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Department Summary 
Judicial Branch Mission Statement 

 

 As a separate and independent branch of government, we provide fair and accessible justice services  

 that protect the rights of individuals, preserve community welfare, and inspire public confidence. 

   

Mission 

 

The judicial branch is a separate and coequal branch of state government. The core function of the judicial branch is adjudication. The Chief 

Justice of the Oregon Supreme Court is the administrative head of the unified state court system and the state judicial branch and submits the 

budget request to the Legislature. The Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget requests resources to address the current operational needs of the 

state court system and the funding priorities established by the Chief Justice for the Oregon Judicial Department for the 2015-17 biennium.   

 

Each branch of government in a democratic society has a vital role to play. The judicial branch plays a unique and pivotal role in the political, 

cultural, social, and economic life of the nation. Oregonians can be proud of their state courts, which every day strive to meet our 

constitutional obligations to provide impartial justice completely and without delay, while being open and accessible to all Oregonians.  

 

Whether it is protecting individual rights, sentencing a person convicted of a crime, helping victims of domestic violence or abuse, resolving 

child custody or other family disputes, enforcing the rules of the marketplace among businesses and consumers, or ensuring that government 

acts within its legal authority, Oregon’s elected judges in the Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, Tax Court and in the circuit courts across the 

state – and the professional court staff that assist them – work hard every day to provide justice efficiently, fairly, and promptly.  

 

A mission statement for the branch was first created as part of a visioning project begun in 1992 by then Chief Justice Wallace P. Carson, Jr., 

with the purpose of creating a long-range blueprint based on core institutional values that identified goals and strategic initiatives for the 

Oregon Judicial Department. The vision project, then known as “Justice 2020:  The New Oregon Trail,” and its successor documents have 

influenced and guided planning, budgeting, and direction for the court system ever since. While the opportunities, challenges, and priorities 

have changed over the years, the underlying guiding values and vision goals have remained constant and have continued to shape our present 

and future budgets. 
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The underlying guiding values and vision goals for the Oregon judicial branch are as follows:   

1. Access:  To ensure access to court services for all people 

2. Administration:  To make courts work for people 

3. Dispute Resolution:  To help people choose the best way to resolve their disputes  

4. Partnerships:  To build strong partnerships with local communities to promote public safety and quality of life 

5. Trust and Confidence:  To earn the public’s enduring trust and confidence 

 

Structure 
 

The Chief Justice of the Oregon Supreme Court is the administrative head of the Oregon judicial branch and of the unified state court system, 

known in statute as “the Oregon Judicial Department” (OJD). On May 1, 2012, the Honorable Thomas A. Balmer was sworn in as 43
rd

 Chief 

Justice of the Oregon Supreme Court. The Chief Justice supervises the state court system, makes rules and issues orders to carry out the duties 

of the office, and appoints the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals and the presiding judges of the circuit courts. The Chief Justice approves 

and submits the statewide fiscal plan and budget for all state courts.  

 

The Oregon Constitution and Oregon statutes define the state court system’s organizational structure and its obligations. In statute, the unified 

“state court system” entity is called the “Oregon Judicial Department (OJD).” It includes the Oregon Supreme Court, the Court of Appeals, 

the Tax Court, and 36 circuit courts statewide, organized into 27 judicial districts. It also includes the Office of the State Court Administrator. 

The State Court Administrator (SCA), appointed by the Chief Justice, is the state court system’s chief operating officer. This position, 

established by statute, supports and assists the Chief Justice in exercising administrative authority and supervision over the trial and appellate 

courts of this state as well as provides the day-to-day central infrastructure services to the state court system and manages its mandatory state 

programs. 

  

By statute, the Chief Justice may delegate additional administrative responsibilities, respectively, to the presiding judges of the appellate 

court, Tax Court, and judicial districts, the latter group whom by statute oversee the operations of the local circuit courts statewide. The Chief 

Justice appoints a presiding judge for each judicial district, the Tax Court, and the Court of Appeals for a two-year term, which can be 

renewed. A trial court administrator (TCA) is hired by the presiding judge to assist in managing day-to-day local court administrative 

operations. 
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Constitutional and Statutory Authority 

 

Judicial branch authority is established by the Oregon Constitution, primarily Article VII (amended) and Article VII (original). The authority 

covers all actions brought before a court under the Oregon Constitution and under the laws of this state. Courts must respond or interpret 

mandates contained in the Federal and Oregon Constitutions and set of Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS). 

 

Circuit courts are required by statute to have locations in all 36 counties in the county seat of government. Some are required by statute to 

hold court at multiple court locations in the county. Statute sets the number of judicial positions and their locations. Court jurisdiction (case 

type and eligibility), deadlines, priorities, procedures, and process requirements are determined by statute.  

 

The general organization, jurisdiction, and operation of OJD; appellate, tax, and trial court operations; and Office of the State Court 

Administrator (OSCA) are set out mainly in the following chapters of the ORS, with the relevant topic(s) noted: 

 Chapter 1 – Courts and Judicial Officers Generally 

 Chapter 2 and 19 – Supreme Court; Court of Appeals 

 Chapter 3 – Circuit Courts Generally 

 Chapter 7 and 21 – Records and Files of Courts; Fees Generally 

 Chapter 8 – Court Officers 

 Chapters 10 and 132 – Juries 

 Chapter 14 – Jurisdiction; Venue 

 Chapter 36 – Court Mediation and Arbitration Programs 

 Chapter 45 – Interpreters 

 Chapter 46 – Small Claims Departments 

 Chapter 105 – Property Right Actions; Forcible Entry and Detainers (FEDs) 

 Chapter 107 – Marital Dissolution; Family Abuse Prevention 

 Chapter 115 – Claims; Actions and Suits 

 Chapter 124 – Protective Proceedings; Abuse of Elderly, Disabled and Incapacitated 

 Chapter 125 – Protective Proceedings; Guardianships and Conservatorships 
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 Chapters 131-167 – Procedures in Criminal Matters; Sentencing; Appeals; Post-conviction 

 Chapter 151 – State Indigent Verification 

 Chapter 153 – Violations and Traffic Offenses 

 Chapter 305 – Oregon Tax Court; Tax Magistrates Division 

 Chapter 419 – Juvenile Courts and Citizen Review Board Program 

 

Standing Committees 

 

The Chief Justice also uses several standing committees of the Judicial Conference and OJD, as well as the presiding judges, to make 

recommendations to him on a variety of issues. The list below identifies a few of the current committees: 

 Oregon Judicial Conference (statutory) 

 Uniform Trial Court Rules Committee 

 Oregon eCourt Steering Committee 

 Judicial Education and Staff Education Advisory Committees 

 Statewide Family Law Advisory Committee (SFLAC) 

 State Security and Emergency Preparedness Advisory Committee (SEPAC) 

 Court Reengineering and Efficiencies Workgroup (CREW) 

 Judicial Conduct Committee 
 

Program Descriptions 
 

Administration:  The Chief Justice is responsible for the administration of the unified state-funded court system in the judicial branch of 

government.  This program area covers the administration infrastructure and central state entity costs. The State Court Administrator (SCA) 

serves under the direction of the Chief Justice and manages the Office of the State Court Administrator (OSCA) and the central administrative 

infrastructure and state programs of the court system. ORS chapter 8 establishes and defines the primary duties of the SCA. In this capacity, 

the SCA supervises administration of OJD’s central business and infrastructure services for the court system such as budget, accounting, 

procurement, human resources, legal, audit, education and outreach, pro tempore services, information technology infrastructure, and the 

Oregon eCourt program. In addition, the SCA has responsibility for administrative management of the Appellate Court Records Section, State 
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of Oregon Law Library, OJD publications, OJD security and emergency preparedness program, OJD court interpreter certification and 

services program, OJD shorthand reporter certification (CSR) program, Juvenile Court Improvement Program, and state Citizen Review 

Board (CRB) program.  

