenee 75% 16% 1% 9% 688 43%
Judge Robert G. CoatS.......covveeiervrerieeiiinrinns 73% 22% 2% 3% 287 18%
Judge David Stewart..........cccoovrirrirnnirninenns 77% 14% 2% 5% 327 22%
Judge Larry Weeks.........ccocvveeeeeeeeeennns 81% 14% 1% 3% 443 30%
Judge Larry C. Zervos.......ccccveevininscienennnnns 86% 10% 2% 3% 263 19%
Judge Richard H. Erlich ..o, 84% 11% 2% 4% 171 12%
Judge Ben ESCh .....coovvvviviicc 79% 15% 5% 2% 256 17%
Judge Elaine M. ANdrews..........cccovvvveervrerienns 81% 14% 1% 3% 639 44%
Judge Harold M. Brown...........ccccovvvvviervrinnnns 76% 19% 2% 3% 322 22%
Judge Rene J. Gonzalez.........c.cocovvvvrrninene 88% 7% 1% 5% 559 41%
Judge Dan A. Hensley ..o, 86% 10% 1% 3% 466 33%
Judge Donald D. Hopwood...........cccccovveienne. 87% 10% 1% 3% 237 17%
Judge Jonathan H. LinK.........ccoccocinniiinnns 85% 9% 1% 4% 299 22%
Judge Peter A. MichalsKi ...........ccccovvieivinrnnnas 90% 5% 2% 4% 608 46%
Judge Eric Sanders ..., 83% 12% 1% 4% 455 33%
Judge Eric Smith .....ccoveveivccieeccee, 81% 14% 1% 4% 240 17%
Judge Sen K. Tan....ccoovvvenneiennseereneens 83% 12% 1% 4% 495 35%

* Percent of all persons responding to the survey who had direct professional experience with the judge.
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ALASKA BAR MEMBERS' BASIS FOR EVALUATING JUDGES STANDING
FOR RETENTION (Continued)

Percent of
All Respondents

Direct w/ Direct

Professional Professional  Social No Professional

Experience  Reputation Contacts Answer n Experience
Judge Fred TOrTiSi ..covvveveciveccceeeeesseene 86% 12% 1% 1% 147 11%
Judge Michael L. Wolverton...........cccccoevvunee. 85% 10% 1% 4% 509 36%
Judge Peter G. Ashman ..., 84% 11% 1% 4% 307 22%
Judge Joel H. BOIGEr ... 90% 8% 1% 1% 108 8%
Judge Natalie K. Finn........ccocooooevenvneiininnnns 85% 11% 2% 3% 362 25%
Judge Suzanne Lombardi.........ccccoevicininnnns 86% 10% 4% 0% 170 13%
Judge James N. Wanamaker .............ccccoeunuueen 85% 12% 1% 3% 335 24%
Judge Dale O. Curda ........cccoovvvvverereeeeennns 86% 13% 1% 0% 190 14%
Judge Mary E. Greene.......ccovvveivrvveseeernrennenns 87% 11% 1% 2% 356 26%
Judge Raymond Funk...........ccccoeevvviiiiiiiiiinnnns 84% 8% 3% 5% 196 14%
Judge Mark 1. WoOod..........cccoevvreivnininiinineens 86% 7% 0% 8% 187 14%

14
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E. PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS' BASIS FOR EVALUATING JUDGES STANDING FOR

RETENTION
Percent of
All Respondents
Direct w/ Direct
Professional Professional  Social No Professional
Experience  Reputation Contacts  Answer n Experience*
Judge Larry Weeks.........cccoevreennnccnennieene 75% 15% 1% 10% 95 10%
Judge Larry C. Zervos.......cccceevevvvevereiennsnanns 81% 9% 0% 11% 47 5%
Judge Richard H. Erlich ..., 82% 9% 0% 9% 54 6%
Judge BEN ESCh ..o 74% 20% 0% 7% 46 5%
Judge Elaine M. ANAreWS .........ccoovvvrvireerenenes 83% 12% 0% 6% 126 14%
Judge Harold M. Brown..........cccccoveeeennnnns 84% 7% 0% 9% 55 6%
Judge Rene J. Gonzalez.........c.cccovvvvrrninene, 68% 24% 2% 7% 62 6%
Judge Dan A. Hensley .........coccoevrncincnnineene, 58% 21% 0% 21% 19 2%
Judge Donald D. Hopwood..........c.ccccceevrnnnes 84% 6% 0% 10% 49 6%
Judge Jonathan H. LinK.........cccccoevvviicininnnnns 81% 8% 0% 12% 77 9%
Judge Peter A. MichalsKi .........ccccovveevririnnnnns 83% 9% 0% 8% 65 8%
Judge Eric Sanders ..., 78% 14% 0% 8% 51 6%
Judge Eric Smith ..., 87% 2% 0% 9% 44 5%
Judge Sen K. Tan.....ccoeeinvneinseeens 56% 31% 0% 13% 16 1%
Judge Fred TOrFiSi ...cvoereeeeinnccieeeceie 76% 11% 2% 11% 46 5%
Judge Michael L. Wolverton.............ccccooeeeaeee 82% 9% 1% 9% 104 12%
Judge Peter G. Ashman............cccovvveeiinninnns 87% 7% 0% 6% 86 10%
Judge Joel H. BOIger ... 77% 8% 0% 15% 26 3%
Judge Natalie K. Finn.......ccocooocvvvnvnninninnnns 80% 13% 0% 8% 93 10%

* Percent of all persons responding to the survey who had direct professional experience with the judge.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS’ BASIS FOR EVALUATING JUDGES STANDING
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FOR RETENTION (Continued)

Professional

Reputation Contacts

Social

Direct

Professional

Experience
Judge Suzanne Lombardi...........cccceeeirnnnen 83%
Judge James N. Wanamaker .............c.cccvrvrnnnes 83%
Judge Dale O. CUrda .......cccoovvveeeeririeeeririnnenns 83%
Judge Mary E. Greene........ccocovveeeeeeeenenns 72%
Judge Raymond Funk.............ccccoerveiiennnnne. 68%
Judge Mark 1. Wood..........ccooovieiiniiiinns 73%

2%

2%

10%

21%

17%

4%

16

2%

0%

0%

0%

3%

0%

Percent of
All Respondents
w/ Direct
No Professional
Answer n Experience
12% 42 5%
15% 54 6%
7% 42 5%
7% 95 9%
12% 65 6%
23% 79 8%
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F. SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA VOLUNTEERS' BASIS FOR EVALUATING JUDGES STANDING FOR

RETENTION
Percent of
All Respondents
Direct w/ Direct
Professional Professional  Social No Professional
Experience  Reputation Contacts  Answer n Experience*
Judge Larry WeeKs........occoeovvriniinnicicnins 86% 5% 5% 5% 22 13%
Judge Larry C. Zervos.......cccccceevvveeernsnevenenns 71% 14% 0% 14% 14 7%
Judge Richard H. Erlich .......ccccoveeevirecnne, 68% 33% 0% 0% 9 4%
Judge BEN ESCh ...vcvvvceccccc 50% 50% 0% 0% 4 1%
Judge Elaine M. ANAreWS .........ccoovvvrvereerenenes 75% 13% 3% 9% 32 17%
Judge Harold M. Brown...........ccccoovvvenirinnnnns 78% 22% 0% 0% 18 10%
Judge Rene J. Gonzalez.........c.cocovvvvnnninene, 79% 5% 0% 16% 19 10%
Judge Dan A. Hensley .........cccoeoeviniiciinninns 77% 18% 0% 6% 17 10%
Judge Donald D. Hopwood..........c.cccceeervrnnnns 75% 25% 0% 0% 4 2%
Judge Jonathan H. LinK.........cccccoevvvnicinnnnnnns 73% 18% 0% 9% 11 6%
Judge Peter A. MichalsKi .........cccovvevririnnnns 74% 9% 0% 17% 23 12%
Judge Eric Sanders ..., 63% 13% 0% 25% 8 4%
Judge Eric Smith ... 62% 8% 8% 23% 13 6%
Judge Sen K. Tan.....ccooveenreeeeees 54% 31% 0% 15% 13 5%
Judge Fred TOITiST ...coovvveveeirreciecces 86% 0% 0% 14% 7 4%
Judge Michael L. Wolverton.............ccccovvvnee 71% 6% 0% 24% 17 8%
Judge Peter G. Ashman...........cccccevveieiniinnnns 44% 33% 0% 22% 9 4%
Judge Joel H. BOIger ..., 80% 20% 0% 0% 5 3%
Judge Natalie K. Finn........ccocoooovvvnvnvieninnnnns 75% 25% 0% 0% 4 2%

* Percent of all persons responding to the survey who had direct professional experience with the judge.
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SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA VOLUNTEERS’ BASIS FOR EVALUATING JUDGES STANDING

FOR RETENTION (Continued)

Professional
Reputation Contacts

Social

Direct

Professional

Experience
Judge Suzanne Lombardi...........cccceeeieivrinnnnns 80%
Judge James N. Wanamaker .............c.cceurveneen 20%
Judge Dale O. Curda ........cccovvveeervrerreeinnirnenns 77%
Judge Mary E. Greene.......cccvovvveivrereseennenenens 80%
Judge Raymond Funk.............ccccoervvviennnnene. 50%
Judge Mark 1. Wood..........ccooevrriininninns 33%

0%

40%

8%

13%

50%

67%

18

0%

0%

8%

0%

0%

0%

Percent of
All Respondents
w/ Direct
No Professional
Answer n Experience
20% 5 4%
40% 5 1%
8% 13 7%
7% 15 8%
0% 4 1%
0% 3 1%
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V.

A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

INDIVIDUAL EVALUATION SECTION

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

SUPREME COURT JUSTICE ALEXANDER O. BRYNER

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Private, SOI0 ......ocovevieeeceeee e 19%
Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 21%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 18%
Private, corporate employee...........cccccceenenee. 1%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 11%
GOVEIMMENT ... 19%
Public service agency or organization

(NOt gOVErNMENt) ......cccovvvieeriiiiecceeeies 3%
Other ..o 2%
NO ANSWET ... 4%
1-5YRAIS. ..o 6%
6-10 YEAIS ..o 9%
11-15 YEAIS oot 14%
16-20 YEAIS ...t 22%
204 YRS ..ot 45%
NO ANSWET ...t 4%
MaIE ... 2%
Female ......coovicce e 24%
NO ANSWET ... 4%
PrOSECULION .....vevvniieieese e 4%
Mainly criminal ........ccccooorvveiennseieinens 8%
Mixed criminal and civil .............ccccceevrinnes 26%
Mainly Civil.........coocoooiiii e 54%
OLNEN .. 4%
NO ANSWET ...t 4%
First DIStriCt.......ccvvenieescce e 10%
Second DIStriCt ........coovveeeienieiereees 2%
Third DIStriCt ......covvvecrercee e 74%
Fourth DISriCE .......cvvveerereeencee e 8%
NOt in AlasKa........coovevnieinecreeeene 2%

(O AN 1= 4%
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B. EVALUATION OF SUPREME COURT JUSTICE ALEXANDER O. BRYNER

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis..........cc.ccoveveerenerene 3 1% 11 2% 52 11% 136  29% 271 57% 44
Writing clarity and precision ..........cc.ccoeceeneene 6 1% 6 1% 41 9% 129  30% 250 58% 44
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccccocuveeenee 7 1% 11 2% 74 16% 130 28% 249  53% 4.3
Sense of basic fairness and justice................. 7 2% 14 3% 60 14% 130  30% 229 52% 43
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..., 6 1% 7 2% 50 11% 106 23% 296  64% 45
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........cccocoevereeene 5 1% 15 3% 54  12% 88  20% 278  63% 44
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................. 17 4% 34 7% 83 18% 129  28% 205  44% 4.0
Human understanding and compassion ......... 13 3% 26 6% 74 17% 132 30% 194 44% 41
Diligence
Preparation for appeals and

attentiveness to oral argument .............ccoco.e.. 5 1% 9 2% 44  10% 110 24% 283  63% 45
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge..........cocoverevrincnnee 7 1% 16 3% 61  13% 137 29% 259  54% 4.3

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 480 Alaska Bar members evaluated Justice Bryner based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 35%
had a substantial amount of experience, 36% had a moderate amount, and 25% had a limited amount.
evaluation item was in the “excellent" range (4.3). The highest mean score came for conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
impropriety (4.5) and preparation for appeals and attentiveness to oral argument (4.5), while the lowest scored item was courtesy, freedom

from arrogance (4.0).

20

Mean score on the overall
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OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPREME COURT JUSTICE ALEXANDER O. BRYNER

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

UNACCEPTABLE| DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.01]
NO ANSWER. 0% 0% 24% 24% 52% 21 4.3
SOLO.......... 3% 2% 12% 38% 44% 90 4.2
2-5 ATTORNEYS 2% 6% 12% 31% 50% 101 4.2
6+ ATTORNEYS 1% 4% 10% 33% 52% 89 4.3
CORPORATE. 0% 0% 71% 0% 29% 7 3.6
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER.. 0% 4% 4% 15% 77% 53 4.7
GOVERNMENT.. 1% 2% 17% 27% 52% 92 4.3
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 6% 25% 69% 16 4.6
OTHER e 0% 0% 0% 9% 91% 11 4.9
LENGTH OF PRACTICE [p<.01]
NO ANSWER. 0% 0% 19% 24% 57% 21 4.4
1-5 YEARS. 0% 0% 0% 30% 70% 30 4.7
6-10 YEARS.... 0% 7% 7% 38% 48% 42 4.3
11-15 YEARS.. 2% 6% 19% 40% 33% 63 4.0
16-20 YEARS 2% 7% 17% 20% 55% 106 4.2
21+ YEARS 2% 1% 11% 28% 58% 218 4.4
GENDER
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 5% 20% 25% 50% 20 4.2
MALE..... 2% 3% 13% 27% 55% 346 4.3
FEMALE.. 0% 4% 11% 33% 53% 114 4.4
CASES HANDLED
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 20 4.3
PROSECUTION 0% 0% 25% 20% 55% 20 4.3
CRIMINAL..... 0% 0% 21% 37% 42% 38 4.2
CRIMINAL & CIV 2% 4% 10% 23% 61% 126 4.4
CIVIL. 2% 4% 11% 32% 51% 257 4.3
OTHER. 5% 0% 5% 16% 74% 19 4.5
LOCATION OF PRACTICE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER ..o o 0% 0% 20% 25% 55% 20 4.4
FIRST DISTRICT... 0% 2% 2% 36% 60% 47 4.5
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 13% 0% 13% 75% 8 4.5
THIRD DISTRICT 1% 3% 13% 27% 55% 356 4.3
FOURTH DISTRICT. . 3% 8% 26% 33% 31% 39 3.8
OUTSIDE ALASKA...........] 10% 0% 0% 40% 50% 10 4.2
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 0% 6% 18% 12% 65% 17 4.4
SUBSTANTIAL 3% 3% 13% 25% 56% 167 4.3
MODERATE 1% 5% 12% 29% 53% 174 4.3
LIMITED.. 0% 2% 12% 36% 50% 122 4.3
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..o o 0% 7% 36% 14% 43% 14 3.9
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE .o 1% 3% 13% 29% 54% 480 4.3
PROFESSIONAL

REPUTATION......... 3% 1% 10% 30% 55% 148 4.3
SOCIAL CONTACTS. 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 4 4.8
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A

SUPREME COURT JUSTICE DANA FABE

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice: Private, SO0 .....c.cccoveeviieiciceicee e,
Private, office of 2-5 attorneys............

Length of Practice: 1-5 YEAIS..ciiiceei e

Gender:

Cases Handled: Prosecution ........ccoeeeeeeeeeeesisncecnenas
Mainly criminal .........cccoovvierirriennne,
Mixed criminal and civil .....................
Mainly Civil........ccovviii
(©1 1< SO TRTRTT
NO ANSWEN ...oveei e

Location of Practice: First DIStriCt.....cccccvviiviiieee e

Private, office of 6 or more attorneys

Private, corporate employee................
State judge or judicial officer..............
GOVErNMENT .....ccee e

Public service agency or organization

(not government) .........cooevrrerininnn.
Other ..o
NO ANSWET ...

11-15 YEAIS v
16-20 YEAIS ...
20+ YEAIS....cooierreeeirierereer e
NO ANSWET ...

Second DIStriCt .......ccccevevveviiiiiiiieenns
Third DiStrict ....ccooeveveviieicecceceee,
Fourth DiStrict .........ccccovvvvivvviiiiinnn,
Not in Alaska........ccccceevvvveeviiciieciennn,
NO ANSWET ......ceecieerceseee e
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B. EVALUATION OF SUPREME COURT JUSTICE DANA FABE

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis..........c.ccverrerneeee 10 2% 21 3% 70  11% 153  23% 402 61% 44
Writing clarity and precision ..........c.ccoeceeneene 6 1% 11 2% 64  10% 152 25% 382 62% 45
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ..........ccocoeveenne 22 3% 28 4% 70  11% 142 22% 394  60% 4.3
Sense of basic fairness and justice................ 18 3% 25 4% 64 10% 137 22% 383 61% 4.3
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ...........cccceu.... 10 2% 17 3% 56 9% 129 20% 433  67% 45
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........cccccoveeuneeee 12 2% 24 4% 64  10% 137 22% 379 62% 44
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................. 13 2% 27 4% 56 9% 116  18% 440  67% 44
Human understanding and compassion ........... 9 1% 27 4% 53 8% 132 21% 407  65% 4.4
Diligence
Preparation for appeals and

attentiveness to oral argument .............ccoco.e.. 8 1% 2 0% 49 8% 122 20% 422 70% 4.6
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge............ccouvuuriennn. 11 2% 29 4% 67  10% 136 21% 411 63% 44

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 654 Alaska Bar members evaluated Justice Fabe based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 38% had
a substantial amount of experience, 36% had a moderate amount, and 20% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall evaluation
item was in the “excellent" range (4.4). The highest mean score came for preparation for appeals and attentiveness to oral argument (4.6),
while the lowest scored items were equal treatment of all parties (4.3) and sense of basic fairness and justice (4.3).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPREME COURT JUSTICE DANA FABE
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.001]
NO ANSWER. 3% 0% 20% 20% 57% 30 4.3
SOLO...... 5% 5% 11% 20% 59% 147 4.2
2-5 ATTORNEYS 1% 7% 10% 22% 60% 147 4.3
6+ ATTORNEYS.. 0% 1% 6% 24% 69% 135 4.6
CORPORATE .o 0% 27% 18% 18% 36% 11 3.6
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER...... 0% 2% 2% 15% 81% 54 4.8
GOVERNMENT.. 2% 4% 18% 21% 55% 105 4.2
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 8% 0% 0% 92% 13 4.8
OTHER 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 12 4.8
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 14% 21% 66% 29 4.5
1-5 YEARS 3% 3% 6% 18% 71% 34 4.5
6-10 YEARS. 3% 5% 7% 21% 64% 73 4.4
11-15 YEARS.. 1% 7% 13% 21% 58% 100 4.3
16-20 YEARS.. 1% 6% 9% 19% 65% 153 4.4
214 YEARS ..o 2% 3% 11% 22% 62% 265 4.4
GENDER
NO ANSWER. 3% 3% 17% 23% 53% 30 4.2
MALE.... 2% 4% 11% 21% 61% 467 4.4
FEMAL 0% 4% 8% 19% 69% 157 4.5
CASES HANDLED [p<.05]
NO ANSWER ..o 3% 3% 17% 21% 55% 29 4.2
PROSECUTION 0% 11% 26% 32% 32% 19 3.8
CRIMINAL...... 0% 0% 7% 21% 72% 43 4.7
CRIMINAL & CIV 3% 4% 12% 19% 63% 142 4.4
CIVIL . 1% 5% 9% 22% 63% 403 4.4
OTHER 0% 0% 6% 6% 89% 18 4.8
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER......... 4% 0% 14% 21% 61% 28 4.4
FIRST DISTRICT. 0% 2% 5% 25% 68% 63 4.6
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 13% 88% 8 4.9
THIRD DISTRICT 2% 5% 11% 19% 63% 494 4.4
FOURTH DISTRICT. 2% 7% 13% 33% 44% 45 4.1
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 0% 31% 69% 16 4.7
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 0% 6% 10% 13% 71% 31 4.5
SUBSTANTIAL 3% 5% 9% 18% 65% 251 4.4
MODERATE 1% 4% 10% 25% 59% 238 4.4
LIMITED.. 0% 3% 13% 20% 64% 134 4.5
BASIS FOR EVALUATION [p<.05]
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 6% 19% 31% 44% 36 4.1
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ..o 2% 4% 10% 21% 63% 654 4.4
PROFESSI0ONAL
REPUTATION .o 2% 2% 6% 19% 72% 126 4.6
SOCIAL CONTACTS..onr. 14% 0% 0% 14% 71% 7 4.3
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DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPREME COURT JUSTICE WARREN W. MATTHEWS

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Private, SOl0 ... 22%
Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 22%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 22%
Private, corporate employee.........c.cccovvveene. 2%
State judge or judicial officer.........c.c........... 9%
GOVEIMMENT .....ccvvivieiece e 15%
Public service agency or organization

(NOt gOVErNMENL) ...c.cvviiiiiiiieseeee 2%
OLNEN .. 2%
NO ANSWET ...t 5%
1-5 YRS .o 5%
6-10 YEAIS .o 9%
L11-15 YEAIS oo 13%
16-20 YEAIS ... 23%
20+ YEAIS....cooierrcreeriee s 46%
NO ANSWET .....oceeecieeir e 5%
MaIE .....ooveveieieeee s 72%
Female ..o, 23%
NO ANSWET ... s 5%
ProSECULION .....c.vviiiisse s 2%
Mainly criminal ..........cccoeovvveivieirceiciinesnns 6%
Mixed criminal and civil .........cccccccevvriennee. 23%
Mainly Civil........cocooviii 62%
OFher .o 3%
NO ANSWET ...t 5%
First DiStriCt.......ccooveiivciiiceee e 11%
Second DIStriCt .......cccovvevvcirccececeeees 1%
Third DIStriCt .......ccoovviririieeeeeeeeeeeieeas 72%
Fourth DIStriCt ........cccovvvivrrreesees, 9%
Not in Alaska.........ccocovvvvvrnsnsssee, 2%

NO ANSWEN .....ovieiiiectee ettt 5%
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B. EVALUATION OF SUPREME COURT JUSTICE WARREN W. MATTHEWS

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis..........cc.ccoveveerenerene 4 1% 15 3% 79  15% 175  34% 238  47% 4.2
Writing clarity and precision ..........c.ccoeceeneene 1 0% 14 3% 80 16% 177 36% 223 45% 4.2
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ..........ccocoeveenne 11 2% 30 6% 84 17% 161  32% 222 44% 4.1
Sense of basic fairness and justice................ 13 3% 28 6% 90 18% 160 32% 202 41% 4.0
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..., 6 1% 12 2% 70  14% 128  25% 290 57% 4.4
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........cccccoveeuneeee 11 2% 19 4% 68  14% 127 26% 263  54% 4.3
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................. 21 4% 44 9% 108 21% 142 28% 195 38% 39
Human understanding and compassion ......... 16 3% 37 8% 99 21% 155 32% 174 36% 3.9
Diligence
Preparation for appeals and

attentiveness to oral argument .............ccoco.e.. 5 1% 15 3% 80 17% 141 29% 242 50% 4.2
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge..........cocoverevrincnnee 8 2% 29 6% 86  17% 166  32% 224 44% 4.1

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 513 Alaska Bar members evaluated Justice Matthews based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
35% had a substantial amount of experience, 35% had a moderate amount, and 24% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall
evaluation item was in the “excellent" range (4.1). The highest mean score came for conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
impropriety (4.4), while the lowest scored items were courtesy, freedom from arrogance (3.9) and human understanding and compassion

(3.9).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPREME COURT JUSTICE WARREN W. MATTHEWS
UNACCEPTABLE DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.001]
NO ANSWER. 0% 4% 13% 33% 50% 24 4.3
SOLO..c 4% 6% 15% 40% 36% 109 4.0
2-5 ATTORNEYS 3% 11% 18% 29% 39% 112 3.9
6+ ATTORNEYS.. 1% 6% 19% 34% 41% 113 4.1
CORPORATE oo e o 0% 13% 38% 25% 25% 8 3.6
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER..... 0% 0% 13% 13% 75% 48 4.6
GOVERNMENT.. 0% 1% 21% 36% 42% 78 4.2
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 0% 42% 58% 12 4.6
OTHER oo 0% 11% 11% 22% 56% 9 4.2
LENGTH OF PRACTICE [p<.001]
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 4% 8% 33% 54% 24 4.4
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 4% 42% 54% 24 4.5
6-10 YEARS. 0% 12% 26% 23% 40% 43 3.9
11-15 YEARS.. 5% 9% 24% 36% 26% 66 3.7
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 5% 16% 30% 49% 115 4.2
21+ YEARS. .o ] 2% 5% 16% 33% 45% 241 4.1
GENDER
NO ANSWER. 4% 4% 15% 31% 46% 26 4.1
MALE... 2% 6% 16% 32% 44% 370 4.1
FEMAL 1% 3% 20% 35% 41% 117 4.1
CASES HANDLED
NO ANSWER...cviiii i 0% 4% 16% 32% 48% 25 4.2
PROSECUTION 0% 0% 30% 60% 10% 10 3.8
CRIMINAL...... 0% 7% 13% 33% 47% 30 4.2
CRIMINAL & CIV 2% 3% 23% 28% 44% 116 4.1
CIVIL.iiii 2% 7% 14% 33% 43% 316 4.1
OTHER .o e e 0% 0% 19% 25% 56% 16 4.4
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER.......co. 0% 4% 8% 33% 54% 24 4.4
FIRST DISTRICT. 3% 3% 14% 34% 45% 58 4.1
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 20% 80% 5 4.8
THIRD DISTRICT 1% 6% 17% 31% 44% 372 4.1
FOURTH DISTRICT. 2% 7% 28% 35% 28% 43 3.8
OUTSIDE ALASKA 9% 0% 0% 45% 45% 11 4.2
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 4% 7% 21% 32% 36% 28 3.9
SUBSTANTIAL 2% 3% 17% 26% 52% 182 4.2
MODERATE 1% 6% 14% 37% 42% 180 4.1
LIMITED.. 1% 9% 19% 36% 36% 123 4.0
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..coviii i 3% 10% 12% 34% 41% 59 4.0
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ....coooiiiiiran ) 2% 6% 17% 32% 44% 513 4.1
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATHION oo 2% 2% 21% 30% 46% 111 4.2
SOCIAL CONTACTS. .. 0% 0% 20% 20% 60% 5 4.4
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DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

COURT OF APPEALS JUDGE ROBERT G. COATS

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Private, SOl0 ... 17%
Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 16%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ........... 8%
Private, corporate employee.........c.cccovvveene. 0%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 21%
GOVEIMMENT .....ccvvivieiece e 27%
Public service agency or organization

(NOt gOVErNMENL) ...c.cvviiiiiiiieseeee 4%
OLNEN .. 3%
NO ANSWET ...t 4%
1-5 YRS .o 9%
6-10 YEAIS .o 9%
L11-15 YEAIS oo 13%
16-20 YEAIS ... 22%
20+ YEAIS....cooierrcreeriee s 43%
NO ANSWET .....oceeecieeir e 4%
MaIE .....ooveveieieeee s 67%
Female ..o, 29%
NO ANSWET ... s 3%
ProSECULION .....c.vviiiisse s 9%
Mainly criminal ........ccccovveeirncciciiiinns 18%
Mixed criminal and civil .........cccccccevvriennee. 47%
Mainly Civil........cocooviii 20%
OFher .o 4%
NO ANSWET ...t 3%
First DiStriCt........ccovevvveviciceceecee e 7%
Second DIStriCt .......cccovvevvcirccececeeees 2%
Third DIStriCt .......ccoovviririieeeeeeeeeeeieeas 73%
Fourth DIStriCt ........ccovvvvvrreees s, 14%
Not in Alaska.........ccocovvvvvrnsnsssee, 1%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 3%
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B. EVALUATION OF COURT OF APPEALS JUDGE ROBERT G. COATS

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis..........cc.ccoveeerreereneine 4 2% 17 8% 63  30% 75 36% 49  24% 3.7
Writing clarity and precision ..........c.ccoeceeneenee 3 2% 16 8% 63  32% 70  35% 47  24% 3.7
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccccocuveeenee 3 1% 22 11% 48  23% 59  28% 77 3% 39
Sense of basic fairness and justice................. 3 1% 24 12% 46  23% 58  29% 70  35% 3.8
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..., 2 1% 9 4% 44 21% 60  29% 91  44% 41
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........cccocoevereeene 5 3% 15 8% 41 21% 56  28% 80 41% 4.0
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 5 2% 15 7% 43 21% 60 29% 84  41% 4.0
Human understanding and compassion ........... 7 4% 17 9% 47  24% 64  33% 61  31% 3.8
Diligence
Preparation for appeals and

attentiveness to oral argument .............ccoco.e.. 3 2% 14 7% 56  28% 65  33% 62  31% 3.8
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge..........cocoverevrincnnee 3 1% 22 10% 53 25% 69  33% 63  30% 3.8

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 210 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Coats based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 48% had
a substantial amount of experience, 24% had a moderate amount, and 22% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall evaluation
item was in the "good" range (3.8). The highest mean score came for conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of impropriety
(4.1), while the lowest scored items were legal and factual analysis (3.7) and writing clarity and precision (3.7).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: COURT OF APPEALS JUDGE ROBERT G. COATS
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.001]
NO ANSWER. 0% 0% 38% 25% 38% 8 4.0
SOLO.......... 3% 23% 23% 34% 17% 35 3.4
2-5 ATTORNEYS 3% 18% 38% 26% 15% 34 3.3
6+ ATTORNEYS.. 0% 12% 35% 12% 41% 17 3.8
CORPORATE . 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER...... 2% 2% 15% 30% 50% 46 4.2
GOVERNMENT.. 0% 9% 25% 46% 20% 56 3.8
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 22% 22% 56% 9 4.3
OTHER 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 5 4.6
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 38% 0% 63% 8 4.3
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 24% 35% 41% 17 4.2
6-10 YEARS. 6% 22% 17% 28% 28% 18 3.5
11-15 YEARS.. 4% 11% 37% 26% 22% 27 3.5
16-20 YEARS.. . 2% 13% 25% 40% 21% 48 3.6
21+ YEARS oo 0% 10% 23% 35% 33% 92 3.9
GENDER
NO ANSWER. 0% 0% 43% 14% 43% 7 4.0
MALE.. 2% 12% 24% 32% 30% 142 3.8
FEMAL 0% 8% 26% 36% 30% 61 3.9
CASES HANDLED
NO ANSWER ...coo 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 6 4.0
PROSECUTION 0% 16% 26% 42% 16% 19 3.6
CRIMINAL...... 0% 11% 24% 32% 32% 37 3.9
CRIMINAL & CIV 3% 11% 26% 33% 26% 99 3.7
CIVIL . . 0% 10% 22% 29% 39% 41 4.0
OTHER 0% 0% 13% 50% 38% 8 4.3
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER....... 0% 0% 43% 0% 57% 7 4.1
FIRST DISTRICT, 8% 0% 31% 46% 15% 13 3.6
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 40% 20% 40% 5 4.0
THIRD DISTRICT 1% 10% 23% 36% 31% 154 3.9
FOURTH DISTRICT. 4% 21% 32% 21% 21% 28 3.4
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3 4.7
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 0% 8% 50% 25% 17% 12 3.5
SUBSTANTIAL 3% 12% 22% 29% 35% 101 3.8
MODERATE 0% 12% 24% 33% 31% 51 3.8
LIMITED.. 0% 7% 28% 43% 22% 46 3.8
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..o 13% 13% 13% 50% 13% 8 3.4
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ..o 1% 10% 25% 33% 30% 210 3.8
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION . 5% 5% 24% 41% 25% 63 3.8
SOCIAL CONTACTS..ooomn. 0% 0% 33% 50% 17% 6 3.8
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DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

COURT OF APPEALS JUDGE DAVID STEWART

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Private, SOl0 ... 22%
Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 15%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 14%
Private, corporate employee.........c.cccovvveene. 2%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 17%
GOVEIMMENT .....ccvvivieiece e 21%
Public service agency or organization

(NOt gOVErNMENL) ...c.cvviiiiiiiieseeee 3%
OLNEN .. 2%
NO ANSWET ...t 5%
1-5 YRS .o 6%
6-10 YEAIS .o 8%
11-15 YEAIS vt 15%
16-20 YEAIS ... 24%
20+ YEAIS....cooierrcreeriee s 42%
NO ANSWET .....oceeecieeir e 5%
MaIE .....ooveveieieeee s 70%
Female ..o, 25%
NO ANSWET ... s 5%
ProSECULION .....c.vviiiisse s 6%
Mainly criminal ........ccccovveeirncciciiiinns 11%
Mixed criminal and civil .........cccccccevvriennee. 40%
Mainly Civil........cocooviii 35%
OFher .o 4%
NO ANSWET ...t 5%
First DiStriCt........ccovevvveviciceceecee e 7%
Second DIStriCt .......cccovvevvcirccececeeees 2%
Third DIStriCt .......ccoovviririieeeeeeeeeeeieeas 76%
Fourth DIStriCt ........cccovvvivrrreesees, 8%
Not in Alaska.........ccocovvvvvrnsnsssee, 2%

NO ANSWEN .....ovieiiiectee ettt 5%
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

B. EVALUATION OF COURT OF APPEALS JUDGE DAVID STEWART

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis..........cc.ccoveveerenerene 3 1% 18 7% 53 21% 102 40% 82  32% 39
Writing clarity and precision ..........c.ccoeceeneenee 2 1% 15 6% 53  23% 88 3% 77 33% 39
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccccocuveeenee 6 2% 15 6% 45  18% 70  28% 117 46% 4.1
Sense of basic fairness and justice................. 5 2% 17 7% 42 17% 71 29% 110  45% 4.1
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..., 5 2% 9 4% 43 1% 65  26% 131 52% 4.2
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........cccocoevereeene 8 3% 11 5% 41 18% 65 28% 107  46% 4.1
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 6 2% 10 4% 45 17% 74 28% 125  48% 4.2
Human understanding and compassion ........... 7 3% 14 6% 44  18% 75 31% 102 42% 4.0
Diligence
Preparation for appeals and

attentiveness to oral argument .............ccoco.e.. 5 2% 12 5% 36  16% 85  38% 86  38% 4.0
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge..........cocoverevrincnnee 5 2% 18 7% 37 14% 97  38% 100  39% 4.0

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 257 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Stewart based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 40%
had a substantial amount of experience, 33% had a moderate amount, and 21% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall
evaluation item was in the “excellent" range (4.0). The highest mean scores came for conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
impropriety (4.2) and courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.2), while the lowest scored items were legal and factual analysis (3.9) and
writing clarity and precision (3.9).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: COURT OF APPEALS JUDGE DAVID STEWART
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER. 0% 0% 31% 23% 46% 13 4.2
SOLO. v 0% 14% 14% 29% 43% 58 4.0
2-5 ATTORNEYS. 5% 5% 12% 44% 34% 41 4.0
6+ ATTORNEYS... 3% 6% 9% 49% 34% 35 4.1
CORPORATE e 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER....c.. 2% 0% 14% 35% 49% 43 4.3
GOVERNMENT.. 2% 10% 17% 42% 29% 52 3.9
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 14% 14% 29% 43% 7 4.0
OTHER e 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
LENGTH OF PRACTICE [p<.001]
NO ANSWER ..o ] 0% 0% 23% 31% 46% 13 4.2
1-5 YEARS 0% 6% 6% 59% 29% 17 4.1
6-10 YEARS.. 5% 37% 21% 16% 21% 19 3.1
11-15 YEARS.. 3% 10% 15% 45% 28% 40 3.9
16-20 YEARS.. i 2% 5% 13% 38% 43% 61 4.1
21+ YEARS oo 2% 3% 14% 36% 45% 107 4.2
GENDER
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 23% 31% 46% 13 4.2
MALE.... 2% 6% 15% 40% 38% 181 4.1
FEMALE 3% 13% 11% 33% 40% 63 3.9
CASES HANDLED [p<.05]
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 12 4.3
PROSECUTION.. 6% 0% 19% 38% 38% 16 4.0
CRIMINAL...... 0% 28% 10% 38% 24% 29 3.6
CRIMINAL & C 3% 7% 19% 32% 39% 102 4.0
CUVIL . . 1% 3% 10% 44% 41% 88 4.2
OTHER e 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 10 4.5
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER......... 0% 0% 23% 23% 54% 13 4.3
FIRST DISTRICT. 0% 0% 29% 41% 29% 17 4.0
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 6 4.3
THIRD DISTRICT 3% 8% 11% 40% 40% 197 4.1
FOURTH DISTRICT.. 0% 15% 40% 20% 25% 20 3.6
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 4 4.8
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER..... 0% 6% 19% 50% 25% 16 3.9
SUBSTANTIAL 3% 7% 13% 30% 47% 102 4.1
MODERATE. 1% 10% 17% 36% 37% 84 4.0
LIMITED 2% 4% 13% 51% 31% 55 4.1
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..o 6% 0% 44% 25% 25% 16 3.6
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERTENCE v 2% 7% 14% 38% 39% 257 4.0
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION ..o 2% 4% 22% 43% 28% 46 3.9
SOCIAL CONTACTS o 0% 0% 13% 50% 38% 8 4.3
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY WEEKS

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 16%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 19%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 1%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 11%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)
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MAY 2000

