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THE SUPREME COURT 
 

 

To the Honorable Senators and Representatives of the 82nd Legislative Assembly: 

 

We are pleased to present the Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget for the Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) for the 2023-25 biennium. This 

budget request will allow the judicial branch to fulfill its core mission – a mission essential to our democracy – to serve the need for justice in our 

communities. 

   

We appreciate the resources that the legislature gave courts in the 2021-23 biennium to implement the OJD Strategic Campaign, and we have made 

effective use of them.  We successfully implemented major portions of the 19 priority initiatives in the Campaign, allowing us to improve services to 

people who are underserved, vulnerable, or marginalized; eliminate barriers and improve access to justice; enhance the public’s trust and confidence 

in the judicial branch; and create a workplace and courthouse culture that is supportive, inclusive, and welcoming.  The Current Service Level and 

Policy Option Packages in this budget request would allow the Judicial Department to continue its success and its advance the priorities we share 

with the legislative and executive branches.   

 

For example, we know that one of Oregon’s most pressing issues is housing and providing services for those who are houseless.  Courts have been 

instrumental in informing landlords and tenants about the availability of rent assistance and in giving them time to work through alternatives to 

eviction.  We now are seeing eviction filings rise, and your courts can continue to be of assistance.  Your judges have been leaders in addressing the 

severe shortage of public defense attorneys and in finding appropriate placements for people with mental illness, substance abuse disorder, and other 

behavioral health issues.  Much work remains to be done in those areas, and we know that the work of our branch is integrally connected to the work 

of the other branches and that a fully functioning court system is necessary to progress on our shared priorities.   

 

We stand ready to work with you. 

 

Thanks to the tremendous dedication of judges and court staff throughout the state, your courts not only stayed open throughout the COVID-19 

pandemic, but quickly determined how to conduct court proceedings by remote means, obtained necessary equipment, and provided necessary 

training to courts, attorneys, and litigants on how best to use those new tools.  Court users have benefitted substantially from that access, and, 

statewide, courts have reduced the number of pending cases to below pre-pandemic levels.  
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The Policy Option Packages requested in our budget would allow our courts to:  

• Continue implementing a statewide pretrial release system that is not dependent on cash “bail,” and allows release from custody based on risk 

to the public, permitting retention when necessary to protect public safety;  

• Continue implementing a program providing oversight in protective proceedings – guardianships and conservatorships;  

• Continue to improve services to self-represented litigants, including in expungement, landlord-tenant, and family law proceedings, expanding 

efforts to help navigate court proceedings and translate documents and web pages for litigants whose primary language is not English;  

• Ensure that courts have adequate and secure technology to support our remote proceedings, and better connect courts with rural communities 

and vulnerable populations;  

• Provide competitive compensation for judges, and add judicial positions in six counties to improve timely resolution of cases; 

• Begin to address economic barriers that limit many Oregonians’ ability to serve on juries; 

• Continue investments in family treatment courts and stabilize funding for drug courts, mental health courts, veterans courts, and other specialty 

courts instead of relying on grants. 

• Fund entrance security screening in 21 court facilities to reduce the risk of harm to court users;   

• Replace unsafe courthouses in Benton, Clackamas, Curry, and Morrow counties and provide funds for other needed courthouse improvements; 

 

These targeted investments will improve your courts’ ability to fulfill the Oregon Constitution’s requirement that justice be administered “completely 

and without delay.”  The resources requested in this budget also will allow courts to continue to be strong partners in addressing issues of concern to 

our state as a whole, including preventing trauma to children and families and reducing costs and improving results in the criminal justice system. 

Current Service Level funding will allow your courts to continue to serve Oregonians (including by fully implementing the benefits of our now-

completed Oregon eCourt system), and to reduce incarceration (including by providing staffing for our problem-solving courts).  

 

We are committed to doing our part to meet our joint responsibilities to all Oregonians, and we look forward to working with you to that end.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

       
Martha L. Walters     Meagan A. Flynn 

Chief Justice, Oregon Supreme Court   Chief Justice Elect, Oregon Supreme Court  



 
 page iii  
 

Table of Contents 

Certification ............................................................................................................................................................................................ ix 

Legislative Action .................................................................................................................................................................................... 1 

Budget Impacts to the 2021-23 Legislatively Approved Budget .................................................................................................................................... 1 

Legislation Affecting 2021-23 Legislatively Approved Budget ..................................................................................................................................... 2 

Department Summary ......................................................................................................................................................................... 27 

Reduction Options ......................................................................................................................................................................................................... 35 

Organization Chart(s) 2021-23...................................................................................................................................................................................... 38 

Agency-wide Program Unit Summary .......................................................................................................................................................................... 47 

Department Budget Summary – All Funds ................................................................................................................................................................... 50 

Policy Option Packages Summary ................................................................................................................................................................................ 51 

ORBITS and ORPICS Reports ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 52 

BDV104 – Summary of 2023-25 Biennium Budget ................................................................................................................................................. 52 

BPR010 – Agencywide Program Unit Summary .................................................................................................................................................... 102 

Revenues .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 107 

ORBITS and ORPICS Reports ................................................................................................................................................................................... 112 

BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue ...................................................................................................... 112 

Appellate and Tax Courts ................................................................................................................................................................... 115 

Supreme Court............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 115 

Court of Appeals ......................................................................................................................................................................................................... 128 

Tax Court..................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 134 

Appellate Court Services Division .............................................................................................................................................................................. 137 

Budget Summary – All Funds ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 139 

Essential Packages....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 140 

Policy Option Package 107 – Appellate Court Improvements ................................................................................................................................... 141 



 
 page iv  
 

ORBITS and ORPICS Reports ................................................................................................................................................................................... 142 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary .......................................................................................................................... 142 

POS116 – Net Package Fiscal Impact Report ARB (Policy Packages) .................................................................................................................. 147 

BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue ...................................................................................................... 148 

Trial Courts ......................................................................................................................................................................................... 149 

Budget Summary – All Funds ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 155 

Essential Packages....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 156 

Policy Option Package 101 – Statewide Pretrial Program .......................................................................................................................................... 157 

Policy Option Package 104 – Self-Represented Litigants .......................................................................................................................................... 158 

Policy Option Package 105 – Promoting Justice for Communities ............................................................................................................................ 159 

Policy Option Package 106 – Remote Proceedings and Data Interfaces .................................................................................................................... 160 

Policy Option Package 108 – New Judges and Support Staff .................................................................................................................................... 161 

Policy Option Package 110 – Classification and Compensation Plan Changes ......................................................................................................... 162 

Policy Option Package 113 – Family Treatment Courts ............................................................................................................................................. 163 

Policy Option Package 114 – Specialty Court Enhancements .................................................................................................................................... 164 

Policy Option Package 115 – Direct Funding for Existing Specialty Courts ............................................................................................................. 165 

Policy Option Package 120 – Continue OF Grant Positions ....................................................................................................................................... 166 

ORBITS and ORPICS Reports ................................................................................................................................................................................... 167 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary .......................................................................................................................... 167 

POS116 – Net Package Fiscal Impact Report ARB (Policy Packages) .................................................................................................................. 190 

BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue ...................................................................................................... 202 

Administration and Central Support ............................................................................................................................................... 203 

Office of the State Court Administrator ...................................................................................................................................................................... 203 

Divisions and Program Sections ................................................................................................................................................................................. 203 

Budget Summary – All Funds ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 215 

Essential Packages....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 216 



 
 page v  
 

Policy Option Package 101 – Statewide Pretrial Program .......................................................................................................................................... 217 

Policy Option Package 102 – Protective Proceedings Oversight Program ................................................................................................................. 218 

Policy Option Package 103 – Fresh Start Expunction Program.................................................................................................................................. 219 

Policy Option Package 104 – Self-Represented Litigants .......................................................................................................................................... 220 

Policy Option Package 105 – Promoting Justice for Communities ............................................................................................................................ 221 

Policy Option Package 106 – Remote Proceedings and Data Interfaces .................................................................................................................... 222 

Policy Option Package 109 – Equipment Lifecycle Replacement .............................................................................................................................. 223 

Policy Option Package 113 – Family Treatment Courts ............................................................................................................................................. 224 

ORBITS and ORPICS Reports ................................................................................................................................................................................... 225 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary .......................................................................................................................... 225 

POS116 – Net Package Fiscal Impact Report ARB (Policy Packages) .................................................................................................................. 247 

BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue ...................................................................................................... 254 

Judicial Compensation ....................................................................................................................................................................... 255 

Budget Summary – All Funds ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 257 

Essential Packages....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 258 

Policy Option Package 108 – New Judges and Support Staff .................................................................................................................................... 259 

Policy Option Package 111 – Judicial Compensation ................................................................................................................................................. 260 

ORBITS and ORPICS Reports ................................................................................................................................................................................... 261 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary .......................................................................................................................... 261 

POS116 – Net Package Fiscal Impact Report ARB (Policy Packages) .................................................................................................................. 266 

System Support and Technology Fund ............................................................................................................................................ 267 

Budget Summary – All Funds ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 273 

Essential Packages....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 274 

Policy Option Package 123 – Technology Fund Replacement ................................................................................................................................... 275 

ORBITS and ORPICS Reports ................................................................................................................................................................................... 276 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary .......................................................................................................................... 276 



 
 page vi  
 

BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue ...................................................................................................... 282 

Debt Service ......................................................................................................................................................................................... 283 

Budget Summary – All Funds ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 286 

Essential Packages....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 287 

ORBITS and ORPICS Reports ................................................................................................................................................................................... 288 

BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue ...................................................................................................... 288 

Mandated Payments ........................................................................................................................................................................... 289 

Interpreter Services ..................................................................................................................................................................................................... 290 

Jury Payments ............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 290 

Arbitrators ................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 291 

ADA Compliance ........................................................................................................................................................................................................ 291 

Budget Summary – All Funds ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 292 

Essential Packages....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 293 

Policy Option Package 112 – Juror Compensation ..................................................................................................................................................... 294 

ORBITS and ORPICS Reports ................................................................................................................................................................................... 295 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary .......................................................................................................................... 295 

BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue ...................................................................................................... 301 

State Court Facilities and Security ................................................................................................................................................... 303 

Budget Summary – All Funds ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 311 

Essential Packages....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 312 

Policy Option Package 121 – Circuit Court Capital Improvement Projects ............................................................................................................... 313 

ORBITS and ORPICS Reports ................................................................................................................................................................................... 314 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary .......................................................................................................................... 314 

BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue ...................................................................................................... 319 

Third-Party Collections ..................................................................................................................................................................... 321 



 
 page vii  
 

Budget Summary – All Funds ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 327 

Essential Packages....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 328 

ORBITS and ORPICS Reports ................................................................................................................................................................................... 329 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary .......................................................................................................................... 329 

Pass-Throughs ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 331 

Budget Summary – All Funds ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 335 

Essential Packages....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 336 

Policy Option Package 116 – Court Security Entrance Screening.............................................................................................................................. 337 

Policy Option Package 118 – Legal Aid for Vulnerable Oregonians ......................................................................................................................... 338 

Policy Option Package 119 – Circuit Court Replacement Planning ........................................................................................................................... 339 

ORBITS and ORPICS Reports ................................................................................................................................................................................... 340 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary .......................................................................................................................... 340 

BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue ...................................................................................................... 346 

Oregon Courthouse Capital Construction and Improvement Fund ............................................................................................ 347 

Budget Summary – All Funds ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 360 

Essential Packages....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 361 

Policy Option Package 122 – Circuit Court Capital Replacement Bonds .................................................................................................................. 362 

ORBITS and ORPICS Reports ................................................................................................................................................................................... 363 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary .......................................................................................................................... 363 

BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue ...................................................................................................... 366 

Special Reports .................................................................................................................................................................................... 367 

Annual Performance Progress Report (APPR) for Fiscal Years 2023-25 .................................................................................................................. 367 

Audits Response Report .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 385 

Affirmative Action Report .......................................................................................................................................................................................... 389 

Oregon Judicial Branch Strategic Campaign .............................................................................................................................................................. 425 

Oregon Judicial Department 2023 Legislative Agenda .............................................................................................................................................. 435 



 
 page viii  
 

Law school debt is delaying plans for recent grads (ABA Journal, December 1, 2020) ............................................................................................ 437 

ORBITS and ORPICS Reports ................................................................................................................................................................................... 443 

BSU003A – Summary Cross Reference Listing and Packages ............................................................................................................................... 443 

BSU004A – Policy Package List by Priority........................................................................................................................................................... 451 

BDV001A – Agency Worksheet – Revenues and Expenditures ............................................................................................................................. 455 

BDV002A – Detail Revenues and Expenditures – Requested Budget ................................................................................................................... 555 

BDV004B – Detail Revenues and Expenditures – Essential Packages ................................................................................................................... 617 

BDV004B – Detail Revenues and Expenditures – Policy Packages ....................................................................................................................... 663 

PIC100 – Position Budget Report list by DCR ....................................................................................................................................................... 709 

POS116 – Net Package Fiscal Impact Report CSL (Essential Packages) ............................................................................................................... 885 

POS116 – Net Package Fiscal Impact Report ARB (Policy Packages) .................................................................................................................. 887 

 

  



 
 page ix  
 

 

Certification 
 

I hereby certify that the accompanying summary and detailed statements are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief and 
that the accuracy of all numerical information has been verified. 
 

 
 
 
 
Oregon Judicial Department 
 

AGENCY NAME 

 
 
 
 
1163 State Street, Salem, OR  97301-2563 
 

AGENCY ADDRESS 
 

 

 

 



 
 page x  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[This page intentionally left blank.] 



LEGISLATIVE ACTION 
 

 

 

2023-25 Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget  page 1  
 

Legislative Action 

Budget Impacts to the 2021-23 Legislatively Approved Budget 

• Two New Pass-through Payments to Oregon Bar:  The Oregon State Bar received two one-time pass-through payments: 

• $4.5 million for legal services through SB 1543 

• $2.3 million for OregonLaw+Connect through HB 5202 

• Courthouse Planning Funds:  One-time planning funds were provided to courthouse projects in HB 5006 through the American Recovery Plan 

Act (ARPA) and HB 5202 General Fund 

• $3.5 million for Curry County courthouse replacement planning in ARPA funding 

• $169,827 for Crook County courthouse replacement planning in ARPA funding 

• $2.0 million for Benton County Courthouse replacement planning funds from the General Fund 

• Funding for Courthouse Replacement Projects:  HB 5505, HB 5050, and HB 5701 added bonding authority for the following projects:  

• Clackamas County courthouse replacement project – $95.4 million   

• Crook County courthouse replacement project – $16.33 million  

• Linn County courthouse replacement project – $16.11 million  

• Benton County courthouse replacement project – $20.73 million  

• Funding for Courthouse Improvements:  HB 5202 added one-time General Funds for the following projects:  

• Deschutes County courthouse expansion – $1.5 million  

• Columbia County courthouse life/safety projects – $2 million  

• Funding for Supreme Court Building Renovation and Move Costs:  Bonding authority and capital construction limitation were provided for 

renovation and seismic retrofit of the Supreme Court Building. HB 5505 authorized $21.95 million in bonding. SB 5506 provided 6-year 

limitation. Additionally, HB 5006 authorized $5 million of ARPA funds to support non-bondable move, space rental, and other project costs.  

• Office of the State Court Administrator Reorganization:  HB 5202 provided funding for a reorganization of the State Court Administrator’s 

Office, authorizing 15 positions (8.75FTE)  
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• Pretrial Release Law Changes and Program Expansion:  SB 48 modified criminal pretrial release and added 13 positions (9.71 FTE) to begin 

work by OJD for statewide program creation. In HB 5202, an additional 40 Release Assistance Officer positions were added for initial roll-out 

into phase one courts.  

• Family Treatment Courts:  HB 5006 and the September Emergency Board added four new Family Treatment Courts and expanded support in 

three other counties, along with central statewide support.  

• New Judges and Staff in Deschutes County:  HB 5006 and HB 3011 added two new judges and support staff in Deschutes County.  

• Juvenile Delinquency Improvement Program:  HB 5012 added 3 positions (2.50 FTE) for improvements efforts around juvenile delinquency.  

• Behavioral Health:  HB 5012 added 10 positions (8.80 FTE) to the trial courts for support of people with severe mental and substance abuse 

issues. Continues implementation of SB 24 and SB 973 from the 2019 Legislative Session.  

• Centralized Child Support Adjudication and Family Facilitation Program:  HB 5012 added nine positions (7.44 FTE) for a new centralized 

child support adjudication and family facilitation program that will leverage Federal Title IV funding through the Department of Justice (as Other 

Funds).  