 

The Administration program area also funds and manages the centralized costs and assessments paid for all of OJD as a state entity and for its 

judges and staff, including state government assessments and system use charges, rent, debt service, tort claims, and risk management. 

 

Appellate/Tax Court Operations:  This budget program area covers the staff and operations of the Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, and 

Tax Court. All three courts are located in Salem. The Supreme Court is the highest-level court in Oregon. It has discretion to accept review of 

appeals from the Court of Appeals and Tax Court and has areas of original jurisdiction as well. Administratively it has additional statutory 

responsibilities as a body, such as involving regulation of the state practice of law (through the state bar) and approving pro tempore judges. 

The Supreme Court consists of seven justices elected in statewide elections to serve six-year terms. From among themselves, the justices 

select one to serve as the Chief Justice for a six-year term as the administrative head of the judicial branch. 

 

The Court of Appeals is Oregon’s intermediate appellate court. By statute, the Court of Appeals is charged with deciding nearly all the civil 

and criminal appeals taken from Oregon’s state trial courts and nearly all the judicial reviews taken from administrative agencies in contested 

cases. Created by statute in 1969, the Court of Appeals does not exercise any constitutional jurisdiction; instead, its jurisdiction is set by the 

Legislature. The Court of Appeals consists of thirteen justices elected in statewide elections to serve six-year terms. 

 

The Tax Court is a unique court with statewide exclusive jurisdiction to hear only cases that involve Oregon's tax laws, including income 

taxes, corporate excise taxes, property taxes, timber taxes, cigarette taxes, local budget laws, and property tax limitations. There are no jury 

trials, and appeals go directly to the Supreme Court. The Tax Court has one judge who is elected as a statewide judicial position, also for a 

term of six years. The Oregon Tax Court has two divisions – a Regular Division and the Magistrate Division. In the late 1990s, a Tax 

Magistrate Division was created as a component part of the Tax Court to replace the informal administrative tax appeals process previously 

conducted by the Department of Revenue. The Tax Court judge appoints a presiding magistrate and other magistrates to hear cases in the 

Magistrate Division. The Magistrate Division tries or mediates all tax appeals, unless the Tax Court judge assigns the case to the Regular 

Division. A party may appeal from a magistrate's decision to the judge of the Tax Court, except in cases filed as small claims. Decisions in 

small claims procedures are final and not appealable. Appeals from Regular Division decisions go directly to the Supreme Court.  

 

Trial Court Operations:  Local funding for the staff and operations of all state trial courts (circuit courts) are included in this program area. 

It is the largest resource program area because it includes the staff, and services for all local court operations in courthouses statewide. There 

are circuit courts in each of the 36 counties, organized as 27 judicial districts, and served by 173 judges statewide as of January 2015. State 

law specifies the number of judges elected in each judicial district. They are elected locally for six-year terms. 
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The circuit court is Oregon's trial court of general jurisdiction. This means the courts hear all case types provided regardless of the subject 

matter, amount of money involved, or the severity of the crime alleged. In the trial courts, the circuit court judges adjudicate matters and 

disputes in criminal, civil, domestic relations, traffic, juvenile, small claims, violations, abuse prevention act, probate, mental commitments, 

adoption, and guardianship cases. These courts handle over 550,000 case filings a year, or over 1.1 million filings a biennium. This number 

does not include the thousands of motions and hearings that happen within the cases nor post judgment proceedings. Decisions appealed from 

circuit court go directly to the Court of Appeals, except for cases where the circuit court sentenced a defendant to death. Those death penalty 

appeals go directly to the Supreme Court. 

 

Mandated Payments:  The Mandated Payments program funds the federally and state mandated ancillary services of providing and paying 

for both trial jurors and grand jurors, court interpreters, civil arbitration costs for indigents, appellate civil transcript costs, and Americans 

with Disabilities Act accommodation equipment and services for litigants and the public. 
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________________________ 
 
1 
Judicial Compensation was established as a separate appropriation during the 2009-11 biennium. 

2 
Budget for 2001-03 and 1999-2001 included the Indigent Defense Program. 

3 
Third-Party Collections costs were a part of Other Funds expenditures prior to the 2011-13 biennium, when a separate General Fund appropriation was 

created. 
4 
Position and full-time equivalent (FTE) figures include limited duration positions, including Oregon eCourt Program and grant funded positions in 2009-

11 and 2011-13 biennia, and 2013-15 ARB. 
5 
Budget for 2009-11 included move of 129.74 positions from General Fund to Other Funds, supported from HB 2287 temporary judicial surcharges. 

6 
2013-15 budget includes Emergency Board actions through December 2014. 
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Classification Studies in the 2013-15 biennium for OJD 

During the 2013-15 biennium, OJD implemented classification plan changes for management and information technology-related 

classifications, based upon multi-year studies.  The studies reviewed all classification specifications to more accurately reflect the work 

assigned, address market related inequalities, and eliminate obsolete classifications or consolidate classifications.  Changes impacted 264 

positions, or approximately 13.98% of OJD’s Legislatively Approved positions.  Prior to implementation, OJD presented a report to the May 

2014 Legislative Emergency Board on the impact of the changes. The Emergency Board Certificate from the May meeting contained the 

statement concerning the report: 

 
The new classifications and ranges were loaded into the PICS system and used to determine the Base Budget for calculating CSL PS costs.  

The following was the calculated impact of budgeted 2015-17 verses original Base Budget run prior to the class study changes: 

                          

 

  General Fund Impact Other Funds Impact 

Salary Costs $1,540,211 $104,653 

Social Security  $243,203 $16,524 

PERS $100,935 $8,008 

Totals $1,884,349 $129,185 
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Current Service Levels 

 

The Current Service Level (CSL) totals $464.8 million (All Funds). This reflects an $8.7 million, or 1.8 percent, reduction over the 2013-15 

Legislatively Approved Budget. The CSL includes Emergency Board and legislative actions through September 2014.   

 
Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget 

 

The Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget for the 2015-17 biennium totals $573.4 million (All Funds). This amount includes policy option 

packages totaling $108.6 million. The following summarizes the proposed policy option packages contained in the recommended budget 

 

 

Policy Option Package Summary 
 

Package 301 – Oregon eCourt Debt Service ($2,915,576 GF, $230,000 OF) 

 

This package provides funding for the estimated debt service and cost of issuance during the 2015-17 time period for bonds supporting 

implementation of the Oregon eCourt Program. 