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY WEEKS
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis...........ccceevrrrrerrrnenns 7 2% 10 3% 62 17% 130  36% 149 4 4.1
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeeene. 7 2% 9 3% 56  16% 125  36% 150 4 4.2
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE.......oveeieiireirre e eeesessesssesnnns 6 2% 4 1% 51 15% 105 31% 172 5 4.3
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ............ccoevrrennee. 7 2% 17 5% 44 12% 97  2T% 190 5 4.3
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 8 2% 13 4% 39 11% 91  26% 199 5 43
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........cccoeeeenee 6 2% 5 1% 33 9% 89 25% 223 6 45
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........ccocvecrvcenn. 4 1% 8 2% 37 11% 88  26% 197 5 4.4
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 2% 9 3% 41 11% 92 26% 207 5 43
Human understanding and compassion ........... 1% 10 3% 49  14% 93  28% 181 5 43
Ability to control courtroom............c.cccvceeeneenee 1% 2 1% 32 10% 91  29% 186 5 44
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSioNS ...........ceveureneereeeneinineireeies 5 1% 7 2% 47  14% 108  32% 170 5 4.3
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveereeenenns 5 1% 5 1% 43 13% 91  27% 190 5 44
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........ccoovvvvinenenincrcncrecs 5 3% 6 3% 25  14% 56  32% 85 4 4.2
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvevenceneercncnnenns 3 2% 2 1% 22 12% 49  26% 109 5 4.4
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........c.ocvevvinienicinenns 5 3% 3 2% 23 12% 50 27% 107 5 4.3
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccuerereeririnenns 4 1% 11 3% 45  13% 112 31% 187 5 4.3

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 359 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Weeks based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 40%
had a substantial amount of experience, 26% had a moderate amount, and 28% had a limited amount.
evaluation item was in the “excellent" range (4.3). The highest mean score came for conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of

impropriety (4.5). The lowest scored item was legal and factual analysis (4.1).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY WEEKS
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Vean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.01]
NO ANSWER.. 0% 21% 14% 14% 50% 14 3.9
SOLO. v, 2% 4% 14% 37% 42% 83 4.1
2-5 ATTORNEYS. 2% 3% 22% 24% 48% 58 4.1
6+ ATTORNEYS... 0% 2% 15% 38% 45% 66 4.3
CORPORATE .o 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 3 4.0
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER........ 0% 0% 3% 18% 80% 40 4.8
GOVERNMENT.. 0% 3% 8% 30% 60% 77 4.5
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 14% 43% 43% 7 4.3
OTHER oo 9% 0% 0% 36% 55% 11 4.3
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER 0% 23% 0% 15% 62% 13 4.2
1-5 YEARS. 0% 5% 5% 20% 70% 20 4.6
6-10 YEARS.. 0% 5% 13% 28% 54% 39 4.3
11-15 YEARS.. 5% 2% 10% 40% 43% 58 4.1
16-20 YEARS.. | 0% 1% 15% 29% 54% 72 4.4
21+ YEARS .o 1% 2% 14% 32% 51% 157 4.3
GENDER [p<.05]
NO ANSWER ... 0% 25% 0% 25% 50% 12 4.0
1% 3% 15% 34% 48% 267 4.2
1% 1% 8% 24% 66% 80 4.5
CASES HANDLED
NO ANSWER ... ] 0% 23% 0% 23% 54% 13 4.1
PROSECUTION.. 0% 0% 6% 41% 53% 17 4.5
CRIMINAL...... 0% 0% 21% 25% 54% 24 4.3
CRIMINAL & C 1% 3% 16% 24% 56% 90 4.3
COVIL i | 1% 3% 13% 34% 50% 200 4.3
OTHER e 7% 0% 0% 40% 53% 15 4.3
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER.... 0% 27% 0% 18% 55% 11 4.0
FIRST DISTRICT. 0% 2% 11% 28% 59% 142 4.4
SECOND DISTRICT 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 2 4.0
THIRD DISTRICT. 2% 2% 14% 35% 47% 188 4.2
FOURTH DISTRICT % 0% 27% 27% 36% 11 3.8
OUTSIDE ALASKA... 0% 20% 0% 20% 60% 5 4.2
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER...... 5% 14% 14% 19% 48% 21 3.9
SUBSTANTIAL.. 1% 3% 9% 26% 60% 144 4.4
MODERATE. 1% 1% 16% 33% 49% 95 4.3
LIMITED... 0% 3% 14% 39% 43% 99 4.2
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ... 0% 0% 14% 50% 36% 14 4.2
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ....cooonvc e 1% 3% 13% 31% 52% 359 4.3
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION.....coom 0% 3% 16% 48% 33% 64 4.1
SOCIAL CONTACTS...cocon.e 0% 0% 17% 17% 67% 6 4.5
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY WEEKS

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 25%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 42%
Village Public Safety Officer...........cccovvvrennne. 4%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccooveveviveviecennen. 16%
OthBE e 11%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 2%
1-5 YBAIS .o 22%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 23%
L11-15 YRAIS o 21%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 22%
20 YBAIS ..o 10%
(I AN 1YY= 3%
MalE.....eiceeeeececece e 82%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 18%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 0%
First DIStICE ....cvcvviveiceeceicece e 70%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 4%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 16%
FOUrth DiStriCt......ocveeveeeecececece e 8%
Outside AlASKa ........c.ccucviiiiiiiicice e 0%
NO ANSWEN ...ttt 1%
UNAEr 2,001.......ceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e s 18%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........cccoeevereereirninns 63%
35,000 OF OVEF ...vvicriiitie ittt 19%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 0%
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY WEEKS
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccocoeneunenee 0 0% 3 4% 6 9% 25 3% 34  50% 43
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 0 0% 3 4% 7 10% 25 3% 33 49% 4.3
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety..........c.ccoueuu.. 0 0% 1 2% 7 11% 20 31% 37  57% 44
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........c..ccoveernenne. 0 0% 2 3% 7 11% 19 31% 34  55% 44
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 0 0% 2 3% 6 9% 26 39% 32 48% 4.3
Human understanding and compassion........... 0 0% 0 0% 9 14% 28  43% 28  43% 4.3
Ability to control courtroom ...........ccccoeceneenn. 1 2% 1 2% 7 11% 17 28% 35 5% 44
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSiONS.........c.crieeeneereeinieeireinineinenns 1 2% 2 3% 3 5% 23 3% 33 53% 44
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings.........c.ccveevereeernens 1 2% 0 0% 5 9% 23 40% 28  49% 44
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS ..., 1 2% 1 2% 4 9% 20  44% 19 42% 4.2
Consideration of all relevant

factors in Sentencing ..........ccoveeercercenecineenene 2 3% 2 3% 8 13% 23 3% 27 44% 4.1
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families..........c.coevinerirenininnee 1 2% 3 7% 9 20% 12 27% 19  43% 4.0
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge............cccvurerriennne 1 1% 2 3% 6 8% 32 45% 30 42% 4.2

OVERVIEW:

In all, 71 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Weeks from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
28% had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 24% had a moderate amount, and 39% had a limited amount. The
mean score for the overall evaluation item was in the "excellent" range (4.2). The highest scored items were: conduct free from
impropriety (4.4), makes decisions without regard to possible public criticism (4.4), ability to control courtroom (4.4), reasonable
promptness in making decisions (4.4), and willingness to work diligently (4.4). The item scored lowest was talent and ability for
cases involving children and families (4.0).
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OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY WEEKS

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT | ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n WMean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER....omerimrosomnrons 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
STATE OFFICER...cmunn 0% 0% 6% 50% 44% 18 4.4
MUN 1/BOROUGH
OFFICER ..o 3% 3% 0% 57% 37% 30 4.2
VILLAGE PUBLIC
SAFETY OFFICER..... 0% 0% 67% 0% 33% 3 3.7
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 8% 33% 58% 12 4.5
OTHER e 0% 14% 29% 29% 29% 7 3.7
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 2 4.0
1-5 YEAR 0% 7% 13% 33% 47% 15 4.2
6-10 YEARS 0% 0% 0% 47% 53% 17 4.5
11-15 YEARS. 0% 0% 7% 67% 27% 15 4.2
16-20 YEARS. . 6% 0% 6% 50% 38% 16 4.1
21+ YEARS..oomoomoorrn 0% 17% 17% 17% 50% 6 4.0
GENDER
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
. 2% 2% 8% 46% 42% 59 4.3
FEMALE ..o 0% 8% 8% 42% 42% 12 4.2
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
FIRST DISTRICT 2% 2% 4% 46% 46% 50 4.3
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 3 4.0
THIRD DISTRICT 0% o% o% 27% 55% 11 4.3
FOURTH DISTRICT...cc... 0% 0% 33% 50% 17% 6 3.8
OUTSIDE ALASKA............. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER.... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% o
UNDER 2,000. 0% 0% 23% 38% 38% 13 4.2
2,000-35,000. 2% 2% 0% 49% 47% 45 4.4
OVER 35,000 0% 8% 23% 38% 31% 13 3.9
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER....ocovmrrermnaeres 0% 17% 33% 33% 17% 6 3.5
SUBSTANTIAL. 0% 0% 10% 40% 50% 20 4.4
MODERATE. 0% 0% 0% 47% 53% 17 4.5
LIMITED... 4% 4% 7% 50% 36% 28 4.1
BASIS FOR EVALUATION [p<.05]
NO ANSWER.....o..omrrnor 11% 11% 11% 44% 22% 9 3.6
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ......cooocnee. 1% 3% 8% 45% 42% 71 4.2
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION ..o 7% 0% 43% 21% 29% 14 3.6
SOCIAL CONTACTS........... 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY WEEKS

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccceeveeevrvverernen. 84%
35,000 or over
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SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY WEEKS

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY v 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 16% 16 84% 4.8
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess ..........cccocveneencenenceneenns 0 0% 0 0% 2 11% 4 21% 13 68% 4.6
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 2 11% 8  42% 9 47% 4.4
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
making deciSioNS..........cccvvinieneeninieneineienne 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 22% 14 78% 4.8
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge ..........c..coeuerereneas 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 7 3% 12 63% 4.6

OVERVIEW: Inall, 19 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Weeks from their direct professional experience.
All the mean scores were in the “excellent” range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY C. ZERVOS

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 20%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 17%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 0%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 16%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY C. ZERVOS
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis...........ccceevrrrrerrrnenns 1 0% 8 4% 26 12% 90  40% 101 45% 4.2
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeeene. 1 0% 3 1% 30 13% 93  42% 97  43% 43
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE.......ocvveevri i ssesssesnens 1 0% 3 1% 30 14% 93 42% 92 42% 4.2
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ............ccoevrrennee. 0 0% 5 2% 25  11% 75 33% 120 53% 4.4
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 1 0% 4 2% 25 11% 74 33% 119  53% 44
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........cccoeeeenee 0 0% 0 0% 21 10% 62  28% 138  62% 45
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........ccocvecrvcenn. 0 0% 2 1% 26 13% 68  34% 106  52% 4.4
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance.................. 0% 3 1% 23 10% 72 32% 130  57% 4.4
Human understanding and compassion ........... 0% 5 2% 26 12% 79 3% 105  49% 43
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccveeeeneene 0% 1 0% 26 13% 85  42% 91  45% 4.3
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSioNS ..........c.ccvireneereeereeeneineenes 0 0% 4 2% 34 16% 82  39% 89  43% 4.2
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveereeenenns 0 0% 2 1% 21 10% 75 36% 113 54% 44
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........ccoovvvvinenenincrcncrecs 0 0% 4 4% 15  14% 34 33% 51  49% 43
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvevenceneercncnnenns 2 2% 2 2% 16 13% 44 3% 56  47% 4.3
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........c.ocvevvinienicinenns 1 1% 1 1% 20 17% 34 29% 62  53% 4.3
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccuerereeririnenns 0 0% 4 2% 21 9% 90  40% 110  49% 44

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 225 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Zervos based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 35%
had a substantial amount of experience, 32% had a moderate amount, and 26% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall
evaluation item was in the "excellent” range (4.4). The highest mean score came for: conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
impropriety (4.5). The lowest scored items were: legal and factual analysis (4.2), knowledge of evidence and procedure (4.2), and
reasonable promptness in making decisions (4.2).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY C. ZERVOS
UNACCEPTABLE DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 10% 20% 70% 10 4.6
SOLO..oii 0% 0% 6% 41% 53% 49 4.5
2-5 ATTORNEYS. 0% 0% 13% 48% 39% 46 4.3
6+ ATTORNEYS... 0% 3% 14% 30% 54% 37 4.4
CORPORATE oo o v o 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER........ 0% 0% 0% 32% 68% 34 4.7
GOVERNMENT.. 0% 7% 12% 46% 34% 41 4.1
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 25% 50% 25% 4 4.0
OTHER .o 0% 0% 0% 75% 25% 4 4.3
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ..o ] 0% 0% 0% 38% 63% 8 4.6
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 0% 63% 38% 16 4.4
6-10 YEARS.. 0% 0% 4% 38% 58% 26 4.5
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 9% 17% 29% 46% 35 4.1
16-20 YEARS.. N 0% 2% 9% 43% 46% 54 4.3
21+ YEARS. .o ] 0% 0% 10% 40% 50% 86 4.4
GENDER
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 8 4.8
MALE.... 0% 2% 10% 41% 48% 167 4.3
FEMALE 0% 2% 10% 40% 48% 50 4.3
CASES HANDLED [p<.01]
NO ANSWER...cviiiii i 0% 13% 0% 25% 63% 8 4.4
PROSECUTION.. 0% 9% 27% 55% 9% 11 3.6
CRIMINAL...... 0% 0% 0% 53% 47% 15 4.5
CRIMINAL & C 0% 1% 5% 40% 53% 77 4.5
CIVIL.ii N 0% 1% 13% 39% 47% 106 4.3
OTHER .o e e 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 8 4.8
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER....coun 0% 0% 0% 29% 71% 7 4.7
FIRST DISTRICT. 0% 1% 7% 41% 51% 98 4.4
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
THIRD DISTRICT.... 0% 3% 15% 39% 43% 87 4.2
FOURTH DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 46% 54% 28 4.5
OUTSIDE ALASKA.... 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER...... 0% 0% 13% 13% 75% 16 4.6
SUBSTANTIAL 0% 3% 9% 33% 56% 79 4.4
MODERATE. 0% 3% 13% 45% 39% 71 4.2
LIMITED... 0% 0% 5% 51% 44% 59 4.4
BASIS FOR EVALUATION [p<.05]
NO ANSWER ..ovii i 0% 0% 0% 44% 56% 9 4.6
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ....cccoooiiiierin ) 0% 2% 9% 40% 49% 225 4.4
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION ..o 4% 0% 20% 40% 36% 25 4.0
SOCIAL CONTACTS. ..o 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 4 5.0
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY C. ZERVOS

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 21%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 31%
Village Public Safety Officer.............ccccccevrneee. 5%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccooveveviveviecennen. 21%
OthBE e 21%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 3%
1-5 YBAIS .o 28%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 26%
11-15 YRAIS .o 15%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 21%
20 YBAIS ..ot 8%
(I AN 1YY= 3%
MaIB.....oieieceee s 74%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 23%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 3%
First DIStICE ....cvcvviveiceeceicece e 2%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 3%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 10%
FOUrth DiStriCt......ocveeveeeecececece e 8%
Outside AlASKa ........c.ccucviiiiiiiicice e 0%
NO ANSWET ...t 8%
UNAEr 2,000.........ccooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e s 15%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........cccoeevereereirninns 7%
35,000 OF OVEF ...cvviirieitie et 5%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 3%
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY C.ZERVOS
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality

Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccocoeneunenee 0 0% 0 0% 10 2% 15  41% 12 32% 41
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 0 0% 0 0% 11 30% 14 38% 12 32% 4.0
Integrity

Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety..........c.ccoueuu.. 0 0% 0 0% 11 30% 6 16% 20 54% 4.2
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........ccccocvvcrienne 0 0% 0 0% 15  41% 10 2% 12 32% 39
Judicial temperament

Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................. 0 0% 0 0% 8 21% 15 39% 15 39% 4.2
Human understanding and compassion........... 0 0% 0 0% 7 18% 17 45% 14 3% 4.2
Ability to control courtroom ............ccoccveenen. 0 0% 0 0% 9  24% 14 3% 15  39% 4.2
Diligence

Reasonable promptness in

Making decCiSIONS.........cccriereneereeerireerenereininns 0 0% 0 0% 10 28% 12 33% 14 39% 4.1
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings.........c.ccveevereeernens 0 0% 0 0% 9 25% 13 36% 14 39% 4.1
Special Skills

Settlement SKillS ..., 0 0% 1 4% 8 31% 12 46% 5 19% 38
Consideration of all relevant

factors in Sentencing ..........ccoveeercercenecineenene 0 0% 3 9% 9 26% 14 41% 8 24% 3.8
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families..........c.coevinerirenininnee 0 0% 2 7% 7 25% 12 43% 7 25% 3.9
Overall Evaluation

Overall evaluation of judge ..........ccocovvereieneas 0 0% 0 0% 10 26% 17 45% 11 29% 4.0

OVERVIEW:

In all, 38 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Zervos from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
45% had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 18% had a moderate amount, and 37% had a limited amount. The
mean score for the overall evaluation item was in the "excellent" range (4.0). The highest scored items were: conduct free from
impropriety or the appearance of impropriety (4.2), courtesy and freedom from arrogance (4.2), human understanding and
compassion (4.2), and ability to control courtroom (4.2). The items scored lowest were: settlement skills (3.8) and consideration of

all relevant factors in sentencing (3.8).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY C. ZERVOS

UNACCEPTABLE DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER......... 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
STATE OFFICER. 0% 0% 13% 63% 25% 8 4.1
MUN1/BOROUGH
OFFICER. ..ot 0% 0% 33% 42% 25% 12 3.9
VILLAGE PUBLIC
SAFETY OFFICER....... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 13% 50% 38% 8 4.3
0% 0% 29% 43% 29% 7 4.0
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER......cccoiiiiirii 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 40% 40% 20% 10 3.8
6-10 YEARS. 0% 0% 10% 50% 40% 10 4.3
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 0% 17% 50% 33% 6 4.2
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 0% 38% 38% 25% 8 3.9
21+ YEARS 0% 0% 33% 67% 0% 3 3.7
GENDER
NO ANSWER......cciiiiiiiisiin 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
MALE..... 0% 0% 28% 45% 28% 29 4.0
FEMALE.. 0% 0% 25% 50% 25% 8 4.0
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER......cccoviiiirii s 0% 0% 33% 0% 67% 3 4.3
FIRST DISTRICT 0% 0% 26% 56% 19% 27 3.9
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
THIRD DISTRICT 0% 0% 25% 0% 75% 4 4.5
FOURTH DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 33% 67% 0% 3 3.7
OUTSIDE ALASKA......co. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
UNDER 2,000.. 0% 0% 33% 17% 50% 6 4.2
2,000-35,000... 0% 0% 24% 55% 21% 29 4.0
OVER 35,000.. 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 2 4.0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER.... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SUBSTANTIAL.. 0% 0% 24% 53% 24% 17 4.0
MODERATE.... 0% 0% 29% 29% 43% 7 4.1
LIMITED..... 0% 0% 29% 43% 29% 14 4.0
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER......ccooviiiiisiin ] 0% 0% 20% 60% 20% 5 4.0
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE......coou ] 0% 0% 26% 45% 29% 38 4.0
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION .o ] 0% 0% 0% 75% 25% 4 4.3
SOCIAL CONTACTS....... | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY C. ZERVOS

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccocvveveevenennne 90%
35,000 or over



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT

MAY 2000
SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE LARRY C. ZERVOS

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEQIILY oot 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 10% 9  90% 4.9
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess ..........ccocrereeenceneceneenns 0 0% 0 0% 2 20% 1 10% 7 70% 45
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 2 20% 2 20% 6 60% 44
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making deCiSIONS..........euvveeererererieereseeeninas 0 0% 0 0% 1 10% 1 10% 8 80% 4.7
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge .........cc.ccvverreeennee 0 0% 0 0% 1 10% 2 20% 7 70% 4.6

OVERVIEW: Inall, 10 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Zervos from their direct professional experience.

All the mean scores were in the “excellent" range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RICHARD H. ERLICH

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 15%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 12%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 0%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 23%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RICHARD H. ERLICH
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis..........ccceevrrerrnererrens 4% 10 7% 45 32% 49  35% 32 23% 3.6
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeeene. 4% 8 6% 43 30% 53 3% 33 23% 3.7
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE.......ocvveevri i ssesssesnens 4% 8 6% 43 31% 50 36% 31 23% 3.7
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ............ccoevrrennee. 4 3% 6 4% 24 17% 38  2T% 71 50% 4.2
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 2% 4 3% 25 18% 36  26% 73 52% 4.2
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........cccoeeeenee 2% 3 2% 34 24% 35 25% 67  47% 41
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........ccocvecrvcenn. 4 3% 6 5% 29 22% 37 28% 56  42% 4.0
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance.................. 2% 6 4% 25  17% 37 26% 73 51% 4.2
Human understanding and compassion ........... 2% 4 3% 21 15% 39 2% 76 53% 43
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccveeeeneene 5% 5 4% 25 19% 48 3% 46  35% 3.9
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSioNS ..........c.ccvireneereeereeeneineenes 2% 10 7% 26 19% 51  38% 45  33% 39
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveereeenenns 2% 4 3% 20 15% 43 33% 61  47% 4.2
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........ccooveneenneneneeeieis 4% 2 3% 23 31% 25  34% 21 28% 3.8
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvevenceneercncnnenns 3% 1 1% 16 18% 32 36% 36 41% 4.1
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........c.ocvevvinienicinenns 3% 5 5% 16 17% 28  30% 41 44% 4.1
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccuerereeririnenns 3% 7 5% 32 22% 54  38% 46 32% 3.9

OVERVIEW:

was legal and factual analysis (3.6).
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Altogether, 143 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Erlich based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 42% had
a substantial amount of experience, 24% had a moderate amount, and 26% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall evaluation
item was in the "good" range (3.9). The highest mean score came for human understanding and compassion (4.3). The lowest scored item



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT

MAY 2000
ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RICHARD H. ERLICH
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Vean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER ... 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 3 4.0
SOLO v 3% 3% 17% 249 520% 29 4.2
2-5 ATTORNEYS. 0% 9% 18% 55% 18% 22 3.8
6+ ATTORNEYS 12% 12% 35% 24% 18% 17 3.2
CORPORATE........ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER oo 0% 0% 18% 42% 39% 33 4.2
GOVERNMENT........... 4% 7% 29% 39% 21% 28 3.7
PUBLIC SERVICE. | 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
OTHER e 0% 0% 29% 29% 43% 7 4.1
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 5 4.0
0% 0% 15% 38% 46% 13 4.3
6-10 YEARS... 0% 0% 27% 27% 45% 11 4.2
11-15 YEARS.. 5% 5% 32% 32% 26% 19 3.7
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 3% 27% 33% 36% 33 4.0
21+ YEARS.... 5% 8% 19% 39% 29% 62 3.8
GENDER
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 2 4.0
a% 7% 21% 37% 31% 100 3.8
0% 0% 27% 37% 37% 41 a.1
CASES HANDLED [p<.05]
NO ANSWER...... 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 2 4.
PROSECUTION.. 14% 14% 29% 29% 14% 7 3.1
CRIMINAL v 0% 7% 13% 40% 40% 15 4.1
CRIMINAL & CIVIL 2% 0% 23% 41% 34% 61 a.1
CIVIL.. an 9% 26% 33% 28% 54 3.7
OTHER.. 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 4 4.8
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ... ] 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 2 4.0
FIRST DISTRICT.... 0% 11% 11% 56% 22% 9 3.9
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 6% 11% 56% 28% 18 4.1
THIRD DISTRICT.... 4% 4% 22% 32% 38% 92 3.9
FOURTH DISTRICT.. | 0% 5% 43% 38% 14% 21 3.6
OUTSIDE ALASKA...oooc..c 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER.. 0% 9% 9% 27% 55% 11 4.3
SUBSTANTIAL 7% 3% 25% 28% 37% 60 3.9
MODERATE. 0% 3% 20% 51% 26% 35 4.0
LIMITED... 0% 8% 24% 43% 24% 37 3.8
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER oo 0% 0% 17% 17% 67% 6 4.5
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ..ocooiov o 3% 5% 22% 38% 32% 143 3.9
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION..... 6% 6% 33% 50% 6% 18 3.4
SOCIAL CONTACTS 0% 0% 25% 50% 25% 4 4.0




JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT
MAY 2000

66



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT

MAY 2000

D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RICHARD H. ERLICH

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 23%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 25%
Village Public Safety Officer...........cccovvvrennne. 7%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccooveveviveviecennen. 20%
OthBE e 23%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 2%
1-5 YBAIS .o 27%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 18%
L11-15 YRAIS o 25%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 18%
20 YBAIS ..ot 9%
(I AN 1YY= 2%
MaIB.....oieieceee s 7%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 20%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 2%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 0%
Second DiStriCt.......cccvevevieiiicecece e 57%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 16%
Fourth DiStriCt.......coveveeeicicece e 23%
Outside AlASKa .........ccveveiiieiiicieeceeeee e 0%
NO ANSWEN ...ttt 5%
UNAEr 2,000.........ccooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e s 11%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........cccoeevereereirninns 66%
35,000 OF OVEF ...vvicriiitie ittt 20%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 2%
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RICHARD H. ERLICH

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccocoeneunenee 1 2% 4 10% 8 20% 15 3% 13 32% 39
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 2 5% 2 5% 9 22% 14 34% 14 34% 39
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or
the appearance of impropriety..........c.ccoueuu.. 1 2% 1 2% 6 14% 18  43% 16 38% 4.1
Makes decisions without regard
to possible public criticism. .........c..ccoveernenne. 1 2% 4 10% 10 24% 11 2% 15 3% 3.9
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 0 0% 4 9% 8 19% 12 28% 19  44% 4.1
Human understanding and compassion........... 0 0% 1 2% 8 20% 9 22% 23 56% 4.3
Ability to control courtroom .............ccocceneene. 1 3% 1 3% 9  24% 6 16% 20 54% 4.2
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making decCiSIONS.........cccriereneereeerireerenereininns 0 0% 0 0% 10 26% 15 38% 14 36% 4.1
Willingness to work diligently;
preparation for hearings.........c.ccveevereeernens 0 0% 1 3% 7 18% 11 28% 21 53% 4.3
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS ..., 0 0% 1 3% 8 26% 12 3% 10 32% 4.0
Consideration of all relevant
factors in Sentencing ..........ccoveeercercenecineenene 1 2% 5 12% 8 20% 9 22% 18  44% 39
Talent and ability for cases involving
children and families..........coccouviniririninennee 1 3% 4 11% 7 20% 8 23% 15 43% 39
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge............cccvurerriennne 1 2% 4 9% 7 16% 14 32% 18 41% 4.0

OVERVIEW:

In all, 44 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Erlich from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
48% had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 16% had a moderate amount, and 32% had a limited amount. The
mean score for the overall evaluation item was in the "excellent" range (4.0). The highest scored items were: human understanding
and compassion (4.3) and willingness to work diligently (4.3). The items scored lowest were: equal treatment of all parties (3.9),
sense of basic fairness and justice (3.9), makes decisions without regard to possible criticism (3.9), consideration of all relevant
factors in sentencing (3.9), and talent and ability for cases involving children and families (3.9).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RICHARD H. ERLICH

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER..... 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
STATE OFFICER 0% 30% 10% 10% 50% 10 3.8
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER v 0% 0% 9% 36% 55% 11 4.5
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER..... 0% 0% 67% 0% 33% 3 3.7
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 11% 11% 56% 22% 9 3.9
OTHER o 10% 0% 20% 40% 30% 10 3.8
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
1-5 YEARS 8% 8% 17% 17% 50% 12 3.9
6-10 YEARS 0% 13% 13% 38% 38% 8 4.0
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 9% 9% 45% 36% 11 4.1
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 0% 13% 50% 38% 8 4.3
21+ YEARS 0% 25% 50% 0% 25% 4 3.3
GENDER
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
MALE...... . 3% 9% 15% 29% 44% 34 4.0
FEMALE.. 0% 11% 22% 44% 22% 9 3.8
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER........coooorrrrrrn. 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 2 4.0
FIRST DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SECOND DISTRICT 0% 8% 12% 32% 48% 25 4.2
THIRD DISTRICT. 0% 14% 14% 29% 43% 7 4.0
FOURTH DISTRICT 10% 10% 20% 40% 20% 10 3.5
OUTSIDE ALASKA.... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
UNDER 2,000...... 0% 0% 40% 20% 40% 5 4.0
2,000-35,000.. . 3% 3% 17% 31% 45% 29 4.1
OVER 35,000 ..o oo 0% 33% 0% 44% 22% 9 3.6
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
SUBSTANTIAL.. 5% 10% 14% 19% 520 21 4.0
MODERATE.... 0% 0% 14% 43% 43% 7 4.3
LIMITED.... 0% 14% 21% 43% 21% 14 3.7
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER.......coooorerrrn 0% 40% 20% 20% 20% 5 3.2
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 2% 9% 16% 32% 41% 44 4.0
PROFESS 10NAL

REPUTATION ..o 0% 20% 20% 20% 40% 5 3.8
SOCIAL CONTACTS...occ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RICHARD H. ERLICH

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccocvveveevenennne 33%
35,000 or over
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SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RICHARD H. ERLICH

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY vocveereeeeeieieieee e 0 0% 1 20% 1 20% 1 20% 2 40% 3.8
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess ..........ccocrereeenceneceneenns 0 0% 2 33% 2 33% 0 0% 2 33% 3.3
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 1 17% 1 17% 2 33% 0 0% 2 33% 3.2
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making decCiSiONS........cccvuvveeereerreerreernenseeninns 1 17% 0 0% 1 17% 2 33% 2 33% 3.7
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge ........ccccceerverrrrrreens 0 0% 2 33% 2 33% 0 0% 2 33% 3.3

OVERVIEW: Inall, 6 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Erlich from their direct professional experience.
The mean scores for integrity and diligence were in the “good” range. The mean scores for impartiality, respect, and overall

evaluation were in the “acceptable” range.
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A

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE BEN ESCH

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice: Private, SOI0 ......cccvevieeeeeeee e 21%
Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 24%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 17%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 2%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 18%
GOVEINMENL .......eeivieieiieeece e 12%
Public service agency or organization
(NOt gOVErNMENt) ......cccovvvreeenirneiiireeiens 2%
Other .. 1%
NO ANSWEN .....oeeecieeicee e 1%
Length of Practice: 1-5 YEAIS .o 10%
6-10 YEAIS ..o 8%
11-15 YEAIS vt 11%
16-20 YEAIS ...t 18%
204 YRS ..ot 49%
NO ANSWET ......eeiitiiiieeceeceee et 4%
Gender: MalB ... 7%
FEmMale .....oooevvvieiiee e 20%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 3%
Cases Handled: ProSecUtion ........c.ccceevveeieveireneseceeereve e 3%
Mainly criminal ........ccccooovveeiennseieicnens 6%
Mixed criminal and Civil ..........c.cccovevinnnnene 35%
Mainly CiVil........cocovvii 50%
OthEr . 2%
NO ANSWET ......eeiitiiiieeceeeece et 3%
Location of Practice: First DiStriCt.....c.coovvveviiiiceececcecee e 3%
Second DIStrCE ......ccvcvvvieeeeiee e 9%
Third DIStrCt ...cveviivcecceceece e, 76%
Fourth DiStrict ........cccoveevvieviiecceceecee e, 9%
Not in Alaska........ccccooveevvievvieciieceeeereene, 0%
NO ANSWEN ......oeeiiiietie et 3%
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE BEN ESCH
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability

Legal and factual analysis..........c.ccocvevcrcnnne. 0 0% 4 2% 45  22% 102 51% 50 25% 4.0
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeeene. 1 1% 3 2% 44 23% 94  48% 52 27% 4.0
Knowledge of evidence and

PIOCEAUIE.....oovvreeeereerereeeseessse st eesees 0 0% 2 1% 45  24% 88  47% 53  28% 4.0
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccccocuveeenee 3 2% 8 4% 34 17% 65 33% 87  44% 4.1
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 3 2% 7 4% 30 16% 68  35% 85  44% 4.2
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..., 1 1% 4 2% 32 17% 69  36% 87  45% 4.2
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........cccoccevevreene 4 2% 3 2% 31 18% 66  38% 70  40% 4.1
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 1% 6 3% 36 18% 67  34% 88  44% 4.2
Human understanding and compassion ........... 1% 6 3% 32 17% 70  36% 82  43% 4.2
Ability to control courtroom..........ccceceevveennenns 0% 0 0% 32 19% 69  41% 69  41% 4.2
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

mMaking deciSioNnS ........ccoceveerreerererreeereenisenes 0 0% 5 3% 34 19% 76 42% 67 3% 4.1
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........cccovevrcrreeen. 0 0% 4 2% 32 18% 71 40% 71 40% 4.2
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........cvvveereeneeneneneiecneines 0 0% 3 3% 19 1% 47 41% 45  39% 4.2
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing.........coocvveeveerneeerneeneeinns 0 0% 3 3% 19 16% 45  38% 51  43% 4.2
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........ccocveuvcrrcerricrrcennn. 1 1% 1 1% 21 18% 48  42% 43 38% 4.1
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of Judge........cereerrerrieerenns 0 0% 8 4% 41 20% 86  43% 66  33% 4.0

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 201 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Esch based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 31% had
a substantial amount of experience, 31% had a moderate amount, and 30% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall evaluation
item was in the "excellent" range (4.0). The highest mean scores came for: sense of basic fairness and justice (4.2), conduct free from
impropriety or the appearance of impropriety (4.2), courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.2), human understanding and compassion (4.2),
ability to control courtroom (4.2), willingness to work diligently (4.2), settlement skills (4.2), and consideration of all relevant factors in
sentencing (4.2). The lowest scored items were: legal and factual analysis (4.0), knowledge of substantive law (4.0), and knowledge of

evidence and procedure (4.0).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE BEN ESCH
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER. 0% 0% 38% 50% 13% 8 3.8
SOLO..c. 0% 9% 12% 47% 33% 43 4.0
2-5 ATTORNEYS. 0% 6% 27% 29% 39% 49 4.0
6+ ATTORNEYS... 0% 0% 24% 50% 26% 34 4.0
CORPORATE . 0% 25% 75% 0% 0% 4 2.8
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER........ 0% 0% 11% 56% 33% 36 4.2
GOVERNMENT.. 0% 0% 15% 40% 45% 20 4.3
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 50% 25% 25% 4 3.8
OTHER e 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 3 4.3
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ....cowmo e ] 0% 0% 22% 56% 22% 9 4.0
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 40% 40% 20% 20 3.8
6-10 YEARS.. 0% 13% 7% 40% 40% 15 4.1
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 10% 29% 24% 38% 21 3.9
16-20 YEARS.. . 0% 0% 14% 63% 23% 35 4.1
214 YEARS .o e 0% 4% 19% 40% 38% 101 4.1
GENDER
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 33% 50% 17% 6 3.8
MALE..... 0% 4% 19% 38% 38% 156 4.1
FEMALE 0% 5% 23% 59% 13% 39 3.8
CASES HANDLED
NO ANSWER ..o ] 0% 0% 29% 43% 29% 7 4.0
PROSECUTION.. 0% 0% 29% 14% 57% 7 4.3
CRIMINAL...... 0% 8% 33% 42% 17% 12 3.7
CRIMINAL & C 0% 3% 14% 40% 43% 72 4.2
COIVIL e . 0% 5% 23% 46% 25% 99 3.9
OTHER oo 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER.......... 0% 0% 33% 50% 17% 6 3.8
FIRST DISTRICT. 0% 0% 17% 50% 33% 6 4.2
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 17% 22% 61% 18 4.4
THIRD DISTRICT.... 0% 3% 22% 43% 32% 153 4.0
FOURTH DISTRICT.. 0% 18% 6% 59% 18% 17 3.8
OUTSIDE ALASKA.... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER...... 0% 7% 43% 29% 21% 14 3.6
SUBSTANTIAL 0% 3% 19% 30% 48% 63 4.2
MODERATE. 0% 6% 10% 51% 33% 63 4.1
LIMITED... 0% 2% 28% 51% 20% 61 3.9
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER .o 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE v 0% 4% 20% 43% 33% 201 4.0
PROFESSI0ONAL
REPUTATION v 0% 11% 21% 42% 26% 38 3.8
SOCIAL CONTACTS..ow.. 0% 15% 31% 31% 23% 13 3.6
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE BEN ESCH

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 20%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 17%
Village Public Safety Officer.............c.cccccovunenne 14%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccooveveviveviecennen. 26%
OthBE e 14%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 9%
1-5 YBAIS .o 23%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 29%
11-15 YRAIS .o 11%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 20%
20 YBAIS ..ot 6%
INO ANSWEN ..ttt 11%
MaIB.....oieieceee s 71%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 20%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 9%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 0%
Second DiStriCt.......cccvevevieiiicecece e 54%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 23%
Fourth DiStriCt.......coveveeeicicece e 14%
Outside AlASKa .........ccveveiiieiiicieeceeeee e 0%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 9%
UNAEr 2,000.........ccooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e s 14%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........cccoeevereereirninns 54%
35,000 OF OVEF ...vvicriiitie ittt 23%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 9%
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE BEN ESCH
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccocoeneunenee 0 0% 0 0% 3 9% 12 35% 19 56% 45
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 0 0% 0 0% 2 6% 11 33% 20 61% 45
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety..........c.ccoueuu.. 0 0% 0 0% 2 6% 12 38% 18  56% 45
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........c..ccoveernenne. 0 0% 0 0% 3 9% 14 42% 16  48% 44
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 1 3% 0 0% 4 12% 7 21% 22 65% 4.4
Human understanding and compassion........... 0 0% 1 3% 2 6% 11 32% 20  59% 4.5
Ability to control courtroom .............ccocecveenen. 1 3% 1 3% 0 0% 10 30% 21 64% 45
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making decCiSIONS.........cccreruneereeenicirenireininas 0 0% 0 0% 4 13% 11 3% 15 50% 44
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings.........c.ccveevereeernens 0 0% 0 0% 2 7% 10 36% 16 5% 4.5
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS ..o, 0 0% 0 0% 1 5% 7 33% 13 62% 4.6
Consideration of all relevant

factors in Sentencing ..........ccoveeercercenecineenene 0 0% 0 0% 3 11% 9 33% 15 56% 44
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families..........c.coevinerirenininnee 0 0% 0 0% 2 10% 8 38% 11 52% 44
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge............cccvurerriennne 0 0% 1 3% 2 6% 11 32% 20  59% 4.5