• One-time Marijuana Expungement Program:  In tandem with the Office of the Governor, one-time funding for expungement of convictions 

for marijuana infractions were allocated in HB 5006. Also included was one-time funding through ARPA funds for electronic record 

improvement 

• Additional IT Replacement Funding:  HB 5012 added $1.7 million to provide additional funding for regular replacement of computer 

equipment for staff, judges, and kiosks located in courthouses for the general public.  

Legislation Affecting 2021-23 Legislatively Approved Budget 

• HB 3011 (2021) – Program change bill 

• HB 5006 (2021) – End of session bill  

• HB 5012 (2021) – Budget bill 

• SB 48 (2021) – Pretrial Release  

• SB 5505 (2021) – Bonding bill 

• SB 5506 (2021) – Capital Construction bill 

• SB 5533 (2021) – Criminal Fine Account allocation  
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• HB 5202 (2022) – Budget rebalance bill 

• SB 1543 (2022) – Universal Representation bill 

• September Emergency Board – Family Treatment Courts 
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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 and Vision  

  

The judicial branch is a separate and coequal branch of state government. The core function of the judicial branch is providing a forum for justice 

when disputes in the community arise. The Chief Justice of the Oregon Supreme Court is the administrative head of the unified court system and the 

state judicial branch and submits the Oregon Judicial Department 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 each biennium.  

  

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

cultural, social, and economic life of this state, and Oregonians can be proud of their state courts, which every day strive to meet the state’s 

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

  

Whether it is protecting individual rights, shepherding a treatment court participants from a life of chaos to that of a stable, secure member of the 

community, 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.  

  

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

July 2, 2018, the Honorable Martha L. Walters was sworn in as the 44th Chief Justice of the Oregon Supreme Court, and Justice Meagan A. Flynn has 

been elected by the Supreme Court to become the 45th Chief Justice, effective January 1, 2023. 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, and 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 Court of Appeals, 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 circuit court presiding judge to assist in managing day-to-day local court administrative operations.  

  

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 the state. Courts must respond or interpret mandates contained 

in the United States and Oregon constitutions and the Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS).  
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 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 additional locations in the county. Statute establishes the number of judicial positions and their locations. Court jurisdiction (case type and 

eligibility), deadlines, priorities, procedures, and process requirements also 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 

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; State Court Fees  

• Chapter 8 – Court Officers  

• Chapters 10 and 132 – Juries; Grand Juries  

• Chapter 14 – Jurisdiction; Venue; Change of Judge  

• Chapter 36 – Mediation and Arbitration  

• Chapter 45 – Interpreters  

• Chapter 46 – Small Claims Departments  

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

• Chapter 107 – Marital Dissolution; Mediation and Conciliation Services; Family Abuse Prevention  

• Chapter 115 – Claims; Actions and Suits  

• Chapter 124 – Abuse Prevention; Abuse of Elderly, Disabled and Incapacitated  

• Chapter 125 – Protective Proceedings; Guardianships and Conservatorships  

• Chapters 131-167 – Criminal Procedure; Crimes and Sentencing; Appeals; Post-conviction  

• Chapter 151 – Verification of Eligibility for Appointed Counsel  

• Chapter 153 – Violations and Traffic Offenses  
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• Chapter 305 – Oregon Tax Court; Tax Magistrate Division  

• Chapter 419A – Juvenile Courts and Citizen Review Board Program; Juvenile Dependency; Juvenile Delinquency  

  

Standing Committees  

  

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

recommendations to her on a variety of issues involving administration, court procedures, and specific case areas. The list below identifies a few of 

the current committees:  

• Oregon Judicial Conference (statutory)  

• Uniform Trial Court Rules (UTCR) Committee  

• Statewide Family Law Advisory Committee (SFLAC)  

• State Security and Emergency Preparedness Advisory Committee (SEPAC)  

• Criminal Justice Advisory Committee (CJAC)  

• Judicial Education and Conduct Committee (JLEC)  

• Behavioral Health Advisory Committee (BHAC)  

• Tribal Court/State Court Judicial Forum  

• Oregon Working Interdisciplinary Network of Guardianship Stakeholders (WINGS)  

• Oregon Rules of Appellate Procedure Committee (ORAP)  

• Oregon Supreme Court Council on Inclusion and Fairness (OSCCIF)  

• Juvenile Court Improvement Program Advisory Committee (JCIP)  

• Staff Education and Advisory Committee (SEAC)  

• Odyssey Change Control Workgroup (OCCW)  

• Internal Audit Committee  

• Law and Policy Workgroup  
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Major Accomplishment Highlights   

• Continued implementation of OJD Strategic Campaign Commitments. This campaign recognizes our constitutional obligation to 

provide justice for all Oregonians, makes four commitments to advance that cause, and sets out 19 initiatives. OJD has successfully 

implemented at least 75 percent of the work in each commitment and that work will continue to be supported through our 2023-25 policy 

option packages. Developed after a series of internal and external stakeholder meetings, the 19 initiatives generally support improving 

services for under-served or marginalized people, improving access to justice, enhancing public trust and confidence in state government, 

and creating a workplace that is welcoming, affirming, and inclusive. 

• Kept courts open and people safe during the COVID-19 pandemic. In-person court hearings and activities were quickly restricted to 

dramatically reduce the number of people working or appearing in courthouses. A series of Chief Justice Orders prioritized essential court 

activities while giving presiding judges flexibility to meet local community needs. Courts at all levels quickly and dramatically expanded 

their ability to use technology to continue bench trials, hearings, oral arguments, and other proceedings through remote means to maintain 

access to justice. Required jury trials continued after ensuring distancing, cleaning, and other protective measures were enacted, and as 

facility and staff limitations allowed. As a result of these efforts, Oregon courts have been able to reduce pending caseloads in most case 

types to levels at or below what they were in 2019. 

• Helped address Oregon’s public defense crisis. In response to the public defense crisis, the Chief Justice, courts, and the Office of the 

State Court Administrator have all made significant efforts to identify and implement efficiencies to alleviate the burdens on the public 

defense system. Some of the efforts include reducing pending criminal caseloads to reduce public defense caseloads; OJD-led 

collaborative problem-solving at the local level; developing a public defense data dashboard to show the location and status of 

unrepresented persons; and working with the Oregon State Bar (OSB) to expedite admission of out-of-state lawyers to practice in Oregon 

(comity rule), and with the Professional Liability Fund to allow retired attorneys to practice on a limited basis. In addition, the Criminal 

Justice Advisory Committee’s (CJAC) System Efficiencies subcommittee and the Uniform Trial Court Rules Committee are working 

collaboratively to evaluate and recommend additional system efficiencies including those proposed by criminal justice system 

stakeholders.  

• Acted Quickly to Address Critical Elections Issues. The Oregon Supreme Court expedited decisions in cases to determine candidate 

eligibility and address challenges to legislative decisions in redistricting Oregon’s congressional and legislative districts, allowing 

democratic processes to continue uninterrupted. 

• Expanded interview-based court forms for self-represented litigants. OJD is expanding the development and availability of OJD 

iForms – interview-based intelligent forms developed primarily for use by people not represented by attorneys in small claims, landlord-

tenant, a variety of family law case types, and many protective orders. These forms improve access to the courts by making it easier to 
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provide courts with the information necessary to efficiently and fairly adjudicate their cases. The forms can be updated to respond to law 

changes and can also be eFiled. Among the OJD iForms recently made available are: 

▪ Appointed Counsel Application – to demonstrate financial need and request a court-appointed public defense attorney 

▪ Elder/Disability Protection Order Application – to request protection for a person as allowed under the Elderly Person and Person 

with Disability Abuse Prevention Act 

▪ Eviction Set-Aside – a motion to reverse (set-aside) and seal a court’s judgement, verdict, or other final ruling in a case 

▪ Firearms Surrender Declaration – a response to a court order that a person has surrendered their firearms 

▪ Marijuana Conviction Set-Aside or Reduction – a motion to reverse (set-aside) a court’s judgement, verdict, or other final ruling 

for marijuana-related charges in a case or to reduce a marijuana conviction to a lower-level crime or violation 

▪ Modification of Family Law Judgment (Motion and Response) – a request for, or response to a request for a change in the terms 

set by the court such as parenting time 

▪ Name/Legal Sex Change Petition – a request to change a person’s name or legal sex 

▪ Payment Plan Application – a form to request the ability to pay court debt in installments over time 

▪ Criminal/Arrest/Contempt Set-Aside – a motion to overturn (set-aside) a court’s judgment, verdict, or other final ruling in a 

criminal case or set-aside and seal the record of an uncharged arrest or a finding of contempt of court 

▪ Fee Deferral and Waiver Application – self-represented litigants (SRLs) will be able to electronically submit applications for fee 

waivers or deferrals when filing civil pleadings such as small claims, landlord tenant, and identity record cases  

In addition, OJD is making these forms available in Spanish. To date, the Appointed Counsel Application and the Fee Deferral/Waiver 

application have been completed. 

• Continued partnerships to replace unsafe courthouses. The first counties to receive state funding assistance to replace unsafe 

courthouses (Union and Jefferson) opened their new facilities in 2016. The new Multnomah County courthouse was completed in the fall 

of 2020. Planning funding has been provided for Lane, Clackamas, Linn, Benton, Crook, and Curry counties. Final construction funding 

requests in 2023-25 will include Benton, Clackamas, Curry, Harney, and Morrow counties, and planning funding will be requested for 

Hood River, Lincoln, Polk, Umatilla, and Washington counties.  

• Increased investments in Family Treatment Courts. Family Treatment Court (FTC) is a multidisciplinary, evidence-based, problem-

solving court model serving child-welfare-involved families where parental substance use is a factor contributing to abuse or neglect. To 

improve the likelihood of successful family reunification among this population, participants are supported by child welfare agencies, 
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behavioral health treatment professionals, and the dependency court system. Comprehensive case management increased judicial oversight, and 

frequent stakeholder collaboration occur in a non-adversarial setting that emphasizes sustainable recovery and the development of effective 

parenting skills. Prior to 2022, Oregon previously had eight FTCs spanning 14 counties across the state. The 2021 Legislature established a $10 

million Special Purpose Appropriation (SPA) for the expansion of FTCs. At the close of the 2022 session, the Legislature released 

$2,065,430 of the SPA funds, allocated among OJD, the Oregon Department of Human Services, the Public Defense Services 

Commission, and the Oregon Department of Justice. The distribution was used to fund statewide coordination and support, establish a 

new FTC in Clatsop County, augment FTC staffing to Columbia County, and provide participant supports (for example, housing 

assistance, childcare, and peer mentors) in Clatsop and Columbia counties. Later, the 2022 September Emergency Board released another 

$1.2 million to enable the implementation of new FTCs in Benton, Polk, Clackamas, and Josephine counties and ensure stability for the 

existing FTCs in Klamath County and in the 7th Judicial District (Sherman, Wheeler, Wasco, Hood River, and Gilliam counties). 

• Completed initial rollout of 2021 Senate Bill 48, including Pretrial Release. In 2021, the Oregon Legislature passed SB 48 (Oregon 

Laws 2021, chapter 643) to reduce the reliance on security release (cash bail) and establish a statewide, court-based, pretrial release 

system. The Chief Justice of the Oregon Supreme Court issued release guidelines for local court orders to:  

▪ provide a consistent release decision-making structure across the state;  

▪ reduce the reliance on the use of security;  

▪ include provisions for victim notification and input; and  

▪ balance the rights of the defendant and presumption of pretrial release against community and victim safety and the risk of failure 

to appear.  

Presiding judges created pretrial release orders in each circuit court that complied with the Chief Justice’s guidelines. During the 2022 

legislative session, 40 release assistance officer positions were allocated to OJD. These 40 positions were allocated to prioritize 

programming for circuit courts where no pretrial resources or programs existed. To continue implementation of SB 48, OJD has prepared 

a policy option package for the 2023-25 biennium requesting an additional 42 release assistance officers. 

• Expanded the work of Equity, Diversity, Inclusion and Belonging. OJD is committed to creating a workplace and 

courthouse culture that is equitable, inclusive, and diverse. As a first step toward that commitment, OJD has created an Equity, Diversity, 

Inclusion and Belonging (EDI/Belonging) plan that includes education and training for judges and staff. The EDI/Belonging plan aims to 

ensure that the core values of equity, inclusion, belonging, and diversity are a key part of our organization’s operations and are modeled in 

advancing our mission. 
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On August 1, 2022, Chief Justice Martha Walters issued Chief Justice Order 22-014 establishing an OJD Equity Framework. The equity 

framework describes a method of examining, analyzing, and investigating both the process and the impact of decision-making and 

policies to ensure access, inclusion, and equitable outcomes. 

The Oregon Supreme Court Council on Inclusion and Fairness (OSCCIF) works to ensure that all persons have access to Oregon state 

courts for fair and efficient dispute resolution. It also advises the Chief Justice on matters of systemic racial, ethnic, and gender bias in the 

Oregon Judicial Department. 

• Reorganized and augmented the services at OSCA. The Office of the State Court Administrator added capacity and restructured to 

increase support for courts and add a much-needed civil and criminal programs division. The restructure included creating two Assistant 

Deputy State Court Administrator positions. One provides executive leadership over the operations divisions, including the Business and 

Fiscal Services Division, Enterprise Technology and Services Division, and the Human Resources Services Division. The other oversees 

the on-going development and creation of court all program areas, including the Juvenile and Family Court Programs, Civil and Criminal 

Programs, and the Court Language Access Services. A new division director is leading the new civil and criminal programs division, 

bringing opportunities for innovation and increased consistency to Oregon courts. 

• Incentivized new hires and retention. The Chief Justice implemented an incentive payment for onsite staff to assist Oregon’s courts that 

are struggling to retain staff and to compete for potential candidates in the current highly competitive job market, while continuing to 

conform with compensation in the other branches of state government. The payments occur three times during the 2021-23 biennium to 

provide ongoing retention and recruitment incentives. The payments are based on 5 percent of the salary of OJD’s core workforce, the 

Judicial Services Specialist classification, and maintains reasonable conformity with executive branch compensation as required by law.  

• Developed cutting-edge information tools. OJD continues to develop and refine the data tools needed to understand and manage the 

work of the courts and divisions. Thanks to data provided by the Oregon eCourt case management system, 30 statewide dashboards 

provide real-time information about OJD’s operations. This allows judges, executive leaders, and staff the ability to report information 

and manage the work from the highest levels or drill down into a single case to make informed decisions as they strive to meet all key 

performance measure goals.  

• Improving assistance to people with behavioral health challenges. Oregon is currently experiencing a behavioral health crisis that has 

substantially increased the number of defendants who are unable to aid and assist in their own defense and strained the Oregon State 

Hospital and other system partners. The Chief Justice established the Behavioral Health Advisory Committee (BHAC) in late 2019. The 

BHAC advises the Chief Justice on best practices for use in case and docket management, and in decision-making in cases involving court 

users with behavioral health issues. During the 2021-23 biennium the Legislature allocated new positions to OJD to specifically work on 

improving the support to those in the justice system with issues related to behavioral health.  

https://orjudicial.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/Equity/ERZHtXUYMSZDm196nubPEawBf9po8reexNcR4yiwDiwMZA?e=XFdfEa
https://orjudicial.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/Equity/EZIkdvckXMlKuvPRczRFS5UB63-j4qFaOWNRYx-XieAbgQ?e=fd3A8C
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Oregon’s work in this area, led by BHAC Co-Chairs Nan Waller and Suzanne Chanti, has been recognized at the national level. Judge 

Nan Waller received the annual Rehnquist Award, a national award recognizing judicial excellence, in part for her efforts to improve state 

courts’ response to individuals with serious mental illness. Both Judge Waller and State Court Administrator Nancy Cozine participated in 

a national Task Force on Mental Illness, taking an active role in the creation of resources and tools that can be utilized by courts to better 

address behavioral health needs across all case types. A full report, issued by the National Center for State Courts, can be found here 

https://www.ncsc.org/__data/assets/pdf_file/0031/84469/MHTF_State_Courts_Leading_Change.pdf.  

OSCA staff worked with courts to ensure that every court has judges and staff who are specifically trained in aid and assist practices, 

consolidating cases and creating dedicated aid and assist dockets so that individuals returning to the court after an assessment or treatment 

will see the same, knowledgeable judge and staff. Additionally, OSCA's behavioral health staff developed behavioral health resources that 

have been highlighted across the country, such as: 

▪ An electronic dashboard with critical aid and assist data. 

▪ Best practices documentation generated by recommendations from Oregon courts, other state courts, and national organizations. 

▪ A collection of statewide aid and assist orders for use by judges and attorneys.  