 

Package 302 – Oregon eCourt Program ($17,276,215 OF/Bonds, 38 positions, 22.24 FTE) 

 

This package provides Other Funds limitation to support Oregon eCourt Program development and implementation activities in the 2015-17 

biennium, which concludes 2016.  

 

Package 303 – Oregon Courthouse Capital Construction & Improvement Fund Debt Service ($3,844,929 GF, $1,065,000 OF) 

 

This package provides debt service and cost of issuance associated with increased bonding sold during 2015-17 biennium for OCCCIF 

Program.  

 

Package 304 – Oregon Courthouse Capital Construction & Improvement Fund Program ($34,900,000 OF) 

  

This package provides the limitation necessary for funds to be distributed to counties for the state match portion for courthouse replacement 

projects paid for out of the OCCCIF.  
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Package 305 – Increase Judicial Compensation ($4,459,348 GF) 

  

This package provides funding for salary increases for judges, and assumes a two-stage implementation. 

  

Package 306 – New Judgeships and Support Staff ($782,718 GF, 12 positions, 3.36 FTE) 

  

This package provides funding for three new judicial positions and support staff in trial courts. 

  

Package 307 – Centralized Family Law Program ($533,512 GF, 3 positions, 3.0 FTE) 

  

This package increases resources to support the Family Law Program, which responds to frequent law changes and a high proportion of self-

represented litigants.  

 

Package 308 – Continue Effective Circuit Court Programs (Drug Courts) ($2,759,010 GF, 14 positions, 15.75 FTE) 

  

This package provides General Fund support for drug court coordinators and related positions allowing program security and success. 

 

Package 309 – Support Effective Circuit Court Programs (Family Law/Pro Se Facilitation) ($1,146,216 GF, 10 positions, 8.85 FTE) 

  

This package provides trial court resources to assist Oregonians in accessing the courts when they choose to be self-represented. 

 

Package 310 – Circuit Court Public Service Staff ($2,256,480 GF, 20 positions, 18.40 FTE) 

  

This package provides funding for circuit court to achieve minimum service-level requirements at the local court level. 

  

Package 311 – eCourt Technical Ops, Training and Business Process ($3,072,658 GF, $1,368,440 OF, 23 positions, 20.26 FTE) 

  

This package provides permanent staff to support Oregon eCourt Operations as implementation is completed and training, maintenance and 

support moves to the General Fund.  

 

Package 312 – Treatment Courts Grant Funding ($2,975,000 OF, $340,000 FF, 14 positions, 14.00 FTE) 

  

This package provides position authority and expenditure limitation for grants that either extend into the 2015-17 biennium or are expected to 

renew. 
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 Package 313 – Restore Local Court Security Account Funding Levels ($2,486,156 OF/Criminal Fines Account) 

  

This package restores funding through the Criminal Fine Account to local security accounts to match 2009-11 funding levels moving into the 

2015-17 biennium. 

 

Package 314 – Local Court Facilities Infrastructure ($3,662,872 OF/Criminal Fines Account) 

  

This package provides funding from the Criminal Fine Account for priority life-safety and other projects in county courthouses. 

 

Package 315 – Supreme Court Building Preservation and Seismic Retrofit ($19,779,025 OF/Bonds) 

  

This package seeks additional Capital Construction funds and bonding authority to perform further replacement, renovation, and seismic 

upgrade to the Supreme Court Building. 

 

Package 316 – Judicial Resources Pro-Tem & Hearings Referees ($2,728,764 GF, 6 positions, 4.55 FTE) 

 

This package is intended to provide additional resources to circuit courts in the form of Pro Tem judge support and new Hearings Referees to 

reduce case backlog and days to trial. 
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Department Budget Summary – All Funds 
 

    

 2011-13 2013-15 2015-17 2015-17 

 Actual Legislatively Current Service Chief Justice’s 

 Expenditures Approved Budget Level (CSL) Recommended* 

General Fund  $345,302,740  $384,681,350   $405,980,690   $423,719,396  

General Fund Debt Svc $20,114,374   $18,133,375   $24,156,428  $30,916,933   

Other Funds Cap Construction $137,364  $4,400,000    -   $19,779,025  

Other Funds Debt Svc Ltd  -   -   -   -  

Other Funds Ltd  $47,835,830   $65,078,242  $33,402,862   $97,366,545 

Other Funds Non-Ltd  -  -   -   -  

Federal Funds Ltd  $1,198,808  $1,233,153   $1,258,284   $1,598,284  

TOTAL – ALL FUNDS  $414,589,116   $473,526,120  $464,798,264   $573,380,183 

     

Positions 1,869 1,889 1,834 1,974 

FTE 1,742.95 1,763.60 1,722.18 1,832.59 

 

 *Includes CSL and all policy option packages 
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Reduction Planning 
 

ORS 291.216 requires the Governor to submit an alternative budget plan funding agencies at 90 percent of their funding levels. The following 

information summarizes the application of this level reduction to the Current Service Level budget in the Chief Justice’s Recommended 

Budget document. Because of non-reducible items in the budget, a 10 percent reduction would translate up to a 15 percent reduction to the 

Mandated Payments program area and to the operations areas of appellate, administration, and trial courts, as explained below. 

 

Oregon Judicial Department Budget 

 

The OJD Current Service Level (CSL) budget request is for $430 million in General Fund for the 2015-17 biennium.  
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For the 2015-17 biennium, OJD will maintain nine separate appropriations for General Fund expenditures. Due to the nature of some 

appropriations, OJD may have limited opportunity to reduce the CSL budget in these areas.  

 

Limited Reduction Potential 
 

The first five appropriations represent 32 percent of OJD’s budget, or $138 million of the budget, that are not reducible or are used by other 

entities or provide statutorily required services or payments. Reductions to some of these appropriations are simply passed on to OJD 

operations as additional reductions that cause greater than 10 percent reductions to those critical areas. As a result, an across-the-board 10 

percent reduction on the OJD total CSL budget results in a 15 percent reduction to operational budgets. 

 

Pass-Throughs:  2015-17 CSL Budget $15,142,390 – 3.52% of CSL Budget 

 

Appropriation provides pass-through funding for county law libraries, county mediation and conciliation services, biennial funding for the 

Council on Court Procedures, and biennial funding for the Oregon Law Commission. Reductions to these pass-through entities will result in 

impacts to communities that depend on these services. 

 

Third-Party Collections:  2015-17 CSL Budget $11,856,898 – 2.76% of CSL Budget 

 

Appropriation provides financing associated with the costs for collection of past-due fines and fees, credit card fees, and State Treasury fees 

for fee/fine payment. On average, approximately 85 percent of budgeted funding is paid to the Department of Revenue (DOR) for collection 

activities and tax-offset activities. Expenditures are only paid out on successful collection/payment. On average, spending returns $5.99 in 

revenues for each $1.00 expended on collections. The possible impact from 10 percent reduction of $1,196,004 would be a $7.2 million loss 

in revenue to the state’s General Fund.  