OVERVIEW:

In all, 34 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Esch from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 32%
had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 15% had a moderate amount, and 44% had a limited amount. The mean
score for the overall evaluation item was in the "excellent” range (4.5). The highest scored item was settlement skills (4.6). The
items scored lowest were: makes decisions without regard to possible public criticism (4.4), courtesy, freedom from arrogance
(4.4), reasonable promptness in making decisions (4.4), consideration of all relevant factors in sentencing (4.4), and talent and
ability for cases involving children and families (4.4).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE BEN ESCH

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER........ 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3 5.0
STATE OFFICER 0% 0% 14% 0% 86% 7 4.7
MUN 1 /BOROUGH

OFF I CER oo s 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 6 4.5
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER...... 0% 0% 20% 80% 0% 5 3.8
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 8 4.5
OTHER e 0% 20% 0% 0% 80% 5 4.4
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 4 5.0
1-5 YEARS 0% 13% 0% 63% 25% 8 4.0
6-10 YEARS 0% 0% 22% 22% 56% 9 4.3
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 4 4.8
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 0% 0% 43% 57% 7 4.6
21+ YEARS 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
GENDER
NO ANSWER . ..o 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3 5.0
MALE....... - 0% 4% 8% 36% 52% 25 4.4
FEMALE.. 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 6 4.7
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3 5.0
FIRST DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SECOND DISTRICT 0% 0% 5% 42% 53% 19 4.5
THIRD DISTRICT. 0% 14% 14% 14% 57% 7 4.1
FOURTH DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 5 4.6
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3 5.0
UNDER 2,000..... 0% 0% 20% 80% 0% 5 3.8
2,000-35,000.. - 0% 0% 0% 37% 63% 19 4.6
OVER 35,000 ..o oo 0% 14% 14% 0% 71% 7 4.3
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3 5.0
SUBSTANTIAL.. 0% 0% 0% 18% 82% 11 4.8
MODERATE.... 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 5 4.6
LIMITED..... 0% 7% 13% 47% 33% 15 4.1
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER.....ovoorer ] 0% 0% 33% 0% 67% 3 4.3
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 0% 3% 6% 32% 59% 34 4.5
PROFESS10NAL

REPUTATION oo 0% 0% 44% 33% 22% 9 3.8
SOCIAL CONTACTS.....c..... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE BEN ESCH

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........cccoevevvrcvernnnne 100%
35,000 or over
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SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE BEN ESCH

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY vocveereeeeeieieieee e 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1  50% 1 50% 4.5
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess ..........ccocrereeenceneceneenns 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 45
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 45
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
mMaking decCiSiONS........ccvvverrreerreerreereenseeninns 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 4.0
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge .........ccceevrerrvennnee 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 4.5

OVERVIEW: Inall, 2 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Esch from their direct professional experience. All
the mean scores were in the "excellent” range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ELAINE M. ANDREWS

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 20%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 17%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 2%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 10%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ELAINE M. ANDREWS
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis..........c.ccocvevcrcnnne. 4 1% 8 2% 38 7% 185  35% 287  55% 44
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeeene. 4 1% 9 2% 44 9% 178  35% 278  54% 44
Knowledge of evidence and

PIOCEAUIE. ..ot eesnen 4 1% 6 1% 39 8% 167  33% 290 57% 44
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccccocuveeenee 8 2% 18 3% 56  11% 148 28% 297  56% 4.3
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 9 2% 17 3% 58 11% 129  25% 304  59% 4.4
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..., 7 1% 7 1% 45 9% 116 22% 345  66% 45
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........cccoccevevreene 8 2% 19 4% 49  10% 118  24% 308 61% 44
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 1% 15 3% 39 7% 141 27% 327 62% 45
Human understanding and compassion ........... 2% 18 3% 61 12% 127 25% 301 58% 4.3
Ability to control courtroom..........ccccceevveereens 1% 2 0% 36 7% 143 28% 319  63% 45
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

mMaking deciSionS ........ccoceveerreerererreeirnerienees 3 1% 6 1% 56  11% 156  31% 275  55% 4.4
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........cccovevrcrreeen. 3 1% 8 2% 42 9% 146 30% 294 60% 45
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........c.vveeeereeneenneneineieceneinnes 5 1% 10 3% 26 8% 89  26% 209  62% 44
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing.........coocvveeveerneeerneeneeinns 5 2% 6 2% 34 11% 76 24% 193  61% 44
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........ccocveuvcrrcerricrrcennn. 7 2% 7 2% 24 8% 67 21% 214 67% 45
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of Judge........cereerrerrieerenns 6 1% 12 2% 38 7% 160 31% 303 58% 4.4

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 519 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Andrews based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 43%
had a substantial amount of experience, 29% had a moderate amount, and 21% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall
evaluation item was in the "excellent” range (4.4). The highest mean scores came for: conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
impropriety (4.5), courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.5), ability to control courtroom (4.5), willingness to work diligently (4.5), and
talent and ability for cases involving children and families (4.5). The lowest scored items were: equal treatment of all parties (4.3) and
human understanding and compassion (4.3).
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OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ELAINE M. ANDREWS

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL

DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.001]
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 18 4.7
SOLO.. 1% 5% 6% 33% 56% 135 4.4
2-5 ATTORNEYS 3% 3% 9% 32% 53% 106 4.3
6+ ATTORNEYS 0% 1% 8% 32% 59% 88 4.5
CORPORATE ..o 0% 0% 14% 0% 86% 7 4.7
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER 0% 2% 0% 11% 87% 53 4.8
GOVERNMENT 2% 0% 8% 41% 48% 95 4.3
PUBLIC SERVICE 0% 0% 40% 20% 40% 10 4.0
OTHER.. 0% 0% 0% 14% 86% 7 4.9
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ... 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 16 4.8
1-5 YEARS.. 3% 0% 5% 44% 49% 39 4.4
6-10 YEARS 1% 1% 11% 28% 58% 72 4.4
11-15 YEARS 1% 1% 7% 29% 61% 82 4.5
16-20 YEARS .. 1% 2% 8% 36% 53% 118 4.4
214 YEARS .o 1% 4% 7% 27% 61% 192 4.4
GENDER
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 6% 24% 71% 17 4.6
MALE........ .. 1% 2% 8% 33% 56% 351 4.4
FEMALE oo 2% 3% 7% 27% 62% 151 4.4
CASES HANDLED
NO ANSWER.... 0% 0% 6% 29% 65% 17 4.6
PROSECUTION. 0% 0% 0% 43% 57% 28 4.6
CRIMINAL .o 2% 7% 16% 33% 42% 45 4.1
CRIMINAL & CIVI 2% 4% 8% 22% 64% 139 4.4
CIVIL.. 0% 1% 7% 34% 57% 269 4.5
OTHER.. 5% 0% 0% 29% 67% 21 4.5
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ... 0% 0% 0% 29% 71% 14 4.7
FIRST DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 6% 56% 39% 18 4.3
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3 5.0
THIRD DISTRICT... 1% 3% 8% 30% 58% 461 4.4
FOURTH DISTRICT. . 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 12 4.7
OUTSIDE ALASKA....o.... 0% 0% 0% 36% 64% 11 4.6
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER.... 3% 3% 8% 33% 55% 40 4.4
SUBSTANTIAL. 2% 3% 8% 23% 64% 221 4.4
MODERATE.. 0% 3% 9% 33% 560% 150 4.4
LIMITED 0% 1% 5% 44% 51% 108 4.4
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 14% 36% 50% 22 4.4
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE .o, 1% 2% 7% 31% 58% 519 4.4
PROFESSIONAL

REPUTATION....... 0% 2% 9% 41% 48% 92 4.3
SOCIAL CONTACTS 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ELAINE M. ANDREWS

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 29%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 36%
Village Public Safety Officer...........cccovvvrennne. 1%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccooveveviveviecennen. 23%
(©1 1] TSRS 8%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 4%
1-5 YBAIS .o 26%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 16%
11-15 YRAIS .o 15%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 18%
20 YBAIS ..o 19%
(I AN 1YY= 5%
MaIB.....oieieceee s 71%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 25%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 4%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 2%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 0%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 90%
FOUrth DiStriCt......ocveeveeeecececece e 3%
Outside AlASKa ........c.ccucviiiiiiiicice e 0%
NO ANSWEN ...ttt 5%
Under 2,000........ccooeeeeeceeeeereetecece et 4%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ..........cccoveervivennnnne. 20%
35,000 OF OVEF ..cvvieiiiccriecrie et 2%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 4%
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ELAINE M. ANDREWS
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccocoeneunenee 0 0% 0 0% 12 12% 24 24% 64  64% 45
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 0 0% 1 1% 11 11% 21 21% 65  66% 45
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety..........c.ccoueuu.. 0 0% 1 1% 11 11% 20  20% 68  68% 4.6
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........c..ccoveernenne. 1 1% 0 0% 9 9% 28  29% 59  61% 45
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance.................. 0 0% 0 0% 10 10% 21 20% 72 70% 4.6
Human understanding and compassion........... 0 0% 0 0% 10 10% 25  25% 67  66% 4.6
Ability to control courtroom .............ccocecveenen. 0 0% 1 1% 8 8% 28  28% 64  63% 45
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making decCiSIONS.........cccriereneereeerireerenereininns 0 0% 0 0% 12 12% 27 28% 59  60% 45
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings.........c.ccveevereeernens 0 0% 0 0% 11 12% 22 24% 58  64% 4.5
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS ..., 1 1% 0 0% 11 16% 15 22% 42 61% 4.4
Consideration of all relevant

factors in Sentencing ..........ccoveeercercenecineenene 1 1% 1 1% 7 7% 23 24% 62  66% 45
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families..........c.coevinerirenininnee 1 2% 0 0% 6 9% 15  23% 42 66% 45
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge............cccvurerriennne 1 1% 0 0% 9 9% 22 21% 72 69% 4.6

OVERVIEW:

In all, 104 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Andrews from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
33% had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 27% had a moderate amount, and 37% had a limited amount. The
mean score for the overall evaluation item was in the "excellent" range (4.6). The highest scored items were: conduct free from
impropriety or the appearance of impropriety (4.6), courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.6), and human understanding and
compassion (4.3). The item scored lowest was settlement skills (4.4).
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OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ELAINE M. ANDREWS

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL

DEMOGRAPHICS n Vean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER........ 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
STATE OFFICER. 0% 0% 10% 27% 63% 30 4.5
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER v 0% 0% 11% 16% 73% 37 4.6
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER....... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 4% 0% 4% 21% 71% 24 4.5

0% 0% 0% 13% 88% 8 4.9

LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER ..c..ocoroor 0% 0% 0% 60% 40% 5 4.4
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 7% 19% 74% 27 4.7
6-10 YEARS. 6% 0% 6% 29% 59% 17 4.4
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 0% 6% 19% 75% 16 4.7
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 0% 16% 16% 68% 19 4.5
21+ YEARS 0% 0% 10% 15% 75% 20 4.7
GENDER
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.
MALE....... 0% 0% 8% 16% 76% 74 4.7
FEMALE.. 4% 0% 12% 31% 54% 26 4.3
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER ..c..ocovmor 0% 0% 20% 40% 40% 5 4.2
FIRST DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
THIRD DISTRICT 1% 0% 9% 20% 70% 94 4.6
FOURTH DISTRICT oo, 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3 4.7
OUTSIDE ALASKA............ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
UNDER 2,000.. 0% 0% 25% 0% 75% 4 4.5
2,000-35,000... 0% 0% 10% 29% 62% 21 4.5
OVER 35,000.. 1% 0% 8% 19% 72% 75 4.6
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER.... 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
SUBSTANTIAL.. 3% 0% 6% 3% 88% 34 4.7
MODERATE... 0% 0% 11% 11% 79% 28 4.7
LIMITED..... 0% 0% 11% 42% 47% 38 4.4
BASIS FOR EVALUATION [p<.001]
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 29% 57% 14% 7 3.9
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 1% 0% 9% 21% 69% 104 4.6
PROFESS IONAL

REPUTATION...c..oocorr 0% 0% 27% 53% 20% 15 3.9
SOCIAL CONTACTS..........] 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ELAINE M. ANDREWS

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccceeveevreerernnnne 8%
35,000 or over
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SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ELAINE M. ANDREWS

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY vocveereeeeeieieieee e 0 0% 0 0% 1 4% 9 38% 14  58% 4.5
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess ..........ccocrereeenceneceneenns 0 0% 0 0% 2 8% 13 54% 9 38% 4.3
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 4  17% 8 33% 12 50% 4.3
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making decCiSiONS........cccvuvveeereerreerreernenseeninns 0 0% 1 4% 4  17% 7 29% 12 50% 4.3
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge ........ccccceerverrrrrreens 0 0% 0 0% 3 13% 9 38% 12 50% 4.4

OVERVIEW: In all, 24 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Andrews from their direct professional
experience. All the mean scores were in the "excellent" range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAROLD M. BROWN

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 19%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 23%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 2%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 11%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT
MAY 2000

B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAROLD M. BROWN

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis............cccocvirienienee 5% 28 11% 75 30% 82  32% 56  22% 3.6
Knowledge of substantive law 5% 24 10% 74 30% 86  34% 54  22% 3.6
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUNE. .....ceieieiirtiereeeeesenieineas 15 6% 19 8% 69  29% 83  35% 50 21% 3.6
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ............ccccvvunee. 16 6% 26 10% 57  23% 75 30% 76 30% 3.7
Sense of basic fairness and justice................. 13 5% 23 9% 58  23% 78  32% 75 30% 3.7
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........ccocoeuee.. 11 5% 17 7% 50 21% 78  32% 85 35% 39
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........cc.cvecrvennn. 9 4% 21 9% 52 23% 64  28% 80 35% 3.8
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................. 10 4% 32 13% 43 1% 75 30% 89  36% 3.8
Human understanding and compassion 3% 30 12% 53 22% 67  28% 83  34% 3.8
Ability to control courtroom...........cc.ccvceeeneenee 2% 20 9% 49  22% 69  32% 76 35% 3.9
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSioNS ...........ceeereeerereereenercirennn. 15 7% 18 8% 66  29% 80 35% 49  21% 3.6
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ........c.cocoevevvreerinens 16 7% 18 8% 51 23% 80 36% 58  26% 3.7
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS..........coocvrenenenircncics 16 7% 18 8% 51  23% 80 36% 58  26% 3.7
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvveveneeneerincnnenne 4 4% 12 11% 25  23% 34 31% 36  32% 3.8
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families ........ccocoovvvernivninenee 11 9% 12 10% 271 22% 39 32% 33 27% 3.6
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge........ccccovuerniinenee 10 4% 23 9% 69  28% 83  34% 60  24% 3.7

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 245 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Brown based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 41%
had a substantial amount of experience, 27% had a moderate amount, and 26% had a limited amount.
evaluation item was in the “good" range (3.7). The highest mean scores came for: conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
impropriety (3.9) and ability to control courtroom (3.9). The lowest scored items were: legal and factual analysis (3.6), knowledge of
substantive law (3.6), knowledge of evidence and procedure (3.6), reasonable promptness in making decisions (3.6), and talent and ability

for cases involving children and families (3.6).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAROLD M. BROWN
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Vean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER.. 7% 14% 21% 36% 21% 14 3.5
SOLO. v, 5% 11% 14% 41% 29% 56 3.8
2-5 ATTORNEYS. 8% 8% 35% 35% 13% 48 3.4
6+ ATTORNEYS... 2% 7% 39% 29% 23% 56 3.6
CORPORATE ..coov ] 0% 0% 25% 50% 25% 4 4.0
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER......... 0% 3% 21% 34% 41% 29 4.1
GOVERNMENT.. 3% 18% 33% 27% 18% 33 3.4
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
OTHER oo 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
LENGTH OF PRACTICE [p<.01]
NO ANSWER oo 8% 8% 15% 46% 23% 13 3.7
0% 21% 21% 36% 21% 14 3.6
6-10 YEARS.. 5% 20% 40% 25% 10% 20 3.2
11-15 YEARS.. 6% 12% 36% 30% 15% 33 3.4
16-20 YEARS.. | 2% 20% 33% 20% 24% 45 3.4
21+ YEARS .o 4% 2% 24% 40% 30% 120 3.9
GENDER
NO ANSWER 8% 15% 15% 38% 23% 13 3.5
MALE..... a% 7% 27% 38% 24% 182 3.7
FEMALE 4% 16% 34% 18% 28% 50 3.5
CASES HANDLED
NO ANSWER ... 7% 14% 21% 36% 21% 14 3.5
PROSECUTION.. 0% 13% 25% 25% 38% 8 3.9
CRIMINAL....... 17% 17% 17% 44% 6% 18 3.1
CRIMINAL & C 5% 6% 24% 32% 33% 66 3.8
COVIL oo | 2% 9% 32% 35% 22% 133 3.6
OTHER e 0% 17% 33% 17% 33% 6 3.7
LOCATION OF PRACTICE [p<.01]
NO ANSWER........ 8% 8% 17% 42% 25% 12 3.7
FIRST DISTRICT. 0% 5% 29% 14% 52% 21 4.1
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 50% 0% 0% 50% 2 3.5
THIRD DISTRICT.... 5% 10% 30% 36% 19% 195 3.5
FOURTH DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 18% 27% 55% 11 4.4
OUTSIDE ALASKA... 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER...... 6% 6% 25% 31% 31% 16 3.8
SUBSTANTIAL 7% 13% 27% 26% 27% 100 3.5
MODERATE. 2% 8% 35% 33% 23% 66 3.7
LIMITED... 2% 6% 24% 48% 21% 63 3.8
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 40% 40% 20% 10 3.8
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ..cooiovv v 4% 9% 28% 34% 24% 245 3.7
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION ...ccccov i 3% 7% 20% 40% 30% 60 3.9
SOCIAL CONTACTS...ovn.n 0% 0% 43% 14% 43% 7 4.0
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAROLD M. BROWN

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 35%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 24%
Village Public Safety Officer...........cccovvvrennne. 2%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccooveveviveviecennen. 17%
OthBE e 13%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 9%
1-5 YBAIS .o 13%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 22%
L11-15 YRAIS o 22%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 17%
20 YBAIS ..o 13%
INO ANSWEN ..ttt 13%
MaIB.....oieieceee s 2%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 20%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 9%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 2%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 2%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 85%
FOUrth DiStriCt......ocveeveeeecececece e 2%
Outside AlASKa ........c.ccucviiiiiiiicice e 0%
NO ANSWET ...t 9%
Under 2,000........ccooeeeeeceeeeereetecece et 4%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccccovevvevrereirnnnns 65%
35,000 OF OVEF ..cvvieiiiccriecrie et 22%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 9%



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT

MAY 2000
PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAROLD M. BROWN
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality

Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccocoeneunenee 0 0% 1 2% 11 24% 11 24% 22 49% 4.2
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 1 2% 2 5% 8 18% 11 25% 22 50% 4.2
Integrity

Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety..........c.ccoueuu.. 0 0% 1 2% 7  16% 11 25% 25 57% 44
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........c..ccoveernenne. 0 0% 0 0% 8 20% 14 34% 19  46% 43
Judicial temperament

Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 1 2% 1 2% 7 15% 15  33% 22 48% 4.2
Human understanding and compassion........... 0 0% 1 2% 7 15% 14 30% 24 52% 4.3
Ability to control courtroom ...........ccccoeceneenn. 0 0% 1 2% 8 18% 14 31% 22 49% 4.3
Diligence

Reasonable promptness in

Making decCiSIONS.........cccreruneereeenicirenireininas 1 2% 1 2% 8 19% 15 36% 17 40% 4.1
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings.........c.ccveevereeernens 0 0% 1 3% 10 29% 11 31% 13 3% 4.0
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS ..., 1 3% 0 0% 10 29% 12 35% 11 32% 3.9
Consideration of all relevant

factors in Sentencing ..........ccoveeercercenecineenene 0 0% 1 2% 13 31% 13 31% 15 36% 4.0
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families..........c.coevinerirenininnee 1 3% 1 3% 7 24% 6 21% 14 48% 4.1
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge............cccvurerriennne 1 2% 1 2% 7 15% 18  39% 19  41% 4.2

OVERVIEW:

In all, 46 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Brown from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
37% had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 20% had a moderate amount, and 41% had a limited amount. The
mean score for the overall evaluation item was in the "excellent" range (4.2). The highest scored item was conduct free from
impropriety or the appearance of impropriety (4.4). The item scored lowest was settlement skills (3.9).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAROLD M. BROWN

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Vean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER..... 0% 0% 25% 75% 0% 4 3.8
STATE OFFICER 6% 6% 6% 56% 25% 16 3.9
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER v 0% 0% 9% 18% 73% 11 4.6
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER..... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 13% 38% 50% 8 4.4
OTHER o 0% 0% 33% 17% 50% 6 4.2
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 17% 50% 33% 6 4.2
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 17% 33% 50% 6 4.3
6-10 YEARS 10% 0% 0% 30% 60% 10 4.3
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 0% 20% 50% 30% 10 4.1
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 13% 13% 50% 25% 8 3.9
21+ YEARS 0% 0% 33% 17% 50% 6 4.2
GENDER
NO ANSWER........comrmrrrrrn. 0% 0% 25% 75% 0% 4 3.8
MALE..... . 3% 3% 15% 39% 39% 33 4.1
FEMALE.. 0% 0% 11% 22% 67% 9 4.6
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER........coooorrrrrrn. 0% 0% 25% 75% 0% 4 3.8
FIRST DISTRICT 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
SECOND DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
THIRD DISTRICT. 3% 3% 10% 36% 49% 39 4.3
FOURTH DISTRICT 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 25% 75% 0% 4 3.8
UNDER 2,000...... 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 2 4.0
2,000-35,000.. i 0% 3% 13% 40% 43% 30 4.2
OVER 35,000 ..o oo 10% 0% 10% 30% 50% 10 4.1
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
SUBSTANTIAL.. 6% 0% 12% 41% a1% 17 4.1
MODERATE.... 0% 0% 0% 44% 56% 9 4.6
LIMITED.... 0% 5% 26% 32% 37% 19 4.0
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER.......coooorerrrn 0% 0% 60% 40% 0% 5 3.4
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 2% 2% 15% 39% 41% 46 4.2
PROFESS 10NAL

REPUTATION ..o 0% 0% 25% 75% 0% 4 3.8
SOCIAL CONTACTS...occ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0




JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT
MAY 2000

106



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT
MAY 2000

D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAROLD M. BROWN

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccocvveveevenennne 50%
35,000 or over



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT

MAY 2000
SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE HAROLD M. BROWN

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY vocveereeeeeieieieee e 0 0% 0 0% 4 31% 0 0% 9 69% 4.4
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess ..........ccocrereeenceneceneenns 0 0% 1 7% 3 21% 2 14% 8 57% 4.2
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 1 7% 2 14% 4  29% 7  50% 4.2
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making decCiSiONS........cccvuvveeereerreerreernenseeninns 0 0% 0 0% 6 43% 2 14% 6 43% 4.0
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge ........ccccceerverrrrrreens 0 0% 1 7% 2 14% 3 21% 8 57% 4.3

OVERVIEW: Inall, 14 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Brown from their direct professional experience.

All the mean scores were in the "excellent" range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RENE J. GONZALEZ

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 25%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 20%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 2%
State judge or judicial officer........................ 8%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT

MAY 2000

B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RENE J. GONZALEZ

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis...........c.cevveereennenns 11 2% 49  10% 163  34% 189  39% 74 15% 35
Knowledge of substantive law............c..cc....... 10 2% 48  10% 163  34% 180 38% 79  16% 3.6
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE.......ocvreevreireisee et ssesssesneas 9 2% 40 8% 150 32% 184 39% 91 19% 3.6
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccooevienne 12 2% 30 6% 102 21% 155  32% 190 39% 4.0
Sense of basic fairess and justice................. 13 3% 24 5% 97  20% 143 30% 206  43% 4.0
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........cccoeeeenee 8 2% 9 2% 79  16% 162 34% 224 46% 4.2
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........ccocvecrvcenn. 7 2% 13 3% 83  18% 151  34% 195  43% 4.1
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................. 2% 19 4% 90  18% 139 28% 233 47% 41
Human understanding and compassion ......... 3% 18 4% 89  19% 143 30% 213 45% 41
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccceeeeenee. 2% 26 6% 116  25% 160 35% 150 32% 3.9
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSions ..........c.ceeereererenereneenceeenns 22 5% 57 12% 149  31% 149  31% 101 21% 35
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveeneeene 19 4% 39 8% 134 29% 159  34% 116  25% 3.7
Special Skills
Settlement sKillS..........cooveevenenrineecrenne 13 5% 24 9% 90 32% 81  29% 71 25% 3.6
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccceevvvevnrniniinienes 10 4% 10 4% 53 23% 73 32% 83  36% 3.9
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families ........ccccooveririninninenee 16 6% 19 7% 73 26% 87 31% 85  30% 3.7
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccoeverireunenee 15 3% 33 7% 133 27% 194  40% 116  24% 3.7

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 491 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Gonzalez based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 37%
had a substantial amount of experience, 32% had a moderate amount, and 22% had a limited amount.
evaluation item was in the "good" range (3.7). The highest mean score came for conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
impropriety (4.2). The lowest scored items were: legal and factual analysis (3.5) and reasonable promptness in making decisions (3.5).
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OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RENE J. GONZALEZ

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.01]
NO ANSWER ..o o a% 8% 21% 46% 21% 24 3.7
SOLO e 5% 6% 24% 38% 27% 123 3.8
2-5 ATTORNEYS. 1% 5% 33% 39% 22% 120 3.8
6+ ATTORNEYS 1% 7% 26% 52% 14% 97 3.7
CORPORATE........ 0% 25% 38% 25% 13% 8 3.3
JUDGE OR JUD
OFFICER........ 0% 3% 13% 37% a47% 38 4.3
GOVERNMENT 8% 11% 33% 25% 22% 72 3.4
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 20% 40% 40% 5 4.2
OTHER.. 0% 0% 0% 75% 25% 4 4.3
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER oo 5% 10% 10% 45% 30% 20 3.9
3% 3% 31% 41% 21% 29 3.7

6-10 YEARS.. a% a% 20% 50% 22% 50 3.8
11-15 YEARS.. an 6% 32% 44% 14% 81 3.6
16-20 YEARS.. N 1% 10% 38% 26% 26% 112 3.7
214 YEARS .o an 6% 22% 42% 27% 199 3.8
GENDER
NO ANSWER.. 5% 14% 9% 50% 23% 22 3.7
MALE ... N 3% 5% 26% 41% 24% 362 3.8
FEMALE o ) 2% 10% 35% 32% 21% 107 3.6
CASES HANDLED [p<.001]
NO ANSWER.. 5% 10% 10% 50% 25% 20 3.8
PROSECUTION 17% 11% 39% 22% 11% 18 3.0
CRIMINAL. 0% an 8% 27% 62% 26 4.5
CRIMINAL & C 4% 4% 16% 43% 33% 113 4.0
CIVIL.. 2% 7% 34% 39% 17% 300 3.6
OTHER.. 0% 7% 7% 50% 36% 14 4.1
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER.....cn 6% 11% 11% 44% 28% 18 3.8
FIRST DISTRICT. 5% 16% 32% 32% 16% 19 3.4
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
THIRD DISTRICT 3% 6% 28% 40% 24% 430 3.8
FOURTH DISTRICT.. 8% 8% 8% 50% 25% 12 3.8
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 10% 40% 30% 20% 10 3.6
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER..o.o oo 5% 7% 19% 55% 14% 42 3.7
SUBSTANTIAL.. an 6% 31% 35% 24% 181 3.7
MODERATE........ . 3% 9% 25% 36% 28% 158 3.8
LAMETED 2% 5% 27% 46% 20% 110 3.8
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER N 0% 4% 35% 38% 23% 26 3.8
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE... 3% 7% 27% 40% 24% 491 3.7
PROFESSIONAL

REPUTATION............ 5% 13% 36% 36% 10% 39 3.3
SOCIAL CONTACTS..... 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 3 4.0
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RENE J. GONZALEZ

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 40%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 29%
Village Public Safety Officer...........cccovvvrennne. 4%
Probation/Parole offiCer.........cccoeevvveeviiceveeee 9%
OthBE e 11%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 7%
1-5 YBAIS .o 16%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 11%
L11-15 YRAIS o 16%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 29%
20 YBAIS ..o 20%
(I AN 1YY= 9%
MalE.....eiceeeeececece e 82%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 13%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 4%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 4%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 0%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 82%
FOUrth DiStriCt......ocveeveeeecececece e 7%
Outside AlASKa ........c.ccucviiiiiiiicice e 0%
NO ANSWEN ...ttt %
UNAEr 2,000.........ccooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e s 13%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........cccoeevereereirninns 24%
35,000 OF OVEF ...vvicriiitie ittt 58%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 4%
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RENE J. GONZALEZ

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccocoeneunenee 3 7% 4 10% 13 32% 11 2% 10 24% 35
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 1 3% 4 11% 11 29% 12 32% 10 26% 3.7
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or
the appearance of impropriety...........c.cccoueuu.. 0 0% 4 10% 11 28% 11 28% 14 35% 3.9
Makes decisions without regard
to possible public criticism. .........c..ccoveernenne. 1 3% 4 10% 14 36% 7 18% 13 33% 3.7
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 3 7% 3 7% 13 31% 7 17% 16  38% 3.7
Human understanding and compassion........... 1 3% 3 8% 14 3% 8 21% 12 32% 3.7
Ability to control courtroom ...........ccccoeceneenn. 3 8% 5 13% 13 33% 7 18% 11 28% 35
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making decCiSIONS.........cccreruneereeenicirenireininas 3 8% 4 11% 11 29% 12 32% 8 21% 35
Willingness to work diligently;
preparation for hearings.........c.ccveevereeernens 2 6% 2 6% 12 35% 9 26% 9 26% 3.6
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS ..., 2 6% 2 6% 12 36% 8 24% 9 2% 3.6
Consideration of all relevant
factors in Sentencing ..........ccoveeercercenecineenene 2 5% 9 23% 10 26% 9 23% 9 23% 34
Talent and ability for cases involving
children and families..........cooouvinenivrenininnee 2 7% 5 1% 8 28% 5 1% 9 31% 35
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge............cccvurerriennne 1 2% 6 14% 15 36% 10  24% 10 24% 35

OVERVIEW:

In all, 42 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Gonzalez from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
12% had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 33% had a moderate amount, and 45% had a limited amount. The
mean score for the overall evaluation item was in the "good" range (3.5). The highest scored item was conduct free from
impropriety or the appearance of impropriety (3.9). The item scored lowest was consideration of all relevant factors in sentencing

(3.4).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RENE J. GONZALEZ

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER..... 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 3 4.3
STATE OFFICER 6% 22% 22% 28% 22% 18 3.4
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER v 0% 9% 55% 18% 18% 11 3.5
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER..... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 25% 50% 25% 0% 4 3.0
OTHER o 0% 0% 25% 0% 75% 4 4.5
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER 25% 0% 0% 50% 25% 4 3.5
1-5 YEARS 0% 17% 17% 33% 33% 6 3.8
6-10 YEARS 0% 0% 60% 20% 20% 5 3.6
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 0% 43% 29% 29% 7 3.9
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 27% 36% 18% 18% 11 3.3
21+ YEARS 0% 22% 44% 11% 22% 9 3.3
GENDER
NO ANSWER........comrmrrrrrn. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 2 4.0
MALE...... . 3% 14% 34% 23% 26% 35 3.5
FEMALE.. 0% 20% 60% 0% 20% 5 3.2
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER.....comomrrrrr. 0% 0% 33% 67% 0% 3 3.7
FIRST DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
SECOND DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
THIRD DISTRICT. 3% 18% 38% 21% 21% 34 3.4
FOURTH DISTRICT 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 3 4.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 2 4.0
UNDER 2,000...... 0% 0% 33% 17% 50% 6 4.2
2,000-35,000.. . 0% 9% 36% 27% 27% 11 3.7
OVER 35,000 ..., a% 22% 39% 17% 17% 23 3.2
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 25% 25% 25% 0% 25% 4 2.8
SUBSTANTIAL.. 0% 0% 20% 20% 60% 5 4.4
MODERATE.... 0% 21% 36% 21% 21% 14 3.4
LIMITED.... 0% 11% 42% 32% 16% 19 3.5
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER.......coooorerrrn 0% 25% 50% 25% 0% 4 3.0
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 2% 14% 36% 24% 24% 42 3.5
PROFESS 10NAL

REPUTATION ..o 7% 27% 27% 33% 7% 15 3.1
SOCIAL CONTACTS...ovcc 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RENE J. GONZALEZ

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccceeveeevrvverernen. 20%
35,000 or over
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MAY 2000
SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE RENE J. GONZALEZ

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY vocveereeeeeieieieee e 0 0% 1 7% 1 7% 5 36% 7  50% 4.3
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess ..........ccocrereeenceneceneenns 1 7% 1 7% 1 7% 4 27% 8 53% 4.1
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 1 7% 0 0% 3 20% 4  27% 7 4T% 4.1
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making decCiSiONS........cccvuvveeereerreerreernenseeninns 1 7% 1 7% 2 14% 3 21% 7  50% 4.0
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge ........ccccceerverrrrrreens 1 7% 1 7% 2 13% 4 2T% 7 4T% 4.0

OVERVIEW: In all, 15 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Gonzalez from their direct professional
experience. All the mean scores were in the "excellent" range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DAN A. HENSLEY

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 23%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 26%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 2%
State judge or judicial officer........................ 7%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)
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MAY 2000
ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DAN A. HENSLEY
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis..........c.ccocvevcrcnnne. 3 1% 16 4% 42 10% 146 36% 194 48% 4.3
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeeene. 5 1% 9 2% 50 13% 133 34% 198  50% 43
Knowledge of evidence and

PIOCEAUIE.....oocvrrereererers st eesenen 3 1% 6 2% 46  12% 139 36% 189  49% 43
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccccocuveeenee 4 1% 22 6% 34 9% 127 32% 212 53% 4.3
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 3 1% 12 3% 44  11% 115 29% 217 55% 4.4
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..., 4 1% 4 1% 39  10% 104 27% 241  61% 45
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........cccoccevevreene 3 1% 8 2% 41 11% 95  26% 222 60% 44
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 6 2% 11 3% 46 12% 93 23% 243 61% 44
Human understanding and compassion ........... 1% 11 3% 52 13% 97  25% 224 58% 4.4
Ability to control courtroom..........ccceceevvennenns 1% 3 1% 51  14% 121 32% 196  52% 4.3
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

mMaking deciSionS ........ccoceveerreerererreeirnerienees 5 1% 12 3% 45 12% 136  35% 186  48% 4.3
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........cccovevrcrreeen. 4 1% 8 2% 39  10% 121 32% 208  55% 4.4
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........cvveeereeneeneenesereeneins 8 3% 4 2% 29 12% 77 31% 128 52% 43
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing.........coocvveeveerneeerneeneeinns 3 2% 2 1% 11 8% 44 30% 86  59% 44
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........ccocveuvcrrcerricrrcennn. 3 1% 3 1% 25  12% 62 31% 110 54% 43
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of Judge........cereerrerrieerenns 3 1% 11 3% 45 11% 136  34% 204  51% 4.3

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 399 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Hensley based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 46%
had a substantial amount of experience, 25% had a moderate amount, and 21% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall
evaluation item was in the "excellent” range (4.3). The highest mean score came for: conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
impropriety (4.5). The lowest scored items were: legal and factual analysis (4.3), knowledge of substantive law (4.3), knowledge of
evidence and procedure (4.3), equal treatment of all parties (4.3), ability to control courtroom (4.3), reasonable promptness in making
decisions (4.3), settlement skills (4.3), and talent and ability for cases involving children and families (4.3).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DAN A. HENSLEY
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER. 0% 6% 0% 29% 65% 17 4.5
SOLO..oc. 3% a% 14% 30% 49% 100 4.2
2-5 ATTORNEYS. 0% 2% 10% 39% 49% 90 4.3
6+ ATTORNEYS... 0% 2% 12% 37% 49% 106 4.3
CORPORATE oo 0% 0% 29% 57% 14% 7 3.9
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER......... 0% 0% 0% 14% 86% 28 4.9
GOVERNMENT.. 0% 4% 16% 36% 44% 45 4.2
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
OTHER .o 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ..o ] 0% 6% 0% 33% 61% 18 4.5
0% 6% 6% 34% 54% 35 4.4
6-10 YEARS.. 0% 5% 16% 43% 36% 44 4.1
11-15 YEARS.. 2% 2% 9% 36% 52% 58 4.3
16-20 YEARS.. . 1% 3% 15% 29% 52% 91 4.3
214 YEARS .o 1% 1% 11% 34% 53% 153 4.4
GENDER
NO ANSWER ... 0% 6% 0% 25% 69% 16 4.6
1% 3% 12% 34% 51% 278 4.3
0% 2% 12% 36% 50% 105 4.3
CASES HANDLED
NO ANSWER ..o ] 0% 6% 0% 25% 69% 16 4.6
PROSECUTION.. 0% 13% 38% 38% 13% 8 3.5
CRIMINAL...... 0% 0% 6% 33% 61% 18 4.6
CRIMINAL & C 2% 2% 9% 32% 55% 82 4.3
COIVIL e . 0% 2% 13% 35% 49% 263 4.3
OTHER o 0% 8% 0% 33% 58% 12 4.4
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER.......... 0% 7% 0% 27% 67% 15 4.5
FIRST DISTRICT. 0% 11% 21% 37% 32% 19 3.9
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
THIRD DISTRICT 1% 2% 11% 33% 53% 353 4.3
FOURTH DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 20% 60% 20% 5 4.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 17% 67% 17% 6 4.0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER...... 0% 6% 3% 26% 65% 34 4.5
SUBSTANTIAL.. 1% 4% 12% 28% 56% 185 4.3
MODERATE. 1% 1% 10% 41% 47% 98 4.3
LIMITED... 0% 1% 15% 44% 40% 82 4.2
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 19% 25% 56% 16 4.4
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE oo 1% 3% 11% 34% 51% 399 4.3
PROFESSI0ONAL
REPUTATION .o 2% 4% 15% 44% 35% 48 4.1
SOCIAL CONTACTS.......... 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 3 4.0
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DAN A. HENSLEY