▪ Regular meetings with judges and staff to drive implementation of best practices in aid and assist and civil commitment cases. 

▪ Stakeholder engagements to improve services and delivery systems. 

Reduction Options 

 

ORS 291.206 requires the Governor to submit an alternative budget plan that funds agencies at 90 percent of their Current Service Level (CSL) 

funding. The following information summarizes the application of this level of reduction to the Current Service Level budget in the Chief Justice’s 

Recommended Budget. Because major elements in the OJD budget cannot be reduced (debt service and judicial compensation), a 10 percent 

reduction translates into up to a 15 percent reduction to court operations and other program areas that can lawfully be reduced.  

 

Oregon Judicial Department Budget 

 

Debt Service:  The OJD CSL budget request is for $659.8 million in General Fund. Debt service ($47.2 million, 7.15 percent of the budget) is 

excluded from the calculation reduction per statute, resulting in a budget of $612.5 million for OJD and a 10 percent reduction target of $61.5 

million.  

 

https://www.ncsc.org/__data/assets/pdf_file/0031/84469/MHTF_State_Courts_Leading_Change.pdf
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Judicial Compensation:  $105,930,600 (16.5 percent of 

CSL budget). This appropriation provides for 

constitutionally protected compensation (within term) of 

filled judgeship positions. Since this appropriation 

cannot be reduced, the $10.6 million that otherwise 

would be reduced here must be shifted to other 

appropriations. This is the equivalent of an additional 47 

FTE staff positions. 

 

Pass-Throughs:  $30,738,119 (4.65 percent of CSL 

budget). This appropriation provides pass-through 

funding to counties for law libraries and for mediation 

and conciliation services, to the Oregon State Bar for 

Legal Aid services, to the Council on Court Procedures, 

and to the Oregon Law Commission. Reductions to these 

pass-through entities will result in impacts to people and 

communities that depend on these services.  

 

Third-Party Collections:  $17,376,240 (2.63 percent of 

CSL budget). This appropriation finances payments for 

successful collection of past-due fines and fees from 

criminal and civil cases, and credit card fees and State 

Treasury fees used to receive and process fee/fine 

payments. Therefore, reducing this appropriation by 

$1.74 million would result in $8.7 million in lost revenue to the state’s General Fund. It also would reduce employment at the entities that conduct 

collection activities – the Oregon Department of Revenue (DOR) and private collection companies. The major recipients of these cost payments are 

the DOR and private collection companies. On average, 65 percent of this appropriation is paid to DOR for collection and tax-offset activities. 

Expenditures are only paid for successful collection of a debt, so reducing this appropriation would limit revenue that otherwise would come to the 

state, victims of crime, and local governments. Additionally, approximately 13 percent of expenditures are the result of merchant fees associated with 

the use of credit cards to pay fines and fees. On average, expenditures from this line item returns $5 in revenues for each $1 expended on collections.  

 

Mandated Payments:  $18,895,302 (2.86 percent of CSL budget). The appropriation provides statutory payments for jury service, statutory 

interpreter services for non-English speakers (including crime victims exercising their constitutional rights of participation), statutory arbitration 

Constitutionally 
Protected Judicial 

Compensation, 
16.5%

Trial Court 
Operations, 46.6%

Appellate/Tax Courts, 
4.4%

Administration & 
Central Support, 14.3%

Mandated Payments, 
2.9%

Debt Service, 7.0%

Pass-through, 4.7%

Third-Party Collections, 
2.6%

eCourt, 1.3%

2023-25 CSL Budget - General Fund by Area
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expenses, and Americans with Disabilities Act compliance related to jury service or interpreting. The vast majority of expenditures are for jury 

payments and interpreter services for hearings, trials, and other proceedings. Reductions to this appropriation would require a reduction in the 

number of jury trials conducted and increase the wait time for trials and hearings requiring juries or interpreters. This slowdown would reduce timely 

access to justice, especially in family law and civil cases, and increase the state’s potential liability for not meeting statutory and constitutional 

requirements for timely trials. 

 

Oregon eCourt Program Operations and Maintenance:  $8,787,755 (1.33 percent of CSL budget). A 10 percent reduction would be $878,776. 

Many of the expenses paid from this appropriation are binding contractual obligations with technology service providers. OJD would have limited 

opportunities to implement reductions and would need to shift these reductions to the Operations appropriation, further reducing court operations and 

other core functions.  

 

Operations – Trial Courts:  $307,231,727 (46.55 percent of CSL budget). A 10 percent reduction to this appropriation would be $27.8 million to 

the trial courts operating budget. Trial court operations provide a majority of the direct public services offered by OJD, as well as the largest 

appropriation in the OJD budget. Trial court operations consist primarily of personal services costs. As with past reduction implementations, 

reductions in the trial courts predominately impact staffing for court operations. A 10 percent reduction in this appropriation would result in an 

approximate loss of 136 FTE in court personnel. Reductions of this magnitude would dramatically reduce public service hours in courts, delay 

resolution of cases and stall implementation of critical statewide reform efforts to improve justice outcomes such as risk-based pretrial release 

programs, eviction diversion programs, and specialty court approaches for veterans and others, delay issuing or recall of arrest warrants, or reduce the 

number of cases the courts could process. Courts likely would be required to prioritize criminal trials over civil and family law cases or other 

functions, delaying critical work that is not subject to specific 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 public access and services at other locations 

serving a larger population base. Additionally, reduced staffing would negatively impact correct data entry and timely audit of data, reducing the 

accuracy of OJD data and data dashboards.  

 

Operations – Appellate/Tax Court:  $29,281,925 (4.4 percent of CSL budget). A 10 percent reduction in this area would be $2.93 million. This 

reduction likely would result in a minimum loss of 13 FTE who provide direct legal and administrative support to the judges on the Supreme Court, 

the Court of Appeals, and the Tax Court. Expected outcomes include severe delays of review, analysis, and decisions in all three courts, meaning less 

guidance to Oregonians on legal issues of statewide importance and delays in resolving tax appeals, correcting legal errors, and other issues of 

statewide importance. These courts would likely be required to reduce public access hours and only process the most critical or urgent cases.  

 

Operations – Administration and Central Support:  $94,287,496 (14.3 percent of CSL budget). A 10 percent reduction in this appropriation area 

would be $9.5 million. More than one-third of this appropriation funds non-reducible expenses like state government service charges, rent (a 

significant part to the Department of Administrative Services), workers compensation insurance, and network and system access. Although some 
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reductions would only reflect reductions in FTE from other appropriations (e.g., fewer trial court staff), reductions at this level would result in less 

support for Oregon’s foster care program; reduced computer and information technology support, threatening the ability to test and implement 

patches and upgrades to critical technology systems, reduced support for remote hearings and proceedings in courts; reduced computer security 

investment; and elimination of maintenance payments on information security programs, which would increase system risk and computer downtime. 

OJD would be forced to reduce legal review, training and education for judges and staff; reduce access to legal resources available to courts and the 

public through the State of Oregon Law Library; reduce support to trial court operations in resolving legal issues, implementing a statewide pretrial 

program, and in developing more efficient business processes, providing forms to assist litigants in providing information to the courts, and reducing 

support for courts in adjudicating family law cases; and stop replacement of critical systems. Additionally, it would be much more difficult to collect 

and disseminate accurate and useful statewide data. Due to non-reducible areas, the result of reductions would be compounded and would result in 

the loss of the equivalent of 42 FTE (or greater). 

Organization Chart(s) 2021-23 

 

OREGON JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT 

Court Jurisdiction Structure 

 
  

SUPREME COURT
(7 Justices)

COURT OF APPEALS
(13 Judges)

CIRCUIT COURTS 
(177 Judges in 27 Judicial Districts)

TAX COURT
(1 Judge, 3 Magistrates)
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History and Milestones 

• The 1981 Legislative Assembly created the Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) by consolidating Oregon’s district courts, circuit courts, 

and the appellate courts into a unified, state-funded court system, effective January 1, 1983. Municipal, county, and justice courts continue 

as limited-jurisdiction tribunals outside of the state-funded court system and are not subject to its administrative control and oversight.  

• Effective September 1, 1997, the Legislature created a Tax Magistrate Division in the Oregon Tax Court to replace the administrative tax 

appeals structure formerly in the Department of Revenue. The tax magistrates are appointed by the Tax Court Judge.  

• Effective January 15, 1998, the Legislature abolished the district courts and merged their judges and jurisdiction with that of the circuit 

courts to form a single unified trial court level.  

• Effective July 1, 2001, the indigent defense program transferred from OJD to a separate and autonomous Public Defense Services 

Commission that resides within the judicial branch of government.  

• Effective October 1, 2013, the Legislature added a new three-judge panel to the Court of Appeals, bringing the total judicial positions to 

13.  

• Effective July 1, 2016, the Oregon eCourt (Odyssey) system was implemented in all circuit courts and the tax court, completing a five-

year statewide rollout schedule.  

• Effective January 1, 2019, the 2017 Legislature added two new circuit court judges (one in Josephine County and one in Washington 

County), bringing the total judicial positions to 175.  

• Effective July 1, 2020, the 2019 Legislature added two new circuit court judges (one in Marion County and one in Jackson County), 

bringing the total judicial positions to 177.  

• Effective January 1, 2022, the 2021 Legislature added two new circuit court judges in Deschutes County, bringing the total judicial 

positions to 179.  

 

General 

 

The judges of the Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, and Tax Court are elected by voters in nonpartisan, statewide elections for six-year terms. The 

Chief Justice is selected by the judges on the Supreme Court for a six-year term. The judges of the circuit courts are elected by voters in nonpartisan, 

judicial district elections for six-year terms. There are 27 judicial districts comprised of one or more counties. State courts handle approximately one 

million filings a biennium and employ approximately 1,800 staff at the state and local court levels.  
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Elected Officials Roster 

 (effective January 3, 2023) 

 

Supreme Court 

(Seniority Order) 
 

Flynn, Meagan A. (Chief Justice) 

Duncan, Rebecca A. 

Nelson, Adrienne C 

Garrett, Christopher L.  

DeHogg, Roger J. 

Bushong, Stephen K. 

 James, Bronson D. 

 

Court of Appeals 

(Seniority Order) 
 

Lagesen, Erin C. (Chief Judge) 

Ortega, Darleen  

Egan, James C.    

Tookey, Douglas L.  

Shorr, Scott A. 

Aoyagi, Robyn R. 

Powers, Steven R. 

Mooney, Josephine H. 

Kamins, Jacqueline S. 

Pagán, Ramón A. 

Joyce, Anna M. 

Hellman, Kristina S.  

Jacquot, Megan L. 

Tax Court 
 

Manicke, Robert T.  

 

Circuit Court Judge 

(Alphabetical Order) 
 

 Abar, Donald 

 Adkisson, Marci W. 

 Alarcón, Jacqueline L. 

 Albrecht, Cheryl A. 

 Alexander, Steffan K. 

 Allen, Beth A. 

  Ambrosini, George W. 

 Armstrong, Sean E. 

* Ashby, Wells B. 

* Bachart, Sheryl M. 

 Baggio, Amy M. 

 Bagley, Beth M  

 Bailey, D. Charles 

* Bain, Robert S. 

 Barnack, Timothy P. 

 Bassi, Michelle P. 

 Beaman, Cynthia L. 

 Benjamin, Amanda R. 

 Bennett, J. Channing 

* Bloom, Benjamin M. 

 Bottomly, Leslie G. 

 Brauer, Christopher R. 

 Brown, Adrian L. 

 Broyles, Audrey J. 

 Buchér, Erik M. 

 Buckley, Marcia L.  

 Bureta, Jodie A. 

 Butterfield, Eric E.  

 Callahan, Cathleen B. 

 Campbell, Monte S. 

 Cascagnette, Bradley A. 

 Caso, Rafael A. 

 Chapman, Jennifer K. 

 Charter, Joseph M. 

* Clarke, Michael T. 

 Collins, Robert W., Jr. 

 Combs, Andrew E. 

 Conover, R. Curtis 

 Cromwell, Laura A. 

 Crutchley, Raymond D. 
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Circuit Court Judge (continued) 

(Alphabetical Order) 

 

 Dahlin, Eric L.  

 Demarest, Joan E. 

 Donohue, Matthew J. 

 Easterday, Cynthia L. 

 Edmonds, James C. 

 Emerson, Alison M. 

 Erwin, Andrew R. 

 Fennerty, Erin A. 

 Flint, Bethany P. 

 Galli, Matthew G. 

 Garcia, Oscar 

 Gates, Maurisa R. 

 Gardiner, Jennifer K. 

 Gerking, Timothy C. 

 Geyer, Courtland 

 Grace, Beatrice N. 

 Greenlick, Michael A. 

 Guptill, Rebecca D. 

 Hart, Thomas M. 

 Herriott, Alycia M. 

 Henry, Patrick W. 

* Hill, Daniel J. 

* Hill, Jonathan R. 

* Hill, Norman R. 

* Hillman, Annette C. 

 Hoddle Steve H. 

 Holmes Hehn, Amy 

 Hoppe, David G.  

 Howes, Celia A. 

* Hung, Lung S. 

* Janney, Andrea M. 

*Johnson, Kathleen E. 

 Johnson, Robert B. 

 Jones, Jeffrey S. 

Kane, Brendan J. 

Kapoor, Amit 

 Karabeika, Heather L. 

 Kaufman Noble, Cynthia 

 Keppinger, Denise E. 

 Kersey, Alycia E. 

 Kittson-MaQatish, Rachel 

 Kochlacs, Charles G. 

 Kritzer, Kelly N. 

 Landis, Erin K. 

 Lavin, Andrew M. 

 Leith, David E. 

 LeMarr, Kelly D. 

 Lieuallen, Jonathan S. 

 Lininger, Ann M. 

 Long, Morgan W. 

 Love, Valeri L. 

 Loy, Michael S. 

 Lucero, Angela F. 

 Margolis, Jesse C. 

 Marshall, Christopher J. 

* Matarazzo, Judith H. 

* McAlpin, Jay A. 

 McGlaughlin, Sarah E. 

 McGuire, Patricia L. 

* McHill, Thomas A. 

* McIntosh, Dawn M. 

 McIntyre, Karrie K. 

 McIver, Michelle A. 

 Menchaca, Ricardo 

 Miller, Walter R Jr. 

 Moawad, Heidi H. 

 Morgan, Stephen W. 

 Norby, Susie L. 

 Oden-Orr, Melvin 

 Olson, John A.  

 Orr, David J. 

* Ostrye, Karen  

 Partridge, Lindsay R. 

 Perez, Manuel D. 

 Peterson, Beau V. 

 Plank, Jenna R. 

* Powers, Thomas B. 

* Prall, Tracy A.  

* Proctor, Kathleen 

 Pruess, Brett A. 

 Queen, Amy M. 

 Ramras, Christopher A. 

* Raschio, Robert S. 

 Rastetter, Thomas J.  

 Ravassipour, Kelly W. 

 Rees, David F. 

 Rigmaiden, Clara L. 

 Rini, Michelle C. 

 Roberts, Beth L. 

 Russell, Shelley D. 

 Ryan, Thomas M. 

* Shirtcliff, Matthew B. 

 Shugar, Kamala H. 

 Simmons, Ann Marie  

 Sims, Theodore E. 

 Sinlapasai, Chanpone P. 

 Skye, Kelly 

 Souede, Benjamin N.  

 Steele, Kathie F. 

 Stein, Keith B. 

* Stone, Martin E. 

 Summer, Miranda S. 

 Svetkey, Susan M. 

 Sykora, Alycia N. 

Temple, Eva J. 

Thompson, Brandon M. 

Thueson, Brandon S. 

 Torres, Xiomara Y. 

 Trevino, Mari G. 

 Troy, Francis G. II 

 Van Rysselberghe, Todd L. 

* Vandenberg, David M. 

 Velure, Debra E. 

 Villa-Smith, Kathryn L. 

 Vitolins, Daina A. 

 Vogt, Debra K. 

 von Ter Stegge, Katharine 

 Waller, Nan G.  

 Weber, Katherine E. 

 Weston, Cody M. 
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Circuit Court Judge (continued) 

(Alphabetical Order) 

 

* Wetzel, Michael C.  

 Whiting, Wade L. 

* Wiles, Ladd J. 

* Williams, Locke A. 

 Williams, Wes 

 Wipper, Janelle F. 

 Wintermute, Kirk C. 

 Wolf, John A. 

 Wolke, Pat 

 Wren, Daniel J. 

 Wynhausen, Michael B.  

 Zennaché, Charles M 

 

* Presiding Judge, appointed by Chief Justice for two-year term 

 

Court Administration Roster 

 

Office of the State Court Administrator 
 

Cozine, Nancy J. 