 

Debt Service:  2015-17 CSL Budget $24,156,428 – 5.62% of CSL Budget 

 

Appropriation provides financing for interest and principle repayment for bonding issued to support the ongoing implementation of the 

Oregon eCourt Program. This is a contractually required payment. Any reductions that are required for this appropriation would have to be 

made up by additional reductions to operations.  
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Mandated Payments:  2015-17 CSL Budget $15,588,373 – 3.62% of CSL Budget 

 

Appropriation provides statutory payments for jury service, statutory interpreter services on non-English speakers, statutory arbitration 

expenses, and Americans with Disabilities Act compliance funding. Reductions to this appropriation would require a reduction in the number 

-of trials provided and increase the wait time for trials requiring juries or interpreters. This slowdown would increase the state’s liability for 

not meeting statutory and constitutional requirements for timely trials. 

 

Judicial Compensation:  2015-17 CSL Budget $70,885,909 – 16.48% of CSL Budget 

 

Appropriation provides for constitutionally protected compensation (within term) of filled judgeship positions. Any reductions that are 

required for this appropriation would have to be made up by additional reductions to operations if not covered sufficiently by vacancy savings 

(time between vacancy created and appointment by Governor or election).  

 

 

Other Reduction Areas 

 

The remaining 68 percent of the $430 million of our 2015-17 CSL budget is $292 million, of which a 10 percent reduction would equate to 

$29.2 million. If the reduction amounts from non-reducible appropriations mentioned above were added to this section, the results would be 

more severe, up to 15 percent. For all categories, the Chief Justice will prioritize reductions based upon the need to provide “access to justice 

for all Oregonians.” Possible impacts by remaining appropriations would be as follows. 

 

Operations 

 

Trial Courts:  2015-17 CSL Budget $212,675,780 – 49.44% of CSL Budget – possible reduction amount $21.3 million 

 

Possible Impact – As with past reduction implementations, reductions in the trial courts predominately impact personnel staffing for court 

operations. A 10 percent reduction in funding could result in approximately a 138 FTE loss in court personnel. Reductions of this magnitude 

could cripple court operations, impacting service hours, timely entry of judgments or warrants, or the number of cases the courts could 

process. Court staff may be required to prioritize criminal trials over civil or other functions, delaying critical work that is not subject to 

constitutional or statutory time restrictions. Actual implementation of FTE losses of this magnitude may result in the Chief Justice partially 

closing some court locations in order to maintain greater public access and services at other locations servicing a larger population base. 
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Appellate/Tax Court:  2015-17 CSL Budget $22,471,944 – 5.22% of CSL Budget – possible reduction amount $2.23 million 

 

Possible Impact – Would result in a minimum reduction of 11 FTE, impacting court operations for the Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, and 

Tax Court. Expected outcomes include severe delays in case processing in all three courts, undermining the ability for these courts to provide 

timely decisions, maintenance of briefs and decisions for the court system, and deferment of all building maintenance projects for the 

Supreme Court Building. Courts will be required to reduce operational hours and only process critical cases.  

 

Administration and Central Support:  2015-17 CSL Budget $55,130,735 – 12.82% of CSL Budget – possible reduction amount $5.5 

million 

 

Possible Impact – Would result in reduced juvenile court program support, limited computer and information technology support, reduced 

computer security investment and stopping maintenance payments on security programs, which would increase system risk and computer 

downtime. OJD would be forced to reduce legal review and education, reduce support to trial court operations, and stop replacement of 

critical systems. The result would be possible FTE reductions of 29 FTE, increased due to the percentage of SGSC supported in this budget 

(approx. 14% of SCR budget).  

 

Oregon eCourt Program Operations and Maintenance:  2015-17 CSL Budget $2,228,661 – 0.52% of CSL Budget – possible reduction 

amount $222,867 

 

Possible Impact – Due to the nature of the expenses paid out of this appropriation, OJD would have limited opportunities to reduce without 

impacting the implementation of the Oregon eCourt Program. This would require backfilling from the Operations appropriation, increasing 

possible reductions in those areas. Some of the expenditures in this program are contractual and would have to be paid at the expense of 

further reductions to operations.  
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Annual Performance Progress Report (APPR) for Fiscal Year 2013-14 
Submission Date:  December 2014  

 

The following are the Key Performance Measures (KPMs) that were developed in cooperation with the Legislature, most dating back to 2004. 

However, as noted on the following pages, budget reductions and technology changes have impacted Oregon Judicial Department’s (OJD) 

ability to provide continued coverage of the adopted KPMs. As a result, we are only able to track and report on the measures that can be 

drawn annually from existing non-eCourt reports and system queries.  New performance measures for Oregon eCourt are currently being 

developed, and in the 2015-17 biennium new KPMs will be tested for presentation to the 2017 legislature for adoption based on the 

information available in the Oregon eCourt system. 

 

KPM# Key Performance Measures (KPMs) 

1 Accessible Interpreter Services:  The percentage of dollars spent on Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) certified freelance 

interpreters out of total expenditures for freelance (nonstaff) interpreters of languages in which certification testing is offered by 

OJD. 

* 2 Collection Rate:  The percentage of all monetary penalties imposed by circuit courts and appellate courts that are collected. 

* 3 OJIN Data Timelines and Accuracy:  The average number of calendar days between the date a judge signs a judgment and the 

date that the judgment is entered into the official record. 

4 Representative Workforce:  The parity between the representation of persons of color in the civilian labor force and the 

representation of the same group in the workforce of the Oregon Judicial Department (OJD). 

5 Trained Workforce:  The percentage of Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) education program participants who reported 

gaining specific knowledge related to OJD by attending the program. 

* 6 Timely Case Processing:  The percentage of cases disposed of or otherwise resolved within established time frames. 

7 Permanency Action Plans:  The percentage of circuit courts with a performance measure supporting permanency outcomes for 

children in foster care. 

  8 Drug Court Recidivism:  The percentage of adult drug court graduates with no misdemeanor or felony charges filed in the 

Oregon circuit courts within one year of program graduation. 

 
* The asterisked KPMs 2, 3, and 6 show only data from OJIN courts that have not yet transitioned to the Oregon eCourt system. KPM 8 was retained by 

the legislature with the expectation that the OJD could get the necessary data from the Criminal Justice Commission (CJC). 
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Contact:  David Moon Phone:  503-986-5150 

Alternate:  Jessica Basinger Phone:  503-986-5601 

 

1. SCOPE OF REPORT 

These Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) programs are partially addressed by our key performance measures:  Court Interpreter Services, 

Collections, Court Improvement, Human Resources, Judicial and Staff Education, the Juvenile Court Improvement Program and drug courts.  

 

 

2. THE OREGON CONTEXT  

The Oregon Judicial Department is responsible to: 

 Enforce the laws and Oregon Constitution, 

 Resolve disputes fairly to ensure public and private safety, 

 Enforce promises without favor or bias to enforce economic and property rights, 

 Protect children and strengthen families, and 

 Apply sentencing resources to promote public safety. 