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 36%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer......9%
Village Public Safety Officer.............ccccccevrneee. 9%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccooveveviveviecennen. 18%
OthBE e 27%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 0%
1-5 YBAIS .o 45%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevveiiiisiisi st 9%
L11-15 YRAIS o 27%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeeieeeiriee e 9%
20 YBAIS ..ot 9%
(I AN 1YY= 0%
MalE.....eiceeeeececece e 91%
FEMAIE ... 9%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 0%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 0%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 0%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 91%
FOUrth DiStriCt......ocveeveeeecececece e 9%
Outside AlASKa ........c.ccucviiiiiiiicice e 0%
NO ANSWET ...t 0%
Under 2,000.......cccoeeeeeeeeeieeereceececee et 9%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccccceevvereereiveirenns 9%
35,000 OF OVEF ...vvicviiitie et 82%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 0%
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DAN A. HENSLEY
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ..........ccocovreenenee 0 0% 0 0% 1 9% 3 2% 7 64% 45
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 0 0% 0 0% 1 10% 2 20% 7 70% 4.6
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety..........cc.cccoueuu.. 0 0% 0 0% 1 9% 3 2% 7 64% 45
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. ..........ccocoveevnenne. 0 0% 0 0% 1 9% 3 2% 7 64% 45
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 0 0% 0 0% 1 10% 2 20% 7 70% 4.6
Human understanding and compassion........... 0 0% 0 0% 2 22% 1 11% 6 67% 4.4
Ability to control courtroom .............cccoceeneenee. 0 0% 0 0% 1 10% 2 20% 7 70% 4.6
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSIONS.........cccvieeeneereriniieereinereininas 0 0% 0 0% 2 20% 1 10% 7 70% 45
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings.........c.ccveevereeernens 0 0% 0 0% 1 13% 1 13% 6 75% 4.6
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS ..o, 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 1 1% 7 78% 4.7
Consideration of all relevant

factors in Sentencing ..........ccoveeercercenecineenene 0 0% 0 0% 1 10% 2 20% 7 70% 4.6
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families..........cooouvinenivrenininnee 0 0% 0 0% 1 11% 1 11% 7 18% 4.7
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge ...........cccvuriureinnne 0 0% 0 0% 1 9% 3 2% 7 64% 4.5

OVERVIEW:

In all, 11 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Hensley from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
45% had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 18% had a moderate amount, and 27% had a limited amount. The
mean score for the overall evaluation item was in the "excellent” range (4.5). The highest scored items were: settlement skills (4.7)
and talent and ability for cases involving children and families (4.7). The item scored lowest was human understanding and

compassion (4.4).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DAN A. HENSLEY

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Vean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER..... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
STATE OFFICER 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER v 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER..... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
OTHER ot 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3 4.7
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 5 4.6
6-10 YEARS 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3 5.0
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
21+ YEARS 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
GENDER
NO ANSWER........comrmrrrrrn. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
MALE...... . 0% 0% 10% 30% 60% 10 4.5
FEMALE.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
LOCATION OF WORK [p<.001]
NO ANSWER........coooorrrrrm. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
FIRST DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SECOND DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
THIRD DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 30% 70% 10 4.7
FOURTH DISTRICT 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY [p<.05]
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
UNDER 2,000...... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
2,000-35,000.. . 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
OVER 35,000.....c.comrmnm. 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 9 4.7
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
SUBSTANTIAL.. 0% 0% 20% 20% 60% 5 4.4
MODERATE.... 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
LIMITED.... 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 3 4.3
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER........commorrrrrn 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 4 3.5
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 0% 0% 9% 27% 64% 11 4.5
PROFESS 10NAL

REPUTATION ..o 0% 0% 25% 50% 25% 4 4.0
SOCIAL CONTACTS...occ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DAN A. HENSLEY

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccceeveevreerernnnne 0%
35,000 or over
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SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DAN A. HENSLEY

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY vocveereeeeeieieieee e 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 38% 8 62% 4.6
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess ..........ccocrereeenceneceneenns 0 0% 0 0% 1 8% 5 38% 7  54% 45
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 1 8% 4  31% 8 62% 45
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making decCiSiONS........cccvuvveeereerreerreernenseeninns 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 42% 7  58% 4.6
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge ........ccccceerverrrrrreens 0 0% 0 0% 1 8% 3 23% 9 69% 4.6

OVERVIEW: In all, 13 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Hensley from their direct professional
experience. All the mean scores were in the “excellent" range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DONALD D. HOPWOOD

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 20%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 12%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 2%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 17%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT

MAY 2000

B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DONALD D. HOPWOOD

Legal Ability

Legal and factual analysis............ccceevurrenn
Knowledge of substantive law.................

Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE. .....ecvveerceeieieereiseeese e

Impartiality

Equal treatment of all parties. ...................
Sense of basic fairness and justice...........

Integrity

Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ................

Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. ..........ccoveue.

Judicial temperament

Courtesy, freedom from arrogance...........
Human understanding and compassion .

Ability to control courtroom............c.ccveeeeneene

Diligence

Reasonable promptness in

making decisSions ...........ccveereereneurienns

Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ............cccovvnenne

Special Skills

Settlement SKillS........c.covvevvvvreniresieinnnns

Consideration of all relevant

factors in sentencing........cooceevcercenicnnes

Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families.........cccoccevvirienenns

Overall Evaluation

Overall evaluation of judge.........ccccoceeueene

OVERVIEW:

136

Altogether, 205 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Hopwood based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 38%
had a substantial amount of experience, 31% had a moderate amount, and 25% had a limited amount.
evaluation item was in the "good" range (3.7). The highest mean score came for conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
impropriety (4.1). The lowest scored item was talent and ability for cases involving children and families (3.6).

Mean score on the overall

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

........ 6 3% 24 12% 45 22% 71 34% 62  30% 3.8

........ 5 2% 19 9% 50 24% 72 35% 62  30% 3.8

........ 3 2% 18 9% 46  23% 69  35% 62 31% 3.9

........ 8 4% 27 13% 43 21% 57  28% 70  34% 3.8

10 5% 22 11% 43 21% 56  28% 72 35% 3.8

........ 5 3% 12 6% 34 17% 54  27% 93  47% 4.1

........ 8 4% 13 7% 35  18% 57  30% 77 41% 4.0

3% 23 11% 40  20% 55  27% 80 39% 3.9

6% 18 9% 51  25% 54  27% 66  33% 3.7

2% 6 3% 50 27% 56  30% 71 38% 4.0

4% 11 6% 44 22% 59  30% 77 3% 3.9

2% 10 5% 41 21% 56  29% 81  42% 4.0

5% 10  10% 22 23% 24 25% 35  36% 3.8

4% 13 12% 24 21% 29  26% 42 3% 338

9% 15 14% 17 16% 29 28% 34 33% 3.6

10 5% 22 11% 48  23% 59  29% 66  32% 3.7
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DONALD D. HOPWOOD
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Vean
TYPE OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER. 0% 0% 50% 13% 38% 8 3.9
SOLO..c. 10% 8% 18% 35% 29% 49 3.6
2-5 ATTORNEYS. 2% 17% 31% 19% 31% 42 3.6
6+ ATTORNEYS... ] 4% 16% 32% 24% 24% 25 3.5
CORPORATE .o 0% 0% 50% 25% 25% 4 3.8
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER....... 3% 6% 8% 36% 47% 36 4.2
GOVERNMENT.. 5% 13% 20% 33% 30% 40 3.7
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
OTHER e 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ...cowmo o ] 0% 0% 17% 33% 50% 6 4.3
1-5 YEARS 6% 6% 12% 47% 29% 17 3.9
6-10 YEARS.. 9% 3% 38% 22% 28% 32 3.6
11-15 YEARS.. 11% 11% 30% 24% 24% 37 3.4
16-20 YEARS.. ] 0% 21% 18% 24% 37% 38 3.8
214 YEARS .o e 3% 11% 20% 32% 35% 75 3.9
GENDER
NO ANSWER ] 0% 0% 20% 20% 60% 5 4.4
MALE..... 6% 9% 25% 27% 33% 152 3.7
FEMALE 2% 17% 19% 35% 27% 48 3.7
CASES HANDLED
NO ANSWER ..o ] 0% 17% 17% 17% 50% 6 4.0
PROSECUTION.. 0% 6% 25% 25% 44% 16 4.1
CRIMINAL....... 5% 10% 29% 19% 38% 21 3.8
CRIMINAL & C 7% 14% 23% 27% 30% 74 3.6
COIVIL e . 5% 7% 24% 34% 29% 82 3.8
OTHER oo 0% 33% 0% 33% 33% 6 3.7
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER.....c. 0% 0% 20% 20% 60% 5 4.4
FIRST DISTRICT. 6% 6% 24% 53% 12% 17 3.6
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 2 3.5
THIRD DISTRICT.... 5% 11% 25% 25% 34% 167 3.7
FOURTH DISTRICT.. 0% 17% 8% 42% 33% 12 3.9
OUTSIDE ALASKA... 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER...... 8% 8% 15% 38% 31% 13 3.8
SUBSTANTIAL 8% 14% 23% 18% 36% 77 3.6
MODERATE. 2% 10% 25% 33% 30% 63 3.8
LIMITED... 4% 8% 23% 37% 29% 52 3.8
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER .o 0% 0% 43% 14% 43% 7 4.0
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE v 5% 11% 23% 29% 32% 205 3.7
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION v 4% 17% 25% 38% 17% 24 3.5
SOCIAL CONTACTS.ouuuvs 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DONALD D. HOPWOOD

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 27%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 29%
Village Public Safety Officer.............ccccccevrneee. 5%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccooveveviveviecennen. 12%
OthBE e 24%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 2%
1-5 YBAIS .o 29%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 27%
L11-15 YRAIS o 20%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 10%
20 YBAIS ..ot 7%
(I AN 1YY= 7%
MalE.....eiceeeeececece e 68%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 29%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 2%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 5%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 0%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 88%
FOUrth DiStriCt......ocveeveeeecececece e 2%
Outside AlASKa ........c.ccucviiiiiiiicice e 0%
NO ANSWEN ...ttt 5%
Under 2,000.......cccoeeeeeeeeeieeereceececee et 7%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccccovevvevrereirnnnns 68%
35,000 OF OVEF ..cvvieiiiccriecrie et 22%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 2%
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DONALD D. HOPWOOD
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality

Equal treatment of all parties. .........cccoeevrrrnnnee 0 0% 0 0% 9 22% 12 29% 20 49% 4.3
Sense of basic fairness and justice................... 0 0% 1 2% 6 15% 14 34% 20  49% 43
Integrity

Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety..........c.ccoveeue. 0 0% 0 0% 6 15% 13 32% 22 54% 44
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. ..........cccocvveieene. 0 0% 0 0% 9 23% 12 31% 18  46% 4.2
Judicial temperament

Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 0% 0 0% 4  10% 14 34% 23 56% 45
Human understanding and compassion........... 0% 1 3% 7 18% 14  35% 18  45% 4.2
Ability to control courtroom ............coeeeneenn. 0% 0 0% 9 23% 9 23% 21 54% 43
Diligence

Reasonable promptness in

Making deCiSIONS.........ccvvveeereenererieerenereinines 0 0% 0 0% 5 13% 21 55% 12 32% 4.2
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings.........c.ccveevereeernens 0 0% 0 0% 7 19% 15  42% 14 39% 4.2
Special Skills

Settlement SKillS .........ccoveiririeininieirnene 0 0% 0 0% 6 20% 13 43% 11 3% 4.2
Consideration of all relevant

factors in Sentencing ........c.ocoveereereceneerneeene 0 0% 2 5% 7 18% 11 29% 18  47% 4.2
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families..........cocoevererireninennee 0 0% 1 4% 5 20% 9 3% 10 40% 4.1
Overall Evaluation

Overall evaluation of judge.........ccoccevevriruneenee 0 0% 1 2% 6 15% 15 3% 19  46% 4.3

OVERVIEW: Inall, 41 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Hopwood from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
32% had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 29% had a moderate amount, and 37% had a limited amount. The
mean score for the overall evaluation item was in the "excellent” range (4.3). The highest scored item was courtesy and freedom
from arrogance (4.5). The item scored lowest was talent and ability for cases involving children and families (4.1).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DONALD D. HOPWOOD

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF WORK [p<.05]
NO ANSWER...... 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
STATE OFFICER 0% 0% 9% 36% 55% 11 4.5
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER v 0% 8% 17% 42% 33% 12 4.0
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER....... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 5 5.0
OTHER ot 0% 0% 10% 50% 40% 10 4.3
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 3 4.3
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 17% 33% 50% 12 4.3
6-10 YEARS 0% 9% 9% 64% 18% 11 3.9
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 0% 13% 25% 63% 8 4.5
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 0% 25% 0% 75% 4 4.5
21+ YEARS 0% 0% 33% 0% 67% 3 4.3
GENDER
NO ANSWER........comrmrrrrrn. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
MALE..... . 0% 4% 18% 32% 46% 28 4.2
FEMALE.. 0% 0% 8% 42% 50% 12 4.4
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER........coooorrrrrm. 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 2 3.5
FIRST DISTRICT 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 2 3.5

SECOND DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
THIRD DISTRICT. 0% 3% 8% 36% 53% 36 4.4
FOURTH DISTRICT 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER......iiiiiiiriin 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
UNDER 2,000..... 0% 0% 67% 0% 33% 3 3.7
2,000-35,000... 0% 4% 7% 39% 50% 28 4.4
OVER 35,000.....ccimnn. 0% 0% 22% 33% 44% 9 4.2
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
SUBSTANTIAL.. 0% 0% 8% 46% 46% 13 4.4
MODERATE.... 0% 0% 25% 17% 58% 12 4.3
LIMITED..... 0% 7% 13% 40% 40% 15 4.1
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER......ccoiiiiiiriin ] 0% 0% 40% 40% 20% 5 3.8
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE......coou ] 0% 2% 15% 37% 46% 41 4.3
PROFESSIONAL

REPUTATION .o ] 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 3 4.0

SOCIAL CONTACTS...... | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DONALD D. HOPWOOD

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........cccoevevvrcvernnnne 100%
35,000 or over
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SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DONALD D. HOPWOOD

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEQIILY oot 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 2 6% 4.7
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairness ..........coocveneerncenecnneenns 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 1 33% 43
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 2 67% 4.7
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making decCiSIONS........cccvvverreereerreerenseeninns 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2  67% 1 33% 4.3
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge ........cccoceereerrrinens 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 2 67T% 4.7

OVERVIEW: In all, 3 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Hopwood from their direct professional
experience.. All the mean scores were in the "excellent” range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE JONATHAN H. LINK

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 24%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 22%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 2%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 11%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)
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MAY 2000
ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE JONATHAN H. LINK
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis..........c.ccocvevcrcnnne. 2% 21 8% 59  23% 108 42% 64  25% 3.8
Knowledge of substantive law 2% 20 8% 61  24% 109 43% 59  23% 3.8
Knowledge of evidence and

PIOCEAUIE.....oovvreeeereerereeeseessse st eesees 4 2% 17 7% 53  22% 104 42% 67 27T% 3.9
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccccocuveeenee 7 3% 28 11% 4 17% 86 34% 91 36% 39
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 6 2% 27 11% 43 17% 87  34% 92 36% 3.9
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..., 7 3% 21 8% 41  16% 81 33% 99  40% 4.0
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........cccoccevevreene 8 3% 21 9% 39  16% 78  33% 91  38% 3.9
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 3% 24 10% 38  15% 80 32% 103 41% 4.0
Human understanding and compassion 2% 13 5% 49  20% 88  35% 94  38% 4.0
Ability to control courtroom..........ccceceevveennenns 2% 13 5% 45 19% 87 36% 92  38% 4.0
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

mMaking deciSioNnS ........ccoceveerreerererreeereenisenes 8 3% 20 8% 57 23% 94  39% 65 27% 3.8
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........cccocoevvveienens 11 4% 15 6% 53  22% 94  38% 73 30% 3.8
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........cvvveereeneeneneneiecneines 4 3% 6 4% 34 23% 55  36% 52 34% 4.0
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing.........coocvveeveerneeerneeneeinns 4 3% 6 5% 29 22% 47  35% 47  35% 4.0
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........ccocveuvcrrcerricrrcennn. 4 3% 8 6% 26 20% 47  36% 45  35% 3.9
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of Judge........cereerrerrieerenns 6 2% 22 9% 53 21% 101 40% 73 29% 3.8

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 255 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Link based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 47% had
a substantial amount of experience, 24% had a moderate amount, and 23% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall evaluation
item was in the "good" range (3.8). The highest mean scores came for: conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of impropriety
(4.0), courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.0), human understanding and compassion (4.0), ability to control courtroom (4.0), settlement
skills (4.0), and consideration of all relevant factors in sentencing (4.0). The lowest scored items were: legal and factual analysis (3.8),
knowledge of substantive law (3.8), reasonable promptness in making decisions (3.8), and willingness to work diligently (3.8).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE JONATHAN H. LINK
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.01]
NO ANSWER 0% 30% 10% 10% 50% 10 3.8
SOLO.oe. 3% 8% 13% 40% 37% 63 4.0
2-5 ATTORNEYS 2% 8% 17% 44% 29% 63 3.9
6+ ATTORNEYS.. a% 7% 31% 36% 22% 55 3.7
CORPORATE...... 0% 50% 25% 25% 0% 4 2.8
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER 0% 4% 7% 39% 50% 28 4.4
GOVERNMENT......... 4% 7% 46% 39% 4% 28 3.3
PUBLIC SERVICE 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
OTHER 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 3 4.0
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER.. 0% 27% 9% 18% 45% 11 3.8
1-5 YEARS.. 0% 0% 45% 25% 30% 20 3.9
6-10 YEARS... 0% 15% 19% 41% 26% 27 3.8
11-15 YEARS. 7% 10% 23% 40% 20% 30 3.6
16-20 YEARS. 0% 11% 23% 43% 23% 47 3.8
21+ YEARS.. 3% 6% 17% 43% 32% 120 3.9
GENDER
NO ANSWER..ommmrr e 0% 30% 10% 20% 40% 10 3.7
MALE..... 3% 7% 19% 42% 30% 200 3.9
FEMALE 0% 11% 31% 36% 22% 45 3.7
CASES HANDLED [p<.01]
NO ANSWER .ovor s 0% 30% 20% 10% 40% 10 3.6
PROSECUTION. 0% 0% 30% 40% 30% 10 4.0
CRIMINAL....... 5% 29% 33% 24% 10% 21 3.0
CRIMINAL & CIV 3% 6% 17% 42% 32% 71 4.0
CIVIL i . 2% 6% 20% 43% 29% 134 3.9
OTHER 0% 11% 22% 44% 22% 9 3.8
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER........ 0% 33% 11% 11% 44% 9 3.7
FIRST DISTRICT 0% 0% 17% 67% 17% 6 4.0
SECOND DISTRICT. 50% 0% 50% 0% 0% 2 2.0
THIRD DISTRICT... 2% 9% 21% 39% 29% 214 3.8
FOURTH DISTRICT. 0% 0% 19% 57% 24% 21 4.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA... 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3 4.7
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER .o 12% 6% 18% 29% 35% 17 3.7
SUBSTANTIAL. 3% 9% 20% 36% 32% 119 3.9
MODERATE........ . 2% 12% 18% 37% 32% 60 3.9
LAMETED 0% 5% 25% 53% 17% 59 3.8
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER .o 0% 0% 42% 25% 33% 12 3.9
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE cccv 2% 9% 21% 40% 29% 255 3.8
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION.. 0% 11% 43% 32% 14% 28 3.5
SOCIAL CONTACTS. 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE JONATHAN H. LINK

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 29%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 31%
Village Public Safety Officer.............ccccccevrneee. 3%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccooveveviveviecennen. 21%
OthBE e 10%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 6%
1-5 YBAIS .o 19%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 19%
L11-15 YRAIS o 16%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 26%
20 YBAIS ..o 13%
(I AN 1YY= 6%
MaIB.....oieieceee s 71%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 23%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 6%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 3%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 0%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 85%
FOUrth DiStriCt......ocveeveeeecececece e 3%
Outside AlASKa ........c.ccucviiiiiiiicice e 0%
NO ANSWET ...t 8%
Under 2,000.......cccoeeeeeeeeeieeereceececee et 5%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccccovevvevrereirnnnns 65%
35,000 OF OVEF ..cvvieiiiccriecrie et 24%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 6%



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT

MAY 2000
PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE JONATHAN H. LINK
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality

Equal treatment of all parties. .........cccocoeninenee 0 0% 0 0% 8 13% 19  32% 33  55% 44
Sense of basic fairness and justice 0% 0 0% 8 14% 14 24% 36  62% 45
Integrity

Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety..........cc.ccoueeu.. 0 0% 0 0% 8 14% 16 2% 35 59% 45
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........c..ccoveevnenne. 0 0% 0 0% 6 10% 18  30% 36  60% 45
Judicial temperament

Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................. 0% 0 0% 7 11% 19 31% 35 5% 45
Human understanding and compassion........... 0% 0 0% 7 11% 19 31% 35 5% 45
Ability to control courtroom .............ccoceceveenen. 0% 0 0% 7 12% 17 29% 35 59% 45
Diligence

Reasonable promptness in

Making decCiSIONS.........cccveeeeneereeericerenereinenns 0 0% 0 0% 7 13% 23 41% 26 46% 4.3
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings...........ccovevereeenenns 0 0% 0 0% 6 12% 17 35% 26 53% 44
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS ..., 0 0% 0 0% 5 13% 15  38% 20 50% 44
Consideration of all relevant

factors in Sentencing ..........ccoveercrcenecinennene 0 0% 0 0% 9 16% 15 27% 31 56% 44
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families........c.ccovvervcvcnicinnnnns 0 0% 0 0% 7 18% 13 34% 18  47% 43
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.............ccccvurrureunnne 0 0% 0 0% 7 11% 22 35% 33 53% 4.4

OVERVIEW: Inall, 62 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Link from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 37%
had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 31% had a moderate amount, and 26% had a limited amount. The mean
score for the overall evaluation item was in the "excellent" range (4.4). The highest scored items were: sense of basic fairness and
justice (4.5), conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of impropriety (4.5), makes decisions without regard to possible
public criticism (4.5), courtesy and freedom from arrogance (4.5), human understanding and compassion (4.5), and ability to
control courtroom (4.5). The items scored lowest were: reasonable promptness in making decisions (4.3) and talent and ability for
cases involving children and families (4.3).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE JONATHAN H. LINK

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL

DEMOGRAPHICS n Vean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER........ 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
STATE OFFICER 0% 0% 11% 39% 50% 18 4.4
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFECER v 0% 0% 5% 26% 68% 19 4.6
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER..... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 15% 31% 54% 13 4.4
OTHER o 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 6 4.3
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 12 4.3
6-10 YEARS 0% 0% 8% 42% 50% 12 4.4
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 10 4.6
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 0% 6% 38% 56% 16 4.5
21+ YEARS 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 8 4.3
GENDER
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
MALE..... . 0% 0% 11% 34% 55% 44 4.4
FEMALE.. 0% 0% 14% 36% 50% 14 4.4
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER ..c..ocovmor 0% 0% 20% 40% 40% 5 4.2
FIRST DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 2 4.0
SECOND DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
THIRD DISTRICT. 0% 0% 9% 34% 57% 53 4.5
FOURTH DISTRICT 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 2 4.0

OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
UNDER 2,000...... 0% 0% 67% 0% 33% 3 3.7
2,000-35,000.. . 0% 0% 8% 33Y% 60% 40 4.5
OVER 35,000 ..., 0% 0% 13% 47% 40% 15 4.3
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE [p<.01]
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 25% 50% 25% 4 4.0
SUBSTANTIAL.. 0% 0% an 22% 74% 23 4.7
MODERATE.... 0% 0% 5% 37% 58% 19 4.5
LIMITED.... 0% 0% 25% 50% 25% 16 4.0
BASIS FOR EVALUATION [p<.001]
NO ANSWER.......coooorerrrn 0% 0% 33% 44% 22% 9 3.9
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 0% 0% 11% 35% 53% 62 4.4
PROFESS 10NAL

REPUTATION ..o 17% 0% 33% 50% 0% 6 3.2

SOCIAL CONTACTS......c. | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE JONATHAN H. LINK

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccocvveveevenennne 75%
35,000 or over



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT

MAY 2000
SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE JONATHAN H. LINK

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY vocveereeeeeieieieee e 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 13% 7 88% 4.9
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess ..........ccocrereeenceneceneenns 0 0% 0 0% 1 13% 2 25% 5 63% 45
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 2 25% 0 0% 3 38% 3 38% 39
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making decCiSiONS........cccvuvveeereerreerreernenseeninns 0 0% 0 0% 2 25% 0 0% 6 75% 45
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge ........ccccceerverrrrrreens 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 50% 4 50% 4.5

OVERVIEW: Inall, 8 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Link from their direct professional experience. All
the mean scores were in the "excellent” range except respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc. which was in the “good” range (3.9).
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE PETER A. MICHALSKI

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 23%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 21%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 2%
State judge or judicial officer........................ 7%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE PETER A. MICHALSKI

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis...........cccevverrernnens 16 3% 41 7% 124 22% 214 39% 159  29% 3.8
Knowledge of substantive law............c..cc...... 13 2% 41 8% 125 23% 205  38% 160 29% 3.8
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE. .....ocvreveiireirieisseseseese s snseens 11 2% 26 5% 116 22% 218 41% 163 31% 3.9
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccooevienne 21 4% 38 7% 99  18% 162 29% 233 42% 4.0
Sense of basic fairess and justice................. 17 3% 38 7% 9%  18% 162 30% 235  43% 4.0
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........c.cccoo..... 14 3% 15 3% 86  16% 135  25% 300 55% 43
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. ..........cccovininnee 15 3% 18 3% 72 14% 127 24% 296  56% 4.3
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................. 13 2% 19 3% 74 13% 144 26% 300 55% 43
Human understanding and compassion ......... 12 2% 30 6% 85  16% 156  29% 259  48% 41
Ability to control courtroom............c.cceeeeeeeenee 6 1% 26 5% 116  22% 176  34% 200 38% 4.0
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

making decisions 3% 22 4% 129 24% 186  35% 187  35% 3.9
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveeneeene 13 2% 32 6% 117 22% 171 32% 200 38% 4.0
Special Skills
Settlement sKillS..........cooveevenenrineecrenne 19 6% 42 13% 82  26% 88  28% 83  26% 3.6
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvevenceneercncnnenns 6 3% 10 5% 49  22% 58  27% 95  44% 4.0
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families ........ccccooveririninninenee 13 5% 18 7% 67  24% 79  29% 99  36% 3.8
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccoeverireunenee 19 3% 39 7% 110 20% 201 3% 179  33% 3.9

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 548 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Michalski based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 49%
had a substantial amount of experience, 26% had a moderate amount, and 17% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall
evaluation item was in the “good" range (3.9). The highest mean scores came for: conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
impropriety (4.3), makes decisions without regard to possible public criticism (4.3), and courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.3). The
lowest scored item was settlement skills (3.6).
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OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE PETER A. MICHALSKI

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL

DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.01]
NO ANSWER 9% 14% 9% 32% 36% 22 3.7
SOLO.. 5% 9% 21% 37% 28% 131 3.7
2-5 ATTORNEYS 6% 9% 29% 32% 240 127 3.6
6+ ATTORNEYS 2% 5% 23% 43% 26% 115 3.9
CORPORATE ... 0% 9% 9% 45% 36% 11 4.1
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER 0% 0% 3% 30% 68% 37 4.6
GOVERNMENT 1% 3% 16% 38% 41% 87 4.1
PUBLIC SERVICE 0% 9% 9% 45% 36% 11 4.1
OTHER.. 0% 14% 0% 14% 71% 7 4.4
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ... 9% 14% 5% 23% 50% 22 3.9
1-5 YEARS.. 3% 5% 21% 33% 38% 39 4.0
6-10 YEARS 5% 2% 19% 36% 39% 64 4.0
11-15 YEARS 4% 4% 28% 39% 26% 80 3.8
16-20 YEARS .. 2% 9% 21% 38% 30% 122 3.8
214 YEARS .o 3% 9% 19% 38% 32% 221 3.9
GENDER
NO ANSWER 9% 18% 5% 32% 36% 22 3.
MALE....... . 4% 6% 21% 37% 32% 401 3.9
FEMALE oo 1% 7% 21% 38% 34% 125 4.0
CASES HANDLED
NO ANSWER.... 5% 19% 5% 33% 38% 21 3.8
PROSECUTION. 0% 0% 15% 30% 550% 20 4.4
CRIMINAL .o 0% 4% 29% 46% 21% 24 3.8
CRIMINAL & CIVI 6% 5% 20% 28% 41% 117 3.9
CIVIL.. 3% 8% 21% 40% 28% 347 3.8
OTHER.. 0% 5% 11% 32% 53% 19 4.3
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ... 6% 17% 6% 28% 44% 18 3.9
FIRST DISTRICT.. 4% 0% 17% 46% 33% 24 4.0
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 2 4.0
THIRD DISTRICT... 3% 7% 22% 37% 32% 478 3.9
FOURTH DISTRICT. . 6% 6% 6% 35% 47% 17 4.1
OUTSIDE ALASKA....o.... 11% 22% 0% 22% 44% 9 3.7
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER.... 2% 5% 25% 30% 39% 44 4.0
SUBSTANTIAL. 4% 9% 21% 29% 37% 270 3.8
MODERATE.. 3% 6% 15% 51% 25% 142 3.9
LIMITED 2% 4% 24% 40% 29% 92 3.9
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 4% 15% 38% 42% 26 4.2
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE.....ccov. 3% 7% 20% 37% 33% 548 3.9
PROFESSIONAL

REPUTATION...... 3% 6% 24% 30% 36% 33 3.9
SOCIAL CONTACTS 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE PETER A. MICHALSKI

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 33%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 29%
Village Public Safety Officer.............ccccccevrneee. 3%
Probation/Parole offiCer.........cccoeevvveeviiceveeee 9%
OthBE e 19%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 7%
1-5 YBAIS .o 17%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 22%
L11-15 YRAIS o 16%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 17%
20 YBAIS ..o 17%
INO ANSWEN ..ttt 10%
MaIB.....oieieceee s 2%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 21%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 7%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 5%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 0%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 81%
FOUrth DiStriCt......ocveeveeeecececece e 5%
Outside AlASKa ........c.ccucviiiiiiiicice e 0%
NO ANSWET ...t 9%
Under 2,000.......cccoeeeeeeeeeieeereceececee et 7%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccccovevvevrereirnnnns 12%
35,000 OF OVEF ..cvvieiiiccriecrie et 24%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 7%
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE PETER A. MICHALSKI
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality

Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccocoeneunenee 1 2% 1 2% 14 25% 16  29% 23 42% 41
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 1 2% 1 2% 13 24% 17 31% 22 41% 4.1
Integrity

Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety..........c.ccoueuu.. 0 0% 2 4% 11 21% 14 27% 25  48% 4.2
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........c..ccoveerneenee. 1 2% 1 2% 12 24% 14 27% 23 45% 41
Judicial temperament

Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 1 2% 0 0% 13 25% 13 25% 26 49% 4.2
Human understanding and compassion........... 1 2% 1 2% 10 20% 13 26% 25  50% 4.2
Ability to control courtroom .............ccoeceveenn. 0 0% 1 2% 12 25% 14 29% 21 44% 4.1
Diligence

Reasonable promptness in

Making decCiSIONS.........cccriereneereeerireerenereininns 2 4% 1 2% 13 26% 12 24% 22 44% 4.0
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings.........c.ccveevereeernens 2 5% 0 0% 13 30% 12 2% 17 39% 4.0
Special Skills

Settlement SKillS ..., 2 5% 1 2% 12 29% 8 20% 18 44% 4.0
Consideration of all relevant

factors in Sentencing ..........ccoveeercercenecineenene 2 4% 1 2% 14 28% 11 22% 22 44% 4.0
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families..........c.coevinerirenininnee 1 2% 1 2% 14 32% 8 18% 20 45% 4.0
Overall Evaluation

Overall evaluation of judge............cccvurerriennne 1 2% 2 4% 13 24% 14 26% 24 44% 4.1

OVERVIEW:

In all, 54 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Michalski from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
26% had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 26% had a moderate amount, and 35% had a limited amount. The
mean score for the overall evaluation item was in the "excellent" range (4.1). The highest scored items were: conduct free from
impropriety or the appearance of impropriety (4.2), courtesy and freedom from arrogance (4.2), and human understanding and
compassion (4.2). The items scored lowest were: reasonable promptness in making decisions (4.0), willingness to work diligently
(4.0), settlement skills (4.0), consideration of all relevant factors in sentencing (4.0), and talent and ability for cases involving

children and families (4.0).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE PETER A. MICHALSKI

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Vean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER..... 0% 0% 25% 0% 75% 4 4.5
STATE OFFICER 0% 6% 33% 22% 39% 18 3.9
MUN I /BOROUGH

OFFICER. 0% 6% 19% 31% 44% 16 4.1
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER...... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 25% 50% 25% 4 4.0
OTHER o 10% 0% 0% 30% 60% 10 4.3
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER. . 0% 0% 33% 0% 67% 6 4.3
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 22% 44 33% 9 4.1
6-10 YEARS 0% 9% 27% 36% 27% 11 3.8
11-15 YEARS.. 13% 0% 0% 13% 75% 8 4.4
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 0% 30% 30% 40% 10 4.1
21+ YEARS 0% 10% 30% 20% 40% 10 3.9
GENDER
NO ANSWER........cccmvmrrrrn: 0% 0% 25% 0% 75% 4 4.5
MALE....... 0% 5% 23% 23% 50% 40 4.2
FEMALE.. 10% 0% 30% 50% 10% 10 3.5
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER........cc.momr v 0% 0% 40% 0% 60% 5 4.2
FIRST DISTRICT.... 0% 0% 33Y% 33% 33% 3 4.0
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
THIRD DISTRICT 2% 4% 20% 29% 44% 45 4.1
FOURTH DISTRICT........... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA............ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 25% 0% 75% 4 4.5
UNDER 2,000.. 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 4 3.5
2,000-35,000... 0% 0% 43% 29% 29% 7 3.9
OVER 35,000.. 3% 5% 18% 26% 49% 39 4.1
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER.... s 14% 14% 29% 0% 43% 7 3.4
SUBSTANTIAL . 0% 0% 21% 14% 64% 14 4.4
MODERATE 0% 0% 21% 29% 50% 14 4.3
LIMITED.... 0% 5% 26% 42% 26% 19 3.9
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER........cc.orrrrrn 0% 0% 60% 20% 20% 5 3.6
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 2% a% 24% 26% 44% 54 4.1
PROFESSI0NAL

REPUTATION ..o 0% 33% 0% 17% 50% 6 3.8
SOCIAL CONTACTS............ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE PETER A. MICHALSKI

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccceeveevreerernnnne 0%
35,000 or over
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SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE PETER A. MICHALSKI

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY vocveereeeeeieieieee e 0 0% 0 0% 1 7% 5 33% 9 60% 4.5
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess ..........ccocrereeenceneceneenns 1 6% 0 0% 1 6% 4 24% 11 65% 44
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 2 12% 1 6% 4 24% 10 59% 4.3
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making decCiSiONS........cccvuvveeereerreerreernenseeninns 1 6% 0 0% 2 12% 5 29% 9 53% 4.2
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge ........ccccceerverrrrrreens 1 6% 0 0% 1 6% 6 35% 9 53% 4.3

OVERVIEW: In all, 17 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Michalski from their direct professional
experience. All the mean scores were in the "excellent” range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SANDERS

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 27%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 18%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 1%
State judge or judicial officer........................ 9%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SANDERS
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability

