
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AGENCY:

Judicial Fitness and Disability, Commission on

CONTACT:

Susan D. Isaacs, Executive Director


Phone:   503.626.6776

ALTERNATE:
None






Phone:   None

RE:


Fiscal Year 2003-2004 

Commission on Judicial Fitness and Disability

DATE:

November 11, 2004

MISSION: TO ENSURE THE QUALITY OF AND EFFECTIVENESS  OF THE STATE JUDICIAL SYSTEM.

In 2003, the Commission mailed, as requested, 295 complaint packets containing information about the Commission’s process and how to file a complaint.  As of October 19, 2004, 180 new complaint packets have been mailed.  

In 2003, 111 complaints about judges were made to the Commission.  As of October 19, 2004, 118 new complaints have been registered.  

Despite a decision in 2003 that the Commission does not have jurisdiction over municipal court judges, the number of requests for forms and complaints about judges, i.e., about state judges and justices of the peace, remains about the same.  

At its six annual meetings, the Commission reviews all pending and new complaints.  At its last meeting on October 15, 2004, the Commission reviewed four pending matters, three requests for reconsideration, and 20 new complaints.  It directed further investigation in three of the new matters.  

PERFORMANCE TARGET ACHIEVEMENT





#

	Total Number of Key Performance Measures (KPMs)
	                                                    5

	# of KPMs at target for most current reporting period
	                                                   2

	# of KPMs not at target for most current reporting period
	                                                   3


The volunteer members and the Executive Director review and modify the benchmarks and high‑level outcomes to facilitate the Commission’s efficiency and effectiveness.  

Loss of the clerical assistant position in the 2003-2005 budget continues as a barrier in achieving the Commission’s performance measures of same day or next day response to telephone inquiries and requests for forms.  The Commission will continue to meet its regular challenge of addressing public inquiries and reviewing complaints in a timely fashion.  

In the future, the Commission will attempt to utilize technology to assist in disseminating information more rapidly and to reduce production costs.  


ANNUAL PERFORMANCE PROGRESS REPORT PART I


MANAGING FOR RESULTS
Agency:
Judicial Fitness and Disability, Commission on

Contact:
Susan D. Isaacs, Executive Director


Phone: 503.626.6776

Alternate:
None






Phone: None

	The following questions shed light on how well performance measures and performance data are leveraged within your agency for process improvement and results-based management.


	How were staff and stakeholders involved in the development of the agency’s performance measures?
	The Executive Director developed the measures and the Commission reviewed and approved them.  

	How are performance measures used for management of the agency?
	The Executive Director, who is the Commission’s only staff member, attempts to adhere to the measures daily.  

	How does the agency communicate performance results and for what purpose? (Please include your agency’s URL for Performance Measures and this Annual Report.
	The Commission’s web site at www.ojd.state.or.us/judicialfitness contains valuable information.  

	What important changes have occurred in the past year?
	The budget was reduced from $198,407 from the 2001-2003 biennium to $162,762 for the 2003-2005 biennium.  The Commission lost its .25 full-time equivalent clerical assistant and now has only one employee at .5 FTE.  


ANNUAL PERFORMANCE REPORT – PART II, KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS
TIME PERIOD: FISCAL YEAR 2003-2004

	Agency Name: Commission on Judicial Fitness and Disability



Agency No.: 17500


Budget Form #107BF04d

	Col-1
	Col-2
	Col-3
	Col-4
	Col-5
	Col-6
	Col-7
	Col-8
	Col-9
	Col-10
	Col-11
	Col-12

	PM No.
	Key Performance Measure
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	1
	Percent of requests for forms fulfilled the same or next day
	Target

--------

Data
	none

--------

n/a
	none

--------

n/a
	none

--------

n/a
	none

--------

n/a
	50%

--------

50%
	75%

--------

10%
	90%

--------
	90%

--------
	90%

--------

	
	Source: staff records

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
This performance measure is linked to the goal of providing excellent customer service.  

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

There is no primary link to an Oregon benchmark.  This data is linked to the agency’s mission of ensuring the quality and effectiveness of the state judicial system.  

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

The agency’s progress towards meeting this goal has been hampered by its loss of funding of its clerical assistant position.  

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The agency has been unable to meet its target due to loss of personnel leaving only one staff member.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards

The agency does not have any public or private industry standards with which to compare its actual performance. 

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

The department activity related to this measure is informing the public and disseminating information about the Commission.  