 

OJD’s partners in the executive and legislative branches recognize the critical responsibilities of the courts in protecting children and families, 

enhancing public safety, and enforcing economic and property rights. The business community is committed to an experienced, efficient, and 

impartial bench as a critical component of continued economic development in Oregon. In addition, nongovernmental and professional 

organizations work daily with the local courts as well as support statewide issues. 

 

 

3. PERFORMANCE SUMMARY 

OJD continues to make progress on three of the eight key performance measures (1, 5, and 7). For measures 2, 3, and 6 we are able to report 

our progress for 25 of 36 counties, as they had not yet transitioned to the Oregon eCourt system. It is unclear if the department is making 

progress on KPM 4:  Representative Workforce since it is difficult to compare OJD with other state agencies because the data for the majority 

of our workforce is based on county labor force data rather than statewide labor force data. Additionally, we were unable to provide a report 
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for KPM 8:  Drug Court Recidivism, however the Legislature has directed us to seek this information from the Criminal Justice Commission 

(CJC).  The most recent CJC report on Drug Court Recidivism is provided in the Special Reports section. The reporting cycle for the KPMs is 

the Oregon fiscal year. 

 

 

4. CHALLENGES  

Since 2003, when OJD initiated work on performance measurement, the department worked to be inclusive in each phase of its work, 

beginning with education of judges, administrators, and local court staff on performance measures and strategic planning. Our early phases 

focused on developing output measures prior to initiating work on outcome measures.  

 

In 2007, OJD’s long-standing Performance Measurement Advisory Committee (PMAC) launched an intensive redesign of the department’s 

performance measurement system to   

 Provide the right performance information, to the right people, at the right time;  

 Create a “bottom-up,” transparent, and accountable performance management system environment; and 

 Allow for possible future enhancements including added and refined core and subordinate KPMs, improved delivery and 

distribution of the KPMs, and integration of the performance areas and KPMs with key management process and operations of the 

judicial branch. 

 

In 2009, due to the budget shortfall brought on by the grave economic crisis, OJD was forced to take drastic reduction measures, including 

layoffs and furloughs of central and court staff. As a result, the Court Programs and Services Division (CPSD) of OJD ceased operation and 

the staff was laid off. Among its primary duties, CPSD was responsible for gathering, monitoring, and analyzing the data to measure 

performance in addition to providing statewide program coordination for the treatment courts (includes drug courts), family law facilitation, 

and access/jury administration programs that have KPMs attached. CPSD staff also supported the OJD State Performance Measures Advisory 

Committee that actively designed, improved, and monitored the KPMs, as well as strategic planning.  

 

The layoff of CPSD staff meant that OJD did not have the necessary resources or central data repository to provide a report for KPMs 8, 9, 

and 10 beyond fiscal years 2007-08.  

 

In 2013 the Legislature dropped KPMs 9 and 10, which are no longer noted on this report. The other KPMs are reported below from one-time 

reports prepared by budget and other staff from data that resides on current OJD data systems and, while time consuming, can be compiled. 
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The continuing economic downturn has meant that OJD continues to lack the resources to do most of the monthly ongoing and analytical 

work on measuring performance; therefore, this report will simply provide the measures.  

 

New performance measures for Oregon eCourt are currently being developed, and in the 2017-19 biennium new KPMs will be presented to 

the legislature for adoption based on the abilities of the Oregon eCourt system. Proposed KPMs will not only replace existing KPMs 2, 3, and 

6, but will also add new KPMs that will enhance information provided about OJD performance.  

 

 

5. RESOURCES USED AND EFFICIENCY 

The Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget for the 2015-2017 biennium is $573 million (All Funds). 

The Efficiency Measures are KPM 1:  Accessible Interpreter Services, KPM 2:  Collection Rate, and KPM 3:  OJIN Data Timeliness and 

Accuracy (see Key Measure Analysis).  

 

 

6. FUTURE KPM PLANS 

The National Center for State Courts (NCSC) has developed a set of 10 performance measures called CourTools that courts may use to 

demonstrate quality of service delivery, accountability and efficiency of the judicial branch of government.   An objective of the Oregon 

eCourt program is to align our enterprise custom reports in Odyssey with the CourTools performance measures. 

 

By the end of 2016 all courts statewide will be on the Odyssey system for case management and statistical reporting.  This means that 

beginning with the calendar year 2017 the annual reports for each court and statewide reports will be comparable in definition and will be 

automated in compilation.  The Odyssey system is compatible for supporting a subset of the NCSC's CourTools performance measures.  

Adoption of the proposed measures will allow both efficiency in our state system reporting and also allow comparison and review with other 

court systems nationally.  This will improve our ability to evaluate issues and improve performance where feasible.  While our existing KPMs 

will continue for 2015-17, if approved by legislature, we will begin working with Odyssey report tools to develop custom reports for the 

NCSC CourTools during this biennium.  The plan will be to present (and replace) some of the OJD KPMs for 2017-19. 
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The ten NCSC CourTools measures are listed below.  As of December 2014, six of the measures in bold (M2, M3, M4, M5, M7 and M8) can 

be accomplished with automated reporting from the Odyssey system: 

 

M1:  Access and Fairness     M6:  Reliability and Integrity of Case Files 

M2:  Clearance Rates     M7:  Collection of Monetary Penalties 

M3:  Time to Disposition     M8:  Effective Use of Jurors 

M4:  Age of Active Pending Caseload   M9:  Court Employee Satisfaction 

M5:  Trial Date Certainty    M10:  Cost per Case 

 

The Odyssey statewide statistical reports will support three of the CourTools measures (M2, M3, M4).   The statewide financials reports for 

Odyssey will support CourTools measure (M7).  Work is currently under way to develop these reports in Odyssey and is anticipated to be 

complete by late 2015.  

 

The statewide statistical reports for post-original activity will support two CourTools measures (M5, M8) but will require increased definition 

of business process and data entry rules entering trial, jury and appeal information, re-initiating cases, and post-original case aging.  Work to 

review business process and reporting logic relating to trials and post-original case activity is planned to begin in late 2014.   

 

The six CourTools measures supported by the Odyssey system are derived from a number of statewide statistical reports.  In some cases, a 

CourTools measure may require data from several of the Odyssey statewide statistical reports. However, existing reporting databases and 

analytic tools are sufficient to produce these six measures. 
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KPM #1 

Accessible Interpreter Services 

The percentage of dollars spent on Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) certified freelance interpreters out 

of the total expenditures for freelance (nonstaff) interpreters of languages in which certification testing is 

offered by OJD. 

Measure 

since:  2005 

Goal Justice 2020 Access:  Ensure access to court services for all people 

Oregon 

Context 
OJD Mission and Access Standards 

Data source Monthly Mandated Funds Financial Reports 

Owner Court Interpreter Services:  Kelly Mills 503-986-7004 

1. OUR STRATEGY:  The Oregon Judicial Department’s   5-Year 

Strategic Plan indicates that interpreting services are an integral part 

in meeting the goal of protecting public access to justice. OJD will 

improve and expand, through the use of technology and other 

means, the availability, distribution, and scheduling of qualified 

court interpreting services. OJD will increase the number of 

languages for which a certification or registration process is 

available to ensure quality interpreter services.  