Legal and factual analysis...........ccceevrrrrerrrnenns 7 2% 14 4% 63 16% 131 34% 169  44% 4.1
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeeene. 8 2% 14 4% 64  17% 119  31% 174 46% 4.2
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE.......ocvreevreireisee et ssesssesneas 8 2% 19 5% 50 14% 121 33% 172 46% 4.2
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccooevienne 15 4% 24 6% 50 13% 122 32% 167  44% 4.1
Sense of basic fairess and justice................. 13 3% 18 5% 62  17% 113 30% 169  45% 41
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........c.cccoo..... 10 3% 19 5% 48  13% 104 28% 195  52% 4.2
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........ccocvecrvcenn. 9 3% 23 6% 46 13% 97  27T% 182 51% 4.2
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................. 6% 32 8% 81 21% 97  26% 146 39% 3.8
Human understanding and compassion . 4% 20 5% 89 24% 98  27% 148  40% 3.9
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccvceeeneene 2% 12 3% 50 14% 109 30% 182  51% 4.2
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSions ............ccreeeneerererreneescreeninns 7 2% 11 3% 56 16% 114 32% 169  47% 4.2
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveereeenenns 8 2% 11 3% 47 13% 114 31% 183  50% 4.2
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS..........covvvnennnccncnecs 7 3% 7 3% 29 12% 58 23% 146 59% 43
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvevenceneercncnnenns 7 4% 7 4% 25 14% 51  29% 88  49% 4.2
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families ........ccccooveririninninenee 12 6% 13 7% 25 13% 55  28% 88  46% 4.0
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccuerereeririnenns 9 2% 21 6% 49  13% 138 37% 159  42% 4.1

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 376 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Sanders based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 51%
had a substantial amount of experience, 25% had a moderate amount, and 18% had a limited amount.
evaluation item was in the "excellent” range (4.1). The highest mean score came for settlement skills (4.3). The lowest scored item was

courtesy, freedom from arrogance (3.8)
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SANDERS
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER ... 0% 8% 8% 33% 50% 12 4.3
SOLO.c 7% 2% 13% 40% 38% 91 4.0
2-5 ATTORNEYS 1% 6% 11% 27% 550 101 4.3
6+ ATTORNEYS.. 1% 1% 9% 54% 35% 69 4.2
CORPORATE....... 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 2 3.5
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER o 3% 6% 12% 21% 580% 33 4.2
GOVERNMENT.......... 0% 15% 20% 37% 27% 59 3.8
PUBLIC SERVICE 0% 0% 29% 57% 14% 7 3.9
OTHER e 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
LENGTH OF PRACTICE [p<.001]
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 9% 27% 64% 11 4.5
1-5 YEARS.. 3% 5% 18% 32% 42% 38 4.1
6-10 YEARS... 8% 15% 10% 44% 23% 48 3.6
11-15 YEARS. 2% 9% 13% 32% 45% 56 4.1
16-20 YEARS. 1% 6% 17% 34% 41% 70 4.1
21+ YEARS.... 1% 2% 11% 39% 46% 153 4.3
GENDER [p<.001]
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 9% 9% 27% 550% 11 4.3
MALE..... 1% 3% 13% 36% 46% 275 4.2
FEMALE 6% 13% 13% 39% 29% 90 3.7
CASES HANDLED [p<.001]
NO ANSWER..... 0% 9% 9% 27% 55% 11 4.3
PROSECUTION. 0% 41% 29% 24% 6% 17 2.9
CRIMINAL....... 7% 4% 26% 44% 19% 27 3.6
CRIMINAL & CIV 7% 8% 20% 30% 36% 92 3.8
CIVIL.. 0% 2% 8% 40% 50% 217 4.4
OTHER.. 0% 8% 8% 42% 42% 12 4.2
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 10% 30% 60% 10 4.5
FIRST DISTRICT... 0% 0% 0% 86% 14% 7 4.1
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
THIRD DISTRICT... 3% 6% 14% 35% 42% 347 4.1
FOURTH DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
OUTSIDE ALASKA... 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 6 4.3
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER..... 0% 8% 15% 35% 42% 26 4.1
SUBSTANTIAL. 4% 6% 11% 33% 46% 191 4.1
MODERATE.. 1% 4% 19% 40% 35% 93 4.0
LIMITED. 0% 6% 9% 44% 41% 66 4.2
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 6% 22% 39% 33% 18 4.0
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE....ccov. 2% 6% 13% 37% 42% 376 4.1
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION oo 2% 5% 20% 44% 29% 55 3.9
SOCIAL CONTACTS......... 0% 0% 17% 50% 33% 6 4.2
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SANDERS

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 17%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 37%
Village Public Safety Officer.............ccccccevrneee. 5%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccooveveviveviecennen. 27%
OthBE e 12%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 2%
1-5 YBAIS .o 37%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 20%
L11-15 YRAIS o 10%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 15%
20 YBAIS ..o 17%
(I AN 1YY= 2%
MalE.....eiceeeeececece e 73%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 24%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 2%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 0%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 0%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 93%
FOUrth DiStriCt......ocveeveeeecececece e 2%
Outside AlASKa ........c.ccucviiiiiiiicice e 0%
NO ANSWEN ...ttt 5%
Under 2,000.......cccoeeeeeeeeeieeereceececee et 5%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccccceevvereereiveirenns 2%
35,000 OF OVEF ...vvicviiitie et 90%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 2%
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SANDERS

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccocoeneunenee 1 3% 3 8% 11 28% 7 18% 18  45% 4.0
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 1 3% 1 3% 11 28% 9 23% 18  45% 4.1
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or
the appearance of impropriety..........c.ccoueuu.. 0 0% 1 3% 8 20% 12 30% 19 48% 4.2
Makes decisions without regard
to possible public criticism. .........c..ccoveernenne. 2 5% 2 5% 7 18% 11 28% 18  45% 4.0
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 1 3% 4  10% 7 18% 11 28% 17 43% 4.0
Human understanding and compassion........... 0 0% 2 5% 10 25% 11 28% 17 43% 4.1
Ability to control courtroom .............ccccceneene. 2 5% 3 8% 6 15% 10 26% 18  46% 4.0
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making decCiSIONS.........cccreruneereeenicirenireininas 0 0% 3 8% 12 32% 8 21% 15 39% 39
Willingness to work diligently;
preparation for hearings.........c.ccveevereeernens 0 0% 0 0% 12 34% 9 26% 14 40% 4.1
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS ..., 0 0% 2 7% 6 20% 9 30% 13 43% 4.1
Consideration of all relevant
factors in Sentencing ..........ccoveeercercenecineenene 0 0% 4 11% 10 26% 10 26% 14 3% 39
Talent and ability for cases involving
children and families..........c.coevinerirenininnee 2 7% 2 7% 6 21% 6 21% 12 43% 39
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge............cccvurerriennne 1 3% 3 8% 10 25% 10 25% 16 40% 3.9

OVERVIEW:

In all, 40 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Sanders from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
45% had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 20% had a moderate amount, and 25% had a limited amount. The
mean score for the overall evaluation item was in the "good" range (3.9). The highest scored item was conduct free from
impropriety or the appearance of impropriety (4.2). The items scored lowest were: reasonable promptness in making decisions
(3.9), consideration of all relevant factors in sentencing (3.9), and talent and ability for cases involving children and families (3.9).

176



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT
MAY 2000

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SANDERS

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL

DEMOGRAPHICS n Vean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER........ 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
STATE OFFICER 0% 0% 0% 43% 57% 7 4.6
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER o 7% 13% 33% 13% 33% 15 3.5
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER..... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 10% 30% 30% 30% 10 3.8
OTHER o 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 5 4.6
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 27% 40% 33% 15 4.1
6-10 YEARS 0% 14% 0% 43% 43% 7 4.1
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 0% 25% 0% 75% 4 4.5
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 17% 33% 17% 33% 6 3.7
21+ YEARS 14% 14% 43% 0% 29% 7 3.1
GENDER
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
MALE...... . 3% 7% 20% 30% 40% 30 4.0
FEMALE.. 0% 11% 44% 11% 33% 9 3.7
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 2 4.0
FIRST DISTRICT.... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SECOND DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
THIRD DISTRICT. 3% 8% 22% 27% 41% 37 3.9
FOURTH DISTRICT 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER .. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
UNDER 2,000..... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
2,000-35,000... . 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
OVER 35,000.....c.cmmrrcno. 3% 8% 22% 28% 39% 36 3.9
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER 25% 0% 50% 25% 0% 4 2.8
SUBSTANTIAL.. 0% 6% 28% 17% 50% 18 4.1
MODERATE... 0% 25% 25% 25% 25% 8 3.5
LIMITED..... 0% 0% 10% 40% 50% 10 4.4
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..c.ocovo 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 4 3.5
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 3% 8% 25% 25% 40% 40 3.9
PROFESS IONAL

REPUTATION...c..ooor 14% 14% 14% 57% 0% 7 3.1
SOCIAL CONTACTS.......... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SANDERS

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccceeveevreerernnnne 0%
35,000 or over
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MAY 2000
SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SANDERS

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY .vocveeeieecieereee e 0 0% 0 0% 1 20% 2 40% 2 40% 4.2
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess..........cccoueenirrerieenieneens 0 0% 1 20% 1 20% 1 20% 2 40% 3.8
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 2 40% 1 20% 2 40% 4.0
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
mMaking deciSioNnS ........cccceveervreereereeeieereeenes 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 60% 2 40% 4.4
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge........ceverrrerrreereens 0 0% 1 20% 0 0% 2 40% 2 40% 4.0

OVERVIEW: In all, 5 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Sanders from their direct professional experience. All
mean scores were in the “excellent” range except impartiality which was in the “good” range (3.9).
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A

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SMITH

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice: Private, SOI0 ......cccvevieeeeeeee e 28%
Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 28%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 14%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 0%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 12%
GOVEINMENL .......eeivieieiieeece e 12%
Public service agency or organization
(NOt gOVErNMENt) ......cccovvvreeenirneiiireeiens 1%
Other .. 1%
NO ANSWET ..o 3%
Length of Practice: 1-5 YEAIS..covivceii s 9%
6-10 YEAIS ...ocveviireeii s 10%
11-15 YRS v 19%
16-20 YEAIS ...t 22%
204 YRS ..ot 36%
NO ANSWET ......eeiitiiiieeceeceee et 3%
Gender: MalB ... 2%
FEmMale .....oooevvvieiiee e 24%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 3%
Cases Handled: ProSecUtion ........c.ccceevveeieveireneseceeereve e 4%
Mainly criminal ........ccccooovveeiennseieicnens 5%
Mixed criminal and Civil ..........c.cccovevinnnnene 31%
Mainly CiVil........cocoviiii 5%
OthEr . 1%
NO ANSWET ......eeiitiiiieeceeeece et 3%
Location of Practice: First DiStriCt.....c.coovvveviiiiceececcecee e 3%
Second DIStrCE ......ccvcvvvieeeeiee e 1%
Third DIStrCt ...cveviivcecceceece e, 88%
Fourth DiStrict ........cccoveevvieviiecceceecee e, 3%
Not in Alaska........ccccooveevvievvieciieceeeereene, 1%
NO ANSWEN ......oeeiiiietie et 3%
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SMITH
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis..........ccceevrrerrnererrens 6 3% 18 9% 29  15% 62 32% 81 41% 4.0
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeene. 5 3% 18 9% 27 14% 70  36% 72 38% 4.0
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE.......ocvveevri i ssesssesnens 5 3% 17 9% 31 16% 62 33% 75 39% 4.0
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ............ccoevrrennee. 7 4% 21 11% 25  13% 48  25% 92 48% 4.0
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 5 3% 14 7% 27 14% 54  28% 92 48% 41
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........cccoeeeenee 4 2% 8 4% 31 16% 44 23% 103 54% 4.2
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........ccocvecrvcenn. 5 3% 8 4% 28  15% 43 23% 101  55% 4.2
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance.................. 3% 8 4% 24 12% 53  27% 102 53% 4.2
Human understanding and compassion ........... 2% 5 3% 31 16% 49  26% 101 53% 43
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccveeeeneene 4% 14 8% 25 14% 56  31% 76 43% 4.0
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSioNS ..........c.ccvireneereeereeeneineenes 6 3% 10 5% 29  16% 62  34% 76 42% 4.0
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveereeenenns 6 3% 7 4% 23 12% 49  26% 101 54% 4.2
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........ccoovvvvinenenincrcncrecs 5 4% 6 5% 17 14% 41 34% 51  43% 4.1
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvevenceneercncnnenns 4 4% 5 5% 9 9% 32 33% 47 48% 4.2
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........c.ocvevvinienicinenns 6 5% 8 7% 9 8% 34 30% 55  49% 4.1
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccuerereeririnenns 8 4% 15 8% 28  14% 65 33% 79  41% 4.0

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 195 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Smith based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 47% had
a substantial amount of experience, 27% had a moderate amount, and 19% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall evaluation
item was in the “excellent" range (4.0). The highest mean score came for human understanding and compassion (4.3). The lowest scored
items were: legal and factual analysis (4.0), knowledge of substantive law (4.0), knowledge of evidence and procedure (4.0), equal
treatment of all parties (4.0), ability to control courtroom (4.0), and reasonable promptness in making decisions (4.0).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SMITH
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE 600D EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER. 0% 17% 0% 67% 17% 6 3.8
SOLO......... 4% 9% 15% 37% 35% 54 3.9
2-5 ATTORNEYS 8% 9% 15% 28% 40% 53 3.8
6+ ATTORNEYS.. 0% 0% 29% 43% 29% 28 4.0
CORPORATE .o 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER...... 0% 4% 4% 21% 71% 24 4.6
GOVERNMENT.. 8% 12% 8% 36% 36% 25 3.8
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
OTHER o 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER oo 0% 14% 0% 57% 29% 7 4.0
0% 5% 16% 47% 32% 19 4.1
6-10 YEARS. 5% 0% 26% 32% 37% 19 3.9
11-15 YEARS.. 8% 11% 8% 31% 42% 36 3.9
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 7% 10% 31% 52% 42 4.3
214 YEARS .o 6% 8% 18% 31% 38% 72 3.9
GENDER
NO ANSWER ..o o 0% 29% 0% 57% 14% 7 3.6
MALE....... 6% 7% 13% 33% 41% 142 4.0
FEMALE.. 0% 7% 20% 30% 43% 46 4.1
CASES HANDLED
NO ANSWER ... o 0% 29% 0% 57% 14% 7 3.6
PROSECUTION 25% 13% 13% 38% 13% 8 3.0
CRIMINAL..... 0% 0% 9% 27% 64% 11 4.5
CRIMINAL & CIV 3% 7% 13% 31% 46% 61 4.1
COIVIL o 4% 7% 17% 34% 38% 105 4.0
OTHER e 0% 33% 0% 0% 67% 3 4.0
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER......... 0% 17% 0% 67% 17% 6 3.8
FIRST DISTRICT. 0% 0% 20% 40% 40% 5 4.2
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 3 4.0
THIRD DISTRICT 5% 8% 14% 32% 41% 171 4.0
FOURTH DISTRICT. 0% 0% 43% 0% 57% 7 4.1
OUTSIDE ALASKA... 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3 a.7
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 0% 8% 31% 31% 31% 13 3.8
SUBSTANTIAL 7% 8% 14% 24% 47% 91 4.0
MODERATE 2% 11% 11% 40% 36% 53 4.0
LIMITED.. 3% 3% 13% 47% 34% 38 4.1
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER .. oo 0% 20% 20% 30% 30% 10 3.7
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ...cooiov v 4% 8% 14% 33% 41% 195 4.0
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION ..o 0% 15% 9% 42% 33% 33 3.9
SOCIAL CONTACTS ..o 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SMITH

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 36%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 10%
Village Public Safety Officer.............ccccccevrneee. 5%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccooveveviveviecennen. 31%
(©1 1] TSRS 8%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 10%
1-5 YBAIS .o 38%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 18%
L11-15 YRAIS i 8%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 18%
20 YBAIS ..ot 8%
INO ANSWEN ..ttt 10%
MalE.....eiceeeeececece e 64%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 26%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 10%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 8%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 0%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 74%
FOUrth DiStriCt......ocveeveeeecececece e 5%
Outside AlASKa ........c.ccucviiiiiiiicice e 0%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 13%
Under 2,000.......cccoeeeeeeeeeieeereceececee et 8%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccccovevvevrereirnnnns 31%
35,000 OF OVEF ..cvvieiiiccriecrie et 51%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 10%
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E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SMITH

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........cccocveennee. 2 5% 7 18% 12 32% 10 26% 7 18% 3.3
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 3 8% 6 15% 11 28% 11 28% 8 21% 34
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........ccccoeveenee 2 5% 2 5% 13 35% 10 27% 10 27% 3.6
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........cccocovvenieene 2 5% 8 21% 13 34% 7 18% 8 21% 3.3
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 1 3% 3 8% 13 33% 11 28% 11 28% 3.7
Human understanding and compassion ...........1 3% 4 10% 10 26% 14  36% 10 26% 3.7
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccvceeeneene 2 5% 6 16% 9 24% 12 32% 9 24% 35
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSioNS ..........c.ceviereneereeereenineirieies 1 3% 6 16% 12 32% 10 27% 8 22% 35
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings 6% 4 12% 9 2% 9 2% 9 2% 3.6
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........cvvveereeneeneneneineis 0 0% 4 16% 10 40% 6 24% 5 20% 35
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccoocevveereeeneeceneennneines 7 19% 6 17% 7 19% 9 25% 7 19% 3.1
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........ccocoevcrreerrircrrcenens 2 8% 3 12% 8 32% 7 28% 5 20% 34
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge..........cccoverevrircnnee 2 5% 7 18% 13 33% 10 26% 7 18% 3.3

OVERVIEW: Inall, 39 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Smith from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 54% had a
substantial amount of experience with the judge, 23% had a moderate amount, and 23% had a limited amount. The mean score for the
overall evaluation item was in the "acceptable” range (3.3). The highest scored items were: courtesy and freedom from arrogance (3.7),
and human understanding and compassion (3.7). The item scored lowest was consideration of all relevant factors in sentencing (3.1).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SMITH

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL

DEMOGRAPHICS n Vean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER....... 25% 0% 25% 25% 25% 4 3.3
STATE OFFICER.. 7% 21% 36% 21% 14% 14 3.1
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER e 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 4 2.5
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER..... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 17% 25% 33% 25% 12 3.7
OTHER o 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 3 4.3
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER.. 25% 0% 25% 25% 25% 4 3.3
1-5 YEARS.. 0% 13% 33% 33% 20% 15 3.6
6-10 YEARS 0% 14% 43y% 0% 43% 7 3.7
11-15 YEARS. 0% 33% 0% 67% 0% 3 3.3
16-20 YEARS. 14% 29% 29% 29% 0% 7 2.7
21+ YEARS.. 0% 33% 67% 0% 0% 3 2.7
GENDER
NO ANSWER.. ..o 25% 0% 25% 25% 25% 4 3.3
MALE.... 4% 28% 36% 16% 16% 25 3.1
FEMALE 0% 0% 30% 50% 20% 10 3.9
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER ... v 20% 0% 40% 20% 20% 5 3.2
FIRST DISTRICT... . 0% 33% 33% 0% 33% 3 3.3
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% o
THIRD DISTRICT.. 3% 21% 28% 31% 17% 29 3.4
FOURTH DISTRICT. 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% o
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER ..o 25% 0% 25% 25% 25% 4 3.3
UNDER 2,000.... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 3 3.0
2,000-35,000.. . 0% 25% 25% 42% 8% 12 3.3
OVER 35,000.....c.cmmrmro. 5% 20% 30% 20% 25% 20 3.4
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% o
SUBSTANTIAL. 5% 19% 24% 19% 33% 21 3.6
MODERATE... 11% 22% 44% 22% 0% 9 2.8
LIMITED.... 0% 11% 44% 44% 0% 9 3.3
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 4 3.0
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 5% 18% 33% 26% 18% 39 3.3
PROFESSI0NAL

REPUTATION ... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
SOCIAL CONTACTS..cncns 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SMITH

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5. Community Population:

SOCIAl WOTKET ...t 56%
Guardian Ad LitemM ......cocvveeviiceeieeeecee e 11%
CASA VOIUNEEET ... 11%
(©]1 1] TSRS 0%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 22%
1-5 YBAIS .o 22%
6-10 YEAIS ....cvveeerceeeeree e 33%
11-15 YRAIS .o 11%
16-20 YEAIS....cvveeeieeeeiriee et 0%
20+ YEAIS ... 11%
INO ANSWEN .ttt 22%
MalB.....ooeeiieec s 33%
FEMale......ooveeeceee e 44%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 22%
[T D) (g (ot AR 0%
Second DiStriCt.......cccveeeieiiiceseee s 11%
Third DiStriCE....c.ccveicecececece e 67%
FOUrth DiStriCt.....ecveeveceecee et 0%
Outside AlasKa..........ocevveeiiceeeieeecee s 0%
INO ANSWEN .ttt 22%
under 2,000........c.ccoeiieeiiiese s 0%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........cccceveevervieeennee. 11%
35,000 OF OVEF ..cvviiteiccriecrie et 56%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 33%
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SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ERIC SMITH

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY .vocveeeieecieereee e 0 0% 0 0% 1 13% 2 25% 5 63% 4.5
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess..........cccoueenirrerieenieneens 0 0% 1 11% 1 11% 2 22% 5 56% 4.2
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 1 11% 1 11% 3 33% 4 44% 4.1
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
mMaking deciSioNnS ........cccceveervreereereeeieereeenes 1 11% 0 0% 2 22% 2 22% 4 44% 39
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge........ceverrrerrreereens 0 0% 1 13% 1 13% 3 38% 3 3% 4.0

OVERVIEW: Inall, 8 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Smith from their direct professional experience. All the
mean scores were in the "excellent" range except reasonable promptness in making decisions (3.9).
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A

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE SEN K. TAN

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice: Private, SOI0 ......cccvevieeeeeeee e 23%
Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 23%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 23%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 1%
State judge or judicial officer........................ 7%
GOVEINMENL .......eeivieieiieeece e 16%
Public service agency or organization
(NOt gOVErNMENt) ......cccovvvreeenirneiiireeiens 2%
Other .. 1%
NO ANSWEN .....oeeecieeicee e 5%
Length of Practice: 1-5YEArS12 ..o 7%
6-10 Yearsls ... 12%
11-15years25 ... 15%
16-20 YEArs36 ......ccooveuerereireineereese e 25%
20+ YRAISA ..o 36%
NO ANSWET ......eeiitiiiieeceeceee et 4%
Gender: MalB ... 68%
FEmMale .....oooevvvieiiee e 28%
NO ANSWET ......ceeecieecr et 4%
Cases Handled: ProSecUtion ........c.ccceevveeieveireneseceeereve e 2%
Mainly criminal ........ccccooovveeiennseieicnens 5%
Mixed criminal and Civil ..........c.cccovevinnnnene 19%
Mainly CiVil........cocovvii 67%
OthEr . 3%
NO ANSWET ......eeiitiiiieeceeeece et 5%
Location of Practice: First DiStriCt.....c.coovvveviiiiceececcecee e 5%
Second DIStrCE ......ccvcvvvieeeeiee e 0%
Third DIStrCt ...cveviivcecceceece e, 88%
Fourth DiStrict ........cccoveevvieviiecceceecee e, 2%
Not in Alaska........ccccooveevvievvieciieceeeereene, 1%
NO ANSWEN ......oeeiiiietie et 4%
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE SEN K. TAN
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability

Legal and factual analysis...........ccceevrrrrerrrnenns 8 2% 29 7% 66  16% 131 32% 181  44% 4.1
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeeene. 9 2% 31 8% 61  15% 136  33% 174 42% 41
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE.......ocvreevreireisee et ssesssesneas 6 2% 27 7% 72 18% 140 35% 151 38% 4.0
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ............ccoevrrennee. 9 2% 11 3% 52 13% 126 30% 217  52% 4.3
Sense of basic fairess and justice................. 10 2% 9 2% 47 11% 126 31% 219  53% 43
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........cccoeeeenee 9 2% 9 2% 32 8% 112 27% 254  61% 44
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. ..........cccovininnee 11 3% 8 2% 35 9% 108  28% 228  58% 4.4
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance.................. 1% 4 1% 48  12% 105  25% 251  61% 4.4
Human understanding and compassion ........... 1% 8 2% 55  13% 125  31% 214 52% 43
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccvceeeneene 2% 15 4% 68  19% 127 35% 149  41% 4.1
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSions ..........c.ceeereererenereneenceeenns 28 7% 41 10% 75 19% 122 31% 129 33% 3.7
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveeneeene 11 3% 24 6% 50 13% 124 32% 183  47% 41
Special Skills
Settlement sKillS..........cooveevenenrineecrenne 10 5% 26 12% 31 14% 70  33% 7 36% 3.8
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvevenceneercncnnenns 3 3% 6 5% 12 10% 36  30% 63  53% 4.3
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........cocovevvenirenicnenns 6 3% 11 6% 29 16% 57  31% 82  44% 4.1
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccoeverireunenee 13 3% 24 6% 62  15% 151 37% 163  39% 4.0

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 413 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Tan based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 45% had a
substantial amount of experience, 29% had a moderate amount, and 20% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall evaluation
item was in the "excellent” range (4.0). The highest mean score came for conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of impropriety
(4.4), makes decisions without regard to possible public criticism (4.4), and courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.4). The lowest scored

item was reasonable promptness in making decisions (3.7).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE SEN K. TAN
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.001]
NO ANSWER. 5% 11% 5% 32% 47% 19 4.1
SOLO......... 2% a% 13% 40% 41% 91 4.1
2-5 ATTORNEYS 3% 8% 22% 34% 32% 96 3.8
6+ ATTORNEYS.. 1% 5% 21% 52% 21% 95 3.9
CORPORATE .o 0% 33% 0% 33% 33% 6 3.7
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER...... 0% 0% 7% 10% 83% 29 4.8
GOVERNMENT.. 9% 5% 9% 28% 49% 65 4.0
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 0% 38% 63% 8 4.6
OTHER s 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 4 4.8
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER oo 6% 11% 6% 33% 44% 18 4.0
3% 0% 17% 34% 45% 29 4.2
6-10 YEARS. 2% 8% 16% 28% 46% 50 4.1
11-15 YEARS.. 6% 3% 11% 44% 35% 63 4.0
16-20 YEARS.. 2% 4% 21% 32% 42% 101 4.1
214 YEARS .o 3% 8% 13% 40% 36% 152 4.0
GENDER [p<.01]
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 12% 6% 35% 47% 17 4.2
MALE...... 5% 6% 16% 38% 35% 280 3.9
FEMALE.. 0% 3% 15% 34% 48% 116 4.3
CASES HANDLED [p<.001]
NO ANSWER ... o 5% 11% 5% 32% 47% 19 a.1
PROSECUTION 33% 33% 17% 17% 0% 6 2.2
CRIMINAL...... 0% 0% 0% 29% 71% 17 4.7
CRIMINAL & CIV 5% 5% 7% 32% 51% 81 4.2
COIVIL o 2% 6% 19% 39% 34% 277 4.0
OTHER 0% 0% 15% 38% 46% 13 4.3
LOCATION OF PRACTICE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER......... 0% 13% 6% 38% 44% 16 4.1
FIRST DISTRICT. 5% 0% 5% 11% 79% 19 4.6
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
THIRD DISTRICT 3% 6% 17% 38% 36% 362 4.0
FOURTH DISTRICT. 11% 11% 0% 33% 44% 9 3.9
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 5 5.0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 7% 7% 14% 39% 32% 28 3.8
SUBSTANTIAL 4% 8% 16% 29% 43% 185 4.0
MODERATE 3% 5% 15% 41% 36% 118 4.0
LIMITED.. 0% 1% 13% 46% 39% 82 4.2
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER .. oo 5% 16% 11% 16% 53% 19 3.9
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ...cooiov v 3% 6% 15% 37% 39% 413 4.0
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION ..o 7% 5% 19% 29% 41% 59 3.9
SOCIAL CONTACTS ..o 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 4 4.8
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE SEN K. TAN

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 40%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 20%
Village Public Safety Officer.............c.cccccovunenne 20%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccooveveviveviecennen. 20%
(©1 1] TSRS 0%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 0%
1-5 YBAIS .o 40%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 20%
L11-15 YRAIS o 10%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 10%
20 YBAIS ..o 20%
(I AN 1YY= 0%
M. 100%
FEMAIE ... 0%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 0%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 0%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 0%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 80%
Fourth DiStriCt.......coveveeeicicece e 10%
Outside AlASKa .........ccveveiiieiiicieeceeeee e 0%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 10%
UNAEr 2,000.........ccooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e s 20%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........cccoeevereereirninns 20%
35,000 OF OVEF ...vvicriiitie ittt 60%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 0%
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MAY 2000
PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE SEN K. TAN

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........cccocveennee. 0 0% 0 0% 5 56% 1 11% 3 33% 3.8
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 0 0% 0 0% 4  50% 1 13% 3 38% 3.9
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or
the appearance of impropriety ... 0 0% 0 0% 4 44% 1 11% 4 44% 4.0
Makes decisions without regard
to possible public Criticism. ........ccooeevivreene 0 0% 0 0% 5 56% 2 22% 2 22% 3.7
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 0 0% 0 0% 4 44% 1 11% 4 44% 4.0
Human understanding and compassion ...........0 0% 0 0% 5 56% 1 11% 3 33% 3.8
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccceeeeneenee 0 0% 0 0% 4 44% 1 11% 4 44% 4.0
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
mMaking deciSioNS ..........ooeveureneereeeneenieireeies 0 0% 0 0% 4 44% 2 22% 3 33% 39
Willingness to work diligently;
preparation for hearings 0% 0 0% 4 44% 3 33% 2 22% 3.8
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........cvvvereenieneneiseieineins 0 0% 1 1% 4 4% 2 22% 2 22% 3.6
Consideration of all relevant
factors in SeNtenCiNg........ccvceeeereceneeeenceneneines 0 0% 1 11% 5 56% 1 11% 2 22% 34
Talent and ability for cases involving
children and families .........ccocoevcrreerrircrrcenens 0 0% 1 13% 4 50% 1 13% 2 25% 35
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge..........cccoverevrivcnnee 0 0% 0 0% 4 44% 2 22% 3 33% 3.9

OVERVIEW: Inall, 9 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Tan from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 33% had a
substantial amount of experience with the judge, 11% had a moderate amount, and 44% had a limited amount. The mean score for the
overall evaluation item was in the "good" range (3.9). The highest scored items were: conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
impropriety (4.0), courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.0), and ability to control courtroom (4.0). The item scored lowest was
consideration of all relevant factors in sentencing (3.4).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE SEN K. TAN

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Vean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER....... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
STATE OFFICER.. 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 3 4.0
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER v 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 2 3.5
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER..... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
OTHER o 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% o
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
1-5 YEARS.. 0% 0% 50% 25% 25% 4 3.8
6-10 YEARS 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 2 4.0
11-15 YEARS. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
16-20 YEARS. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
21+ YEARS.. 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 2 3.5
GENDER
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
MALE...... 0% 0% 44% 22% 33% 9 3.9
FEMALE 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
FIRST DISTRICT... . 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
THIRD DISTRICT... 0% 0% 29% 29% 43% 7 4.1
FOURTH DISTRICT. 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER.......cocomrrrrrn. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
UNDER 2,000.... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
2,000-35,000.. . 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
OVER 35,000.....c.cmmrmro. 0% 0% 40% 20% 40% 5 4.0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
SUBSTANTIAL. 0% 0% 67% 0% 33% 3 3.7
MODERATE... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
LIMITED.... 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..c.ocovr 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 2 3.5
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 0% 0% 44% 22% 33% 9 3.9
PROFESS 10NAL

REPUTATION...c. 0% 0% 40% 20% 40% 5 4.0

SOCIAL CONTACTS....... | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE SEN K. TAN

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........cccevveevreereennnne 0%
35,000 or over



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT

MAY 2000
SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE SEN K. TAN

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY .vocveeeieecieereee e 0 0% 0 0% 2 2% 2 29% 3 43% 4.1
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess.......c.ccovueerrrermnrerseseeneens 0 0% 0 0% 2 29% 2 29% 3 43% 4.1
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 2 29% 2 29% 3 43% 4.1
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
mMaking deciSioNnS ...........cccverenrereeineerieineieies 0 0% 0 0% 2 29% 2 29% 3 43% 4.1
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccuevereerieinenns 0 0% 0 0% 2 29% 2 29% 3 43% 4.1

OVERVIEW: In all, 7 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Tan from their direct professional experience. All the
mean scores were in the "excellent” range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE FRED TORRISI

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 21%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 13%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 0%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 19%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE FRED TORRISI
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis..........c.ccocvevcrcnnne. 2% 7 5% 22 17% 45  35% 53  41% 41
Knowledge of substantive law 2% 7 5% 22 17% 45  35% 53  41% 41
Knowledge of evidence and

PIOCEAUIE.....oovvreeeereerereeeseessse st eesees 3 2% 6 5% 21 17% 43 34% 52  42% 41
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ..........c.coocneunnnee 3 2% 7 5% 16 13% 32 25% 70  55% 4.2
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 4 3% 5 4% 18 14% 30 23% 72 56% 4.2
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........ccooceeeenn 3 2% 5 4% 13 10% 30 24% 74 59% 4.3
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........cc.cvecrvennn. 3 3% 4 3% 14 12% 27 23% 72 60% 4.3
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 3% 2 2% 17 13% 28  22% 77 60% 4.3
Human understanding and compassion 3% 3 2% 20  16% 25  20% 72 58% 4.3
Ability to control courtroom...........cc.ccvceeeneenee 4 4% 4 4% 18  16% 28  25% 59  52% 4.2
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deCiSIONS ........ccocerevveeereeereeemernienns 3 3% 4 3% 16 14% 26 22% 67  58% 43
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coevvvreriennens 2 2% 3 3% 21 18% 26 22% 67  56% 4.3
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........cvveeereeneeneenesereeneins 2 3% 3 5% 6 10% 16 26% 34 56% 43
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing.........coocvveeveerneeerneeneeinns 3 4% 6 8% 10 13% 18 24% 39  51% 41
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........ccocveuvcrrcerricrrcennn. 3 4% 1 1% 9 13% 15  21% 43 61% 43
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge..........cccovcreerircnnee 3 2% 6 5% 19 15% 38  30% 61  48% 4.2

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 127 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Torrisi based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 49%
had a substantial amount of experience, 17% had a moderate amount, and 25% had a limited amount.
evaluation item was in the "excellent” range (4.2). The highest mean scores came for: conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
impropriety (4.3), makes decisions without regard to possible public criticism (4.3), courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.3), human
understanding and compassion (4.3), reasonable promptness in making decisions (4.3), willingness to work diligently (4.3), settlement
skills (4.3), and talent and ability for cases involving children and families (4.3). The lowest scored items were: legal and factual analysis

Mean score on the overall

(4.1), knowledge of substantive law (4.1), knowledge of evidence and procedure (4.1), and consideration of all relevant factors in

sentencing (4.1).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE FRED TORRISI
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.001]
NO ANSWER. 0% 17% 17% 0% 67% 6 4.2
SOLO.......... 0% 8% 12% 31% 50% 26 4.2
2-5 ATTORNEYS 0% 0% 15% 33% 52% 27 4.4
6+ ATTORNEYS.. 0% 6% 31% 31% 31% 16 3.9
CORPORATE . 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER...... 0% 0% 4% 24% 72% 25 4.7
GOVERNMENT.. 13% 9% 22% 39% 17% 23 3.4
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
OTHER 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ....cowvo o ] 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 5 5.0
0% 0% 25% 42% 33% 12 4.1
6-10 YEARS. 5% 5% 15% 30% 45% 20 4.1
11-15 YEARS.. 6% 0% 31% 38% 25% 16 3.8
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 10% 7% 30% 53% 30 4.3
21+ YEARS .o 2% 5% 14% 27% 52% 44 4.2
GENDER
NO ANSWER. 0% 20% 0% 0% 80% 5 4.4
MALE... 3% 3% 17% 28% 48% 93 4.2
FEMAL 0% 7% 10% 41% 41% 29 4.2
CASES HANDLED [p<.05]
NO ANSWER .. 0% 17% 0% 17% 67% 6 4.3
PROSECUTION 13% 13% 38% 13% 25% 8 3.3
CRIMINAL...... 0% 0% 22% 22% 56% 9 4.3
CRIMINAL & CIV 2% 2% 6% 29% 61% 49 4.4
CUIVIL . 2% 6% 19% 37% 37% 52 4.0
OTHER 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 3 4.0
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER........... 0% 0% 0% 20% 80% 5 4.8
FIRST DISTRICT. 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 6 4.0
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
THIRD DISTRICT... 3% 6% 16% 25% 50% 106 4.1
FOURTH DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 86% 14% 7 4.1
OUTSIDE ALASKA... 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 18% 45% 36% 11 4.2
SUBSTANTIAL 5% 5% 10% 19% 61% 62 4.3
MODERATE 0% 14% 23% 36% 27% 22 3.8
LIMITED.. 0% 0% 19% 41% 41% 32 4.2
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ..o 2% 5% 15% 30% 48% 127 4.2
PROFESSI0ONAL
REPUTATION o 11% 0% 6% 39% 44% 18 4.1
SOCIAL CONTACTS.onr. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE FRED TORRISI

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work: State law enforcement offiCer........ccovvvvvvininns 11%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 42%
Village Public Safety Officer.............cccocccvenenne 14%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccovevevivevvecennen. 19%
(@1 1] TSR 3%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 11%
2. Length of Duty: L1-5YRAS ... 31%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevviviiisisis it 19%
11-15 YRAIS oot 14%
16-20 YEAIS ..cvevveriisiesie st 14%
20 YBAIS ..o 11%
NO ANSWEN ...ttt 11%
3. Gender: MalE.....eiceeeeececece e 69%
FEMAIE ..o 19%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 11%
4.  Location of Practice: First DISHICE ....oocveeceececeeee e 3%
Second DiStriCt......cccveieiiicicece s 0%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicicece e 2%
Fourth DiStriCt........cccoveeeiiicececececeeee e 11%
Outside AlaSKa .........ccuevveiiieiiiciceeeeee e 0%
NO ANSWEN ...ttt 14%
5. Community Population: Under 2,000...........ccccoviviiieieieieie e 22%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccccoveeereereirnnnns 58%
35,000 OF OVET ..ottt ettt 8%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 11%
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E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE FRED TORRISI