 State Court Administrator 

Lemman, Phillip 

 Deputy State Court Administrator 

Miller, Amy, Asst. Deputy SCA 

 Court Programs & Innovation 

Roeser, Jessica, Asst. Deputy SCA 

 Operations 

Alletto, Edward, Director 

 Court Language Access Services Division 

Baehr, Bryant, Director 

 Enterprise Technology Services Division 

Colas, Valerie, Counsel in Charge 

 Office of Engagement, Equity & Inclusion 

Hotrum, Darrin, Chief Audit Executive 

 Office of Internal Audit 

Hubbard, Joann, Director 

 Human Resource Services Division 

Kaplan, Scott, General Counsel 

 Office of General Counsel 

Moon, David T., Director 

 Business and Fiscal Services Division 

Parr, Daniel W., Administrator 

 Appellate Court Services Division 

Pettigrew, Erin M., Counsel in Charge 

 Office of Legislative Affairs  

Thaemert, Nanci, Director 

 Juvenile and Family Court Programs Division 

Walton-Macaulay, Dana, Director  

 Civil and Criminal Programs Division 

West, Evan, Chief Marshal 

 Marshal’s Office 

Trial Court Administrators 

(Alphabetical Order / Court / Judicial District) 
 

Aldred, Marilee  

 Malheur (9th JD) 

 

 

Beach, Rian  

 Gilliam, Hood River, Sherman, 

 Wasco, Wheeler (7th JD)  

 

Belshe, Jim  

 Linn (23rd JD)  

 

 

Blaine, Roy N.  

 Morrow, Umatilla (6th JD) 
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Trial Court Administrators (continued) 

(Alphabetical Order / Court / Judicial District) 
 

Bonkosky, Amy D.  

 Crook, Jefferson (22nd JD) 

Bovett, Sally  

 Lincoln (17th JD) 

Curtis, Angie R  

 Deschutes (11th JD) 

Dowell, Samantha  

 Grant, Harney (24th JD) 

Hardester, Frank 

 Douglas (16th JD) 

Hukari, Linda  

 Marion (3rd JD) 

Kim, UnCha  

 Polk (12th JD) 

Lankford, Thomas  

 Coos, Curry (15th JD) 

Leonard, Michelle  

 Union, Wallowa (10th JD) 

Marcille, Barbara B.  

 Multnomah (4th JD) 

Moellmer, Richard E.  

 Washington (20th JD) 

Montgomery, Mandi  

 Yamhill (25th JD) 

Powell, John  

 Klamath, Lake (13th & 26th JD) 

Rambo, Elizabeth  

 Lane (2nd JD) 

Reeves, Crystal  

 Columbia (19th JD) 

Qualls, Tina  

 Jackson (1st JD) 

Spitzer, Darry R.  

 Tillamook (27th JD) 

Spradley, Debbie D.  

 Clackamas (5th JD) 

Swaja, Trina  

 Josephine (14th JD) 

Swiger, Amy  

 Baker (8th JD) 

Vredeveld, Julie  

 Clatsop (18th JD) 

Westfall, Chris  

 Benton (21st JD) 

 

 

Court Administration Locations 
 

Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, Office of the State Court 

Administrator 

Supreme Court Bldg., 1163 State Street, Salem 97301-2563 
 

Tax Court/Tax Magistrate Division 

Supreme Court Bldg., 1163 State Street, Salem 97301-2563 
 

Baker County Courthouse – Judicial District 8 

1995 3rd Street, Suite 220, Baker City 97814-3313 
 

Benton County Courthouse – Judicial District 21 

120 NW Fourth Street, P.O. Box 1870, Corvallis 97339 
 

Clackamas County Courthouse – Judicial District 5 

807 Main Street, Oregon City 97045 
 

Clatsop County Courthouse – Judicial District 18 

749 Commercial Street, P.O. Box 835, Astoria 97103 
 

Columbia County Courthouse – Judicial District 19 

230 Strand Street, St. Helens 97051-2041 
 

Coos County Courthouse – Judicial District 15 

250 N. Baxter, Coquille 97423 
 

Crook County Courthouse – Judicial District 22 

300 NE Third Street, Prineville 97754 
 

Curry County Courthouse – Judicial District 15 

29821 Ellensburg Ave., 94235 Moore St., Ste. 200, Gold Beach 97444 
 

Deschutes County Courthouse - Judicial District 11 

1100 NW Bond, Bend 97703 
 

Douglas County Courts – Judicial District 16 

Justice Building, Room 201, 1036 SE Douglas Street, Roseburg 97470 
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Court Administration Locations (continued) 
 

Gilliam County Courthouse – Judicial District 7 

221 S. Oregon, P.O. Box 427, Condon 97823-0427 
 

Grant County Courthouse – Judicial District 24 

201 S. Humbolt St., P.O. Box 159, Canyon City 97820 
 

Harney County Courthouse – Judicial District 24 

450 N. Buena Vista, No. 16, Burns 97720 
 

Hood River County Courthouse – Judicial District 7 

309 State Street, Hood River 97031 
 

Jackson County Courts – Judicial District 1 

Justice Building, 100 S. Oakdale Avenue, Medford 97501 
 

Jefferson County Courthouse – Judicial District 22 

129 SW “E” Street, Suite 101, Madras 97741-1794 
 

Josephine County Courthouse – Judicial District 14 

500 NW 6th, Dept. 17, Grants Pass 97526 
 

Klamath County Courthouse – Judicial District 13 

316 Main Street, Klamath Falls 97601 
 

Lake County Courthouse – Judicial District 26 

513 Center Street, Lakeview 97630 
 

Lane County Courthouse – Judicial District 2 

125 E. 8th Avenue, Eugene 97401 
 

Lincoln County Courthouse – Judicial District 17 

225 W. Olive, P.O. Box 100, Newport 97365 
 

Linn County Courthouse – Judicial District 23 

300 Fourth Avenue SW, P.O. Box 1749, Albany 97321 
 

 

Malheur County Courthouse – Judicial District 9 

251 “B” Street W., #3, Vale 97918 
 

Marion County Courthouse – Judicial District 3 

100 High Street NE, P.O. Box 12869, Salem 97309-0869 
 

Morrow County Courthouse – Judicial District 6 

P.O. Box 609, Heppner 97836 
 

Multnomah County Courthouse – Judicial District 4 

1200 SW 1st Avenue, Portland 97204 
 

Polk County Courthouse -- Judicial District 12 

850 Main Street, Dallas 97338 
 

Sherman County Courthouse – Judicial District 7 

P.O. Box 402, Moro 97039 
 

Tillamook County Courthouse – Judicial District 27 

201 Laurel Avenue, Tillamook 97141-2311 
 

Umatilla County Courthouse - Judicial District 6 

216 SE Fourth, Pendleton 97801 
 

Union County Courthouse – Judicial District 10 

1105 “K” Avenue, La Grande 97850 
 

Wallowa County Courthouse – Judicial District 10 

101 S. River Street, Room 204, Enterprise 97828 
 

Wasco County Courthouse – Judicial District 7 

Fifth & Washington, P.O. Box 1400, The Dalles 97058-1400 
 

Washington County Courthouse – Judicial District 20 

150 N. First Avenue, Hillsboro 97124 
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Court Administration Locations (continued) 

 

Wheeler County Courthouse – Judicial District 7 

P.O. Box 308, Fossil 97830 
 

Yamhill County Courthouse – Judicial District 25 

535 NE 5th Street, Rm. #133, McMinnville 97128
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Agency-wide Program Unit Summary 

 

Administration:  The Chief Justice is responsible for administration of Oregon’s 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 budget, accounting, 

procurement, human resources, legal, audit, education and outreach (for judges, staff, stakeholders, and the public), pro tempore services, information 

technology infrastructure, and technology projects such as the Oregon eCourt program. In addition, the SCA has responsibility for administrative 

management of the appellate court records, the State of Oregon Law Library, OJD publications, OJD security and emergency preparedness program, OJD 

court interpreter certification and services program, juvenile court improvement program, and state Citizen Review Board 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, the Court of Appeals, and the 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 the Tax Court and has areas of original jurisdiction as well. Administratively it has additional statutory responsibilities as a body, 

such as being involved with regulation of the state practice of law (through the state bar) and approving pro tempore judges.  

 

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 exercises jurisdiction as set by the Legislature. 

 

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. All trials are before a judge and appeals go 

directly to the Supreme Court. The Oregon Tax Court has two divisions – a Regular Division and the Magistrate Division. In the late 1990s, the 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 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. 
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Trial Court Operations:  Funding for the staff and operations of all state trial courts (circuit courts) are included in this program area. It is the largest 

program area because it includes the staff and services for all circuit court operations in each county.  

 

The circuit court is Oregon’s trial court of general jurisdiction. This means the courts hear all case types regardless of the subject matter, amount of money 

involved, or the severity of the crime alleged. Circuit court judges preside over specialized dockets including drug courts, veteran courts, family treatment 

courts, aid and assist dockets, and other reformative programs, convene system improvement meetings at the local level, provide civics lessons to students 

and others who tour Oregon courts, and adjudicate matters and disputes in criminal, civil, domestic relations, traffic, juvenile, small claims, violations, 

abuse prevention, probate, mental commitments, adoption, and guardianship cases. These courts handle more than 500,000 new cases filed each year, or 

more than 1,000,000 filings a biennium. This number does not include the hundreds of thousands of post-judgment proceedings, and motions and hearings 

that happen within open cases. Decisions appealed from circuit courts go to the Court of Appeals, except for death penalty that 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 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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Oregon Judicial Department 

Budget History 

($ in millions) 
 

 

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15 2015-17 2017-19 2019-21 2021-23 

 

2023-25 
(Mod CSL) 

2023-25 
(ARB) 

Judicial Compensation  $ 60.663  $ 64.741  $ 69.167  $ 72.957  $ 79.881  $ 90.366  $ 101.004  $ 105.930  $ 126.493 

Operations $ 198.746 $ 240.284  $ 272.032  $ 295.563  $ 304.047  $ 347.307  $ 415.413  $ 430.802  $ 469.358 

OF – Operations   $ 62.177  $ 16.312  $ 17.141  $ 21.058  $ 19.146  $ 26.694  $ 31.840  $ 20.435  $ 31.316 

Subtotal  $ 321.586  $ 321.337  $ 358.340  $ 389.579  $ 403.074  $ 464.367  $ 548.257  $ 557.167  $ 627.167 

Third-Party Collections2  $ 9.552  $ 12.275  $ 11.112  $ 14.532  $ 17.449  $ 16.063  $ 15.971  $ 17.376  $ 17.371 

Mandated Payments  $ 13.903  $ 14.657  $ 15.301  $ 15.964  $ 16.898  $ 16.354  $ 19.492  $ 18.895  $ 39.895 

Debt Service GF/OF  $ 10.540  $ 20.259  $ 18.133  $ 18.509  $ 17.871  $ 28.705  $ 26.328  $ 47.254  $ 47.254 

Pass-Throughs   $ 14.552  $ 14.531  $ 16.042  $ 15.840  $ 28.995  $ 40.491  $ 30.738  $ 58.934 

eCourt Program  $ 12.445  $ 36.124  $ 27.244  $ 20.107  $ 2.956  $ 4.269  $ 8.251  $ 8.788  $ 10.966 

OF Pass-Through   $ 4.780  $ 18.406  $ 16.049  $ 14.724  $ 2.647  $ 7.678  $ 3.327  $ 12.115 

Federal Funds / Jury  $ 1.594  $ 1.838  $ 1.828  $ 2.270  $ 2.008  $ 2.045  $ 2.495  $ 2.335  $ 2.335 

State Court Tech Fund    $ 3.850  $ 12.285 $ 17.942  $ 19.379  $ 18.470  $ 16.977  $ 16.977 

Supreme Court Bldg/Mult    $ 4.400   $ 14.900  $ 36.320   $ 21.700   

OCCCIF    $ 38.000  $ 80.073  $ 195.200  $ 32.060  $ 200.970   $ 167.173 

Total Funds  $ 369.620  $ 425.820  $ 511.146  $ 585.410  $ 718.862  $ 651.204  $ 910.103  $ 702.857  $ 1,000.187 

Positions 1,862 1,878 1,889 1,921 1,900 1,935 1,993 1,956 2,172 

FTE 1,815.97 1,752.66 1,763.60 1,783.83 1,776.58 1,817.22 1,919.92 1,925.01 2,108.34 

 

1Third-Party Collections costs were part of Other Funds expenditures prior to the 2011-13 biennium, when a separate General Fund appropriation was created.  
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Department Budget Summary – All Funds 

 

 

  

 2019-21 2021-23 2023-25 2023-25 

 Actual Legislatively Current Service Chief Justice’s 

 Expenditures Approved Budget Level (CSL) Recommended* 
 

 General Fund $ 496,099,770 $ 600,620,710 $ 612,529,164 $ 723,022,488 

 General Fund Debt Service $ 19,262,851 $ 26,053,320 $ 47,253,780 $ 47,253,780 

 Other Funds Capital Construction $ 36,320,000 $ 21,700,000 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Ltd $ 65,447,406 $ 259,672,418 $ 43,668,340 $ 228,326,136 

 Other Funds Debt Svc Ltd $ 9,390,816 $ 274,570 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Non-Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Federal Funds Ltd $ 1,009,969 $ 1,782,035 $ 1,584,283 $ 1,584,283 

 TOTAL – ALL FUNDS $ 627,530,812 $ 910,103,053 $ 705,035,567 $ 1,000,186,687 
 

 Positions 1,934 1,993 1,956 2,172 

 FTE 1,807.99 1,920.42 1,925.01 2,108.34 

 
 

 

* Includes CSL and all policy option packages 
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Policy Option Packages Summary 
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ORBITS and ORPICS Reports 

BDV104 – Summary of 2023-25 Biennium Budget 
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BPR010 – Agencywide Program Unit Summary 
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Revenues 
 

The majority of the Oregon Judicial Department’s (OJD) revenues are generated from statutory filing fees and from fines, fees, and restitution 

associated with cases in the Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, Tax Court, and 36 trial courts. Other revenues are generated from the sales of 

publications and court information, transfers of revenue from other state agencies, local and federal grants, and from others that assist OJD in 

meeting its mission. 

 

Revenue estimates included in this budget document are based on the June 2022 forecast prepared by the Office of Economic Analysis (OEA). The 

OEA’s General Fund forecast contains two court revenue line items, termed State Court Fees (General Fund) and the Criminal Fine Account, which 

terms we also use in our publications. 

 

Transfers to General Fund:  OJD generates revenue directly for the benefit of the state General Fund from filing fees, trial and hearing fees, court 

collection fees, parking fines, security release fees, forfeitures, and judgments and residual revenue from previously imposed fees for; driver’s license 

suspension fees (discontinued in 2020) and expired temporary probation surcharges. Though driver’s license suspension fees are no longer imposed 

there are residual collections related to previously imposed amounts, and while the practice of security release has been reduced, there are still some 

cases where security release is posted and forfeited for violation of a release agreement and security judgments are imposed. Revenues to the General 

Fund are projected to total $139.2 million for the 2023-25 biennium. 

 

Transfers to Criminal Fine Account (CFA):  Court revenues from fines, diversion fees, indigent defense recoupment, and recovery of court costs 

in the circuit courts are transferred to the Department of Revenue for deposit to the CFA. The total amount projected for the 2023-25 biennium is 

$86.9 million. By statute, these revenues are prioritized to fund Department of Public Safety Standards and Training operations, Department of 

Justice Criminal Injuries Compensation Account, OJD State Court Facilities and Security Account, OJD State Court Technology Fund, Department 

of Corrections construction, and Oregon Health Authority Driving Under the Influence of Intoxicants programs. The remaining CFA funds after 

those distributions are deposited into the General Fund. 

 

Transfers to State and Local Government Agencies:  Other revenue is generated from fines, fees, and the public defense application/contribution 

program. These monies are transferred to state and local governments as well as other entities. The 2023-25 biennium projection is $36.4 million.  

 

Transfers to Victims:  Collection of $23.5 million in restitution and compensatory fines are projected for the 2023-25 biennium. These funds are 

distributed directly to victims. 
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The following Other Funds revenues are generated by sales of court publications and information, statewide assessments, transfers-in from other state 

agencies, and from participation in grants at the local and federal level. 

 

Court Publications:  Other Funds revenues of $0.4 million are projected to be generated by the department through the sale and distribution of court 

publications, manuals, and forms. The revenue from these transactions is used to pay for the cost of these programs. 