 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS:  Without access to court interpreter 

services, language barriers can exclude non-English speaking 

people from meaningful participation in their own court 

proceedings. Through Court Interpreter Services (CIS), OJD 

complies administratively with federal and state laws. It promotes 

effective and efficient case resolution, assists in keeping cases within timelines, and assists in meeting collections measures. Certification 

testing and the credentialing of interpreters based on objective assessments of an interpreter’s qualifications meet the unique demands of 

court interpreting. Overall, the Oregon pass rate for the certification is just 19.2 percent. 
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3. HOW WE ARE DOING:  CIS anticipates increased use of certified interpreters in 2015-17 as the number of Limited English Proficient 

individuals within Oregon increases, more interpreters sit for examinations and become certified, recruitment efforts are enhanced, and 

centralized scheduling is accomplished. In addition, education efforts increase awareness that certified court interpreters provide more 

accurate interpreting and prevent expensive retrials. In Oregon counties, 94 percent schedule Spanish interpreters through centralized 

scheduling for cost savings, efficiency, and interpreting accuracy; and 100 percent of counties schedule languages other than Spanish 

through Court Interpreter Services.  

 

4. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS:  The certified freelance interpreters pay rate was increased to $40 per hour in July 2013, to match 

the public- and private-sector rate increases. This assisted in reversing a steady attrition of certified interpreters to other bilingual career 

fields and private legal interpreting.   The number of new candidates sitting for the certification exam had been declined in 2010, 2011, 

2012, and 2013.  In 2014 three new interpreters passed the certification interpreting exam.  The hourly rate increase allowed the OJD to 

retain the highest-quality court certified interpreters to Limited English Proficient (LEP) persons.  

 

5. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE:  CIS continues increased use of OJD remote interpreting technology to bring certified interpreter services 

to all courts. Technology is being used at shorter, less complex hearings, as well as used as a tool to provide training to prospective and 

certified interpreters in remote areas of the state. 

 

6. ABOUT THE DATA:  The Business and Financial Services Division (BFSD) of OJD provides a statewide summary of expenditures for 

freelance court interpreter services. The expenditures are organized by court, language, travel, and certified or uncertified interpreter 

expenditures. 
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KPM #2 

Collection Rate  

The percentage of all monetary penalties imposed by circuit courts and appellate courts that are 

collected. 

Measure since:  

2005 

Goal Justice 2020 Administration:  Make courts work for people 

Oregon 

Context 
OJD Mission and Administration Standards 

Data source 
OJD’s Financial Integrated Services System. Does not include information for the 11 courts (of 36) that have transitioned 

to using the Oregon eCourt System, and will no longer be usable in 2016 after all courts transition to Oregon eCourt. 

Owner Business and Financial Services Division (BFSD):  Jessica Basinger 503-986-5601 

 

1. OUR STRATEGY:  The Business and Fiscal Services Division 

(BFSD) educates administrators, judges, and community partners 

about OJD collection efforts, programs, and resources.  

 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS:  The OJD collection rate measures how 

much of the amounts imposed are collected. Most of the unpaid 

balances are related to felony and misdemeanor crimes. The target 

was set based on trending of previous years and plans for program 

improvements. Due to the length of time judgment remedies exist on 

these cases and the large dollar amounts that may be imposed, the 

unpaid balances are often pursued for many years.  

 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING:  OJD continues to maintain a consistent collection rate despite staff cuts and budget reductions.  

 

4. HOW WE COMPARE:  While we compare favorably to other court systems, it is difficult to find a statewide court system that uses the 

identical collection rate calculation. We do exchange information with other court systems to compare effectiveness of programs and tools. 

 

03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14

Actual 59% 61% 63% 64% 64% 65% 64% 64% 64% 64% 64% 64%

 Target 68% 68% 68% 68% 68% 68% 68% 68% 68% 68% 68% 68%
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5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS:  The target was set several years ago before the department had complete information regarding 

why types of cases had unpaid balances. Most significantly, in recent years, 91 percent of the delinquent debt at the circuit courts is related 

to felony and misdemeanor crimes – these are not unpaid traffic violations. Persons committing these types of crimes and not paying are 

typically in and out of incarceration, transient, and hard to locate.  Furthermore, eleven courts have transitioned to the Oregon eCourt and 

the current methodology cannot be used to calculate an equivalent collection rate using exactly the same data elements due to the 

differences in database structures.  The collection rate does not include the eleven courts that have transitioned Oregon eCourt. 

 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE:  The department is working with the Oregon legislative delegation and the National Center for State 

Courts on federal legislation that will allow the courts to intercept federal tax refunds. Oregon has already passed legislation and will be 

ready once federal legislation is passed. In 2010, OJD contracted directly with four different private collection firms (PCFs), which has 

allowed the department to monitor performance. In 2011, OJD renewed the contracts for three of these agencies, based on their 

performance. This should lead to increased collections of delinquent debt. Additionally, OJD centralized the management of delinquent 

debt, which has created efficiencies and standardization to collections statewide. 

 

7. ABOUT THE DATA:  The measure is the cumulative collection rate calculated by dividing all moneys collected by the net amounts 

imposed. Net amounts imposed are receivables created in the Financial Integrated Accounting System (FIAS), minus adjustments, to 

accommodate the modification of sentences, data entry error, or other instances where the imposed amount was changed or where no 

receivable is created, as in some civil case types.  In June, 2012, courts began transitioning to Odyssey, a new case and financial 

management system.  This has resulted in data conversion and migration to a new database structure for eleven courts that have completed 

the transition.  The methodology that was developed to measure the collection rate accounted for FIAS business processes and database 

structures; therefore, once a court converts to Odyssey, it can no longer be measured using this method.  New performance measures for 

Oregon eCourt are currently being developed and tested, and will be proposed to the 2017 legislature for adoption.  
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KPM #3 

OJIN Data Timeliness and Accuracy  

Average number of calendar days between the date a judge signs a judgment and the date that the 

judgment is entered into the official record.  

Measure since:  

2007 

Goal Justice 2020 Administration:  Make courts work for people 

Oregon 

Context 
OJD Mission and Administration Standards 

Data source 
OJD’s Data Warehouse. Does not include information for the 11 courts (of 36) that have transitioned to using the Oregon 

eCourt System, and will no longer be usable in 2016 after all courts transition to Oregon eCourt.  

Owner Business and Fiscal Services Division (BFSD):  Jessica Basinger 503-986-5601 

 

1. OUR STRATEGY:  Administrators and supervisors 

periodically review data entry protocols, statistics policy, and 

case flowcharts with staff. 

 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS:  This KPM reflects only “general 

judgments” in civil and domestic relations cases and 

“judgments” in criminal cases. Circuit court staff should enter all 

court case actions into the official register of actions as 

expeditiously and accurately as possible. This is especially true 

for judgments since any delay in the entry of a judgment into the 

official register of actions for a case may have important legal 

consequences under Oregon law. 