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccocoeneunenee 2 6% 2 6% 13 3% 8 23% 10  29% 3.6
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 2 6% 2 6% 11 33% 8 24% 10 30% 3.7
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety..........c.ccoueuu.. 1 3% 3 9% 13 3% 5 14% 13 3% 3.7
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........c..ccoveernenne. 2 6% 5 15% 11 33% 5 15% 10 30% 35
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................. 2 6% 3 9% 10 29% 11 31% 9 26% 3.6
Human understanding and compassion........... 1 3% 0 0% 14 40% 8 23% 12 34% 3.9
Ability to control courtroom ...........ccccoeceneenn. 0 0% 2 6% 12 38% 8 25% 10 31% 3.8
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making decCiSIONS.........cccreruneereeenicirenireininas 1 3% 1 3% 13 39% 10 30% 8 24% 3.7
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings.........c.ccveevereeernens 1 3% 0 0% 14 45% 8 26% 8 26% 3.7
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS ..., 1 4% 2 8% 10 42% 5 21% 6 25% 35
Consideration of all relevant

factors in Sentencing ..........ccoveeercercenecineenene 3 9% 6 18% 9 2% 7 21% 8 24% 3.3
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families..........coccouviniririninennee 2 11% 3 16% 6 32% 3 16% 5 26% 33
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge............cccvurerriennne 2 6% 3 9% 14 40% 6 17% 10  29% 35

OVERVIEW: In all, 35 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Torrisi from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
51% had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 29% had a moderate amount, and 17% had a limited amount. The
mean score for the overall evaluation item was in the "good" range (3.5). The highest scored item was human understanding and
compassion (3.9). The items scored lowest were: consideration of all relevant factors in sentencing (3.3) and talent and ability for

cases involving children and families (3.3).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE FRED TORRISI

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL

DEMOGRAPHICS n Vean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER........ 25% 25% 25% 0% 25% 4 2.8
STATE OFFICER 0% 25% 50% 0% 25% 4 3.3
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER e 7% 7% 33% 33% 20% 15 3.5
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER..... 0% 0% 60% 20% 20% 5 3.6
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 6 4.0
OTHER o 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER 25% 25% 25% 0% 25% 4 2.8
1-5 YEARS 0% 9% 45% 18% 27% 11 3.6
6-10 YEARS 14% 0% 14% 29% 43% 7 3.9
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 0% 60% 20% 20% 5 3.6
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 25% 50% 0% 25% 4 3.3
21+ YEARS 0% 0% 50% 25% 25% 4 3.8
GENDER
NO ANSWER...cocooooccre 25% 25% 25% 0% 25% 4 2.8
MALE....... - 4% 4% 50% 21% 21% 24 3.5
FEMALE.. 0% 14% 14% 14% 57% 7 4.1
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER........cccuvmrrr: 20% 20% 40% 0% 20% 5 2.8
FIRST DISTRICT e 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
SECOND DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% o
THIRD DISTRICT. 4% 8% 35% 23% 31% 26 3.7
FOURTH DISTRICT 0% 0% 67% 0% 33% 3 3.7
OUTSIDE ALASKA.... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% o
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER ..o 25% 25% 25% 0% 25% 4 2.8
UNDER 2,000...... 0% 0% 63% 13% 25% 8 3.6
2,000-35,000.. o 5% 10% 35% 25% 25% 20 3.6
OVER 35,000.....c.cmmrrcno. 0% 0% 33% 0% 67% 3 4.3
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
SUBSTANTIAL.. 11% 17% 39% 11% 22% 18 3.2
MODERATE... 0% 0% 60% 10% 30% 10 3.7
LIMITED.... 0% 0% 17% 50% 33% 6 4.2
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ... v 0% 0% 60% 40% 0% 5 3.4
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 6% 9% 40% 17% 29% 35 3.5
PROFESSI0NAL

REPUTATION ..o 0% 0% 20% 60% 20% 5 4.0
SOCIAL CONTACTS..conns 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE FRED TORRISI

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccccevvverrvecennen. 50%
35,000 or over



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT

MAY 2000
SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE FRED TORRISI

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY vocveereeeeeieieieee e 0 0& 1 17% 2 33% 1 1% 2 33% 3.7
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess ..........ccocrereeenceneceneenns 0 0& 1 1% 3 50% 0 0% 2 33% 35
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0& 1 17% 3 50% 0 0% 2 33% 35
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making decCiSiONS........cccvuvveeereerreerreernenseeninns 0 0& 0 0% 2 33% 3 50% 1 17% 3.8
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge ........ccccceerverrrrrreens 0 0& 1 1% 3  50% 0 0% 2 33% 35

OVERVIEW: Inall, 6 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Torrisi from their direct professional experience.
All the mean scores were in the "good" range.
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A

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MICHAEL L. WOLVERTON

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Private, SOI0 .....ccocoveeieeeeeeee e 25%
Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 23%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 16%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 1%
State judge or judicial officer........................ 9%
GOVEIMMENT ...t 19%
Public service agency or organization

(NOt gOVErnMENt) ......ccccvvvieeenerreiiseeeienes 1%
OthEF v 1%
NO ANSWET ... 5%
1-5YRAIS. ..o 8%
6-10 YEAIS ..o 12%
11-15 YEAIS .o 17%
16-20 YEAIS ... 22%
204 YRS ..ot 36%
NO ANSWET ..ot 4%
MaIE ... 70%
FEMAlE ..o 25%
NO ANSWET ... 4%
ProSECULION .....c.vviviiiiiiii e 5%
Mainly criminal .........cccooorveeiennneieinens 8%
Mixed criminal and Civil ..........c..ccceveviennnee 27%
Mainly Civil.........coocooiiiii s 51%
OFher .o 4%
NO ANSWET ..o 5%
First DIStrICE ..o 4%
Second DISHCE ..o 1%
Third DIStrCt .....cooveiiieiecccceeeeeieeas 90%
Fourth DIStriCt ..o 1%
Not in Alaska..........cccoovvnnnnnnnne 1%
NO ANSWET ... 4%
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B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MICHAEL L. WOLVERTON

Legal Ability

Legal and factual analysis............ccceevurrnnns
Knowledge of substantive law..................

Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE. .....ovveeiceeieieereessreeeeeeeessseenens

Impartiality

Equal treatment of all parties. ...................
Sense of basic fairness and justice...........

Integrity

Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ................

Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. ..........ccoveue.

Judicial temperament

Courtesy, freedom from arrogance...........
Human understanding and compassion .

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

Ability to control courtroom............c.ccvceeeneene

Diligence

Reasonable promptness in

making decisSions ...........ccveeereureneuniecnnes

Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings .........c.cocovenenne

Special Skills

Settlement SKillS........c.covvevvvvreniresieinnnns

Consideration of all relevant

factors in sentencing........cooceevcercenicnnes

Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........cccocovvvvvcrenenns

Overall Evaluation

Overall evaluation of judge.........ccccoceeueene

OVERVIEW:

inpropriety (4.4) and courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.4).
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Altogether, 433 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Wolverton based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
45% had a substantial amount of experience, 27% had a moderate amount, and 20% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall
evaluation item was in the “excellent"” range (4.1). The highest mean scores came for conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
The lowest scored was reasonable promptness in making decisions (3.9).

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

........ 6 1% 24 6% 69  16% 187  43% 149 34% 4.0

........ 9 2% 13 3% 83  19% 171 40% 156  36% 4.0

........ 7 2% 11 3% 74 18% 170 40% 160  38% 4.1

........ 6 1% 20 5% 56  13% 133 30% 223 51% 4.2

........ 8 2% 18 4% 57  13% 118 27% 231 53% 4.3

........ 5 1% 7 2% 46 11% 122 28% 250  58% 4.4

........ 8 2% 15 4% 60 14% 120 29% 211 51% 4.2

2% 11 3% 36 8% 113 26% 267  61% 44

2% 13 3% 47  11% 126 29% 236 55% 4.3

2% 13 3% 55  13% 150 36% 190  46% 4.2

22 5% 31 7% 73 1% 151 36% 147 35% 3.9

11 3% 29 7% 66  16% 142 33% 176 42% 4.0

4% 11 5% 39 16% 79  33% 99 42% 4.0

2% 7 3% 30 13% 71 31% 115 51% 43

3% 7 3% 32 15% 68  32% 100 47% 4.2

2% 23 5% 63  15% 153  35% 186  43% 4.1
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MICHAEL L. WOLVERTON
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE 600D EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.01]
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 9% 41% 50% 22 4.4
SOLO.wvr 1% a% 13% 34% 48% 106 4.2
2-5 ATTORNEYS. 2% 7% 19% 31% 41% 100 4.0
6+ ATTORNEYS... 1% an 14% 39% a1% 69 a.1
CORPORATE .o 0% 25% 0% 75% 0% 4 3.5
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER........ 0% 3% 8% 23% 68% 40 4.6
GOVERNMENT... 5% 9% 18% 39% 29% 82 3.8
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 0% 60% 40% 5 4.4
OTHER e 0% 0% 0% 60% 40% 5 4.4
LENGTH OF PRACTICE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER oo o 0% 0% 5% 32% 63% 19 4.6
0% 9% 25% 38% 28% 32 3.8
6-10 YEARS.. 2% 11% 13% 41% 33% 54 3.9
11-15 YEARS.. 5% 1% 15% 39% 39% 74 4.1
16-20 YEARS.. ) 0% 4% 13% 37% 46% 95 4.3
214 YEARS .o 2% 6% 15% 31% 47% 159 a.1
GENDER
NO ANSWER ..o ] 0% 0% 11% 37% 53% 19 4.4
2% 6% 14% 34% 43% 306 4.1
1% 4% 17% 39% 40% 108 4.1
CASES HANDLED [p<.05]
NO ANSWER ... o 0% 10% 10% 33% 48% 21 4.2
PROSECUTION.. 5% 5% 27% 55% 9% 22 3.6
CRIMINAL....... 0% 3% 14% 34% 49% 35 4.3
CRIMINAL & C 1% 4% 15% 27% 53% 117 4.3
COVIL i 3% 6% 14% 39% 39% 222 4.0
OTHER o 0% 6% 13% 25% 56% 16 4.3
LOCATION OF PRACTICE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER.....cn 0% 0% 6% 35% 59% 17 4.5
FIRST DISTRICT. 6% 19% 19% 19% 38% 16 3.6
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 3 4.3
THIRD DISTRICT 2% 5% 15% 36% 42% 388 4.1
FOURTH DISTRICT.. 0% 40% 0% 40% 20% 5 3.4
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 4 5.0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER...... 3% 9% 11% 34% 43% 35 4.1
SUBSTANTIAL.. 3% 6% 12% 32% 46% 194 4.1
MODERATE. 1% 3% 15% 38% 43% 119 4.2
LIMITED... 0% 5% 20% 40% 35% 85 4.1
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER .. oo 0% 11% 16% 32% 42% 19 4.1
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ...cooion 2% 5% 15% 35% 43% 433 4.1
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION ....ocoov 2% 4% 23% 36% 36% 53 4.0
SOCIAL CONTACTS ..o 0% 0% 0% 75% 25% 4 4.3
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MICHAEL L. WOLVERTON

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 24%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 44%
Village Public Safety Officer...........cccovvvrennne. 2%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccooveveviveviecennen. 17%
(©1 1] TSRS 6%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 6%
1-5 YBAIS .o 31%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 17%
11-15 YRAIS .o 17%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 15%
20 YBAIS ..o 13%
(I AN 1YY= 6%
MalE.....eiceeeeececece e 76%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 20%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 5%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 2%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 0%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 90%
FOUrth DiStriCt......ocveeveeeecececece e 2%
Outside AlASKa ........c.ccucviiiiiiiicice e 0%
NO ANSWET ...t 6%
Under 2,000.......cccoeeeeeeeeeieeereceececee et 7%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccccovevvevrereirnnnns 19%
35,000 OF OVEF ..cvvieiiiccriecrie et 70%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 5%
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MICHAEL L. WOLVERTON

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccocoeneunenee 0 0% 3 4% 10 12% 32 38% 40 47% 43
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 0 0% 2 2% 12 14% 27 32% 43 51% 4.3
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or
the appearance of impropriety..........c.ccoueuu.. 0 0% 2 2% 12 14% 32 38% 39  46% 4.3
Makes decisions without regard
to possible public criticism. .........c..ccoveernenne. 0 0% 2 2% 15 18% 31 3% 35 42% 4.2
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 0 0% 2 2% 11 13% 28  33% 44 52% 4.3
Human understanding and compassion........... 0 0% 3 4% 13 16% 24 29% 43 52% 4.3
Ability to control courtroom .............ccoeceveenn. 0 0% 1 1% 11 13% 29  35% 42  51% 4.3
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making decCiSIONS.........cccriereneereeerireerenereininns 1 1% 1 1% 14 17% 34 41% 33 40% 4.2
Willingness to work diligently;
preparation for hearings.........c.ccveevereeernens 2 3% 1 1% 10 14% 26 35% 35 4T% 4.2
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS ..., 1 2% 1 2% 10 16% 24 39% 26 42% 4.2
Consideration of all relevant
factors in Sentencing ..........ccoveeercercenecineenene 0 0% 4 5% 15  19% 27 34% 34 43% 4.1
Talent and ability for cases involving
children and families..........c.coevinerirenininnee 0 0% 2 4% 8 16% 14 29% 25 51% 43
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccccevevrerruneenee 0 0% 4 5% 9 11% 35 41% 37 44% 4.2

OVERVIEW:

In all, 85 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Wolverton from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
36% had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 32% had a moderate amount, and 21% had a limited amount. The
mean score for the overall evaluation item was in the “excellent” range (4.2). The highest scored items were: equal treatment of all
parties (4.3), sense of basic fairness and justice (4.3), conduct free from impropriety and the appearance of impropriety (4.3),
courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.3), human understanding and compassion (4.3), ability to control courtroom (4.3), and talent
and ability for cases involving children and families (4.3). The lowest scored item was consideration of all relevant factors in

sentencing (4.1).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MICHAEL L. WOLVERTON

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL

DEMOGRAPHICS n Vean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER....... 0% 0% 20% 20% 60% 5 4.4
STATE OFFICER. 0% 0% 5% 57% 38% 21 4.3
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER o 0% 11% 5% 43% 41% 37 4.1
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER..... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 20% 33% 47% 15 4.3

0% 0% 0% 20% 80% 5 4.8

LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 20% 40% 40% 5 4.2
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 19% 37% 44% 27 4.3
6-10 YEARS. 0% 20% 7% 40% 33% 15 3.9
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 7% 0% 40% 53% 15 4.4
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 0% 0% 77% 23% 13 4.2
21+ YEARS 0% 0% 20% 10% 70% 10 4.5
GENDER
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
MALE...... 0% 3% 9% 43% 45% 65 4.3
FEMALE.. 0% 13% 13% 38% 38% 16 4.0
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 40% 20% 40% 5 4.0
FIRST DISTRICT.... 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
THIRD DISTRICT 0% 5% 8% 43% 43% 76 4.3
FOURTH DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 2 4.0

OUTSIDE ALASKA......co. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0

SIZE OF COMMUNITY

NO ANSWER 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
UNDER 2,000.. 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 6 4.0
2,000-35,000... 0% 13% 0% 40% 47% 15 4.2
OVER 35,000.. 0% 3% 10% 43% 43% 60 4.3
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER.... 0% 0% 11% 78% 11% 9 4.0
SUBSTANTIAL.. 0% 10% 10% 29% 52% 31 4.2
MODERATE.... 0% 4% 7% 37% 52% 27 4.4
LIMITED..... 0% 0% 17% 50% 33% 18 4.2
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER......ccoiiiiiiinn ] 0% 0% 22% 44% 33% 9 4.1
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE......ccou ] 0% 5% 11% 41% 44% 85 4.2
PROFESSIONAL

REPUTATION. .o ] 0% 22% 11% 22% 44% 9 3.9
SOCIAL CONTACTS....... | 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MICHAEL L. WOLVERTON

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccceeveevreerernnnne 8%
35,000 or over
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SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MICHAEL L. WOLVERTON

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY vocveereeeeeieieieee e 0 0% 0 0% 2 1% 4 33% 6 50% 4.3
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess ..........ccocrereeenceneceneenns 1 8% 0 0% 1 8% 4 33% 6  50% 4.2
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 1 8% 1 8% 2 17% 8 67% 44
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making decCiSiONS........cccvuvveeereerreerreernenseeninns 0 0% 1 8% 2 17% 3 25% 6 50% 4.2
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge ........ccccceerverrrrrreens 0 0% 1 8% 1 8% 4 33% 6 50% 4.3

OVERVIEW: In all, 12 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Wolverton from their direct professional
experience. All the mean scores were in the "excellent” range.
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A

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE PETER G. ASHMAN

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Private, SO0 .......cccoovvevvveiicicee e 22%
Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 23%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ........... 9%
Private, corporate employee...........cccoverenne. 1%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 18%
GOVEINMENL .......eeivieieiieeecee e 22%
Public service agency or organization

(NOt gOVErNMENt) ......cccovvvreeenerereicrieienns 2%
Other .. 0%
NO ANSWEN ......ceeeiieiieee e 3%
1-5 YRS .o iei e 12%
6-10 YEAIS ..ovvoveeeeieeeeeeee e 12%
11-15 YRS v 18%
16-20 YEAIS ... 22%
204 YRAIS. ..o 33%
NO ANSWET ......eeiitieiieecteeee et 3%
MalE ..o 70%
FEmMale ....cooveviieeiiee e 28%
NO ANSWET ......ceeiieiee e 2%
ProSeCULION ......ccvevevereeiericiere et 11%
Mainly criminal .........cccoeovrveivieirccieriresnns 9%
Mixed criminal and Civil ..........c.cccoveviunnnens 40%
Mainly Civil........cocovviii 35%
OFher ..o 3%
NO ANSWET ......eeiitiiiieeceeeece et 2%
First DIStriCt......ccccoveeieiecececece e 2%
Second DIStrCE ......cccvevvvieececee e 2%
Third DIStrCt ...cvevevvceccccece e, 91%
Fourth DiStrict ........cccoevevvievieciceceecee e, 3%
Not in Alaska........ccccooveevvieviieciieceecereine, 1%
NO ANSWET ......oeieieeesiesese ettt 2%
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE PETER G. ASHMAN
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability

Legal and factual analysis...........ccceevrrrrerrrnenns 4 2% 11 4% 47  18% 87 34% 108  42% 4.1
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeeene. 5 2% 12 5% 4 17% 79  31% 113 45% 41
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE.......ocvveevri i ssesssesnens 5 2% 12 5% 36 15% 81 33% 114 46% 4.2
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccooevienne 12 5% 25  10% 37 14% 65  25% 120  46% 4.0
Sense of basic fairess and justice................. 12 5% 21 8% 36  14% 60  23% 128  50% 41
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........cccoeeeenee 9 3% 12 5% 37 14% 70 27% 130 50% 4.2
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........ccocvecrvcenn. 8 3% 9 4% 39  16% 65  26% 128  51% 4.2
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................. 7% 28  11% 42 16% 58  22% 113 44% 3.8
Human understanding and compassion ........... 3% 18 7% 39  15% 63  25% 128  50% 41
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccvceeeneene 2% 9 4% 45  18% 77 31% 108  44% 4.1
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSioNS ..........c.ccvireneereeereeeneineenes 3 1% 14 6% 46 19% 83 34% 95  39% 4.0
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveereeenenns 5 2% 7 3% 39  16% 80 33% 111 46% 4.2
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........ccoovvvvinenenincrcncrecs 2 1% 10 7% 28 19% 38  26% 71 48% 4.1
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvevenceneercncnnenns 9 5% 14 8% 21 11% 51 28% 89  48% 4.1
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........cocovevvenirenicnenns 3 2% 11 8% 20 14% 34 23% 77  53% 4.2
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge..........ccevvrverrennnns 11 4% 15 6% 45  18% 81 32% 105 41% 4.0

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 257 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Ashman based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 51%
had a substantial amount of experience, 24% had a moderate amount, and 17% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall
evaluation item was in the "excellent” range (4.0). The highest mean scores came for knowledge of evidence and procedure (4.2), conduct
free from impropriety or the appearance of impropriety (4.2), makes decisions without regard to possible public criticism (4.2),
willingness to work diligently; preparation for hearings (4.2), and talent and ability for cases involving children and families (4.2). The
lowest mean score came for courtesy, freedom from arrogance (3.8).
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OVERALL EVALUATION: DISTRICT COURT JUDGE PETER G. ASHMAN

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.001]
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 13% 50% 38% 8 4.3
SOLO.wvr a% 7% 7% 42% 40% 57 4.1
2-5 ATTORNEYS. 0% 3% 26% 28% 43% 58 4.1
6+ ATTORNEYS an an 17% 38% 38% 24 4.0
CORPORATE..... 0% 0% 67% 33% 0% 3 3.3
JUDGE OR JUD
OFFICER... an 0% 13% 17% 66% 47 4.4
GOVERNMENT.. 11% 15% 20% 33% 20% 54 3.4
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 40% 20% 40% 5 4.0
OTHER e 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
0% 0% 13% 25% 63% 8 4.5
7% 3% 27% 30% 33% 30 3.8
6-10 YEARS... 10% 10% 23% 23% 33% 30 3.6
11-15 YEARS.. an 11% 17% 28% 39% 46 3.9
16-20 YEARS.. an 5% 16% 39% 37% 57 4.0
21+ YEARS..... 2% 3% 14% 33% 48% 86 4.2
GENDER
NO ANSWER ... 0% 17% 17% 33% 33% 6 3.8
3% 6% 16% 33% 43% 180 4.1
7% 6% 23% 28% 37% 71 3.8
CASES HANDLED [p<.001]
NO ANSWER...... 0% 17% 17% 33% 33% 6 3.8
PROSECUTION 14% 21% 29% 14% 21% 28 3.1
CRIMINAL....... 0% 8% 29% 25% 38% 24 3.9
CRIMINAL & C an 4% 14% 25% 53% 103 4.2
CIVIL.. 3% 2% 16% 46% 33% 90 4.0
OTHER 0% 0% 17% 33% 50% 6 4.3
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 17% 50% 33% 6 4.2
FIRST DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 75% 25% 4 4.3
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 25% 0% 75% 4 4.5
THIRD DISTRICT.... 5% 6% 18% 30% 41% 233 4.0
FOURTH DISTRICT.. N 0% 0% 25% 38% 38% 8 4.1
OUTSIDE ALASKA ..o 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER...... 5% 0% 14% 41% a1% 22 4.1
SUBSTANTIAL.. 6% 10% 21% 19% 449 131 3.9
MODERATE. 2% 3% 11% 49% 34% 61 4.1
LIMITED... 2% 0% 19% 40% 40% 43 4.1
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER .. oo 8% 0% 15% 46% 31% 13 3.9
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ...cooion 4% 6% 18% 32% 41% 257 4.0
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION.... 6% 6% 18% 38% 32% 34 3.9
SOCIAL CONTACTS 0% 0% 33% 0% 67% 3 4.3
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE PETER G. ASHMAN

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 48%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 27%
Village Public Safety Officer.............ccccccevrneee. 3%
Probation/Parole offiCer.........cccoeevvveeviiceveeee 7%
(©1 1] TSRS 9%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 7%
1-5 YBAIS .o 17%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 31%
11-15 YRAIS .o 11%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 21%
20 YBAIS ..o 13%
(I AN 1YY= 7%
MalE.....eiceeeeececece e 79%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 16%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 5%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 8%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 0%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 81%
FOUrth DiStriCt......ocveeveeeecececece e 4%
Outside AlASKa ........c.ccucviiiiiiiicice e 0%
NO ANSWEN ...ttt %
Under 2,000.......cccoeeeeeeeeeieeereceececee et 7%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccccovevvevrereirnnnns 24%
35,000 OF OVEF ..cvvieiiiccriecrie et 64%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 5%
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE PETER G. ASHMAN
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality

Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccocoeneunenee 1 1% 1 1% 18  25% 20 2% 33 45% 41
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 1 1% 2 3% 15 21% 16 22% 38 53% 4.2
Integrity

Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety..........c.ccoueuu.. 1 1% 2 3% 13 18% 23 32% 34 4AT% 4.2
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........c..ccoveernenne. 1 1% 4 6% 13 19% 21 30% 31 44% 41
Judicial temperament

Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 0 0% 3 4% 18  25% 22 30% 30 41% 4.1
Human understanding and compassion........... 1 1% 0 0% 14 19% 26 36% 31 43% 4.2
Ability to control courtroom .............ccoeceveenn. 1 1% 1 1% 16 23% 16  23% 36 51% 4.2
Diligence

Reasonable promptness in

Making decCiSIONS.........cccriereneereeerireerenereininns 2 3% 4 6% 13 19% 19 28% 30  44% 4.0
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings.........c.ccveevereeernens 0 0% 1 2% 13 21% 19 31% 29 4T% 4.2
Special Skills

Settlement SKillS ..., 2 4% 1 2% 9 1% 17 33% 23 44% 41
Consideration of all relevant

factors in Sentencing ..........ccoveeercercenecineenene 2 3% 1 2% 14 21% 19  29% 30 45% 4.1
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families..........c.coevinerirenininnee 0 0% 1 3% 9 23% 9 23% 20 51% 4.2
Overall Evaluation

Overall evaluation of judge............cccvurerriennne 1 1% 2 3% 15  20% 18 24% 39  52% 4.2

OVERVIEW:

In all, 75 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Ashman from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
45% had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 21% had a moderate amount, and 24% had a limited amount. The
mean score for the overall evaluation item was in the "excellent” range (4.2). The highest scored items were: sense of basic fairness
and justice (4.2), conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of impropriety (4.2), human understanding and compassion
(4.2), ability to control courtroom (4.2), willingness to work diligently; preparation for hearings (4.2), and talent and ability for
cases involving children and families (4.2). The lowest score was reasonable promptness in making decisions (4.0).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: DISTRICT COURT JUDGE PETER G. ASHMAN

UNACCEPTABLE DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER......... 0% 0% 0% 20% 80% 5 4.8
STATE OFFICER. 0% 6% 14% 25% 56% 36 4.3
MUN1/BOROUGH
OFFICER. .. 5% 0% 30% 25% 40% 20 4.0
VILLAGE PUBLIC
SAFETY OFFICER....... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 40% 20% 40% 5 4.0
0% 0% 0% 29% 71% 7 4.7
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 5 4.6
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 31% 23% 46% 13 4.2
6-10 YEARS. 0% 4% 17% 22% 57% 23 4.3
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 0% 13% 25% 63% 8 4.5
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 6% 31% 19% 44% 16 4.0
21+ YEARS 10% 0% 10% 30% 50% 10 4.1
GENDER
NO ANSWER ... 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 4 4.8
MALE..... 2% 3% 20% 24% 51% 59 4.2
FEMALE.. 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 12 4.3
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 20% 20% 60% 5 4.4
FIRST DISTRICT.... 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 6 5.0
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
THIRD DISTRICT 2% 2% 21% 28% 48% 61 4.2
FOURTH DISTRICT.. 0% 33% 33% 0% 33% 3 3.3
OUTSIDE ALASKA......co. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 4 4.8
UNDER 2,000.. 0% 0% 40% 0% 60% 5 4.2
2,000-35,000... 0% 0% 11% 22% 67% 18 4.6
OVER 35,000.. 2% 4% 23% 27% 44% 48 4.1
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER.... 14% 0% 43% 14% 29% 7 3.4
SUBSTANTIAL.. 0% 3% 12% 21% 65% 34 4.5
MODERATE.... 0% 6% 6% 44% 44% 16 4.3
LIMITED..... 0% 0% 39% 17% 44% 18 4.1
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER......ccoiiiiiiinn ] 0% 0% 40% 40% 20% 5 3.8
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE......ccou ] 1% 3% 20% 24% 52% 75 4.2
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION. .o ] 0% 0% 17% 83% 0% 6 3.8
SOCIAL CONTACTS....... | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE PETER G. ASHMAN

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccceeveeevrvverernen. 20%
35,000 or over



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT

MAY 2000
SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE PETER G. ASHMAN

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY vocveereeeeeieieieee e 0 0% 0 0% 1 20% 2 40% 2 40% 4.2
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess ..........ccocrereeenceneceneenns 0 0% 0 0% 1 20% 2 40% 2 40% 4.2
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 1 20% 2 40% 2 40% 4.2
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making decCiSiONS........cccvuvveeereerreerreernenseeninns 0 0% 0 0% 1 25% 2  50% 1 25% 4.0
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge ........ccccceerverrrrrreens 0 0% 0 0% 1 25% 1 25% 2 50% 4.3

OVERVIEW: Inall, 4 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Ashman from their direct professional experience.

All the mean scores were in the "excellent" range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JOEL H. BOLGER

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 21%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 11%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 2%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 20%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT
MAY 2000

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JOEL H. BOLGER
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis...........ccceevrrrrerrrnenns 2 2% 1 1% 8 8% 37 39% 48  50% 4.3
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeeene. 2 2% 0 0% 8 8% 36  38% 50 52% 44
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE.......ocvrevirreisieeseesseessseeeseeeessseennns 2 2% 1 1% 8 9% 32 34% 50 54% 4.4
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ............ccoevrrennee. 2 2% 1 1% 5 5% 28  29% 59  62% 45
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 2 2% 0 0% 7 7% 22 23% 65 68% 45
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........cccoeeeenee 1 1% 0 0% 5 5% 24 26% 63  68% 4.6
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........ccocvecrvcenn. 1 1% 0 0% 8 9% 27 30% 55  60% 4.5
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 1% 1 1% 3 3% 24 26% 65  69% 4.6
Human understanding and compassion ........... 2% 0 0% 4 4% 23 25% 64  69% 4.6
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccceeeeeeeenee 1% 0 0% 3 4% 26 33% 50 63% 4.6
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

mMaking deciSioNS ..........occeverenrurieinierineineeies 2 2% 1 1% 5 6% 27 31% 52 60% 44
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveereeenenns 2 2% 0 0% 4 4% 26 28% 61  66% 45
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS..........oovvvnennnicneecs 1 2% 0 0% 3 6% 14 27% 34 65% 45
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvevenceneercncnnenns 1 2% 0 0% 4 7% 13 22% 42 70% 4.6
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........c.ocvevvinienicinenns 1 2% 0 0% 4 7% 15 26% 38  66% 45
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccuerereeririnenns 2 2% 0 0% 5 5% 35 36% 55  57% 45

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 97 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Bolger based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 51% had
a substantial amount of experience, 21% had a moderate amount, and 27% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall evaluation
item was in the "excellent” range (4.5). The highest mean scores came for conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of impropriety
(4.6), courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.6), human understanding and compassion (4.6), ability to control courtroom (4.6), and
consideration of all relevant factors in sentencing (4.6). The lowest scored item was legal and factual analysis (4.3).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JOEL H. BOLGER
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER. 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
SOLO... 5% 0% 5% 50% 40% 20 4.2
2-5 ATTORNEYS. 5% 0% 0% 43% 52% 21 4.4
6+ ATTORNEYS... 0% 0% 9% 45% 450 11 4.4
CORPORATE . 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 2 3.5
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER......... 0% 0% 0% 20% 80% 20 4.8
GOVERNMENT.. 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 16 4.8
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 3 4.0
OTHER e 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ...cowmo o ] 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 0% 30% 70% 10 4.7
6-10 YEARS.. 0% 0% 18% 27% 55% 11 4.4
11-15 YEARS.. 8% 0% 0% 54% 38% 13 4.2
16-20 YEARS.. . 0% 0% 0% 36% 64% 22 4.6
214 YEARS ..o 3% 0% 8% 32% 57% 37 4.4
GENDER
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3 4.7
MALE..... 3% 0% 4% 34% 59% 73 4.5
FEMALE 0% 0% 10% 43% 48% 21 4.4
CASES HANDLED
NO ANSWER ... 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3 4.7
PROSECUTION.. 0% 0% 0% 13% 88% 8 4.9
CRIMINAL...... 0% 0% 11% 11% 78% 9 4.7
CRIMINAL & C 6% 0% 3% 19% 72% 36 4.5
COIVIL e . 0% 0% 8% 60% 33% 40 4.3
OTHER oo 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER.......... 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3 4.7
FIRST DISTRICT. 0% 0% 33% 67% 0% 3 3.7
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
THIRD DISTRICT.... 2% 0% 4% 34% 60% 85 4.5
FOURTH DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 20% 60% 20% 5 4.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA.... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER...... 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
SUBSTANTIAL 2% 0% 2% 20% 76% 49 4.7
MODERATE. 5% 0% 10% 45% 40% 20 4.2
LIMITED... 0% 0% 8% 58% 35% 26 4.3
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ..cooiovv v 2% 0% 5% 36% 57% 97 4.5
PROFESSI0ONAL
REPUTATION v 0% 0% 0% 56% 44% 9 4.4
SOCIAL CONTACTS..onn. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
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D.

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1. Type of Work: State law enforcement officer............c.cocovne.
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 23%
Village Public Safety Officer...........cccovvvrennne.
Probation/Parole officer.........ccccocovevivnvrcnnne,

2. Length of Duty: L-DYRAIS .o
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st

11-15 YRAIS .o
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e
20 YBAIS ..o
NO ANSWET .....veeeceee e

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice: First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JOEL H. BOLGER

5. Community Population: Under 2,000...........ccccoviiirieieieieie e

Second DIStrICE.......cccvieviiircecee e
Third DIStrCE.....cveviieiicececcecee e
Fourth DiStriCt........ccccovvvviiieeceecececeecee e
Outside AlasKa.........ccceevieviieerieceecee e
NO ANSWET .....oveecieee e

Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccceevvveerrrecennen.
35,000 OF OVEF ...vvicriiitie ittt
NO ANSWET ...ttt



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT

MAY 2000
PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JOEL H. BOLGER
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality

Equal treatment of all parties. ..........cc.ccocveenn. 0 0% 0 0% 3 16% 3 16% 13 68% 45
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 0 0% 0 0% 3 16% 3 16% 13 68% 45
Integrity

Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety...........cccvuen.. 0 0% 0 0% 3 15% 3 15% 14 70% 4.6
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........cccoveevivvennee 0 0% 0 0% 3 15% 6 30% 11 55% 4.4
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance.................. 0% 0 0% 2 10% 4 20% 14 70% 4.6
Human understanding and compassion........... 0% 0 0% 2 10% 4 20% 14 70% 4.6
Ability to control courtroom ...........ccccveeeureene. 0% 0 0% 1 6% 5 29% 11 65% 4.6
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making decCiSIONS........ccvueverereereerreersenreeninns 0 0% 0 0% 4 21% 3 16% 12 63% 4.4
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings............c.cuveneninennee 0 0% 0 0% 3 15% 2 10% 15  75% 4.6
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS .........coocovevcncnirccs 0 0% 0 0% 3 21% 2 14% 9 64% 44
Consideration of all relevant

factors in sentencing 0% 0 0% 3 18% 5 29% 9 53% 44
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families..........c.ccouvinirininininnes 0 0% 0 0% 3 23% 3 23% 7 54% 4.3
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge .........cc.ccevevrieuneenee 0 0% 0 0% 4 20% 4 20% 12 60% 44

OVERVIEW:

In all, 20 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Bolger from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
60% had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 15% had a moderate amount, and 20% had a limited amount. The
mean score for the overall evaluation item was in the “excellent” range (4.4). The highest scored items were: conduct free from
impropriety or the appearance of impropriety (4.6), courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.6), human understanding and compassion
(4.6), ability to control courtroom (4.6), and willingness to work diligently; preparation for hearings (4.6). The item scored lowest
was talent and ability for cases involving children and families (4.3).
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OVERALL EVALUATION: DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JOEL H. BOLGER

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL

DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER...... 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
STATE OFFICER. 0% 0% 20% 20% 60% 5 4.4
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER oo 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 5 4.6
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER....... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3 4.7

0% 0% 25% 0% 75% 4 4.5

LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER oo 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 14% 29% 57% 7 4.4
6-10 YEARS. 0% 0% 33% 17% 50% 6 4.2
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3 4.7
21+ YEARS 0% 0% 33% 0% 67% 3 4.3
GENDER
NO ANSWER .o 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
MALE...... 0% 0% 15% 23% 62% 13 4.5
FEMALE.. 0% 0% 33% 17% 50% 6 4.2
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER oo 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 2 4.0
FIRST DISTRICT.... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
THIRD DISTRICT 0% 0% 12% 24% 65% 17 4.5
FOURTH DISTRICT..c.... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA.....o..... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY [p<.05]
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
UNDER 2,000.. 0% 0% 67% 33% 0% 3 3.3
2,000-35,000.. 0% 0% 17% 25% 58% 12 4.4
OVER 35,000.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% a4 5.0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER... 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
SUBSTANTIAL.. 0% 0% 25% 8% 67% 12 4.4
MODERATE... 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3 5.0
LIMITED.... 0% 0% 25% 50% 25% 4 4.0
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER oo 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 4 4.0
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE o] 0% 0% 20% 20% 60% 20 4.4
PROFESS10NAL

REPUTATION oo 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
SOCIAL CONTACTS..........] 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JOEL H. BOLGER

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccocvveveevenennne 50%
35,000 or over



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT

MAY 2000
SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JOEL H. BOLGER

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY vocveereeeeeieieieee e 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 100% 5.0
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess ..........ccocrereeenceneceneenns 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 100% 5.0
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 100% 5.0
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

mMaking decCiSIONS........ccvueveevrreereerreersenseenenns 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4  100% 5.0

Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge ........ccccceerverrrrirnens 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 100% 5.0

OVERVIEW: Inall, 4 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Bolger from their direct professional experience.