 

Transfers-In:  Other Funds revenues also include the following: 

• State Office for Services to Children and Families to assist in funding of Citizen Review Boards responsible for review of child 

placements – $2.4 million 

• Statewide assessments to the State of Oregon Law Library – $3.7 million  

• Public Defense Services Commission to pay for the services of court staff to verify indigence of persons seeking state-paid, court-

appointed counsel – $3.6 million 

• Criminal Fine Account to the State Court Facilities and Security Account to pay for expenditures authorized under ORS 1.178 for state 

court security, business continuity, emergency preparedness, local county security accounts, capital improvements to state court facilities, 

and statewide security training – $7.8 million 

• Criminal Fine Account to the State Court Technology Fund to pay for expenditures authorized under ORS 1.012 for developing, 

maintaining and supporting state court electronic applications, services, and systems and for providing access to and use of those 

applications, services, and systems – $3.9 million 

• ePay convenience fees to pay for the vendor transaction costs associated with hosting the ePay system – $0.6 million 

• A statutorily-designated percentage of filing fees to pay for the eFile and eService transaction fees for Odyssey File and Serve – $7.0 

million 

 

Grants:  Revenues from some grants come from local community partners who are direct or pass-through recipients of federal grants. A small 

portion of our grants are directly provided by the federal government. 

• Grants with community partners, including Oregon counties and nonprofit entities, for programs such as specialty courts, juvenile court 

improvements, and arbitration and mediation programs – $5.0 million 

• Agreements with Multnomah County for the circuit court Legal Resource Center and with the Office of Public Defense Services for 

information technology support, including development and implementation of new finance and case management system - $2.9 million 
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• Federal Funds from the Department of Health and Human Services for continuation of the Juvenile Court Improvement Project – $1.5 

million 

 

OJD has no costs or programs funded with non-limited Other Funds revenues.  

 

Cost of collections associated with actions performed by the Department of Revenue and third-party collection agencies are described in the Third-

Party Collections section of this budget document. 

 

Court Revenue History 

 

Based on the June 2022 revenue forecast, the projected circuit court revenues for the 2023-25 biennium total $298.6 million, which would be 

distributed to the following entities: 

• $23.5 million to crime victims from restitution/compensatory fine collections;  

• $36.4 million to local cities and counties from fines on violations and courthouse construction surcharges; and  

• $238.7 million to state agencies or accounts from fines and fees on felony, misdemeanor, and violations and filing fees for civil, small 

claims, and domestic relations case types. 
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2011-13 2013-15 2015-17 2017-19 2019-21 2021-23 Proj. 2023-25 Proj.

 Victims $23,004,671 $21,139,774 $21,100,004 $23,849,971 $24,220,375 $24,704,782 $23,482,419

 State $245,239,612 $227,734,002 $224,203,440 $241,112,740 $202,230,302 $206,274,908 $238,690,521

 Local $30,137,006 $29,402,978 $30,984,566 $32,164,903 $22,808,004 $23,264,164 $36,391,897

 Total Revenue $298,381,289 $278,276,754 $276,288,010 $297,127,615 $249,258,680 $254,243,854 $298,564,837
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Court Revenue Distribution 

 

Revenue collected by courts is distributed to crime victims, counties, cities, and the state based on the type of offense, the type of obligation imposed, 

and payment priorities defined in statute.  
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ORBITS and ORPICS Reports 

BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue 
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Appellate and Tax Courts 
 

The Appellate/Tax Court Operations program budget includes the operations and staffing of the Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, Appellate Court 

Services Division (ACSD), and Tax Court. The Supreme Court is established by the Oregon Constitution and consists of seven justices elected to 

serve six-year terms, one of whom is selected from among his/her peers to serve as the Chief Justice for the branch in a six-year term. The Court of 

Appeals consists of 13 statewide-elected judges who hear appeals from trial courts and state agencies and boards. The Tax Court consists of one 

statewide-elected judge who hears matters in the Tax Court Regular Division that arise from Oregon tax law and hears appeals from the Tax 

Magistrate Division, created in 1997 to replace the informal administrative tax appeals process conducted by the Department of Revenue. ACSD is 

the appellate clerk’s office for both the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals and as such, serves attorneys, litigants, and the public in addition to 

managing ancillary programs and services.  

Supreme Court 

 

The Supreme Court is Oregon’s court of last resort and exists by virtue of Article VII (Amended) of the Oregon Constitution. The Supreme Court has 

the ultimate responsibility for interpreting Oregon law. The court’s decisions with respect to Oregon constitutional, statutory, administrative, and 

common law are not subject to further judicial review, except potentially by the United States Supreme Court to ensure consistency with federal law. 

 

Cases come before the Supreme Court in a variety of ways, and jurisdiction is conferred by both the Oregon Constitution and by statute. The court 

primarily is a court of appellate review, reviewing the decisions of lower courts and other bodies, but it also has original jurisdiction and direct 

review by statute in several types of cases. In most of the cases before the court on the merits, the justices have exercised their discretion and 

determined that the matters present important questions of Oregon law; various constitutional provisions and statutes also mandate that the court hear 

certain types of cases. 

 

(Note: All statistics provided below are from the calendar years 2017 through 2021.) 

 

Constitutional Jurisdiction 

 

When the voters adopted Article VII (Amended) of the Oregon Constitution in 1910, they provided the Supreme Court with constitutional authority 

to exercise discretionary original jurisdiction in mandamus (involving the exercise of public duties), habeas corpus (questioning whether 

incarceration is lawful), and quo warranto (concerning the right to hold a public office) proceedings. The court typically receives between 70 to 100 

such petitions each year, the majority of which are mandamus petitions. The court considers all petitions in those types of cases but allows only a 

small percentage to decide on the merits. The Oregon Constitution also establishes mandatory original jurisdiction to consider any challenges to the 

decennial reapportionment of legislative districts. 
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Statutory Jurisdiction 

 

The primary work of the Supreme Court is to perform discretionary review of decisions of the Oregon Court of Appeals. Those cases may be appeals 

from the Oregon circuit courts or may be on petition for judicial review of certain agency decisions. In either event, a non-prevailing litigant in the 

Court of Appeals may file a petition for review in the Supreme Court, which ultimately presents two questions to the Supreme Court: (1) whether to 

allow review of the petition and consider the legal question(s) presented and, (2) if the court allows the petition, to decide the legal question(s) on the 

merits. Both decisions are significant, and the court devotes substantial resources toward considering whether a particular petition for review presents 

an important question for Supreme Court resolution. The court typically considers between 670 and 750 such petitions for review each year and 

typically “allows” – that is, agrees to consider the question on the merits – between six to eight percent. Between 76 to 82 percent of the cases filed in 

the Supreme Court each year are petitions to review Court of Appeals decisions.  

 

The Supreme Court has statutory authority to hear other types of cases that do not proceed first through the Court of Appeals in the manner just 

described. For example, under Oregon statutes, the court has discretionary authority to consider certified questions of Oregon law from other courts 

(typically from either Oregon’s United States District Court or the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit), and certified appeals from 

the Oregon Court of Appeals.  

 

The Supreme Court also has a substantial docket of cases that, pursuant to statute, come directly to the court on mandatory direct appeal or review, or 

requiring mandatory review in the first instance, including the following: 

• Automatic appeals of circuit court cases in which a sentence of death was imposed (until recent years, typically one to two such cases 

filed each year but none since 2016; the cases are complex and extensively briefed); 

• State-initiated appeals of circuit court orders dismissing the accusatory instrument or suppressing evidence in certain criminal cases (an 

average of one to two cases annually); 

• Appeals from crime victims pertaining to the exercise of their rights in criminal proceedings (between one to three cases annually); 

• Appeals from the Oregon Tax Court (an average of three to four cases annually); 

• Appeals involving certain types of labor disputes (infrequent); 

• Judicial review of administrative siting decisions for prison, energy production, and waste disposal facilities and transmission lines (also 

infrequent but often complex), and related rules challenges; 
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• Requests for review in lawyer discipline, reinstatement, and admissions matters (about 55 to 75 cases annually; of those, the court decides 

an average of three cases on the merits, following a party’s request for review of a Disciplinary Board trial panel or Board of Bar 

Examiners decision); 

• Recommendations relating to judicial fitness and disability (infrequent, but at times complex); 

• Reviews of election-related petitions, including ballot title review proceedings and challenges to Voters’ Pamphlet explanatory and fiscal 

impact statements (an average of 19 cases annually); and 

• Specific cases or issues that the Legislature has directed the Supreme Court to consider, either on original review or on appeal (e.g., PERS 

challenges and other particular complex legislation challenges; other past examples include light-rail siting decisions, challenges to 

revenue measures, and property crimes sentencing legislation review) (from zero to two such opinions per year). 

 

Finally, either by legislative direction or pursuant to the court’s own internal practices, a number of case types are considered and decided on an 

expedited basis. Those cases include, but are not limited to, death sentence review proceedings; ballot title and other election law matters; attorney 

and judicial decision cases; mandamus petitions; labor and facilities siting cases; and petitions for review of Court of Appeals decisions involving 

children (juvenile, adoption, and custody disputes).  
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Administrative Responsibilities 

 

Sitting, as it does, at the apex of Oregon’s third branch of government, the Supreme Court has been assigned significant regulatory responsibilities 

relating to the administration of Oregon’s judicial system. The court, for example, is responsible for appointing, among other positions, pro tempore 

and senior judges, members of the Board of Bar Examiners (lawyer admission), members of the Bar's State Professional Responsibility Board and the 

Bar's Disciplinary Board (lawyer discipline), the Bar's Unlawful Practice of Law Committee; and the Bar's Mentors for new lawyers. The Supreme 

Court also has substantial rulemaking responsibilities. The court reviews and approves a variety of rules affecting the practice of law, including 

amendments to the Oregon Rules of Professional Conduct (lawyer ethics), the Oregon Rules of Appellate Procedure, the Oregon Rules for Admission 

of Attorneys, the Oregon State Bar Rules of Procedure, the rules and regulations governing Mandatory Continuing Legal Education for Oregon 

Lawyers, and some Uniform Trial Court Rules. The court also has statutory responsibility to adopt certain court forms (currently, DUII Diversion 

forms). 

 

The administrative and regulatory elements of the court’s workload fall most heavily on the Chief Justice, who, in addition to managing the Supreme 

Court, is the administrative head of the entire Oregon unified court system. The primary authority of the Chief Justice is set forth in ORS 1.002. In 

addition, under ORS 1.003, the Chief Justice is responsible for appointing the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals, the presiding judge of the Tax 

Court, the presiding judges for each of Oregon’s 27 judicial districts, and the State Court Administrator. The Chief Justice also approves the unified 

biennial budget for the operating resources of the Oregon Judicial Department and approves all Uniform Trial Court Rules, except those for which 

the full Supreme Court has approval authority. Finally, the Chief Justice is a nonvoting, ex officio member of the Oregon Public Defense Services 

Commission and has statutory responsibility to appoint the voting Commission members. 

 

Workload Distribution and Case Processing 

 

The Supreme Court considers the judicial matters before it en banc, with all seven justices participating in any substantive decision (unlike the Court 

of Appeals, which decides many of its cases by three-judge panels). The Supreme Court does so primarily because it is Oregon’s court of last resort. 

It is critical that each justice – unless recused from the case – fully contributes to the final expression of Oregon law. Full court consideration applies 

not only to the opinions that the court issues, but also to all petitions and substantive motions that the court decides. The court also receives a 

substantial number of motions that are not substantive in nature; such motions – such as motions for extension of time – are typically decided by a 

designated Presiding Justice.  

 

Petitions for review, petitions for reconsideration, petitions for writs, and substantive motions are assigned on a rotational basis to one of the 

associate justices for preparation of a legal staff memorandum that summarizes the petition, motion, or other matter, and makes a recommended 

disposition, which the assigned justice reviews and supplements with the justice's own recommended disposition. If the court decides to allow a 

petition or writ when it has discretion to do so, then it allows by order and schedules the case for briefing and argument. Mandatory review cases are 
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typically scheduled for briefing as soon as preliminary matters (such as the record or transcript) are completed, and then are scheduled for argument 

as briefing is submitted. After cases on the merits are argued, the Chief Justice assigns cases to a particular justice for the purpose of writing an 

opinion. The Supreme Court strives to issue more than 50 percent of its written decisions within six months of argument or submission, with no 

decisions issued more than one year after argument or submission. In recent years, the court has released more than 60 percent of its decisions within 

the six-month timeframe, with only one to two decisions past the one-year timeframe. 

 

The court hears oral argument in January, March, May, June, September, and November, scheduling multiple arguments in each of those months. 

The court sits in conference, on average, two times each month, to consider the cases, petitions, and substantive motions for which an opinion draft or 

legal staff memorandum (with accompanying justice recommendations) has circulated. Court conferences usually last one day. The court holds 

emergency conferences when needed to consider petitions or substantive motions requiring immediate attention. Finally, the court holds monthly 

public meetings (except in August) at which it addresses appointments, rulemaking, and other non-adjudicatory matters. 

 

Automation, Access, and Outreach 

 

As discussed under the Appellate Court Services Division section, the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals use a fully automated appellate case 

management system that encompasses electronic filing, electronic payment in conjunction with electronic filing, electronic case management, 

internal court workload management, electronic document management, and financial management. Oregon State Bar members are required to file 

all documents in the appellate courts electronically, unless a waiver is obtained. All case information, as well as case documents, are processed 

electronically. For those who are permitted to and opt to file in paper form, the courts have eliminated previous requirements to file accompanying 

paper copies. Members of the Supreme Court have the option of reading briefs, draft opinions, and other official documents on tablet devices or 

desktop computers, rather than by reading paper copies. Petitions for review, other petitions and motions, and all staff memos are processed and 

reviewed in electronic format, rather than on paper copies. 

 

During the COVID-19 pandemic, the Supreme Court transitioned its oral arguments, as well as its public meetings, from in-person at the courthouse 

to remote arguments and remote meetings. The court has transitioned back to in-person oral arguments, but parties are permitted to request remote 

arguments by motion. Most oral arguments are broadcast from the Supreme Court courtroom over the web (confidential cases and cases involving 

protective orders are not broadcast). Most oral arguments are available both by way of streaming live broadcasts as the oral arguments occur and, any 

time after the argument is completed, by access to archived versions of those oral arguments. Public meetings, like arguments, again held in-person, 

but any participating person may appear by video, and public meetings are streamed live over the web. 

 

The Supreme Court maintains a web page with information about the members of the court and its operations, as well as a court calendar, published 

opinions, and media releases. Redacted versions of most briefs are available online through the State of Oregon Law Library, and, as noted, the 

website also includes links to livestreaming or recordings of most Supreme Court oral arguments. That collective information available on the web, 
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as well as the statewide webcasting service, enhances public accessibility and serves as an educational training resource for the larger legal 

community.  

 

Finally, before the COVID-19 pandemic, the Supreme Court regularly scheduled in-person oral arguments around the state each year, at high 

schools, colleges, law schools, and other community locations. Such off-site arguments let students and the public observe oral argument in person, 

and to engage in question-and-answer exchanges with the justices following argument. The court intends to add off-site arguments back to its 

schedule. 
 