  

3. HOW WE ARE DOING:  The courts started making slow progress in 2009. The number went up in 2010, probably due to the reduction in 

court staff caused by layoffs and furloughs, but improved again in 2011 and in 2012 as courts shortened public access hours to provide 

“catch-up time” and Multnomah County received some additional funds in May 2012 to help with delays. In 2013 several courts started to 

prepare for the transition to Oregon eCourt and the data conversion that would be necessary.  While this KPM primarily reflects timeliness, 

the measure is also dependent upon and reflective of data entry accuracy. Incidents where the absolute number of days between signature 
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date and entry date of judgments is large are sometimes due to data entry errors rather than real delays between signature date and entry of 

judgments into the official record.  

 

4. HOW WE COMPARE:  While data timeliness and accuracy are important to court systems, the department is not aware of other states 

tracking this measure. 

 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS:  When court staff manually enter data, human error is always possible. The department, through its 

uniform protocols, local and state education programs, and monitoring procedures ensures a mid-course correction is the standard.  

 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE:  The Court Programs and Services Division (CPSD) used to provide biannual court reports, but due to 

budgetary constraints, CPSD ceased operation and most program staff support services are no longer provided. If data entry time lag is the 

problem, subject to availability of staffing resources, court administrators may need to increase staffing in a particular area and/or provide 

training. The courts have attempted to reduce backlogs by shortening public access hours to devote uninterrupted time to data entry (with 

fewer clerks). 

 

7. ABOUT THE DATA:  KPM 3 is calculated using data in the OJD’s Data Warehouse. The measure is the average number of days between 

signature and entry for general judgments in civil and domestic relations cases and judgments in criminal cases that resolve charges. In 

June, 2012, courts began transitioning to Odyssey, a new case and financial management system.  This has resulted in data conversion and 

migration to a new database structure for eleven courts that have completed the transition.  The methodology that was developed for this 

measure accounted for OJIN business processes and database structures; therefore, once a court converts to Odyssey, it can no longer be 

measured using this method.  New performance measures for Oregon eCourt are currently being developed and tested, and will be proposed 

to the 2017 legislature for adoption. 
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KPM #4 

Representative Workforce  
The parity between the representation of persons of color in the civilian labor force and the representation 

of the same group in the workforce of the Oregon Judicial Department (OJD).  

Measure since:  

2003 

Goal Justice 2020 Administration:  Make courts work for people 

Oregon 

Context 
OJD Mission and Administration Standards 

Data source Oregon Judicial Department Biennial Affirmative Action Report and OJD HRSD AA EEOP Database Reports 

Owner Human Resource Services Division:  Terrie Chandler 503-986-5926 

 

1. OUR STRATEGY:  OJD participates in outreach activities and 

job fairs and provides recruitment and selection training to 

supervisors and lead workers, including affirmative action and 

diversity components.  

 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS:  OJD strives to attain 100 percent 

parity with the Oregon civilian labor force.  

 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING:  OJD data from 2014 depicts 14.1% 

(220/1,561) of OJD’s workforce as persons of color. Snapshot 

from Oregon Civilian Labor Force (2010 Census EEO Detailed 

Report by Oregon Workforce) depicts 18.2% of Oregon’s 

workforce as persons of color. 

 

4. HOW WE COMPARE:  It is difficult to compare OJD with other state agencies because the data for the majority of our workforce is 

based on county labor force data rather than statewide labor force data. 
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5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS:  With implementation of the 2010 Census data, the Oregon workforce for persons of color 

increased from 15 percent to 18.2 percent (as applied to the 2013 and 2014 periods identified above.)  The OJD workforce continues to 

recover from the budget shortfalls, which resulted in a loss of positions, but at a slower rate than the increase for people of color in the 

Oregon workforce.   

 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE:  As the budget has stabilized, OJD seeks out and participates in outreach activities and career fairs to 

promote employment opportunities. In addition, OJD is developing additional tools and resources to expand applicant pools.  

 

7. ABOUT THE DATA:  Effective June 30, 2013 the data basis for this report was compiled from an Oregon Judicial Department database 

generated June 30 of each year, comparing OJD’s data against the 2010 U.S. census data using “American FactFinder, 2006-2010 

American Community Survey (workforce by worksite).”  Prior to that date, the data was compiled from the OJD Affirmative Action Plan  

data effective September 30 of each even numbered year and compared against the 2000 Census EEO Detailed Report by Residence – 

Persons in Civilian Labor Force by Occupation, Sex, and Race/Ethnicity. 
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KPM #5 

Trained Workforce 

The percentage of Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) education program participants who reported 

gaining specific knowledge related to OJD by attending the program. 

Measure since:  

2005 

Goal Justice 2020 Administration:  Make courts work for people 

Oregon 

Context 
OJD Mission and Administration Standards 

Data source Education program participant surveys 

Owner Office of Education, Training, and Outreach (OETO):  Mollie Croisan 503-986-5924 

 

1. OUR STRATEGY  

The Office of Education, Training, and Outreach (OETO) 

develops, delivers, and coordinates evaluation assessments for 

OJD education programs (e.g. New Employee Orientation, New 

Judge Seminar, etc.). 

 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 

KPM 5 focuses on the effectiveness of OSCA’s orientation 

trainings by tracking the percent of attendees who reported 

gaining specific knowledge about the Department and their job 

by attending the training. 

 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 

Due to the severe budget and resource cuts in 2009-11 and then 

again for the 2011-13 biennium, the OETO has had to reduce and 

eliminate the majority of education programs.  NOTE:  In 2011 no trainings were held. 

 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 

Under normal circumstances, our evaluation results are similar or exceed similar efforts by other state courts.  

04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14

Actual 94% 96% 96% 100% 97% 90% 90% 0% 93% 93% 94%

Target 85% 85% 85% 85% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95%
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5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

How often the Department is able to provide education programs impacts the evaluation ratings.  Due to extreme budgetary constraints, 

OJD has had to reduce/eliminate the majority of education programs. 

 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 

Funding needs to be restored to provide education programs to court staff and judges.  

 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 

Due to reduced funding, no programs were held in 2011.  There was a slight increase in funding which allowed the Department to 

provide limited trainings for new employees for this reporting period, ending June 2014. 
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KPM #6 
Timely Case Processing   
The percentage of cases disposed of or otherwise resolved within established time frames. 

Measure since:  

2005 

Goal Justice 2020 Dispute Resolution:  Help people choose the best way to resolve their disputes 

Oregon 

Context 
OJD Mission and Administration Standards 

Data source 

Oregon Judicial Information Network (OJIN) and OJD’s Data Warehouse. Does not include information for the 11 courts 

(of 36) that have transitioned to using the Oregon eCourt System.  This KPM will no longer be usable in 2016 after all 

courts transition to Oregon eCourt.  A new KPM will be proposed for Oregon eCourts. 