All the mean scores were in the "excellent" range.
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A

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE NATALIE K. FINN

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Private, SO0 ....ccceeierirccei e 24%
Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 22%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 11%
Private, corporate employee...........cccoverenne. 2%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 12%
GOVEIMMENT .....ocvviviecice s 22%
Public service agency or organization

(NOt gOVErNMENt) ......cccovvvreeenerereicrieienns 2%
(@)1 1< O 1%
NO ANSWET ... 4%
1-5 YRS ..o 8%
6-10 YEAIS ..ovvoveeeeieeeeeeee e 15%
11-15 YRS v 15%
16-20 YEAIS ... 21%
204 YRAIS. ..o 37%
NO ANSWET ..o 4%
Mal€ ...oviieiei e 72%
FEMale ... 24%
NO ANSWET ... e 4%
PrOSECULION ....vevveeceeieees e 9%
Mainly criminal .........cccoovveeirncciciiinnns 10%
Mixed criminal and Civil ..........c..cccevevennnee 34%
Mainly Civil........cocovviii 42%
OFher ..o 2%
NO ANSWET ..ot 3%
First DiStriCt........ccooevvveicececeecce e 2%
Second DIStriCt .....cccveveveinriccire e 1%
Third DiStriCt .......ccccovvvvreeieisce e 88%
Fourth DiStrict ........cccoevvvveeieiiircccee e 4%
NoOt in Alaska.........ccccovvvvveeieririceiee e 1%
NO ANSWET ...t seenas 3%
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MAY 2000
ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE NATALIE K. FINN
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability

Legal and factual analysis...........ccceevrrrrerrrnenns 1 0% 10 3% 61 20% 124 41% 110  36% 4.1
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeeene. 1 0% 6 2% 61  20% 128 42% 110 36% 41
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE.......ocvreevreireisee et ssesssesneas 1 0% 6 2% 54 18% 123 41% 119 39% 4.2
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ............ccoevrrennee. 2 1% 25 8% 49  16% 107 35% 122 40% 4.1
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 4 1% 23 8% 46 15% 109  36% 123 40% 41
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........cccoeeeenee 1 0% 10 3% 47 16% 91  30% 153  51% 43
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........ccocvecrvcenn. 3 1% 16 5% 46 16% 92 32% 135  46% 4.2
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance.................. 1% 30  10% 64  21% 90  30% 117 38% 3.9
Human understanding and compassion ........... 1% 29 10% 58  19% 104 35% 105 35% 3.9
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccvceeeneene 0% 8 3% 4  15% 108  36% 141 47% 4.3
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSioNS ...........ccverenrereeeneerineineenes 2 1% 5 2% 54  18% 115  39% 119  40% 4.2
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveereeenenns 2 1% 8 3% 47 16% 112 39% 120  42% 4.2
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........ccoovvvvinenenincrcncrecs 1 1% 7 5% 20  14% 54 3% 63  43% 4.2
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvevenceneercncnnenns 2 1% 10 5% 34 17% 67  34% 85  43% 4.1
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........c.ocvevvinienicinenns 2 1% 6 4% 19 14% 48  34% 65  46% 4.2
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccuerereeririnenns 1 0% 17 6% 52 17% 119  39% 117 38% 4.1

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 306 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Finn based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 42% had
a substantial amount of experience, 29% had a moderate amount, and 22% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall evaluation
item was in the “excellent” range (4.1). The highest mean scores came for conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of impropriety
(4.3) and ability to control courtroom (4.3). The lowest scored items were: courtesy, freedom from arrogance (3.9) and human
understanding and compassion (3.9).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: DISTRICT COURT JUDGE NATALIE K. FINN
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.01]
NO ANSWER. 0% 0% 31% 23% 46% 13 4.2
SOLO........ 1% 5% 14% 47% 32% 74 4.0
2-5 ATTORNEYS 0% 9% 25% 37% 29% 68 3.9
6+ ATTORNEYS.. 0% 3% 9% 61% 27% 33 a.1
CORPORATE .o 0% 20% 40% 40% 0% 5 3.2
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER...... 0% 3% 3% 25% 69% 36 4.6
GOVERNMENT.. 0% 6% 19% 31% 44% 68 4.1
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 40% 40% 20% 5 3.8
OTHER o 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER oo 0% 0% 18% 18% 64% 11 4.5
0% 8% 31% 19% 42% 26 4.0
6-10 YEARS. 0% 9% 15% 28% 48% 46 4.2
11-15 YEARS.. 2% 0% 24% 52 22% 46 3.9
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 11% 18% 38% 32% 65 3.9
214 YEARS .o 0% an 11% 45% 41% 112 4.2
GENDER
NO ANSWER..o.o i o 0% 0% 36% 18% 45% 11 4.1
MALE....... 0% 5% 15% 44% 35% 223 4.1
FEMALE.. 0% 7% 21% 26% 46% 72 4.1
CASES HANDLED [p<.05]
NO ANSWER ... o 0% 0% 30% 20% 50% 10 4.2
PROSECUTION 0% 0% 17% 28% 55% 29 4.4
CRIMINAL..... 0% 17% 20% 40% 23% 30 3.7
CRIMINAL & CIV 1% 9% 20% 27% 43% 103 4.0
COVIL i 0% 2% 13% 52% 33% 128 4.1
OTHER e 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 6 4.5
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER......... 0% 0% 20% 20% 60% 10 4.4
FIRST DISTRICT. 0% 0% 29% 71% 0% 7 3.7
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 3 4.0
THIRD DISTRICT 0% 6% 16% 39% 38% 271 4.1
FOURTH DISTRICT. 0% 0% 33% 8% 58% 12 4.3
OUTSIDE ALASKA... 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 3 4.0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 20% 36% 44% 25 4.2
SUBSTANTIAL 1% 8% 11% 31% 49% 127 4.2
MODERATE 0% 2% 19% 44% 34% 88 4.1
LIMITED.. 0% 8% 24% a7% 21% 66 3.8
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER .. oo 0% 0% 30% 50% 20% 10 3.9
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ...cooiov v 0% 6% 17% 39% 38% 306 4.1
PROFESSI0NAL
REPUTATION ..o 5% 10% 18% 48% 20% 40 3.7
SOCIAL CONTACTS ..o 0% 0% 17% 50% 33% 6 4.2
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D.

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work: State law enforcement officer..........ccccccoevneeee.
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 48%
Village Public Safety Officer.........c.cccovvvvennne.
Probation/Parole officer.........c.ccocovviivcincnnnne,

2. Length of Duty: Y | £
6-10 YEAIS ....cvveeerceeeeree e

11-15 YRAIS .o
16-20 YEAIS....cveveeeeeeeeereeteiee e
20+ YRAIS ...
NO ANSWET ...

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice: First DISEICE ..ccvecviieeceeceice e

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE NATALIE K. FINN

5. Community Population: Under 2,000...........ccceviiieiiieieieie e

Second DiStriCt.......ccvveiiiiieicececes e
Third DiStriCE....c.ccveicieececce e
FOUrth DiStriCt......ccveeveeeececece et
Outside AlASKa.........ccucviiiiiicicecese s
I AN 41

Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccccoeeeerrerrirennnne
35,000 OF OVEF ...vvicviiiiie it
NO ANSWET ...ttt
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE NATALIE K. FINN
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccocoeneunenee 1 1% 0 0% 5 7% 28  38% 40 54% 44
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 1 1% 0 0% 5 7% 23 32% 44 60% 45
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety..........c.ccoueuu.. 1 1% 0 0% 6 8% 23 32% 43 59% 45
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. .........c..ccoveernenne. 1 1% 0 0% 6 8% 24 34% 40  56% 44
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 0 0% 1 1% 9 12% 22 29% 43 5% 4.4
Human understanding and compassion........... 0 0% 0 0% 11 15% 23 31% 41  55% 4.4
Ability to control courtroom ...........ccccoeceneenn. 0 0% 0 0% 9 12% 22 30% 42 58% 45
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making decCiSIONS.........cccreruneereeenicirenireininas 0 0% 0 0% 7 10% 26 37% 37  53% 44
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings.........c.ccveevereeernens 0 0% 0 0% 7 11% 23 3% 33  52% 44
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS ..., 0 0% 1 2% 8 14% 21 38% 26 46% 43
Consideration of all relevant

factors in Sentencing ..........ccoveeercercenecineenene 1 2% 0 0% 7 11% 26 39% 32 48% 4.3
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families..........c.coevinerirenininnee 0 0% 1 2% 7 14% 15  31% 26 53% 43
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge............cccvurerriennne 1 1% 0 0% 8 11% 27 36% 38 51% 4.4

OVERVIEW:

In all, 74 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Finn from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 31%
had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 23% had a moderate amount, and 27% had a limited amount. The mean
score for the overall evaluation item was in the "excellent” range (4.4). The highest scored items were: sense of basic fairness and
justice (4.5), conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of impropriety (4.5), and ability to control courtroom (4.5). The
items scored lowest were: settlement skills (4.3), consideration of all relevant factors in sentencing (4.3), and talent and ability for
cases involving children and families (4.3).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: DISTRICT COURT JUDGE NATALIE K. FINN

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL

DEMOGRAPHICS n Vean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER........ 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
STATE OFFICER. 0% 0% 11% 44% 44% 27 4.3
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER v 3% 0% 9% 31% 57% 35 4.4
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER..... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0

0% 0% 0% 20% 80% 5 4.8

LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER ... v 0% 0% 20% 40% 40% 5 4.2
1-5 YEARS 0% 0% 17% 28% 56% 18 4.4
6-10 YEARS. 0% 0% 0% 55% 45% 11 4.5
11-15 YEARS.. 0% 0% 0% 27% 73% 11 4.7
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 0% 7% 40% 53% 15 4.5
21+ YEARS 7% 0% 21% 36% 36% 14 3.9
GENDER
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
MALE....... 2% 0% 11% 38% 49% 61 4.3
FEMALE.. 0% 0% 11% 22% 67% 9 4.6
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER ... v 0% 0% 20% 40% 40% 5 4.2
FIRST DISTRICT.... 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
SECOND DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% o
THIRD DISTRICT 0% 0% 9% 38% 53% 64 4.4
FOURTH DISTRICT.. 25% 0% 25% 0% 50% 4 3.5

OUTSIDE ALASKA......co. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0

SIZE OF COMMUNITY

NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
UNDER 2,000.. 0% 0% 67% 0% 33% 3 3.7
2,000-35,000... 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 6 4.5
OVER 35,000.. 2% 0% 10% 36% 52% 61 4.4
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER.... 0% 0% 14% 50% 36% 14 4.2
SUBSTANTIAL.. 4% 0% 4% 22% 70% 23 4.5
MODERATE.... 0% 0% 12% 41% 47% 17 4.4
LIMITED..... 0% 0% 15% 40% 45% 20 4.3
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER......ccoiiiiiiinn ] 0% 0% 29% 29% 43% 7 4.1
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE......ccou ] 1% 0% 11% 36% 51% 74 4.4
PROFESSIONAL

REPUTATION. .o ] 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 12 4.0

SOCIAL CONTACTS....... | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE NATALIE K. FINN

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccceeveevreerernnnne 0%
35,000 or over
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MAY 2000
SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE NATALIE K. FINN

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY .vocveeeieecieereee e 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 4.0
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess..........cccoueenirrerieenieneens 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 4.0
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 4.0
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

making deciSioNnS ........cccceverreereerreerieerennes 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 4.0

Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........ccorevrrerrieinnnns 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 4.0

OVERVIEW: In all, 3 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Finn from their direct professional experience. All the
mean scores were in the "excellent” range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE SUZANNE LOMBARDI

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 21%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ........... 9%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 2%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 14%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE SUZANNE LOMBARDI
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability

Legal and factual analysis..........ccceevrrerrnererrens 7 5% 11 8% 25  18% 54  38% 44 31% 3.8
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeene. 7 5% 15  11% 30 21% 44 31% 45  32% 3.7
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE.......ocvveevri i ssesssesnens 6 4% 12 9% 29 21% 46 33% 47 34% 3.8
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ............ccoevrrennee. 7 5% 10 7% 24 16% 38  26% 68  46% 4.0
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 8 5% 6 4% 26 18% 34 23% 72 49% 41
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........cccoeeeenee 8 6% 2 1% 21 15% 38  26% 75 52% 4.2
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........ccocvecrvcenn. 7 5% 9 7% 21 15% 35  26% 65  47% 4.0
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance.................. 4% 8 5% 22 15% 33 22% 78  53% 41
Human understanding and compassion ........... 4% 7 5% 24 16% 36  24% 74 50% 41
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccveeeeneene 4% 4 3% 31 23% 3B 26% 59  44% 4.0
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSioNS ..........c.ccvireneereeereeeneineenes 4 3% 4 3% 24 18% 43 33% 55  42% 4.1
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveereeenenns 5 4% 6 5% 19 14% 43 33% 59  45% 41
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS..........covvvnennnccncnecs 4 5% 3 4% 8 11% 23 3% 36  49% 4.1
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvevenceneercncnnenns 4 4% 2 2% 15  14% 29 27T% 57 53% 4.2
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........c.ocvevvinienicinenns 6 8% 3 4% 9 12% 13 17% 44 59% 4.1
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccuerereeririnenns 8 5% 9 6% 25  17% 48  33% 56  38% 3.9

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 146 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Lombardi based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 53%
had a substantial amount of experience, 21% had a moderate amount, and 19% had a limited amount.
evaluation item was in the “good" range (3.9). The highest mean scores came for conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
impropriety (4.2) and consideration of all relevant factors in sentencing (4.2). The lowest scored item was knowledge of substantive law

3.7).

268

Mean score on the overall



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT
MAY 2000

OVERALL EVALUATION: DISTRICT COURT JUDGE SUZANNE LOMBARDI

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

UNACCEPTABLE DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.01]
NO ANSWER. 0% 0% 0% 60% 40% 5 4.4
SOLO........ 6% 6% 25% 38% 25% 32 3.7
2-5 ATTORNEYS 0% 3% 23% 40% 33% 30 4.0
6+ ATTORNEYS 14% 14% 7% 36% 29% 14 3.5
CORPORATE...... 0% 67% 0% 0% 33% 3 3.0
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFECER e 0% 0% 5% 10% 85% 20 4.8
GOVERNMENT............ 10% 5% 18% 33% 33% 39 3.7
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 2 3.5
OTHER e e 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER. 0% 0% 20% 40% 40% 5 4.2
1-5 YEARS. 9% 0% 9% 43% 39% 23 4.0
6-10 YEARS.. 11% 4% 22% 26% 37% 27 3.7
11-15 YEARS.. 5% 5% 18% 45% 27% 22 3.9
16-20 YEARS 4% 11% 18% 21% 46% 28 4.0
21+ YEARS 2% 10% 17% 32% 39% 41 4.0
GENDER
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
MALE..... 7% 6% 20% 33% 34% 102 3.8
FEMALE.. 3% 8% 13% 30% 48% 40 4.1
CASES HANDLED [p<.01]
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
PROSECUTION 0% 0% 16% 47% 37% 19 4.2
CRIMINAL oo 0% 0% 25% 38% 38% 16 4.1
CRIMINAL & CIV 3% 2% 15% 32% 47% 59 4.2
13% 13% 20% 27% 27% 45 3.4
0% 67% 0% 0% 33% 3 3.0

LOCATION OF PRACTICE [p<.01]
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 5 4.6
FIRST DISTRICT 50% 0% 17% 33% 0% 6 2.3
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
THIRD DISTRICT 4% 7% 18% 33% 38% 129 3.9
FOURTH DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3 4.7
OUTSIDE ALASKA....con] 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 2 4.0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 20% 10% 10% 50% 10% 10 3.2
SUBSTANTIAL 6% 5% 12% 28% 49% 78 4.1
MODERATE 3% 7% 23% 37% 30% 30 3.8
LIMITED.. 0% 7% 29% 36% 29% 28 3.9
BASIS FOR EVALUATION [p<.05]
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE oo 5% 6% 17% 33% 38% 146 3.9
PROFESSIONAL

REPUTATION...... 6% 29% 24% 29% 12% 17 3.1
SOCIAL CONTACTS.. 0% 29% 14% 14% 43% 7 3.7
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE SUZANNE LOMBARDI

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 44%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 28%
Village Public Safety Officer.............ccccccevrneee. 6%
Probation/Parole offiCer.........cccoeevvveeviiceveeee 8%
(©1 1] TSRS 8%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 6%
1-5 YBAIS .o 19%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 22%
11-15 YRAIS .o 14%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 14%
20 YBAIS ..o 22%
(I AN 1YY= 8%
MalE.....eiceeeeececece e 83%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 11%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 6%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 6%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 0%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 83%
FOUrth DiStriCt......ocveeveeeecececece e 3%
Outside AlASKa ........c.ccucviiiiiiiicice e 0%
NO ANSWET ...t 8%
Under 2,000.......cccoeeeeeeeeeieeereceececee et 6%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccccovevvevrereirnnnns 17%
35,000 OF OVEF ..cvvieiiiccriecrie et 2%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 6%
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE SUZANNE L OMBARDI
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality

Equal treatment of all parties. ...........cccocveennee. 0 0% 0% 7 20% 15 43% 13 3% 4.2
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 0 0% 0% 7 20% 15  43% 13 3% 4.2
Integrity

Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........ccccoeveenee 0 0% 0% 7 20% 14 40% 14 40% 4.2
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........cccocoeveerene 0 0% 3% 8 23% 12 34% 14 40% 41
Judicial temperament

Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 0 0% 0% 4  11% 17 49% 14 40% 4.3
Human understanding and compassion ...........0 0% 0% 6 1% 17 49% 12 34% 4.2
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccvceeeneene 0 0% 0% 9 26% 13 3% 13 3% 4.1
Diligence

Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSioNS ..........c.ceviereneereeereenineirieies 0 0% 3% 9 2% 11 33% 12 36% 4.0
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings 0% 0% 8 26% 12 39% 11 35% 4.1
Special Skills

Settlement SKillS.........cvvveereeneeneneneineis 0 0% 0% 9 2% 10 32% 12 3% 4.1
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SeNtenCiNg........ccvceeeereceneeeenceneneines 0 0% 3% 8 24% 12 36% 12 36% 4.1
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........ccocoevcrreerrircrrcenens 0 0% 0% 6 26% 8 35% 9 3% 4.1
Overall Evaluation

Overall evaluation of judge..........cccoverevrircnnee 0 0% 0% 8 23% 14 40% 13 3% 4.1

OVERVIEW: Inall, 35 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Lombardi from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 34%
had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 23% had a moderate amount, and 23% had a limited amount. The mean score for
the overall evaluation item was in the "excellent" range (4.1). The highest scored item was courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.3). The

items scored lowest was reasonable promptness in making decisions (4.0).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: DISTRICT COURT JUDGE SUZANNE LOMBARDI

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER........ 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
STATE OFFICER 0% 0% 13% 50% 38% 16 4.3
MUN 1 /BOROUGH

OFFICER e 0% 0% 22% 33% 44% 9 4.2
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER..... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3 4.7
OTHER.. 0% 0% 67% 33% 0% 3 3.3
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 3 4.3
1-5 YEARS.. 0% 0% 33% 50% 17% 6 3.8
6-10 YEARS 0% 0% 25% 50% 25% 8 4.0
11-15 YEARS. 0% 0% 40% 0% 60% 5 4.2
16-20 YEARS. 0% 0% 0% 60% 40% 5 4.4
21+ YEARS.. 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 8 4.3
GENDER
NO ANSWER.. ..o 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
MALE..... 0% 0% 24% 41% 34% 29 4.1
FEMALE 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 3 4.0
FIRST DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 2 4.0
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
THIRD DISTRICT... 0% 0% 17% 45% 38% 29 4.2
FOURTH DISTRICT. . 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA.......conc. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
UNDER 2,000. 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
2,000-35,000.. 0% 0% 40% 40% 20% 5 3.8
OVER 35,000. 0% 0% 15% 42% 42% 26 4.3
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 29% 29% 43% 7 4.1
SUBSTANTIAL. 0% 0% 17% 42% 42% 12 4.3
MODERATE.. 0% 0% 38% 25% 38% 8 4.0
LIMITED.... 0% 0% 13% 63% 25% 8 4.1
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER.....ovomorer ] 0% 0% 40% 20% 40% 5 4.0
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 0% 0% 23% 40% 37% 35 4.1
PROFESS10NAL

REPUTATION oo 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
SOCIAL CONTACTS.....c..... 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE SUZANNE LOMBARDI

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccceeveeevrvverernen. 20%
35,000 or over
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MAY 2000
SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE SUZANNE L OMBARDI

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY .vocveeeieecieereee e 0 0% 0 0% 2 40% 1 20% 2 40% 4.0
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess..........cccoueenirrerieenieneens 0 0% 0 0% 2 40% 1 20% 2 40% 4.0
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 1 20% 2 40% 2 40% 4.2
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
mMaking deciSioNnS ........cccceveervreereereeeieereeenes 0 0% 1 25% 0 0% 1 25% 2  50% 4.0
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge........ceverrrerrreereens 0 0% 0 0% 1 25% 1 25% 2 50% 4.3

OVERVIEW: Inall, 4 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Lombardi from their direct professional experience. All
the mean scores were in the "excellent” range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JAMES N. WANAMAKER

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 24%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 14%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 1%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 10%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

B. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JAMES N. WANAMAKER

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis...........c.ccouvirieninnee 10 3% 19 7% 73 25% 112 39% 74 26% 3.8
Knowledge of substantive law............ccccccvuuenn. 9 3% 20 7% 74 26% 109 38% 75 26% 3.8
Knowledge of evidence and

PIOCEAUIE.....oovreeeeeireriesseises st eesnen 8 3% 18 6% 75 26% 104  36% 80 28% 38
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. .............cccvvuuee. 11 4% 15 5% 51 18% 102 36% 104  37% 4.0
Sense of basic fairness and justice................. 10 4% 16 6% 52  18% 100 35% 107  38% 4.0
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........cccceue... 11 4% 4 1% 51  18% 88 31% 131 46% 4.1
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........ccocveervennn. 9 3% 9 3% 49  18% 93  35% 106  40% 4.0
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................. 3% 10 3% 42 15% 81  28% 146 51% 4.2
Human understanding and compassion . 4% 14 5% 49  17% 0 31% 121 42% 4.0
Ability to control courtroom..........ccceeeevveennenns 3% 15 5% 69 25% 86 31% 97  35% 3.9
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

making deciSions .........ccccevvrreereenrenereerennns 12 5% 16 6% 64  25% 92  35% 76 29% 3.8
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coecveverienenns 8 3% 16 6% 50 19% 98 3% 92  35% 39
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS..........cveveeereenienenerseecncns 6 4% 9 7% 28 20% 49  36% 45  33% 3.9
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing.........coveeveeveerneeerneeeeeines 7 4% 7 4% 40  23% 63  37% 55  32% 39
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families ..........ccoccoeuvcrreerricrrcennn. 5 4% 4 4% 27 24% 39 3% 39 3% 3.9
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge..........ccovvrrrrennnns 11 4% 13 5% 59 21% 116 41% 85  30% 3.9

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 284 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Wanamaker based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents,
44% had a substantial amount of experience, 27% had a moderate amount, and 19% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall
evaluation item was in the "good" range (3.9). The highest mean score came for courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.2). The lowest
scored items were: legal and factual analysis (3.8), knowledge of substantive law (3.8), knowledge of evidence and procedure (3.8), and
reasonable promptness in making decisions (3.8).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JAMES N. WANAMAKER
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOoD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER. 6% 6% 24% 29% 35% 17 3.8
SOLO........ 3% 1% 17% 42% 36% 69 4.1
2-5 ATTORNEYS 7% 7% 21% 40% 25% 68 3.7
6+ ATTORNEYS.. 2% 0% 24% 39% 34% 41 4.0
CORPORATE . 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER...... 4% 11% 18% 29% 39% 28 3.9
GOVERNMENT.. 2% 6% 24% 54% 14% 50 3.7
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 3 4.0
OTHER o 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
LENGTH OF PRACTICE [p<.01]
NO ANSWER oo 6% 6% 25% 31% 31% 16 3.8
4% 19% 33% 33% 11% 27 3.3
6-10 YEARS. 3% 3% 15% 41% 38% 34 4.1
11-15 YEARS.. 8% 0% 33% 44% 15% 39 3.6
16-20 YEARS.. 4% 2% 23% 45% 26% a7 3.9
214 YEARS .o 2% 4% 14% 41% 38% 121 a.1
GENDER
NO ANSWER ...cvvo e 7% 7% 27% 27% 33% 15 3.7
MALE...... 4% 4% 18% 44% 31% 212 3.9
FEMALE.. 4% 7% 30% 33% 26% 57 3.7
CASES HANDLED [p<.05]
NO ANSWER ... o 7% 7% 20% 33% 33% 15 3.8
PROSECUT 10N 0% 5% 21% 63% 11% 19 3.8
CRIMINAL...... 8% 16% 32% 36% 8% 25 3.2
CRIMINAL & CIV 4% 6% 21% 33% 36% 95 3.9
COIVIL o 3% 1% 18% 47% 31% 124 4.0
OTHER 0% 0% 33% 17% 50% 6 4.2
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER........ 7% 7% 27% 27% 33% 15 3.7
FIRST DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 80% 20% 5 4.2
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 3 4.0
THIRD DISTRICT 4% 5% 21% 41% 30% 258 3.9
FOURTH DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER 3% 13% 10% 50% 23% 30 3.8
SUBSTANTIAL 8% 6% 22% 34% 30% 125 3.7
MODERATE 0% 1% 21% 41% 37% 76 4.1
LIMITED.. 0% 2% 23% 51% 25% 53 4.0
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER .. oo 0% 0% 22% 33% 44% 9 4.2
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ...cooiov v 4% 5% 21% 41% 30% 284 3.9
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION ..o 2% 5% 20% 34% 39% 41 4.0
SOCIAL CONTACTS ..o 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JAMES N. WANAMAKER

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 28%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 46%
Village Public Safety Officer...........cccovvvrennne. 4%
Probation/Parole offiCer.........cccoeevvveeviiceveeee 7%
(©1 1] TSRS 9%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 7%
1-5 YBAIS .o 33%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 15%
11-15 YRAIS .o 15%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 15%
20 YBAIS ..o 13%
(I AN 1YY= 9%
MalE.....eiceeeeececece e 85%
FEMAIE ... 9%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 7%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 2%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 0%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 87%
FOUrth DiStriCt......ocveeveeeecececece e 2%
Outside AlASKa ........c.ccucviiiiiiiicice e 0%
NO ANSWET ...t 9%
Under 2,000.......cccoeeeeeeeeeieeereceececee et 9%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccccceevvereereiveirenns 7%
35,000 OF OVEF ...vvicviiitie et 78%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 7%
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MAY 2000
PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JAMES N. WANAMAKER
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality

Equal treatment of all parties. ............cccoevrrenne. 1 2% 1 2% 11 24% 14  31% 18  40% 4.0
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 1 2% 1 2% 11 25% 16 36% 15  34% 4.0
Integrity

Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety .........cccoeveenee 1 2% 1 2% 9 21% 15 35% 17 40% 41
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public criticism. ........cccoeevviereens 1 2% 2 5% 11 25% 14 32% 16 36% 4.0
Judicial temperament

Courtesy, freedom from arrogance.... 1 2% 1 2% 10 22% 16 36% 17 38% 4.0
Human understanding and compassion w1 2% 3 7% 9 20% 17 38% 15 33% 3.9
Ability to control courtroom...........cc.cceveeevneene 1 2% 3 7% 15  36% 7 1% 16 38% 3.8
Diligence

Reasonable promptness in

Making decCiSioNS ..........ccreveeereerreenreinienns 4 10% 2 5% 13 31% 12 29% 11 26% 3.6
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coevevrerieineens 2 6% 1 3% 10 28% 11 31% 12 33% 3.8
Special Skills

Settlement SKillS..........cveeeeneeneenrnrseiecncns 1 3% 2 6% 10 29% 12 35% 9 26% 3.8
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SeNtenCiNg.........coveeveeveerneeerneieeeens 1 2% 3 7% 11 26% 13 31% 14 33% 39
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families ..........ocoevivrivirnrieinenns 1 4% 1 4% 9 36% 5 20% 9 36% 3.8
Overall Evaluation

Overall evaluation of judge.........cccuevereerieenenns 1 2% 3 7% 10 22% 18  40% 13 29% 3.9

OVERVIEW:

impropriety (4.1). The item scored lowest was reasonable promptness in making decisions (3.6).
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In all, 45 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Wanamaker from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 36%
had a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 7% had a moderate amount, and 33% had a limited amount. The mean score for
the overall evaluation item was in the "good" range (3.9). The highest scored item was conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JAMES N. WANAMAKER

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER........ 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3 4.7
STATE OFFICER 8% 17% 17% 42% 17% 12 3.4
MUN 1 /BOROUGH

OFFICER e 0% 0% 24% 43% 33% 21 4.1
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER..... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 3 4.3
OTHER.. 0% 25% 25% 25% 25% 4 3.5
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
1-5 YEARS.. 0% 7% 33% 27% 33% 15 3.9
6-10 YEARS 0% 0% 14% 43% 43% 7 4.3
11-15 YEARS. 0% 29% 0% 57% 14% 7 3.6
16-20 YEARS. 17% 0% 17% 50% 17% 6 3.5
21+ YEARS.. 0% 0% 33% 50% 17% 6 3.8
GENDER
NO ANSWER.. ..o 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3 4.7
MALE..... 3% 8% 26% 37% 26% 38 3.8
FEMALE 0% 0% 0% 75% 25% 4 4.3
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
FIRST DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
SECOND DISTRICT, 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
THIRD DISTRICT... 3% 8% 21% 41% 28% 39 3.8
FOURTH DISTRICT. . 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA.......conc. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3 4.7
UNDER 2,000. 0% 0% 50% 25% 25% 4 3.8
2,000-35,000.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3 5.0
OVER 35,000. 3% 9% 23% 46% 20% 35 3.7
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 27% 55% 18% 11 3.9
SUBSTANTIAL. 0% 19% 31% 25% 25% 16 3.6
MODERATE.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3 5.0
LIMITED.... 7% 0% 13% 53% 27% 15 3.9
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER.....ovomorer ] 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 8 3.5
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 2% 7% 22% 40% 29% 45 3.9
PROFESS10NAL

REPUTATION oo 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
SOCIAL CONTACTS.....c..... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JAMES N. WANAMAKER

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccceeveevreerernnnne 0%
35,000 or over
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E. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE JAMES N. WANAMAKER

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY oo 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess..........ccouereerenerenienenns 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 3.0
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
making deciSioNs .........cocveerncerienerrcrreeiienes 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1.0
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge..........cccccccrevriucnnee 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2.0

OVERVIEW: Inall, 1 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Wanamaker from their direct professional experience.

The overall mean score was in the “unacceptable” range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DALE O. CURDA

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 17%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ........... 9%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 1%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 22%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)
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B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DALE O. CURDA

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis..........ccceevrrerrnererrens 8 5% 25 15% 62 3% 53  32% 18 11% 3.3
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeene. 7 4% 21 13% 65  39% 53  32% 19 12% 3.3
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE.......ocvveevri i ssesssesnens 8 5% 23 14% 60 37% 51 31% 20 12% 3.3
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccooevienne 10 6% 25  15% 43 26% 53  32% 3B 21% 35
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 8 5% 24 14% 42 25% 51 31% 42 25% 3.6
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........ccccoo..... 10 6% 18 11% 38  23% 47  29% 51 31% 3.7
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........ccocvecrvcenn. 8 5% 19 12% 47 30% 38  25% 43 28% 3.6
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance.................. 4 2% 9 5% 35 21% 51 31% 66  40% 4.0
Human understanding and compassion ........... 5 3% 19 12% 38  23% 52 32% 50 30% 3.8
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccveeeeneene 8 5% 17 11% 47  31% 46  31% 32  21% 35
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

making decisions 3% 17 12% 48  33% 50 34% 26 18% 35
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveereeenenns 5 3% 13 9% 47 32% 50 34% 33 22% 3.6
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........ccooveneenneneneeeieis 4 7% 3 5% 20  33% 21 3%% 12 20% 3.6
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvevenceneercncnnenns 5 5% 9 9% 38 3% 30 29% 22 21% 35
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........c.ocvevvinienicinenns 6 7% 8 9% 25  28% 27 30% 23 26% 3.6
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccuerereeririnenns 7 4% 23 14% 52 32% 53 33% 28 17% 3.4

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 163 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Curda based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 42% had
a substantial amount of experience, 28% had a moderate amount, and 25% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall evaluation
item was in the “acceptable” range (3.4). The highest mean score came for courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.0). The lowest scored
items were: legal and factual analysis (3.3), knowledge of substantive law (3.3), and knowledge of evidence and procedure (3.3).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DALE O. CURDA
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE 600D EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER. 0% 11% 11% 67% 11% 9 3.8
SOLO...o.. 5% 19% 10% 52 14% 21 3.5
2-5 ATTORNEYS 8% 12% 38% 27% 15% 26 3.3
6+ ATTORNEYS.. 7% 13% 27% 40% 13% 15 3.4
CORPORATE oo 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2 2.5
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER..... 3% 11% 29% 20% 37% 35 3.8
GOVERNMENT.. 2% 15% 41% 30% 11% 46 3.3
PUBLIC SERVICE, 17% 17% 50% 17% 0% 6 2.7
OTHER v 0% 0% 67% 33% 0% 3 3.3
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ...o.ovovees 0% 14% 29% 43% 14% 7 3.6
11% 21% 37% 11% 21% 19 3.1
6-10 YEARS.. 8% 38% 15% 38% 0% 13 2.8
11-15 YEARS.. 10% 10% 24% 38% 19% 21 3.5
16-20 YEARS.. . 3% 15% 38% 33% 13% 40 3.4
21+ YEARS .o 2% 8% 33% 35% 22% 63 3.7
GENDER
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 25% 13% 38% 25% 8 3.6
MALE...... 5% 12% 30% 35% 17% 110 3.5
FEMALE. 2% 18% 40% 24% 16% 45 3.3
CASES HANDLED [p<.05]
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 25% 13% 50% 13% 8 3.5
PROSECUTION 5% 11% 42% 37% 5% 19 3.3
CRIMINAL...... 10% 30% 45% 5% 10% 20 2.8
CRIMINAL & CIV 2% 11% 33% 27% 27% 55 3.7
CUIVIL ., . 5% 13% 25% 45% 13% 56 3.5
OTHER 0% 0% 40% 20% 40% 5 4.0
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER........ 0% 17% 17% 50% 17% 6 3.7
FIRST DISTRICT, 0% 33% 11% 33% 22 9 3.4
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 3 4.3
THIRD DISTRICT 6% 12% 35% 33% 15% 95 3.4
FOURTH DISTRICT. 2% 16% 34% 28% 20% 50 3.5
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 13% 13% 13% 50% 13% 8 3.4
SUBSTANTIAL 7% 15% 32% 22% 24% 68 3.4
MODERATE 2% 11% 41% 35% 11% 46 3.4
LIMITED.. 0% 17% 24% a4y 15% 41 3.6
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE oo 4% 14% 32% 33% 17% 163 3.4
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION ..o oo 12% 24% 32% 20% 12% 25 3.0
SOCIAL CONTACTS...o.o... 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 2 4.0
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D.