Supreme Court Cases Filed by Type and Subtype  

  2017  2018  2019  2020  2021  

Appeal – Civil            

Adoptions  0  0  2  2  0  

Agency – Circuit Court  1  1  5  3  7  

Armed Forces  0  0  0  0  0  

Civil Commitment  14  7  6  15  2  

Domestic Relations  9  9  8  5  13  

Domestic Relations – Punitive Contempt  0  0  0  0  0  

Extreme Risk Protection Order  0  0  0  0  0  

FED  5  6  6  9  6  

General  65  75  79  61  80  

Isolation/Quarantine Order  0  0  0  0  0  

Non-Traffic Violation  0  2  0  0  1  

Other  0  4  2  3  2  

Probate  4  2  2  2  0  

Stalking  1  0  5  5  3  

Traffic  1  2  1  2  2  

Appeal – Collateral Criminal            

Habeas Corpus  18  9  10  6  17  

Other  0  0  0  0  0  

Post-Conviction  154  135  111  138  127  
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Supreme Court Cases Filed by Type and Subtype (continued)  

  2017  2018  2019  2020  2021  
Appeal – Criminal            

Armed Forces  0  0  0  0  0  

General  314  304  335  312  392  

Other  0  1  0  0  0  

Pretrial Felony – In Custody  0  0  0  0  0  

Stalking  1  0  0  0  0  

Traffic  5  3  0  1  1  

Appeal – Juvenile            

Delinquency  6  6  7  5  7  

Dependency  45  35  36  43  34  

Support Judgment  0  0  0  0  0  

Termination of Parental Rights  19  11  24  10  16  

Judicial Review – Agency/Board            

Columbia River Gorge Commission  0  0  0  0  0  

Land Use Decision  4  7  16  4  6  

Other  3  2  1  1  0  

Other Agency/Board Decision  13  14  13  16  12  

Parole Decision  31  26  17  15  16  

Rule Challenge  5  4  13  2  0  

Urban/Rural Reserves  0  0  0  0  0  

Workers’ Compensation Decision  13  13  12  12  6  
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Supreme Court Cases Filed by Type and Subtype (continued)  

  2017  2018  2019  2020  2021  
Direct Review – Agency/Board            

Corrections Facility Site Certification Review  0  0  0  0  0  

Energy Facility Site Certificate/Exemption Review  0  0  0  0  0  

Energy Facility Siting Council Rules  1  0  1  1  0  

Mining Permit Issuance/Denial Review  0  0  0  0  0  

Municipal Corp Budget Review  0  0  0  0  0  

Other – Discretionary  0  0  0  0  0  

Other – Mandatory  0  0  0  0  0  

Public Utility Comm Transmission Line Certificate  0  0  0  0  0  

Direct Review – Ballot Measure            

Ballot Title  22  17  19  30  6  

Constitutionality Review  0  0  0  0  0  

Explanatory Statement  0  1  0  0  0  

Financial Impact Estimate  0  0  0  0  0  

Direct Review – Civil            

Certified Appeals  0  0  1  0  3  

Certified Question  4  2  0  2  3  

Labor Disputes – TRO   0  0  0  0  0  

OCTA Limitations  0  0  1  1  0  

Other – Discretionary  1  0  0  0  0  

Other – Mandatory  1  0  0  0  0  
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Supreme Court Cases Filed by Type and Subtype (continued)  

  2017  2018  2019  2020  2021  
Direct Review – Criminal            

Certified Appeal  0  1  0  0  0  

Death Sentence  0  0  0  0  0  

Other – Discretionary  0  0  0  0  0  

Other – Mandatory  0  0  0  0  0  

Pretrial Murder/Aggravated Murder  3  0  0  2  3  

Victim Rights – Felony/Person A Misd’r – Presentencing  3  2  0  2  0  

Victim Rights – Other Misd’r/Postsentencing  0  0  0  1  1  

Direct Review – Legislation            

Other – Discretionary  0  0  0  0  0  

Other – Mandatory  1  1  2  0  0  

Review  0  0  0  0  0  

Direct Review – Other            

Discretionary  0  0  0  0  0  

Mandatory  0  0  0  0  0  

Direct Review – Tax  7  4  3  4  0  

Original Proceeding – Civil            

Reapportionment Review  0  0  0  0  2  

Original Proceeding – Writ            

Habeas Corpus  13  16  17  8  9  

Mandamus  80  56  68  91  83  

Quo Warranto  1  0  0  1  0  

Original Proceeding – Writ/Petition            

Other – Discretionary  0  0  0  0  0  

Other – Mandatory  0  0  0  0  0  
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Supreme Court Cases Filed by Type and Subtype (continued)  

  2017  2018  2019  2020  2021  
Professional Regulation – Bar Review            

Disciplinary Proceedings  19  14  13  9  9  

Examination  0  0  0  0  0  

Other  6  11  5  10  9  

Petition for Admission  30  24  30  34  33  

Reciprocal Discipline  1  0  0  0  0  

Reinstatement  20  18  18  11  7  

Student Loan Default  0  0  0  0  0  

Professional Regulation – Judicial Fitness/Disability            

Disability  0  0  0  0  0  

Fitness  0  1  0  0  0  

Total  944  846  889  879  918  

  
Note: “Filed” cases are cases with an initiating document filed during the calendar year.  

  
Initiating Document – Petition for Review – CA Decision –   

Filings Allowed and Denied, with Aging  
  

Total Filed  Allowed  Denied  
Ave. days from 

Filing to Decision  
2017  697  59  8%  638  92%  83  

2018  673  42  6%  631  94%  84  

2019  623  39  6%  584  94%  94  

2020  608  43  7%  565  93%  88  

2021  710  45  6%  665  94%  101  
  

Note: The total number of described filings allowed and decided within a year is not the equivalent 

of the number filed within a year, because the filings allowed and denied are not necessarily the 

same as those filed. (“Allowed” filings are those with an “allow” order issued during the calendar 

year; “denied” filings are those with a dispositional “deny” order issued during the calendar year.)   
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Released Opinions – Summary  
  2017  2018  2019  2020  2021  

Opinions  67  67  72  52  55  

Concurrences  5  7  3  1  2  

Concur/Dissents  0  1  0  1  0  

Dissents  4  4  12  7  4  
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Court of Appeals 

 

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 state 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.  

  

Historically, whether measured against the number of appeals taken by population or by the number of appeals taken by judge, the Oregon Court of 

Appeals consistently has ranked as one of the busiest appellate courts in the nation. Over the past five years, annual filings in the Court of Appeals 

have ranged from between approximately 2,100 to 3,300 cases per year. That number has varied, at least in part, because of changing economic 

conditions, changes in statutes or case law that may generate “spikes” in filings, and, most recently, the COVID-19 pandemic. 

  

In 2012, considering the increasing volume and complexity of the court’s workload, the Legislative Assembly passed HB 4026-B, amending ORS 

2.540 to increase the number of Court of Appeals judges from 10 to 13. As a result, three new judges joined the court in late 2013. Two immediate 

benefits of this additional judicial resource were decreasing the length of time to schedule cases for oral argument after briefing had been completed 

and increasing the number of written opinions issued by the court. 

  

The new panel of judges and some process improvements allowed the court to significantly reduce the number of “at issue” cases, that is, those cases 

that are fully briefed but have not yet been scheduled for oral argument or submission for decision on the briefs. After reducing the number of “at 

issue” cases, the court turned its attention to its backlog of cases that are “under advisement,” that is, those cases in which oral argument has been 

heard (or the cases have been submitted on the briefs) and in which decisions have not yet been issued. The court formed a backlog-reduction work 

group to address that challenge. Members of the work group, which initially convened in February 2016, spoke with all Court of Appeals judges and 

staff, gathering ideas about process changes that could enhance the court’s ability to efficiently issue decisions while maintaining the quality and 

integrity of its decision-making process. The work group ultimately recommended about two dozen ways in which the court could streamline some of 

its internal processes. The court approved those changes in May 2016, and their implementation resulted in new efficiencies in case processing. As a 

result of those efforts, and the opportunity presented by a temporary dip in filings during the COVID-19 pandemic, the court has reduced its current 

backlog of cases to its lowest point in more than a decade. 

 

The court is also actively exploring process changes that will allow it to further reduce its backlog and to increase the transparency of its decision-

making as filings return to their typical levels. The court's benchmark for deciding most types of cases is 180 days from submission, and it meets that 

benchmark for approximately 80 percent of its cases. However, in order to do so, the court resorts to the practice of affirming without opinion 

(AWOP). The AWOP practice has been a part of the court almost from its inception and, as recently as 2019, accounted for 60 percent of the court's 

decisions. The issuance of unexplained decisions in so many cases has the potential to undermine confidence in the court's decision-making, so the 

court is addressing that in two ways. 
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First, in June 2022, the court adopted temporary rules allowing for the issuance of nonprecedential memorandum opinions. The court's intent in 

adopting those rules was to create a new tool for resolving the cases presented to it in a timely way that best meets the needs of the parties to the case 

and best serves the interests of the public. Allowing for the issuance of nonprecedential opinions has brought the court in line with similar state and 

federal intermediate appellate courts, which reserve precedential opinions for cases involving the court’s law-announcing function, and which use 

nonprecedential opinions in cases that call for the court to perform its error-correcting function. In cases that call upon the court to review and correct 

for error only, the option to designate an opinion as nonprecedential allows the court to issue decisions more efficiently because the court can write 

the opinions with a targeted audience in mind: the parties, their lawyers (when represented), and the trial court or agency that issued the decision, all 

of whom will be familiar with the facts and legal issues in the case and just need a timely decision from this court resolving the claims of error raised. 

 

Second, and more comprehensively, the court is redesigning its workflow management processes to increase its efficiency and effectiveness. Earlier 

this year, the court obtained a grant from the State Justice Institute to work with the National Center for State Courts to assess the court's caseflow 

management practices. The court is in the midst of that study, the objectives of which are (1) to develop a caseflow management program that 

involves screening, weighting, equitable distribution of case assignments, and standards for the expected amount of time to resolve a given case, as 

well as expectations as to what work will be completed prior to submission ("frontloading"); and (2) to develop a transition plan for moving from the 

court's current practices to an active caseflow management program. The ultimate goal is a "right-size" approach to case management that will allow 

the court to simultaneously reduce its benchmarks, deliver timely decisions in an even higher percentage of cases, and do so in a way that comports 

with best practices for appellate courts by supplying a reasoned explanation to the parties. 

  

The information contained in this narrative is merely a summary of the court’s structure, workload, and projects. 

  

Workload Distribution  

  

The Court of Appeals currently consists of 13 judges. To meet the demand of its substantial workload – and consistently with the authority granted 

the court by the Legislative Assembly – the court is divided into four departments (or “panels”) of three judges each for the purpose of considering 

and deciding cases. In addition, there is a two-judge Motions Department – presently drawn from members of the four “regular” departments – that 

considers some of the substantive motions filed in appeals or judicial reviews. The Chief Judge acts as a nonvoting member in each of the court’s 

departments and participates in their deliberations. That participation, which is in addition to the Chief Judge’s administrative and other 

responsibilities, both permits the Chief Judge to act as a substitute voting member in any department when one of the other judges cannot participate 

(due to conflict of interest, for example) and helps to ensure consistency among the decision-making of the various departments. Finally, before a 

department releases an opinion in a case, the proposed opinion is circulated to all the court’s judges, and the court then may elect to consider the case 

en banc (by the full 13-judge court). The Chief Judge also possesses the statutory authority to compel en banc consideration of a case.  
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Case Processing  

  

The path of an appeal follows this general pattern, which is described in more detail below. A notice of appeal or petition for judicial review is filed, 

following a trial court or agency decision that is subject to review by the court. A transcript or record of the proceeding is filed with the court, and 

pre-briefing motions may be filed. Some cases are referred to the Appellate Settlement Program (described in more detail below), resolved on motion 

by the Appellate Commissioner, the Motions Department, or, at times, the Chief Judge, or dismissed by court rule. Once briefing is completed, the 

case is “at issue” and ready to be calendared for submission to one of the court's four departments. Once calendared, litigants, unless self-represented, 

have the option to opt into oral argument; if no party opts into oral argument, then the case is submitted to the department for decision on the briefs 

alone. Absent unusual circumstances, no more than thirty minutes of argument time (15 minutes per side) is allotted for each appeal. Cases move to 

the status of “under advisement” once argument has been completed or the case has been submitted to a panel of the court for decision on the briefs. 

 

An appeal or judicial review can result in a dismissal short of a decision on the merits for a number of reasons. A party may voluntarily dismiss the 

case due to settlement or for some other reason, or there also can be jurisdictional problems or a failure to prosecute the case. All but a handful of 

dismissals arise before the case is submitted for decision. Even cases that are dismissed can involve motions and other matters that need to be 

resolved by the court’s Appellate Commissioner and Motions Department, described below. 

  

Cases are generally assigned to a department on a random basis. Each department hears oral arguments on an average of two to three days each 

month; oral arguments are heard year-round. In addition, the court has periodically scheduled additional oral argument days to consider expedited 

cases, those matters that the Legislative Assembly or the court has determined require accelerated consideration. Primary among those cases are 

appeals involving juvenile dependency and termination of parental rights, and judicial review proceedings of decisions of the Land Use Board of 

Appeals. 

 

The Court of Appeals recently changed its rules to make remote argument the default for oral arguments. Parties are allowed to request in-person oral 

argument, and cases generally will be set for in-person argument if all parties confer and agree or if each party independently requests that oral 

argument be held in person. Although remote oral arguments offer many advantages, a primary reason for making remote arguments the default was 

equity. The Court of Appeals is a statewide court, and the parties to appeals and their lawyers hail from all parts of Oregon. Remote arguments ensure 

that geography does not impose disparate costs on litigants and lawyers nor deter lawyers from pursuing an appellate practice in more distant 

communities across the state. 

 

Before oral argument, all three judges assigned to hear the cases read the parties’ briefs, perform whatever preliminary legal research may be in 

order, and meet together to discuss the case in a pre-argument conference. Following oral argument, the judges reevaluate the case in a post-argument 

conference in light of the parties’ oral advocacy and review the record of the case as appropriate. If, based on all those considerations, each of the 

three judges agrees that (1) none of the arguments by the parties will result in the decision below being vacated, reversed, or modified; and (2) a 
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written opinion would not benefit the parties, bench, or bar, then the department will issue a decision affirming the ruling on appeal or review without 

opinion (AWOP). Such decisions normally are issued within a few weeks of oral argument. 

  

For matters in which the three judges do not agree that an unwritten disposition would be appropriate, the presiding judge of the department assigns 

the case for preparation of a written opinion, which can be designated as precedential or nonprecedential based on the factors set forth in the 

amendments to the Oregon Rules of Appellate Procedure. Once prepared, the draft is circulated to the other judges of the department and the Chief 

Judge, and the proposed decision is discussed at a regularly scheduled conference that the Chief Judge also attends. As noted above, once the 

department has agreed on a disposition for the case, which may or may not include a concurring or dissenting opinion by one of the department’s 

judges, the final draft of the opinion is circulated to all the other judges so they will have an opportunity to seek to refer the case for consideration by 

the full court. All cases considered by the full court are discussed at the full court conference. This typically occurs in cases presenting more novel or 

complex issues. The court usually considers en banc cases on the original briefing and oral argument. 

  

Last year, the Court of Appeals issued 497 authored opinions. Through October of this year, and with the adoption of temporary rules allowing for 

the issuance of nonprecedential opinions in June, the court had already issued 464 authored opinions (329 precedential opinions and 135 

nonprecedential opinions). The court continues its efforts to increase efficiency and productivity and reduce its AWOP rate (which is currently 

around 40 percent), including through implementation of recommendations from the court’s internal backlog-reduction work group and by reserving 

precedential opinions for cases involving the court’s law-announcing function, as discussed above. 

  

As described earlier, the court is currently working with the National Center for State Courts to design an active caseflow management program 

using the most up-to-date techniques in appellate case management. The design phase of this project will be complete in early 2023. 

  

Internal Processes – Publication, Assessment, and Improvement  

  

The court is committed to improving communications with the bench, the bar, the other branches of government, and the public about its work. As 

part of its effort to fulfill that commitment, the court’s opinions are electronically published immediately after issuance. The Chief Judge also 

includes messages in the court's weekly media releases to inform the bar of any notable developments at the court. 

  

As described above, the court is committed to reviewing its internal practices on an ongoing basis, to improve its practices to better serve the bench, 

the bar, and the public, and it is in the midst of a grant study with the National Center for State Courts to accomplish that end. The court previously 

sponsored and supported a survey of the best practices of state intermediate appellate courts across the nation, developed performance measures for 

its work, and obtained a grant to enable the National Center for State Courts to conduct an in-depth analysis of the court’s workload. The resulting 

demonstration of need for additional judicial resources led the Legislative Assembly to add three new judges and associated staff to the court in 2013. 

The court also periodically surveys Oregon appellate lawyers and trial court judges to obtain their views regarding the court’s performance. 
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 Appellate eCourt Project  

  

The Court of Appeals implemented an automated case management system in 2008, a key component of the Chief Justice’s vision for an “electronic 

courthouse.” That system now includes electronic filing, payment, case management, and document management. Litigants generally file and serve 

briefs and other documents electronically. In addition, the system allows the court to process cases without handling traditional hard copies of 

appellate briefs and other documents. Members of the court’s merits panels routinely prepare for oral argument and decision by accessing 

electronically filed briefs and related submissions. The court also uses electronic versions of trial court records, exhibits, and transcripts as part of the 

case review and opinion preparation process. A 2016 upgrade to the system permits some remote access, by certain subscribers, to non-confidential 

appellate case file documents. Beginning in 2017, the court began exploring a further upgrade to transition the court to the most recent version of the 

vendor provided software and to help ensure long-term sustainability of the system and provide access to newer product features. The court is 

currently in the process of upgrading to the vendor’s most recent version of its case management system with a scheduled implementation in late 

2023. 