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

As a result of this analysis, the Commission is exploring ways to increase exposure to its web site, from which individuals can receive the same information as they receive by mail upon request.  
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	Agency Name: Commission on Judicial Fitness and Disability



Agency No.: 17500


Budget Form #107BF04d

	Col-1
	Col-2
	Col-3
	Col-4
	Col-5
	Col-6
	Col-7
	Col-8
	Col-9
	Col-10
	Col-11
	Col-12

	PM

No.
	Key Performance Measure
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	2
	Percent of calls responded to the same day or next day 
	Target

--------

Data
	none

--------

n/a
	none

--------

n/a
	none

--------

n/a
	none

--------

n/a
	45%

--------

80%
	70%

--------

50%
	90%

--------
	90%

--------
	90%

--------

	
	
Source: staff records
To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?
This performance measure is linked to the goal of providing excellent customer service.  

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?
There is no primary link to an Oregon benchmark.  This data is linked to the agency’s mission of ensuring the quality and effectiveness of the state judicial system. 

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
The agency’s progress towards meeting this goal has been hampered by its loss of funding of its clerical assistant position.  
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The agency has been unable to meet its target due to loss of personnel leaving only one staff member.  
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards
The agency does not have any public or private industry standards with which to compare its actual performance.  

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
The department activity related to this measure is informing the public and disseminating information about the Commission.  

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?
As a result of this analysis, the Commission is exploring ways to increase exposure to its web site, from which individuals can receive the same information as they receive by mail upon request.  
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Agency No.: 17500


Budget Form #107BF04d
	Col-1
	Col-2
	Col-3
	Col-4
	Col-5
	Col-6
	Col-7
	Col-8
	Col-9
	Col-10
	Col-11
	Col-12

	PM

No.
	Key Performance Measure
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	3
	Number of presentations per year to judicial meetings or conference regarding judicial ethics
	Target

--------

Data
	none

--------

n/a
	none

--------

n/a
	none

--------

2
	none

--------

1
	2

--------

1
	2

--------

1
	2

--------
	2

--------
	2

--------

	
	
Source:  staff records 

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?
The goal of this performance measure is to protect the public from unethical conduct by the state’s judges.  

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?
There is no primary link to an Oregon benchmark.  The goal is linked to the agency’s mission statement. 

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

The Executive Director participates annually in the educational seminar for new judges and has, in the past, attended other conferences to further the understanding and education of judges as to the Code of Judicial Conduct and their compliance with those ethical standards. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The opportunity to meet this target has been missed due to scheduling difficulties.

 Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards

The Commission is not aware of any public or private industry standards with which to compare its actual performance.  

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

The Executive Director participates annually in the educational seminar for new judges.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

To increase the number of presentations, the Commission could actively seek invitations to make presentations or prepare its own presentations
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	Col-1
	Col-2
	Col-3
	Col-4
	Col-5
	Col-6
	Col-7
	Col-8
	Col-9
	Col-10
	Col-11
	Col-12

	PM

No.
	Key Performance Measure
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	4
	Percent of prosecutions completed within 2 years of receipt through oral argument in the Supreme Court (this is the original)
	Target

--------

Data
	none

--------

n/a
	none

--------

n/a
	none

--------

n/a
	none

--------

n/a
	20%

--------

100%
	30%

--------

100%
	75%

--------
	100%

--------
	100%

--------

	
	Source: staff records
To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?
The goal of this performance measure is to protect the public from unethical conduct by the state’s judges. 

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?
There is no primary link to an Oregon benchmark.  The goal is linked to the agency’s mission statement. 

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

The Commission has met this standard annually.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The Commission has met this standard annually.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards 

The Commission is not aware of any public or private industry standards with which to compare its actual performance.
What is an example of a department activity related to this measure?
Timely prosecutions assist both the accused judge and the public, and the Commission is also meeting its mission of ensuring the quality and effectiveness of the system by meeting this performance measure.  

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

The Commission can examine its success in meeting this measure annually and continue to perform accordingly.
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	Col-1
	Col-2
	Col-3
	Col-4
	Col-5
	Col-6
	Col-7
	Col-8
	Col-9
	Col-10
	Col-11
	Col-12

	PM

No.
	Key Performance Measure
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	5
	Percent of all complaints received between agendas (mailed 10 days before meeting) that are reviewed.  
	Target

--------

Data
	none

--------

n/a
	none

--------

n/a
	none

--------

n/a
	none

--------

n/a
	50%

--------

100%
	75%

--------

100%
	100%

--------
	100%

--------
	100%

--------

	    
	Source:  staff records

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?
The goal of this performance measure is to protect the public from unethical conduct by the state’s judges.  

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?
There is no primary link to an Oregon benchmark.  The goal is linked to the agency’s mission statement.  

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
The Commission has met this standard annually.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.
Timely review of all complaints assists both the accused judge and the public, and the Commission is meeting its mission of ensuring the quality and effectiveness of the system by meeting this performance measure. 

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards

The Commission is not aware of any public or private industry standards with which to compare its actual performance.  

What is an example of a department activity related to this measure?

The Commission will continue to timely process complaints to quickly resolve them which benefits the public and the judges.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

The Commission will continue to meet this performance measure.
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