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1. Type of Work: State law enforcement officer............c.cocovne.
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 13%
Village Public Safety Officer...........ccccouvvvurnnee.
Probation/Parole officer.........ccccocovevivnvrcnnne,

2. Length of Duty: L-DYRAIS .o
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st

11-15 YRAIS .o
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e
20 YBAIS ..ot
NO ANSWET ..o

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice: First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DALE O. CURDA

5. Community Population: Under 2,000...........ccccoviiirieieieieie e

Second DiStriCE.......cccovvveveeecer e
Third DIStrCE.....cveviieiicececcecee e
Fourth DiStrict........ccovevveeviceccccecee e
Outside AlasKa.........cccoeeveevieiecieeeceeecee e,
NO ANSWEN ..o

Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccceevvveerrrecennen.
35,000 OF OVEF ...vvicriiitie ittt
NO ANSWET ...ttt



JUDICIAL EVALUATION REPORT

MAY 2000
PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DALE O. CURDA

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........cccocveennee. 1 3% 3 9% 6 18% 13 38% 11 32% 39
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 1 3% 2 6% 7 21% 14 41% 10 29% 39
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or
the appearance of impropriety ..........ccccoeveenee 1 3% 3 9% 4 12% 18 53% 8 24% 39
Makes decisions without regard
to possible public criticism. .........cccocovvenieene 2 6% 5 15% 7 21% 14 41% 6 18% 35
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 1 3% 0 0% 6 1% 11 31% 17 49% 4.2
Human understanding and compassion ...........0 0% 1 3% 6 18% 9 26% 18  53% 4.3
Ability to control courtroom............c.cceeeeeeeenee 2 6% 4 13% 6 19% 8 25% 12 38% 3.8
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
Making deciSioNS ..........c.ceviereneereeereenineirieies 1 3% 6 18% 4 12% 16  47% 7 21% 3.6
Willingness to work diligently;
preparation for hearings 0% 1 3% 7 22% 14 44% 10 31% 4.0
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........cvvvereenieneneiseieineins 1 4% 1 4% 6 26% 8 35% 7 30% 38
Consideration of all relevant
factors in SeNtenCiNg........ccvceeeereceneeeenceneneines 2 6% 2 6% 8 24% 11 33% 10 30% 3.8
Talent and ability for cases involving
children and families .........ccocoevcrreerrircrrcenens 1 5% 1 5% 5 25% 5 25% 8  40% 39
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge..........cccoverevrircnnee 2 6% 3 9% 6 1% 13 3% 11 31% 3.8

OVERVIEW: Inall, 35 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Curda from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 63% had a
substantial amount of experience with the judge, 14% had a moderate amount, and 20% had a limited amount. The mean score for the
overall evaluation item was in the "good" range (3.8). The highest scored item was human understanding and compassion (4.3). The item

scored lowest was makes decisions without regard to possible public criticism (3.5).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DALE O. CURDA

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER...... 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2 2.5
STATE OFFICER 8% 8% 17% 33% 33% 12 3.8
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER v 0% 20% 20% 40% 20% 5 3.6
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER...... 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 10% 0% 10% 60% 20% 10 3.8
OTHER.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER.....ccomorrrrr. 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2 2.5
1-5 YEARS.. 0% 13% 13% 50% 25% 8 3.9
6-10 YEARS 8% 0% 8% 38% 46% 13 4.2
11-15 YEARS. 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 3 4.0
16-20 YEARS. 14% 14% 29% 43% 0% 7 3.0
21+ YEARS.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
GENDER
NO ANSWER........cc.momerrr. 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2 2.5
MALE..... 4% 7% 19% 37% 33% 27 3.9
FEMALE 17% 0% 0% 50% 33% 6 3.8
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER.......coooorrrrrr. 0% 33% 67% 0% 0% 3 2.7
FIRST DISTRICT... 0% 0% 67% 0% 33% 3 3.7
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 3 4.0
THIRD DISTRICT... 11% 0% 11% 44 33% 9 3.9
FOURTH DISTRICT. . 6% 12% 6% 35% 41% 17 3.9
OUTSIDE ALASKA............ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER.. 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2 2.5
UNDER 2,000. 0% 0% 17% 33% 50% 6 4.3
2,000-35,000.. 5% 10% 20% 40% 25% 20 3.7
OVER 35,000. 14% 0% 0% 43% 43% 7 4.0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
SUBSTANTIAL.. 5% 14% 18% 36% 27% 22 3.7
MODERATE... 20% 0% 40% 0% 40% 5 3.4
LIMITED.... 0% 0% 0% 71% 29% 7 4.3
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 3 3.0
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 6% 9% 17% 37% 31% 35 3.8
PROFESS 10NAL

REPUTATION ... 0% 0% 25% 75% 0% 4 3.8
SOCIAL CONTACTS...oocc 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DALE O. CURDA

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccccevvverrvecennen. 40%
35,000 or over
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SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE DALE O. CURDA

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY .vocveeeieecieereee e 0 0% 0 0% 1 10% 5 50% 4 40% 4.3
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess..........cccoueenirrerieenieneens 0 0% 0 0% 4 40% 3 30% 3 30% 39
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 1 10% 1 10% 4 40% 4 40% 4.1
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
mMaking deciSioNnS ........cccceveervreereereeeieereeenes 0 0% 1 10% 2 20% 5 50% 2 20% 3.8
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge........ceverrrerrreereens 0 0% 0 0% 2 20% 5 50% 3 30% 4.1

OVERVIEW: Inall, 10 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Curda from their direct professional experience. All the
mean scores were in the "excellent” range except reasonable promptness in making decisions (3.8) and impartiality/fairness (3.9) which
were in the “good” range.
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A

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MARY E. GREENE

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Private, SO0 .......cccoovvevvveiicicee e 20%
Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 18%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 18%
Private, corporate employee...........cccoverenne. 1%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 13%
GOVEINMENL .......eeivieieiieeecee e 21%
Public service agency or organization

(NOt gOVErNMENt) ......cccovvvreeenerereicrieienns 3%
Other .. 2%
NO ANSWEN ......ceeeiieiieee e 4%
1-5 YRS ..o 7%
6-10 YEAIS ..ovvoveeeeieeeeeeee e 10%
11-15 YEAIS vt 17%
16-20 YEAIS ... 25%
204 YRAIS. ..o 37%
NO ANSWET ......eeiitieiieecteeee et 4%
MalE ..o 2%
FEmMale ....cooveviieeiiee e 25%
NO ANSWET ......ceeiieiee e 4%
ProSeCUtion ........c.coeeevvevieveireneseceere e 5%
Mainly criminal .........cccoeovrveivieirccieriresnns 7%
Mixed criminal and Civil ..........c.cccoveviunnnens 29%
Mainly Civil........cocovviii 52%
OFher ..o 3%
NO ANSWET ......eeiitiiiieeceeeece et 4%
First DIStriCt......ccccoveeieiecececece e 6%
Second DIStrCE ......cccvevvvieececee e 1%
Third DIStrCt ...cvevevvceccccece e, 56%
Fourth DiStrict ........ccccevevvieeiieciceccecieeas 33%
Not in Alaska........ccccooveevvieviieciieceecereine, 1%
NO ANSWET ......oeieieeesiesese ettt 3%
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MARY E. GREENE
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability

Legal and factual analysis...........ccceevrrrrerrrnenns 6 2% 14 5% 28 9% 77 25% 186  60% 44
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeeene. 6 2% 9 3% 30  10% 72 23% 193  62% 44
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE.......ocvrevirreisieeseesseessseeeseeeessseennns 6 2% 9 3% 27 9% 65 21% 197 65% 4.4
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........ccooevienne 17 6% 34 11% 49  16% 94  31% 111 36% 3.8
Sense of basic fairess and justice................. 17 6% 29 9% 54  18% 91  30% 116  38% 3.8
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........c.cccoo..... 14 5% 13 4% 49  16% 74 24% 153  50% 41
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. ..........cccovininnee 11 4% 15 5% 35 12% 71 24% 168  56% 4.2
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................. 11% 54  18% 86  28% 54  18% 77 25% 3.3
Human understanding and compassion . 10% 3B 12% 88  29% 70  23% 80 26% 35
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccveeeeneene 3% 14 5% 42 14% 74 25% 153  52% 4.2
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSions ..........c.ceeereererenereneenceeenns 10 3% 7 2% 48  16% 105  36% 124 42% 41
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveereeenenns 6 2% 9 3% 33 11% 72 24% 177  60% 44
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........ccoovvvvinenenincrcncrecs 9 8% 12 11% 20  18% 24 22% 45  41% 3.8
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvevenceneercncnnenns 8 5% 6 4% 20 13% 37 24% 82  54% 4.2
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........c.ocvevvinienicinenns 7 5% 8 6% 27 20% 39  28% 57  41% 39
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccoeverireunenee 13 4% 31 10% 44 14% 100 32% 120  39% 3.9

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 308 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Greene based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 44%
had a substantial amount of experience, 26% had a moderate amount, and 21% had a limited amount.
evaluation item was in the "good" range (3.9). The highest mean scores came for:
substantive law (4.4), knowledge of evidence and procedure (4.4), and willingness to work diligently; preparation for hearings (4.4). The
lowest scored item was courtesy, freedom from arrogance (3.3).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MARY E. GREENE
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE G0oOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF PRACTICE [p<.001]
NO ANSWER. 0% 8% 15% 31% 46% 13 4.2
SOLO...o.. 8% 22% 13% 22 36% 64 3.6
2-5 ATTORNEYS 6% 7% 20% 43% 24% 54 3.7
6+ ATTORNEYS.. 6% 8% 17% 34% 36% 53 3.9
CORPORATE v 0% 50% 0% 25% 25% 4 3.3
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER..... 2% 2% 0% 27% 68% 41 4.6
GOVERNMENT.. 2% 8% 17% 38% 35% 65 4.0
PUBLIC SERVICE, 0% 0% 11% 33% 56% 9 4.4
OTHER v 0% 0% 40% 20% 40% 5 4.0
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 8% 25% 67% 12 4.6
0% 5% 19% 29% 48% 21 4.2
6-10 YEARS.. 3% 6% 10% 45% 35% 31 4.0
11-15 YEARS.. 6% 8% 21% 35% 31% 52 3.8
16-20 YEARS.. . 3% 11% 12% 32% 43% 76 4.0
21+ YEARS .o 6% 14% 14% 30% 36% 116 3.8
GENDER
NO ANSWER ..o 8% 0% 17% 25% 50% 12 4.1
MALE..... 5% 13% 14% 31% 38% 221 3.8
FEMALE. 1% 4% 15% 39% 41% 75 4.1
CASES HANDLED
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 8% 8% 25% 58% 12 4.3
PROSECUTION 0% 7% 33% 33% 27% 15 3.8
CRIMINAL...... 5% 0% 18% 45% 32% 22 4.0
CRIMINAL & CIV 6% 14% 8% 27% 46% 90 3.9
CUIVIL ., . 4 10% 14% 34% 37% 161 3.9
OTHER 0% 0% 50% 38% 13% 8 3.6
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER........ 0% 0% 10% 30% 60% 10 4.5
FIRST DISTRICT, 0% 12% 18% 24% 47% 17 4.1
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 4 4.8
THIRD DISTRICT 5% 9% 17% 32% 37% 171 3.9
FOURTH DISTRICT. 5% 13% 9% 37% 36% 102 3.9
OUTSIDE ALASKA... 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 4 4.0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE [p<.05]
NO ANSWER 8% 24% 20% 28% 20% 25 3.3
SUBSTANTIAL 7% 8% 10% 29% 46% 136 4.0
MODERATE 1% 7% 12% 41% 38% 81 4.1
LIMITED.. 2% 12% 23% 32% 32% 66 3.8
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 25% 13% 25% 38% 8 3.8
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE oo 4% 10% 14% 32% 39% 308 3.9
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION ..o oo 3% 5% 21% 21% 51% 39 4.1
SOCIAL CONTACTS....o... 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MARY E. GREENE

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 31%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 21%
Village Public Safety Officer.............ccccccevrneee. 3%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccooveveviveviecennen. 25%
OthBE e 18%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 3%
1-5 YBAIS .o 19%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 29%
L11-15 YRAIS o 13%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 19%
20 YBAIS ..o 13%
(I AN 1YY= 6%
MaIB.....oieieceee s 74%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 24%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 3%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 0%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 1%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 24%
Fourth DiStriCt.......coveveeeicicece e 71%
Outside AlASKa .........ccveveiiieiiicieeceeeee e 0%
NO ANSWEN ...ttt 4%
Under 2,000........ccooeeeeeceeeeereetecece et 4%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccccovevvevrereirnnnns 29%
35,000 OF OVEF ..cvvieiiiccriecrie et 63%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 3%
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E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MARY E. GREENE

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........cccocveennee. 6 9% 12 18% 17 25% 17 25% 16 24% 34
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 5 7% 13 19% 16 24% 17 25% 16 24% 34
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........ccccoeveenee 6 9% 5 7% 19 28% 19 28% 19 28% 3.6
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........cccocoeveerene 7 10% 8 12% 17 25% 18  27% 17 25% 34
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 9 13% 14 21% 21 31% 14 21% 10 15% 3.0
Human understanding and compassion ...........3 5% 12 18% 24 36% 19  29% 8 12% 3.3
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccvceeeneene 2 3% 7 10% 20  30% 19 28% 19 28% 3.7
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSioNS ..........c.ceviereneereeereenineirieies 2 3% 9 14% 17 27T% 20 32% 15  24% 3.6
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings 3% 6 10% 16 2% 19 32% 17 28% 3.7
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........cvvveereeneeneneneineis 2 5% 7 16% 15 34% 11 25% 9 20% 34
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SeNtenCiNg........ccvceeeereceneeeenceneneines 5 8% 12 19% 14 23% 16  26% 15  24% 34
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families ..........cocvevcreriircrncenen. 4 9% 10 21% 14 30% 11 23% 8 1% 3.2
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge..........cccoverevrircnnee 7 10% 10 15% 20 29% 16 24% 15 22% 3.3

OVERVIEW: Inall, 68 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Greene from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 31% had
a substantial amount of experience with the judge, 26% had a moderate amount, and 32% had a limited amount. The mean score for the
overall evaluation item was in the "good" range (3.3). The highest scored items were: ability to control courtroom (3.7) and willingness to
work diligently; preparation for hearings (3.7). The item scored lowest was courtesy, freedom from arrogance (3.0).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MARY E. GREENE

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF WORK [p<.001]
NO ANSWER........ 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2 2.5
STATE OFFICER 5% 19% 29% 29% 19% 21 3.4
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER e 36% 29% 21% 14% 0% 14 2.1
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER...... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 6% 29% 12% 53% 17 4.1
OTHER.. 8% 0% 25% 50% 17% 12 3.7
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER ... 25% 25% 25% 25% 0% 4 2.5
1-5 YEARS.. 15% 8% 8% 38% 31% 13 3.6
6-10 YEARS 5% 15% 30% 25% 25% 20 3.5
11-15 YEARS. 0% 11% 44% 22% 22% 9 3.6
16-20 YEARS. 0% 23% 38% 15% 23% 13 3.4
21+ YEARS.. 33% 11% 33% 11% 11% 9 2.6
GENDER [p<.01]
NO ANSWER .o 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2 2.5
MALE..... 14% 18% 28% 24% 16% 50 3.1
FEMALE 0% 0% 31% 25% 44% 16 4.1
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 33% 67% 0% 0% 3 2.7
FIRST DISTRICT.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
THIRD DISTRICT... 13% 13% 44% 13% 19% 16 3.1
FOURTH DISTRICT. . 10% 15% 21% 29% 25% 48 3.4
OUTSIDE ALASKA...coon.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER.. 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2 2.5
UNDER 2,000. 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 3 3.0
2,000-35,000.. 10% 20% 30% 20% 20% 20 3.2
OVER 35,000. 12% 12% 23% 28% 26% 43 3.4
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE [p<.01]
NO ANSWER.. 43% 29% 29% 0% 0% 7 1.9
SUBSTANTIAL. 14% 14% 24% 14% 33% 21 3.4
MODERATE... 6% 11% 28% 39% 17% 18 3.5
LIMITED.... 0% 14% 36% 27% 23% 22 3.6
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER . 14% 0% 14% 43% 29% 7 3.7
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 10% 15% 29% 24% 22% 68 3.3
PROFESS 10NAL

REPUTATION..cco 15% 20% 10% 40% 15% 20 3.2
SOCIAL CONTACTS........] 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MARY E. GREENE

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccocvveveevenennne 17%
35,000 or over
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SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE MARY E. GREENE

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY .vocveeeieecieereee e 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 42% 7 58% 4.6
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess..........cccoueenirrerieenieneens 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 6 50% 6 50% 45
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 2 17% 5 42% 5 42% 4.3
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in
mMaking deciSioNnS ........cccceveervreereereeeieereeenes 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4  33% 8 67% 4.7
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge........ceverrrerrreereens 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 42% 7 58% 4.6

OVERVIEW: In all, 12 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Greene from their direct professional experience. All
the mean scores were in the "excellent” range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE RAYMOND FUNK

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 18%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ......... 12%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 1%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 12%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE RAYMOND FUNK
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability
Legal and factual analysis...........ccceevrrrrerrrnenns 2 1% 4 2% 28 17% 63  39% 65  40% 4.1
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeeene. 2 1% 4 3% 31 20% 59 3% 62  39% 41
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE.......ocvveevri i ssesssesnens 1 1% 5 3% 35 23% 53 34% 60 39% 41
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ............ccoevrrennee. 5 3% 6 4% 18 11% 46  28% 87 54% 4.3
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 4 2% 3 2% 17 10% 48  29% 91  56% 43
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........cccoeeeenee 5 3% 1 1% 19 12% 43 27% 94  58% 44
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........ccocvecrvcenn. 5 3% 5 3% 20  14% 43 30% 70  49% 4.2
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 2% 5 3% 12 7% 40  24% 104  63% 4.4
Human understanding and compassion ........... 1% 7 4% 13 8% 40 25% 100 62% 44
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccveeeeneene 2% 8 6% 23 16% 54  38% 54  38% 4.0
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSioNS ..........c.ccvireneereeereeeneineenes 3 2% 3 2% 17 13% 49 3% 60  45% 4.2
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveereeenenns 3 2% 2 1% 19 13% 54  36% 71 48% 43
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........ccoovvvvinenenincrcncrecs 3 3% 1 1% 17 15% 32 28% 61 54% 43
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvevenceneercncnnenns 3 4% 2 2% 11 13% 28  33% 40  48% 4.2
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........c.ocvevvinienicinenns 4 6% 2 3% 7 11% 19  29% 34 52% 4.2
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccuerereeririnenns 3 2% 6 4% 19 12% 64  39% 73 44% 4.2

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 165 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Funk based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 53% had
a substantial amount of experience, 25% had a moderate amount, and 15% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall evaluation
item was in the “excellent" range (4.2). The highest mean scores came for: conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of
impropriety (4.4), courtesy, freedom from arrogance (4.4), and human understanding and compassion (4.4). The lowest scored item was

ability to control courtroom (4.0).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: DISTRICT COURT JUDGE RAYMOND FUNK
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER. 8% 0% 15% 23% 54% 13 4.2
SOLO.......... 3% 12% 6% 30% 48% 33 4.1
2-5 ATTORNEYS 3% 0% 19% 39% 39% 31 4.1
6+ ATTORNEYS.. 0% 0% 15% 40% 45% 20 4.3
CORPORATE . 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER...... 0% 5% 5% 29% 62% 21 4.5
GOVERNMENT.. 0% 3% 13% 51% 33% 39 4.2
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 3 4.3
OTHER 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4 4.5
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 9 4.7
8% 0% 8% 54% 31% 13 4.0
6-10 YEARS. 5% 5% 9% 36% 45% 22 4.1
11-15 YEARS.. 4% 4% 19% 38% 35% 26 4.0
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 6% 3% 35% 55% 31 4.4
21+ YEARS .o 0% 3% 16% 39% 42% 64 4.2
GENDER
NO ANSWER ...cvvo e 0% 0% 9% 36% 55% 11 4.5
MALE...... 2% 4% 11% 37% 46% 123 4.2
FEMALE.. 0% 3% 13% 48% 35% 31 4.2
CASES HANDLED
NO ANSWER ...covoo e 0% 9% 0% 36% 55% 11 4.4
PROSECUTION 0% 0% 38% 25% 38% 8 4.0
CRIMINAL...... 10% 0% 20% 50% 20% 10 3.7
CRIMINAL & CIV 4% 7% 11% 43% 35% 46 4.0
COIVIL o 0% 2% 10% 36% 52% 87 4.4
OTHER 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 3 4.3
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER........... 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 9 4.7
FIRST DISTRICT. 0% 11% 11% 33% 44% 9 4.1
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
THIRD DISTRICT 3% 0% 7% 37% 53% 70 4.4
FOURTH DISTRICT. 1% 7% 16% 43% 33% 75 4.0
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 2 4.0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 17% 33% 50% 12 4.3
SUBSTANTIAL 3% 3% 13% 39% 42% 88 4.1
MODERATE 0% 5% 12% 39% 44% 41 4.2
LIMITED.. 0% 4% 4% 42% 50% 24 4.4
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 11% 11% 33% 44% 9 4.1
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE ..o 2% 4% 12% 39% 44% 165 4.2
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION .o 0% 0% 13% 44% 44% 16 4.3
SOCIAL CONTACTS..oooun. 0% 0% 17% 33% 50% 6 4.3
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D.

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1. Type of Work: State law enforcement officer............c.cocovne.
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 22%
Village Public Safety Officer...........cccovvvrennne.
Probation/Parole officer.........ccccooeivivnvreiniininne

2. Length of Duty: L-DYRAIS .o
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st

11-15 YRAIS .o
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e
20 YBAIS ..o
NO ANSWET ..o

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice: First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE RAYMOND FUNK

5. Community Population: Under 2,000...........cccceviiiiiiiiieieie et

Second DIStrICE.......cccvieviiircecee e
Third DiStrCE ..o
Fourth DiStrict........ccovevveeviceccccecee e
Outside AlasKa.........cccoeeveevieiecieeeceeecee e,
NO ANSWEN ..o

Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........cccceveevevevernnnen.
35,000 OF OVEF ..cvvieiiiccriecrie et
NO ANSWET ...ttt
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE RAYMOND FUNK
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality

Equal treatment of all parties. ...........cccocveennee. 0 0% 2% 10 22% 21 4T% 13 29% 4.0
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 0 0% 0% 11 25% 18  41% 15  34% 4.1
Integrity

Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........ccccoeveenee 0 0% 2% 10 23% 19  43% 14 32% 4.0
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........cccocoeveerene 0 0% 5% 11 25% 21 48% 10 23% 3.9
Judicial temperament

Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 0 0% 2% 6 13% 15 33% 23 51% 4.3
Human understanding and compassion ...........0 0% 0% 6 14% 15  34% 23 52% 44
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccvceeeneene 0 0% 2% 6 14% 21 49% 15 35% 4.2
Diligence

Reasonable promptness in

Making decCiSiONS ..........c.cevereneureeerienineineenes 0 0% 2% 11 26% 17 40% 13 31% 4.0
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings 0% 0% 6 16% 19 50% 13 34% 4.2
Special Skills

Settlement SKillS.........cvvvereenieneneiseieineins 0 0% 0% 8 28% 14 48% 7 24% 4.0
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SeNtenCiNg........ccvceeeereceneeeenceneneines 1 3% 0% 10 29% 15  44% 8  24% 39
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........ccocoevcrreerrircrrcenens 0 0% 0% 7 30% 7 30% 9 3% 4.1
Overall Evaluation

Overall evaluation of judge..........cccoverevrircnnee 0 0% 2% 8 18% 18 41% 17 39% 4.2

OVERVIEW: Inall, 44 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Funk from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 25% had a
substantial amount of experience with the judge, 32% had a moderate amount, and 34% had a limited amount. The mean score for the
overall evaluation item was in the "excellent” range (4.2). The highest scored item was human understanding and compassion (4.4). The
items scored lowest were: makes decisions without regard to possible public criticism (3.9) and consideration of all relevant factors in

sentencing (3.9).
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

OVERALL EVALUATION: DISTRICT COURT JUDGE RAYMOND FUNK

UNACCEPTABLE DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Mean
TYPE OF WORK
NO ANSWER........ 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
STATE OFFICER 0% 5% 9% 41% 45% 22 4.3
MUN1/BOROUGH
OFFICER. .. 0% 0% 30% 50% 20% 10 3.9
VILLAGE PUBLIC
SAFETY OFFICER....... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0

PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 3 4.3
OTHER... 0% 0% 20% 20% 60% 5 4.4
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
1-5 YEARS.. 0% 6% 12% 53% 29% 17 4.1
6-10 YEARS 0% 0% 25% 38% 38% 8 4.1
11-15 YEARS. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
16-20 YEARS. 0% 0% 38% 13% 50% 8 4.1
21+ YEARS.. 0% 0% 13% 50% 38% 8 4.3
GENDER
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
MALE.... 0% 3% 19% 36% 42% 36 4.2
FEMALE 0% 0% 17% 67% 17% 6 4.0
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER ..o 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 3 4.0
FIRST DISTRICT... 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 4.0
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
THIRD DISTRICT... 0% 0% 0% 75% 25% 4 4.3
FOURTH DISTRICT. 0% 3% 19% 36% 42% 36 4.2
OUTSIDE ALASKA......co. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
SI1ZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
UNDER 2,000. 0% 0% 50% 25% 25% 4 3.8
2,000-35,000.. 0% 0% 25% 38% 38% 8 4.1
OVER 35,000. 0% 3% 13% 43% 40% 30 4.2
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 25% 75% 0% 4 3.8
SUBSTANTIAL.. 0% 9% 9% 36% 45% 11 4.2
MODERATE... 0% 0% 14% 43% 43% 14 4.3
LIMITED.... 0% 0% 27% 33% 40% 15 4.1
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER......ccoiiiiiisiinn ] 0% 0% 38% 25% 38% 8 4.0
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE.....cou ] 0% 2% 18% 41% 39% 44 4.2
PROFESSIONAL

REPUTATION. .o ] 0% 9% 18% 55% 18% 11 3.8
SOCIAL CONTACTS...... | 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE RAYMOND FUNK

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........ccocvveveevenennne 50%
35,000 or over
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MAY 2000
SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE RAYMOND FUNK

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY .vocveeeieecieereee e 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 5.0
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess..........cccoueenirrerieenieneens 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 5.0
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 5.0
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

making deciSioNnS ........cccceverreereerreerieerennes 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 5.0

Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........ceveerrerreeereens 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 5.0

OVERVIEW: Inall, 2 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Funk from their direct professional experience. All the
mean scores were in the "excellent” range.
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A

ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE MARK I. WOOD

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1.

Type of Practice:

Length of Practice:

Gender:

Cases Handled:

Location of Practice:

Mainly criminal
Mixed criminal and civil

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Not in Alaska

Private, office of 2-5 attorneys...........c........ 15%
Private, office of 6 or more attorneys ........... 9%
Private, corporate employee...........c.cccceeenee. 1%
State judge or judicial officer...................... 18%
Government
Public service agency or organization

(not government)
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
B. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE MARK I. WOOD
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num _ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num Pct Mean

Legal Ability

Legal and factual analysis...........ccceevrrrrerrrnenns 1 1% 5 3% 34 21% 68  42% 55  34% 4.0
Knowledge of substantive law............cccccceeeene. 1 1% 5 3% 36 22% 68  41% 54  33% 4.0
Knowledge of evidence and

PrOCEAUIE.......ocvveevri i ssesssesnens 1 1% 3 2% 30 19% 73 45% 55  34% 4.1
Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ............ccoevrrennee. 3 2% 8 5% 29  18% 65  40% 58  36% 4.0
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................. 2 1% 4 2% 30 18% 64  39% 64  39% 41
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........cccoeeeenee 2 1% 3 2% 24 15% 54  33% 82  50% 43
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........ccocvecrvcenn. 3 2% 2 1% 32 21% 54  35% 65  42% 4.1
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance.................. 1% 8 5% 29  18% 54  33% 72 44% 41
Human understanding and compassion ........... 1% 8 5% 31 19% 52 33% 68  43% 41
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccveeeeneene 1% 2 1% 24 15% 64  41% 66  42% 4.2
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making deciSioNS ..........c.ccvireneereeereeeneineenes 1 1% 2 1% 25  16% 68  45% 56  37% 4.2
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings ..........c.coeveveereeenenns 1 1% 2 1% 30 19% 64  41% 58  37% 41
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........ccoovvvvinenenincrcncrecs 1 1% 3 3% 17 18% 31 3% 40  43% 4.2
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SentenCing........ccovvevenceneercncnnenns 1 1% 0 0% 22 21% 40  38% 43 41% 4.2
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families .........c.ocvevvinienicinenns 1 1% 2 3% 19 25% 22 29% 32 42% 4.1
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........cccuerereeririnenns 1 1% 0 0% 30 19% 73 46% 56  35% 4.1

OVERVIEW:  Altogether, 160 Alaska Bar members evaluated Judge Wood based on their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 48% had
a substantial amount of experience, 26% had a moderate amount, and 18% had a limited amount. Mean score on the overall evaluation
item was in the “excellent" range (4.1). The highest mean score came for conduct free from impropriety or the appearance of impropriety
(4.3). The lowest scored items were: legal and factual analysis (4.0), knowledge of substantive law (4.0), and equal treatment of all parties

4.0).
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ALASKA BAR ASSOCIATION
OVERALL EVALUATION: DISTRICT COURT JUDGE MARK I. WOOD
UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER. 0% 0% 20% 40% 40% 15 4.2
SOLO...... 4% 0% 12% 42% 42% 26 4.2
2-5 ATTORNEYS 0% 0% 24% 44% 32% 25 4.1
6+ ATTORNEYS.. 0% 0% 23% 62% 15% 13 3.9
CORPORATE .o 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 2 3.5
JUDGE OR JUDICIAL
OFFICER...... 0% 0% 14% 21% 66% 29 4.5
GOVERNMENT.. 0% 0% 24% 55% 21% 42 4.0
PUBLIC SERVICE. 0% 0% 0% 83% 17% 6 4.2
OTHER .o 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 2 4.0
LENGTH OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER ..o ] 0% 0% 15% 38% 46% 13 4.3
0% 0% 17% 44% 39% 18 4.2
6-10 YEARS. 0% 0% 19% 56% 26% 27 4.1
11-15 YEARS.. 5% 0% 11% 47% 37% 19 4.1
16-20 YEARS.. 0% 0% 33% 41% 26% 27 3.9
214 YEARS .o 0% 0% 16% 45% 39% 56 4.2
GENDER
NO ANSWER ...cvvo e 0% 0% 15% 38% 46% 13 4.3
MALE....... 1% 0% 15% 47% 37% 104 4.2
FEMALE.. 0% 0% 28% 44% 28% 43 4.0
CASES HANDLED
NO ANSWER ... o 0% 0% 15% 46% 38% 13 4.2
PROSECUT 10N 0% 0% 15% 54% 31% 13 4.2
CRIMINAL...... 0% 0% 20% 53% 27% 15 4.1
CRIMINAL & CIV 2% 0% 19% 34% 45% 53 4.2
COIVIL o 0% 0% 19% 52% 29% 62 4.1
OTHER 0% 0% 25% 50% 25% 4 4.0
LOCATION OF PRACTICE
NO ANSWER......... 0% 0% 17% 42% 42% 12 4.3
FIRST DISTRICT. 0% 0% 60% 20% 20% 5 3.6
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3 5.0
THIRD DISTRICT 2% 0% 18% 41% 39% 61 4.2
FOURTH DISTRICT. 0% 0% 17% 54% 29% 78 4.1
OUTSIDE ALASKA 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1 3.0
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER 0% 0% 7% 71% 21% 14 4.1
SUBSTANTIAL 1% 0% 19% 39% 40% 77 4.2
MODERATE 0% 0% 24% 41% 34% 41 4.1
LIMITED.. 0% 0% 14% 57% 29% 28 4.1
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ..o ] 0% 7% 36% 21% 36% 14 3.9
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE oo 1% 0% 19% 46% 35% 160 4.1
PROFESSIONAL
REPUTATION .o 8% 0% 15% 23% 54% 13 4.2
SOCIAL CONTACTS.......... 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE MARK I. WOOD

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICER RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Practice:

5.  Community Population:

State law enforcement officer........ccovvvvvvininns 43%
Municipal/Borough law enforcement officer... 26%
Village Public Safety Officer.............ccccccevrneee. 3%
Probation/Parole officer..........cccooveveviveviecennen. 17%
(©1 1] TSRS 7%
NO ANSWET ...ttt 3%
1-5 YBAIS .o 22%
B-10 YEAIS ....vevvivieisisisi st 29%
11-15 YRAIS .o 14%
16-20 YEAIS....cveeereeeeeeiereeeiee e 19%
20 YBAIS ..o 12%
(I AN 1YY= 3%
MalE.....eiceeeeececece e 84%
FEMale......ooveeeece e 12%
NO ANSWET ..ottt 3%
First DISEICE ..ccvvvviveeceicecce et 2%
Second DiStriCt......cocveieiiiciceceee s 3%
Third DiStriCt.......covevveicicicecece e, 21%
Fourth DiStriCt.......coveveeeicicece e 69%
Outside AlASKa .........ccveveiiieiiicieeceeeee e 0%
NO ANSWEN ...ttt 5%
UNAEr 2,000.........ccooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e s 10%
Between 2,000 and 35,000 ........cccoeevereereirninns 31%
35,000 OF OVEF ...vvicriiitie ittt 55%

NO ANSWET ...ttt 3%
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PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS
E. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE MARK I. WOOD
Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent
Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean

Impartiality
Equal treatment of all parties. ...........cccocveennee. 0 0% 3 5% 10 1% 20  34% 25  43% 4.2
Sense of basic fairness and justice.................... 1 2% 3 5% 8 14% 17 30% 28  49% 4.2
Integrity
Conduct free from impropriety or

the appearance of impropriety ..........ccccoeveenee 1 2% 1 2% 10 17% 18  31% 28  48% 4.2
Makes decisions without regard

to possible public Criticism. .........cccocoeveerene 1 2% 2 4% 7 13% 18 32% 28  50% 43
Judicial temperament
Courtesy, freedom from arrogance................... 2 3% 1 2% 8 14% 22 38% 25  43% 4.2
Human understanding and compassion ...........0 0% 3 5% 8 14% 20  36% 25  45% 4.2
Ability to control courtroom............c.ccvceeeneene 0 0% 2 4% 8 14% 17 30% 30 53% 4.3
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

Making decCiSiONS ..........c.cevereneureeerienineineenes 0 0% 1 2% 11 20% 18 32% 26 46% 4.2
Willingness to work diligently;

preparation for hearings 0% 1 2% 10 19% 17 33% 24 46% 4.2
Special Skills
Settlement SKillS.........cvvveereeneeneneneineis 1 3% 0 0% 9 25% 11 31% 15 42% 41
Consideration of all relevant

factors in SeNtenCiNg........ccvceeeereceneeeenceneneines 1 2% 1 2% 9 20% 16 36% 17 39% 4.1
Talent and ability for cases involving

children and families ..........ccocoeuvcrcriicrreenens 0 0% 0 0% 7 24% 9 31% 13 45% 4.2
Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge..........cccoverevrircnnee 0 0% 3 5% 9 16% 19 33% 271 4T% 4.2
OVERVIEW: Inall, 58 Peace and Probation Officers evaluated Judge Wood from their direct professional experience. Of these respondents, 33% had a

substantial amount of experience with the judge, 26% had a moderate amount, and 33% had a limited amount. The mean score for the
overall evaluation item was in the "excellent” range (4.2). The highest scored items were: makes decisions without regard to possible
public criticism (4.3) and ability to control courtroom (4.3). The items scored lowest were: settlement skills (4.1) and consideration of all

relevant factors in sentencing (4.1).
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OVERALL EVALUATION: DISTRICT COURT JUDGE MARK I. WOOD

PEACE AND PROBATION OFFICERS

UNACCEPTABLE | DEFICIENT ACCEPTABLE GOOD EXCELLENT TOTAL
DEMOGRAPHICS n Wean
TYPE OF WORK [p<.05]
NO ANSWER...... 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
STATE OFFICER 0% 0% 8% 44% 48% 25 4.4
MUN1/BOROUGH

OFFICER v 0% 20% 27% 20% 33% 15 3.7
VILLAGE PUBLIC

SAFETY OFFICER...... 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2 3.0
PROB/PAROLE OFFICER... 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 10 4.6
OTHER.. 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 4 4.3
LENGTH OF DUTY
NO ANSWER.....ccomorrrrr. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
1-5 YEARS.. 0% 8% 23% 15% 54% 13 4.2
6-10 YEARS 0% 12% 18% 47% 24% 17 3.8
11-15 YEARS. 0% 0% 25% 25% 50% 8 4.3
16-20 YEARS. 0% 0% 0% 36% 64% 11 4.6
21+ YEARS.. 0% 0% 14% 43% 43% 7 4.3
GENDER
NO ANSWER........cc.momerrr. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
MALE..... 0% 6% 16% 37% 41% 49 4.1
FEMALE 0% 0% 14% 14% 71% 7 4.6
LOCATION OF WORK
NO ANSWER.......ccomorrrrrrm. 0% 0% 33% 0% 67% 3 4.3
FIRST DISTRICT... 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1 5.0
SECOND DISTRICT. 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2 4.5
THIRD DISTRICT... 0% 0% 8% 33% 58% 12 4.5
FOURTH DISTRICT. . 0% 8% 18% 35% 40% 40 4.1
OUTSIDE ALASKA............ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% o
SIZE OF COMMUNITY
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2 5.0
UNDER 2,000. 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 6 4.0
2,000-35,000.. 0% 11% 11% 44% 33% 18 4.0
OVER 35,000. 0% 3% 16% 28% 53% 32 4.3
AMOUNT OF EXPERIENCE
NO ANSWER.. 0% 0% 25% 50% 25% 4 4.0
SUBSTANTIAL.. 0% 11% 16% 16% 58% 19 4.2
MODERATE... 0% 0% 25% 44% 31% 16 4.1
LIMITED.... 0% 5% 5% 37% 53% 19 4.4
BASIS FOR EVALUATION
NO ANSWER ... 0% 0% 22% 33% 44% 18 4.2
DIRECT PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCE ..o 0% 5% 16% 33% 47% 58 4.2
PROFESS 10NAL

REPUTATION ... 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 3 4.0
SOCIAL CONTACTS...oocc 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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D.

SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE MARK I. WOOD

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL WORKER/GAL/CASA RESPONDENTS

1.  Type of Work:

2. Length of Duty:

3. Gender:

4.  Location of Work:

5.  Community Population:

First District
Second District
Third District
Fourth District
Outside Alaska

Under 2,000
Between 2,000 and 35,000 .........ccceeveevreerernnnne 0%
35,000 or over
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SOCIAL WORKERS/GALS/CASA VOLUNTEERS

E. EVALUATION OF DISTRICT COURT JUDGE MARK I. WOOD

Unacceptable Deficient Acceptable Good Excellent

Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num __ Pct Num ___ Pct Num Pct Mean
Integrity
INEEGIILY .vocveeeieecieereee e 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 5.0
Impartiality
Impartiality/Fairmess..........cccoueenirrerieenieneens 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 5.0
Judicial Temperament
Respect for parties, attorneys, staff, etc............ 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 5.0
Diligence
Reasonable promptness in

making deciSioNnS ........cccceverreereerreerieerennes 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 5.0

Overall Evaluation
Overall evaluation of judge.........ceveerrerreeereens 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 5.0

OVERVIEW: Inall, 1 Social Workers/Guardian Ad Litems/CASA Volunteers evaluated Judge Wood from their direct professional experience. All the
mean scores were in the "excellent” range.
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