  

Appellate Commissioner's Office  

  

The Appellate Commissioner’s Office was established in 2008 and has substantially reduced the amount of time it historically has taken for 

substantive motions in the Court of Appeals to be decided. Pursuant to statute, the commissioner has authority to decide motions, own motion 

matters, and cost and attorney fees matters arising from cases not decided by a department but is not authorized to decide any appeal on its 

substantive merits. Parties may seek reconsideration of a decision of the commissioner, resulting in review of the decision by either the Chief Judge 

or the Motions Department of the Court of Appeals. Since its inception and implementation, this initiative has been highly successful in eliminating 

procedural bottlenecks in the appellate process, expediting prompt disposition of thousands of matters. 

  

Special Programs  

• Appellate Settlement Conference Program – The Court of Appeals has continued to utilize its highly effective mediation program, 

which has allowed parties to resolve cases on a mutual rather than judicial basis. The program resolves civil, domestic relations, workers’ 

compensation, probate, juvenile dependency, and criminal matters – cases that are frequently among the most complex that the court 

would otherwise consider.  

• School Program – Before the pandemic, when the budget allowed for it, the Oregon Court of Appeals judges and staff would travel 

around Oregon to hear oral arguments in school settings and talk with high school and college students and community groups about the 

court’s work and about Oregon’s justice system. The program was restarted in 2013 after a two-year hiatus prompted by budget 

considerations. Overall, since 1998, the court has held oral arguments at schools, universities, and local courts in more than 60 locations 

throughout the state. A panel of three judges and a staff person work with the schools and local courts and bar associations to schedule the 
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trips. The judges meet with students who attend the arguments to discuss the appellate process and the court’s work. The students can read 

the briefs and court-provided summaries of the cases. They discuss them in class before the court arrives, integrating the court’s visit into 

their social studies curriculum. The court put this program on hold during the COVID-19 pandemic but anticipates restarting some version 

of its school program soon, including considering how to use remote meeting technology to connect with schools across the state. 

 

Comparative Statistics 

 

The following chart shows comparative statistics for the Court of Appeals for the years 2017 through 2021.  

  

Court of Appeals Comparative Statistics 2017-2021  

  2017  2018  2019  2020  2021  

Administrative Review  79  100  97  95  84  

Adoptions  2  5  3  3  2  

Civil  281  302  343  277  292  

Civil Agency Review  13  10  15  1  8  

Civil Commitment  148  177  134  120  90  

Civil FED  39  39  42  30  44  

Civil Other Violations  14  15  8  9  10  

Civil Stalking  25  18  31  19  29  

Civil Traffic  23  26  24  9  15  

Columbia River Gorge Commission  1  0  0  1  0  

Criminal  1,361  1,480  1,727  874  955  

Criminal Stalking  0  0  0  0  1  

Criminal – Traffic  4  1  2  0  1  

Domestic Relations  124  113  109  66  110  

Domestic Relations – Punitive Contempt  0  0  0  0  0  

Extreme Risk Protection Order  0  0  1  0  0  

Habeas Corpus  20  24  33  24  46  
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Court of Appeals Comparative Statistics 2017-2021 (continued)  

  2017  2018  2019  2020  2021  

Juvenile Delinquencies  31  43  67  37  46  

Juvenile Dependencies  229  262  271  232  294  

Juvenile Terminations  39  84  66  54  114  

LUBA  18  29  32  26  20  

Parole Review  27 50 51 39 38 

Post-Conviction  175 181 204 138 235 

Probate  13 6 8 3 9 

Rule Challenge  11 26 12 7 6 

Urban/Rural Reserves   4 0 0 0 

Workers’ Compensation  89 53 59 39 35 

Other  2 15 1 9 0 

TOTAL FILINGS  2,768 3,063 3,340 2,112 2,484 

       

Opinions Issued  465 426 409 407 498 

  

Tax Court 

 

The Oregon Tax Court is a trial court with exclusive jurisdiction in all cases arising under Oregon state tax laws. State tax laws include personal and 

corporate income taxes, which provide the largest source of General Fund revenue; property taxes to fund local government; the corporate activity 

tax adopted in 2019 to fund education; and numerous taxes on timber, tobacco, marijuana, and other transactions and activities. These taxes touch the 

lives of all Oregonians and contribute operating funds to every level of state and local government.  

 

The Legislature created the Tax Court in 1961 as the nation’s first judicial branch state tax court. The Legislature’s goals were to provide all 

Oregonians with a fair, accessible, and specialized forum to resolve state tax disputes. The court’s placement within the judicial branch enables it to 

apply the law impartially to taxpayers and taxing authorities. The court makes itself accessible by working with parties to hold proceedings by remote 

means and at agreed times; by providing instructional videos, manuals, and training sessions on how to use the court; and by making staff available to 

help taxpayers and government employees navigate the court’s processes. The court maintains its tax expertise by participating in seminars sponsored 
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by the Oregon State Bar Taxation Section, the Oregon CPA society, and national bar and judicial groups. The court believes its adherence to the 

Legislature’s founding goals helps to promote public confidence in Oregon’s tax system. 

 

To further the development of the law, in nearly every decided case the Tax Court explains its reasoning and posts the decision on the Oregon 

Judicial Department’s publications page. Selected opinions are also published in the official Oregon Tax Reports. The court believes that easy access 

to its decisions promotes transparency and helps taxpayers and taxing agencies better conform their actions to the law. [ADD information about the 

court’s efforts to create materials to assist SRLs?] 

 

Magistrate Division 

 

In 1995, the Legislature abolished the Department of Revenue’s administrative hearing process and created the Magistrate Division within the Tax 

Court to provide the first level of court review of taxing agency actions. Examples of typical cases include challenges to annual property tax 

assessments and disputes over the results of income tax audits. The statutes allow an informal process that achieves substantial justice with simplified 

procedural rules, without juries, and without requiring parties to use attorneys. In most cases, one or both parties are not represented by a lawyer. 

Many cases settle through informal case management conferences that magistrates convene one or more times during the appeal process. The statutes 

also authorize magistrates to mediate cases, and they offer that service as an alternative to trial. Magistrates decide remaining cases by trial or by 

dispositive motion. The Magistrate Division resolves the great majority of cases without any further appeal; parties may appeal a magistrate’s 

decision to the Regular Division. The Magistrate Division consists of three magistrates and five legal and administrative personnel.  

 

Regular Division 

 

The Regular Division hears (1) appeals from Magistrate Division decisions, (2) cases that the Regular Division transfers from the Magistrate 

Division before trial (typically, cases in which the parties already have legal representation and request the transfer), and (3) a small number of 

original jurisdiction cases, such as declaratory judgment and mandamus actions. The Regular Division follows rules based on the Oregon Rules of 

Civil Procedure; it is a court of record, does not use juries, and generally has the powers of a circuit court sitting in equity. Decisions can be appealed 

to the Oregon Supreme Court on direct review. The Regular Division has one judge, who is elected statewide. The judge serves as the court’s 

administrative authority and appoints magistrates. In addition to the judge, the Regular Division consists of one law clerk and the court’s overall 

administrator. 

 

 Workload and Types of Cases 

 

The Magistrate Division has received, on average, approximately 400 new cases annually since 2016. Filings exceeded the average in 2020 (404) and 

2021 (410) and are on pace to significantly exceed the average in 2022. Much of the recent increase is in property tax appeals involving the value of 
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commercial property. The court anticipates a further increase in coming years as taxpayers begin to appeal assessments of the corporate activity tax, a 

unique new tax that applies to more than 20,000 businesses and raises approximately $1 billion per year. The Department of Revenue is completing 

its audits of the first set of corporate activity tax returns, which began to be filed in 2021.  

 

Historically, the Tax Court’s caseload has correlated with changes in the law and changes in the economy. Soon after the Magistrate Division began 

to operate, in 1997, the property tax limitation laws, collectively known as Measure 50, precipitated a long-term decline in appeals. Measure 50 has 

generally lowered and capped the value at which property is assessed for taxation, making tax bills less sensitive to increases in market value and 

reducing the incentive to appeal. Responding to the declining docket, by 2012 the Tax Court reduced the number of magistrates from six to three, 

with corresponding reductions in other staff. Since 2016, the annual number of new appeals has ranged between 363 and 410. 

 

In the two-year period ending June 30, 2022, 930 appeals were filed, 648 involving property tax and 282 involving income or other tax. The average 

time between a case filing date and the date of the decision was approximately 7.4 months. Forty-one cases decided in the Magistrate Division were 

appealed to the Regular Division. Of those cases, 19 have been closed by the Regular Division. As of June 30, 2022, there were 245 active cases 

pending in the Magistrate Division. 

 

Breakdown of Magistrate Division Cases Filed  

(July 2020 through June 2022) 

 

Personal Income 184 Residential Property 185 

Income Tax Withholding 44 Commercial Property 341 

Corporate Excise/Income 31 Industrial Property 41 

Other 11 Omitted Property/Clerical Error 11 

Cigarette/Tobacco Products 3 Property Tax Exemption 14 

Estate 1 Farm Property 9 

Administrative – Civil 4 Forest Property 4 

Timber 4 Personal Property 9 

Total Non-Property Tax 282 Central Assessment (utilities, etc.) 29 

  Homestead Deferral  5 

  Total Property Tax 648 
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Stakeholders of the Tax Court 

 

Because of its unique role, the Tax Court maintains regular contact with its principal constituencies, including the Department of Revenue and the 

department’s attorneys in the Department of Justice; the Oregon State Bar Taxation Section; the Oregon State Association of County Assessors; the 

Oregon County Counsel Association; and the Oregon CPA society. The court hosts an annual meeting of stakeholders to consider new court rule 

proposals, and its judicial officers regularly speak at stakeholder conferences. The court gives guest lectures several times each year in tax classes at 

Oregon law schools and the Portland State University Master’s in Taxation program for CPAs. Each year, the court hosts and trains several Oregon 

law student externs, some of whom go on to practice Oregon tax law.  

 

Recent Legislation Affecting the Tax Court 

 

The Legislature has, at OJD’s request, taken several recent actions to improve the Tax Court’s processes. In 2019, the Legislature modernized the 

court’s statute governing filing of complaints by mail and courier services, which helps self-represented taxpayers who live far from the court’s 

location in Salem. The 2021 Legislature reduced the statutory filing fee in the Magistrate Division from $281 to $50. Most recently, in 2022, the 

Legislature authorized funding for a law clerk position within the Magistrate Division, in anticipation of an increase in filings as the Department of 

Revenue completes its initial audits under the corporate activity tax.  

Appellate Court Services Division 

 

The Appellate Court Services Division (ACSD) has two sections that provide specialized administrative support activities to the Oregon Supreme 

Court, Court of Appeals, and Office of the State Court Administrator (OSCA). The sections are Appellate Court Records Section and the State of 

Oregon Law Library (which includes Publications). The specialized functions for each section are as follows: 

• Appellate Court Records Section:  The Appellate Court Records Section (ACRS) is the case processing center for both the Supreme 

Court and the Court of Appeals. It is responsible for processing all documents filed with either appellate court, including petitions, 

appeals, motions, briefs, notices, and correspondence. ACRS manages transcripts filed in appeals, calendars oral arguments, prepares and 

issues administrative orders and appellate judgments, and is responsible for all archival activities for both appellate courts. ACRS also 

supports the continued improvement of the Appellate Case Management System (ACMS) and Appellate eCourt (including components 

such as eFiling). It also serves as the appellate clerk’s office for lawyers, litigants, and the public.  

• State of Oregon Law Library:  The State of Oregon Law Library serves as a principal legal research center for the Oregon appellate and 

trial courts, tax court, executive branch agencies, and citizens. The library is open to the public, does not charge for its services, and 

provides a variety of services to lawyers and lay patrons. It is funded mainly through an agency assessment. Within the State of Oregon 

Law Library, the Publications program publishes, in print and electronic format, and markets, in print format, the decisions of the 
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appellate courts. The program works with the appellate judicial chambers to format court opinions, decisions, and orders regarding rules 

amendments for publication on the library website, utilizing the Department of Administrative Services Publishing and Distribution 

Center to print and distribute advance sheets, and Lynx Group, Inc. to produce and distribute bound volumes. This program also provides 

desktop publishing services to OJD.  
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Budget Summary – All Funds 

 
 

  

 2019-21 2021-23 2023-25 2023-25 

 Actual Legislatively Current Service Chief Justice’s 

 Expenditures Approved Budget Level (CSL) Recommended* 
 

 General Fund $ 23,005,111 $ 28,810,780 $ 29,281,925 $ 31,215,839 

 General Fund Debt Service $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Capital Construction $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Debt Service Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Ltd $ 3,477,771 $ 3,306,970 $ 3,385,957 $ 3,385,957 

 Other Funds Non-Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Federal Funds Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 TOTAL – ALL FUNDS $ 26,482,882 $ 32,117,750 $ 32,667,882 $ 34,601,796 
 

 Positions 100 101 102 111 

 FTE 97.97 99.10 99.97 106.85 

 
 

 

* Includes CSL and all policy option packages 

 

  



APPELLATE AND TAX COURTS 
 

 

 

2023-25 Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget  page 140  
 

Essential Packages 

 

The essential packages present budget adjustments needed to bring the Legislatively Approved Budget to Current Service Level (CSL), the calculated 

cost of continuing legislatively approved programs into the 2023-25 biennium.  

 

Staffing Impact:  none 

 

Revenue Source:  Essential packages increase the General Fund by $145,830 and increase Other Funds by $79,537. 

 

010 Non-PICS Personal Service Adjustments:  $60,301 GF increase, $658 OF increase 

 

021 Phase-In:  n/a 

 

022 Phase-Out Program and One-Time Costs: n/a 

 

031 Standard Inflation:  $85,529 GF increase, $78,879 OF increase 

 

032 Above Standard Inflation:  n/a 

 

033 Exceptional Inflation:  n/a 

 

040 Mandated Caseload:  n/a 

 

050 Fund Shifts:  n/a 

 

060 Technical Adjustments:  n/a 
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Policy Option Package 107 – Appellate Court Improvements 

 

Purpose  

In conjunction with a grant-funded study by the National Center for State Courts, the Court of Appeals (COA) is redesigning its workflow 

management processes to improve time to disposition and the transparency of its decision-making. The COA's benchmark for deciding most 

types of cases is 180 days from submission, and it meets that benchmark in only 80 percent of its cases. However, in order to do so, the court 

resorts to the practice of affirming without opinion (AWOP) in at least 40 percent of its decisions. The AWOP practice does not provide a 

reasoned explanation to the parties involved and is inconsistent with best practices for procedurally fair opinions and risks undermining public 

confidence in the court's decisions (see Hon. Roy McLeese III, Trying to Write Fair Opinions, 27th Annual Brennan Lecture on State Courts 

and Social Justice (Institute of Judicial Administration at NYU School of Law, October 25, 2022)).  

To improve the number of cases that can be heard by the Court of Appeals (COA), reduce the time to disposition of those cases and reduce 

the practice of affirming without opinion, the COA is requesting additional resources for implementation of a new managed workflow process 

for cases. The redesigned workflow process will involve screening, weighting, and equitable distribution of case assignments, as well as the 

work performed before cases are submitted for argument ("frontloading"). Additionally, the Supreme Court has identified a need for 

additional legal staff support on opinion, motions, case resolutions, and non-case related issues (e.g., bar and rules committees, and self-

represented litigant process matters).  

 

How Achieved 

One Senior Staff Counsel position for the Supreme Court and eight additional staff positions for the Court of Appeals. 

 

Staffing Impact 

OJD Senior Staff Counsel 1 position 0.88 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

OJD Senior Staff Counsel 2 positions 1.50 FTE (phased in January 2024) 

OJD Supervisor 2 1 positions 0.75 FTE (phased-in January 2024) 

Law Clerk 5 positions 3.75 FTE (phased-in January 2024) 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 1,933,914 – General Fund 
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ORBITS and ORPICS Reports 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary 
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POS116 – Net Package Fiscal Impact Report ARB (Policy Packages) 
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BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue 
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Trial Courts 
 

The Trial Court operations program is the Oregon Judicial Department’s (OJD) largest program and includes the resources for operating the state trial 

courts – known as circuit courts – in every Oregon county. The circuit courts adjudicate matters and disputes in criminal, civil, landlord-tenant, 

collections, domestic relations, traffic, juvenile, violations, abuse prevention and other protective orders, probate, mental commitments, adoption, and 

guardianship cases. 

 

The state is divided into 27 judicial districts encompassing all 36 counties. There is a circuit court in each county, with a statewide total of 179 circuit 

court judges. Pursuant to ORS 1.003, the Chief Justice of the Oregon Supreme Court appoints presiding judges for each judicial district for 

administrative purposes for two-year terms. Their general authority is described in ORS 1.171. Operations of the trial courts are managed by trial 

court administrators who are supervised by the presiding judge. The general authority of a trial court administrator is described in ORS 8.225. Their 

duties include personnel administration, budget and financial management, court operations, maintaining the court record, and jury management. 