Owner Business and Fiscal Services Division (BFSD):  Jessica Basinger 503-986-5601 

 

1. OUR STRATEGY:  Courts analyze, implement, and 

monitor model case flow management principles.   

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS:  The performance measure 

target in most cases is less than the Oregon Standards of 

Timely Disposition (STD) 90 percent goal as it was not 

being actively monitored.   

3. HOW WE ARE DOING:  The 2004 to 2012 trend was 

showing a very gradual improvement, mostly due to 

composite changes in the overall caseload mix.  In June 

2012 several courts started the transition and data 

conversion to Oregon eCourt.     

4. HOW WE COMPARE:  The composite performance 

measure target is composed of singular and different 

disposition goals by case type; thus, identical other state 

court data is not available.  
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5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS:  It is evident from the slow progress that insufficient resources exist to meet the national and state 

standards.  In addition, as courts transition to eCourt, they cannot be measured using the current methodology that was originally developed 

for OJIN.   

 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE:  The department has individual case type goals and has existing criminal and juvenile model court 

programs focusing on case flow management and timely resolution of cases. There is no central staff to monitor and provide assistance so 

improvements are initiated at the local court level and dependent, too, on the availability of resources. 

 

7. ABOUT THE DATA:  The data is from OJIN statistics. The statewide statistics are updated every six months. Juvenile data is derived 

from quarterly juvenile reports from OJD’s Data Warehouse. These categories are combined and weighed according to the Case Type 

Priorities to produce the composite measure target and data. The courts are transitioning to Odyssey, the new Oregon eCourt case 

management system.  The methodology that was developed for this measure accounted for OJIN business processes and database 

structures; therefore, as courts convert to Odyssey, they are no longer measured using this method.  New performances measures for 

Oregon eCourt are currently being developed and tested, and will be proposed to the 2017 legislature for adoption. 
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KPM #7 

Permanency Action Plans 

The percentage of circuit courts with a performance measure supporting permanency outcomes for 

children in foster care. 

Measure since:  

2007 

Goal Justice 2020 Partnership:  Build strong partnerships with local communities to promote public safety and quality of life 

Oregon 

Context 
OJD Mission and Partnership Standards 

Data source Biannual survey of courts 

Owner Juvenile Court Improvement Project (JCIP):  Leola McKenzie 503-986-5942 

 

1. OUR STRATEGY:  Juvenile Court Improvement Project (JCIP) staff 

helps local model court teams develop, implement, and monitor 

intergovernmental plans and statewide performance measures.  

 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS:  First adopted in 2007, the goal is for the 

local teams to work on strategies to achieve state and local measure 

targets for children in foster care. Creating the intergovernmental plans 

with firm commitments from all partners is the initial critical step. 

 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING:  Local model court teams developed plans 

identifying court and system improvement priorities with strategies to 

implement those improvements.  

 

4. HOW WE COMPARE:  All courts track performance measures related to timely jurisdiction and permanency hearings. 

  

 

08 09 10 11 12 13 14

Actual 67% 85% 79% 75% 69% 69% 75%

Target 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75%
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5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS:  Data is based upon 32, not 36, counties because four county courts still have jurisdiction over 

dependency cases (see ORS 3.265): Sherman, Wheeler, Gilliam, and Morrow. Coos, Deschutes, Jackson, Josephine, Lane, Marion, 

Multnomah, Malheur, Tillamook, Washington, and Umatilla Counties all have Safe and Equitable Foster Care Reduction teams in which the 

local courts are actively involved. These teams track performance measures related to reducing the number of kids in foster care. Although 

the following counties do not currently have a model court team or equivalent, they do monitor and track OJD’s statewide performance 

measures for dependency cases: Baker, Clackamas, Columbia, Crook, Hood River, Jefferson, Union, and Wallowa. 
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KPM #8 

Drug Court Recidivism 

The percentage of adult drug court graduates with no misdemeanor or felony charges filed in the Oregon 

circuit courts within one year of program graduation. 

Measure since:  

2003 

Goal Justice 2020 Partnership:  Build strong partnerships with local communities to promote public safety and quality of life 

Oregon 

Context 
Years 03-07: OJD Mission and Partnership Standards 

Data source OJD Data Warehouse and Oregon Treatment Court Management System (OTCMS) 

Owner Not applicable; Recommend OJD KPM Deletion (last available data 2007) 

 

1. OUR STRATEGY:  In early years OJD used the Oregon Treatment 

Court Management System (OTCMS), however budget reductions 

caused the elimination of that tracking and recording. In 2013, the 

Legislature instructed OJD to request the information from the 

Criminal Justice Commission (CJC).  

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS:  Some adult drug court graduates do not 

acquire the skills required to lead lives free of the criminal justice 

system. Participants not completing the program are often correlated 

with the inadequate capacity of services and supervision available to 

the treatment court programs. 

  

3. HOW WE ARE DOING:  The layoff of Court Programs and Services Division (CPSD) staff meant that OJD did not have a statewide 

treatment court reporting system or coordinator to track and analyze the data statewide to provide a report for fiscal year 2008 and 

beyond. The CJC does not currently track recidivism for all drug court participants in the state. Due to the lack of statewide data, the CJC 

is not able to track recidivism rates for drug court participants statewide. The CJC has conducted rigorous evaluations of drug court 

programs in the state. The most recent evaluation was released in June 2014 and is available in the Special Reports section. The CJC 

evaluation was a randomized controlled trial of Measure 57 intensive drug courts for medium to high risk property and drug offenders. 

The four counties participating in the study were Multnomah, Umatilla, Douglas, and Jackson. The 1 year new charge rate for the drug 
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court participants was 29.7%. For the probation group the 1 year new rate was 37.4%. This shows a 20.6% drop in the recidivism rate for 

the drug court group. 

 

4. HOW WE COMPARE:  In the 2007 report the largest national study of adult drug court recidivism (sample = 2,020 graduates from 95 

drug courts) is based on charges estimates. The result was 16.4 percent charged within one year of graduation (John Roman, et al. 

Recidivism Rates for Drug Court Graduates:  Final Report), or a 83.6 percent national recidivism rate. The Criminal Justice Commission in 

the executive branch now compiles this information through its grant reporting when needed. 

 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS:  Availability of program services including community correction supervision, alcohol and drug 

and mental health treatment, and other wraparound services associated with Oregon’s collaborative treatment courts.  

 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE:  Increase the capacity of adult, family, and juvenile drug courts through increased and stable funding for 

the Oregon treatment courts and program staff.  

 

7. ABOUT THE DATA:  When performed by OJD this data was gathered from the OJIN data warehouse query:  program graduates’ name, 

date of birth, state identification number, driver license number, Social Security number, and Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) numbers 

are matched against court filings for one year post graduation. Graduates were identified in OJIN through records with the associated 

“DGCM” code (for Drug Court Completed) and by data tracked in the Oregon Treatment Court Management System (OTCMS) which is no 

longer supported. For 2014 and beyond, drug court recidivism data is analyzed using a small sampling of counties and reported by the CJC, 

their most recent report provided in the Special Reports section. 
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