 

There are also several legislatively mandated local committees that presiding judges and trial court administrators must either initiate or attend. These 

committees include convening local criminal justice advisory committees and court security planning committees, participating in local public safety 

coordinating committees, and family law advisory committees. Judges and trial court administrators are also involved in many community activities 

and programs that align with the courts’ programs to provide services to people involved in the court system. 

 

Oregon circuit courts are trial courts of general jurisdiction, meaning the court hears cases filed for all case types, amounts of money, or severity of 

crime. In addition to handling all types of cases, the trial courts have been actively involved in both legislatively initiated and self-initiated programs 

to provide improved dispute resolution processes and outcomes for the people and cases that come before them. The courts have supported, as 

resources permit, the following types of programs: 

• Specialty courts:  These are collaborative, community-based court programs that utilize an evidence-based, problem-solving model to 

improve outcomes for people who have mental health issues or who have substance abuse disorders. They also include courts or programs 

aimed at addressing the court-related needs of veterans, domestic violence, mental health issues, juvenile delinquency, payment of 

restitution, and providing community court services. 

• Integrated family courts:  These courts have a single judge who is assigned to all cases involving a particular family, and local services 

are coordinated. Family issues are addressed as a unit, thus improving the family’s capabilities to succeed and improve the future of its 

children. 

• Arbitration and mediation programs:  These programs are designed to help resolve cases, where appropriate, at lesser expense to 

litigants and in less adversarial settings, including helping to establish local community-based dispute resolution centers. 
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• Domestic relations self-represented litigant service centers and websites:  These are service centers and websites where people who 

are not represented by an attorney can find out about court forms and procedures and be referred to appropriate legal and support services. 

• Eviction Diversion Programs:  Sometimes resources are available that allow tenants to stay in their homes without causing harm to the 

landlord. Courts have been taking creative approaches to connecting tenants and landlords to the services they need to help create better 

outcomes for all involved.  

• Centralized Child Support Docket:  Several counties are working together to improve outcomes in their jurisdictions for those who owe 

child support and the families who rely on those payments. If successful, the model can be expanded upon or replicated statewide. 

 

Caseload Trends 

 

Annual case filings for 2021 totaled 493,899 cases, up 8 percent from 2020 annual case filings. The most significant reductions in case filings 

continue to be in felony, misdemeanor, violation, and juvenile case types with year over year declines.  
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2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Violation 211,504 215,080 212,316 205,511 199,465 222,331 218,271 196,531 153,489 156,026

Small Claims 76,076 70,259 78,149 67,932 54,467 55,719 54,093 56,091 27,943 29,533

Probate 10,196 10,642 10,553 11,312 11,482 12,106 11,860 12,090 11,228 13,364

Multnomah Parking 238,123 255,188 242,904 257,154 236,154 234,761 271,796 238,514 87,081 117,748

Misdemeanor 57,529 53,029 51,363 50,335 46,954 48,418 54,459 51,536 40,143 36,977

Juvenile 11,218 10,238 9,483 9,813 9,669 11,150 10,178 9,449 7,087 5,892

Felony 31,980 32,464 32,180 32,407 33,893 31,506 26,265 26,598 24,283 22,096

Domestic Relations 45,279 43,898 42,323 41,735 44,107 43,592 44,177 42,250 38,774 40,670

Civil Commitment 9,459 9,582 8,619 8,512 8,300 7,693 7,243 7,084 7,872 7,386

Civil 92,642 95,191 85,712 74,070 71,069 82,271 84,086 81,768 58,713 64,207

All Case Types 784,006 795,571 773,602 758,781 715,560 749,547 782,428 721,911 456,613 493,899

 -
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The important work that our courts can and must do to address the needs of those who were hardest hit during the pandemic, and to continue 

Oregon’s recovery from the pandemic amidst rising inflation, a tight labor market, and a public defense crisis in the coming biennium are detailed 

below. 

• Public Defense Crisis – In many communities throughout Oregon the current demand for court appointed attorneys exceeds attorney 

capacity. To address the need to retain and hire public defense attorneys, courts can advocate for legislative funding, work with 

stakeholders and community partners to expand attorney capacity, reach out to the private bar to take cases, and develop efficiencies in 

court processes to streamline case resolution, including enlisting senior judges for settlement dockets.  

• Housing – As eviction filings continue to increase after the pandemic moratoria, eviction may not be the best answer for landlords or 

tenants. Courts can mediate, help devise payment plans, help secure rent assistance, and connect parties with local social services to 

identify available housing options. 

• Business – Businesses – small businesses in particular – are struggling to recover from the pandemic and as energy, labor, and supply 

costs skyrocket there will be many legal questions about whether contract obligations are enforceable. Timely and consistent decisions 

from courts can provide certainty and help ensure that all efforts are made to keep businesses afloat. 

• Debtor/Creditor and Small Claims – People who want to pay their debts may not be able to do so. Obtaining a judgment may be of 

limited value to a creditor. Courts can work with all parties to devise payment plans and ensure that lack of representation and default 

judgments do not drive more Oregonians into unnecessary economic distress. 

• Treatment Courts – Oregonians’ alcohol and drug consumption has increased over the last several years. Treatment courts must be 

available to serve those who need help finding a new normal and to prevent further crime and victimization. 

• Mental Health Dockets – Many of the people in our courts have mental health challenges and many repeatedly cycle through without 

making progress. Courts must have resources to continue their work with state and local government agencies and service providers to 

find appropriate placements and take other steps necessary to close the gap in housing, services, and support systems that will help people 

stabilize and avoid further justice system involvement. 

• Domestic Relations – Many parents’ economic and living situations have changed dramatically as everyone returns to a new normal in an 

unstable economic environment. Courts can make the adjustments to support and custody orders that are necessary to permit parents to 

adjust to new realities. 

• Child Welfare – Court attention is needed to keep families and children safe and services continuing, as required by laws and federal 

funding agreements. 

• Protective Orders – Sadly, restraining order requests continue to increase. Courts must be available to keep people safe. 
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Case filings alone are an incomplete indicator of court workload because different types of cases demand different levels of resources. Converting 

caseload into the time required to process a case is an important factor in determining the minimum level of resources courts need to effectively 

manage their caseload. Parking and other violations are the most frequent type of cases filed but are among the lowest in terms of the staff and judge 

work time it takes to adjudicate them. Felony cases are the largest proportion of workload, but they are among the lowest in case filings. The chart 

below shows that more than 55 percent of case filings (Multnomah parking and violations) account for only 10 percent of workload. Almost 90 

percent of staff workload is generated from the remaining 45 percent of case filings. 
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Workload and Staffing Trends 

 

Case workloads continue to be heavy in circuit courts, even without accounting for “best practices” or other qualitative measures that might be used 

to improve outcomes for parties to court cases. In the last decade, changes affecting workload and court procedures include: 

• The rapid shift to remote hearings and other proceedings, has dramatically altered how courts operate and deliver services; 

• Alternatives to incarceration and increased emphasis on reformation have added case management duties to courts, requiring extra 

hearings or judicial or court staff to monitor adherence to probationary or court-ordered treatment; 

• Increased federal and state requirements, especially in the areas of juvenile and family law; 

• Increased interactions with justice system partners (e.g., mental health providers); 

• Increased case complexity, including increases in cases involving self-represented litigants; 

• Legislatively mandated changes requiring systemic changes to the justice system affecting court programs, court staffing, and court 

procedures; and 

• Reductions in county services leading to courts absorbing work traditionally done by external agencies (e.g., bench probation and 

monitoring defendants involved in treatment court). 

 

When translating case filings into actual workload based on the amount of staff time needed to process a case from initiation to post-judgment 

activity, Oregon courts have not been staffed adequately to meet workload demands even as caseload has declined.  

 

Through economic downturns, the global pandemic, a public defense crisis, and Oregon’s mental health crisis we have found ways to keep Oregon 

courts open and accessible. We have been able to work through our pandemic backlogs as case filings increase. We continue to innovate and adapt to 

keep up with changing technology, staffing shortages, legislative changes requiring rapid system reforms, and new expectations for the virtual 

courthouse. Our ability to continue that work will depend on adequate funding in the 2023-25 biennium.  
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Budget Summary – All Funds 
 

 

  

 2019-21 2021-23 2023-25 2023-25 

 Actual Legislatively Current Service Chief Justice’s 

 Expenditures Approved Budget Level (CSL) Recommended* 
 

 General Fund $ 242,499,400 $ 299,344,579 $ 307,231,727 $ 333,181,848 

 General Fund Debt Service $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Capital Construction $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Debt Service Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Ltd $ 10,774,684 $ 12,948,421 $ 7,581,097 $ 18,558,931 

 Other Funds Non-Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Federal Funds Ltd $ 79,676 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 TOTAL – ALL FUNDS $ 253,353,760 $ 312,293,000 $ 314,812,824 $ 351,740,779 
 

 Positions 1,422 1,422 1,399 1,569 

 FTE 1,311.65 1,369.55 1,373.17 1,520.28 

 
 

 

* Includes CSL and all policy option packages  
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Essential Packages 

 

Purpose 

 

The essential packages present budget adjustments needed to bring the Legislatively Approved Budget to Current Service Level (CSL), the calculated 

cost of continuing legislatively approved programs into the 2023-25 biennium.  

 

Staffing Impact:  none 

 

Revenue Source:  Essential packages increase the General Fund by $1,001,585 and decrease Other Funds by $440,269. 

 

010 Non-PICS Personal Service Adjustments:  $457,470 GF increase, $147,554 OF decrease 

 

021 Phase-In:  n/a 

 

022 Phase-Out Program and One-Time Costs: $318,000 OF decrease 

 

031 Standard Inflation:  $544,115 GF increase, $25,285 OF increase 

 

032 Above Standard Inflation:  n/a 

 

033 Exceptional Inflation:  n/a 

 

040 Mandated Caseload:  n/a 

 

050 Fund Shifts:  n/a 

 

060 Technical Adjustments:  n/a 
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Policy Option Package 101 – Statewide Pretrial Program 

 

Purpose  

OJD is in the midst of a multi-biennium implementation of a statewide, consistent pretrial release program to reduce the reliance on security 

release (bail), while ensuring victim and public safety. This package continues work started with the passage of SB 48 in the 2021 Legislative 

Session, and implementation of Chief Justice Orders and development of court pretrial programs. The initial roll-out provided staffing to 

counties that had no pretrial program structures prior to the passage of SB 48. This package adds staff to counties that had at least some 

infrastructure to support pretrial programs prior to the implementation of SB 48. With the initial rollout complete, OJD has been able to 

evaluate the number of release assistance officers needed in the remaining counties. The package also includes funding for system 

development and central staffing to support the program. 

How Achieved 

Release Assistance Officer positions to be added in eleven counties (Clackamas, Clatsop, Columbia, Deschutes, Klamath, Jackson, Lane, 

Lincoln, Marion, Multnomah, and Polk). 

 

Staffing Impact 

Release Assistance Officer 42 positions 36.96 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

Supervisor 3 1 position 0.88 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 7,372,903 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 104 – Self-Represented Litigants 

 

Purpose  

Over the past five years, 83 percent of all parties in landlord-tenant 

disputes have been self-represented. Another 71 percent are self-

represented in divorce cases. These self-represented litigants require 

special support to help them access court services. Courts are 

expanding online technology to address barriers streamlining 

processes, and simplifying form completion and filing, but more work 

needs to be done to address the needs of our diverse communities. 

Court facilitators and customer service staff inform self-represented 

litigants of court processes and available court forms, review state or 

county approved documents, and provide information about legal 

services and other resources available in the community.  

Most online court resources are available in English only. Translations 

of online services and information will address the top five non-English languages encountered in Oregon’s state courts (Spanish, Russian, 

ASL, Chuukese, Vietnamese).  

 

How Achieved 

Would add court resources to maintain and expand access to facilitation and customer service for the growing number of self-represented 

litigants in Clackamas, Klamath, Multnomah, and Umatilla courts.  

 

Staffing Impact 

Judicial Services Specialist 3 7 positions 6.16 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

OJD Program Coordinator 2 1 position 0.88 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

OJD Program Coordinator 4 2 positions 1.76 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 1,665,581 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 105 – Promoting Justice for Communities 

 

Purpose  

Access to justice also requires a stable and well-trained workforce. Our court staff form the cornerstone of a well-functioning judicial system. 

OJD currently has a turnover rate of 17 percent. With each new hire, there is a need for initial training, with professional development and 

certification opportunities over time to increase the skill and expertise available within the organization.  

Community education about court services is also critical. Not only is it a necessary step to ensure that people can access court services, it is 

fundamental to public trust and confidence in the administration of justice. Courts offer online tools and in-person and virtual court services, 

but people need to know they exist!  And staff need to be prepared to meet the needs of those seeking court services. 

 

This package will add two central communications staff, three central training staff, and seven trainers for trial courts to cover the Central 

Valley courts, Eastern courts, North Coast courts, Northeast courts, Southwest courts, and Tri-County courts.  

 

How Achieved 

Adding communications staff and regional training resources to develop and deliver a “Clerk College” core curriculum for court staff will 

ensure consistent and reliable services across courts amidst rapid changes in technology, legislation, and demands for efficient and virtual 

court services. This investment will allow OJD to maintain a talented and committed workforce that is well-equipped to serve the people in 

our communities. 

 

Staffing Impact 

OJD Analyst 1 2 positions 1.50 FTE (phased-in January 2024) 

OJD Analyst 3 5 positions 3.75 FTE (phased-in January 2024) 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 1,313,182 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 106 – Remote Proceedings and Data Interfaces 

 

Purpose  

Courts are reimagining how they serve their communities, and their vision requires investments in new technology and highly specialized 

staff to build and support the infrastructure for the courthouse of the future. Courts, litigants, advocates, and other system stakeholders are 

expanding their use of technology. In the last two years we have witnessed a marked increase in remote proceedings, electronic filing, 

electronic data transfers, and automation, which results in more efficient and accurate filings and faster adjudication. 

Remote proceedings reduce barriers to appearing in court and allow courts to be responsive to the diverse needs and preferences of our 

communities. Court users appreciate the convenience, equal access, fairness, and safety that remote participation provides. However, 

continuing and expanding remote proceedings requires careful planning to decide which court proceedings to hold remotely, the technology 

and equipment needed, and dedicated staff to maintain, configure, program, and support the courtroom Audio/Video systems. A typical 

remote proceeding will involve both in-person and remote participants (jurors, case parties, witnesses, attorneys, and observers) with a variety 

of technical difficulties that must be handled quickly to ensure the proceeding runs smoothly.  

Courts are also expanding web services, application development, and data integrations to support more online services to court users and 

system stakeholders and form the cornerstone of our advanced data analytics capabilities. During to the COVID pandemic, the Oregon 

Judicial Department (OJD) drastically expanded the use of remote proceeding to avoid in-person court processing. This new capability has 

resulted in significant benefits for the public, reducing barriers and allowing the courts to be more responsive to a variety of conditions. 

Support for remote proceedings has put a strain on local IT staff, especially in larger courts. This package will address the need for more IT 

staff to ensure that remote proceedings can continue as case filings continue to rebound following the pandemic.  

 

How Achieved 

Adds audio/video and information technology staff centrally, and in Josephine, Multnomah, and Washington counties. 

 

Staffing Impact 

OJD Information Technology Specialist 2 4 positions 3.52 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

OJD Information Technology Specialist 3 3 positions 2.64 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 1,579,341 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 108 – New Judges and Support Staff 

 

Purpose  

Oregon communities need more judicial resources, as demonstrated by a nationally developed, validated measure of judicial workload. The 

workload data show Oregon should have an additional 36 circuit court judges to serve our communities, manage caseloads effectively, and be 

able to meet timely disposition standards. These positions are critical to improving access to justice for all Oregonians. OJD’s judicial 

workload model measures the amount of time judicial officers have available to hear cases and the amount of time it takes to hear and decide 

each type of case. The model was developed by the National Center for State Courts (NCSC) and updated in 2015. The workload data is 

updated annually to reflect average annual case filings. NCSC found that Oregon courts were “significantly under resourced, even without 

accounting for ‘best practices’ . . . used to improve outcomes for parties.” 

Adding judicial resources to communities with the greatest need will help improve outcomes for timely resolution, procedural fairness, and 

ensure courts have the resources to implement best practices in case management to improve court efficiency. To begin filling the gap, OJD 

proposes to add judicial positions (with accompanying staff) in the following six circuit courts (listed in order of need): Jackson, Washington 

(2 judicial positions), Lane, Josephine, Douglas, Clackamas. 

 

How Achieved 

Addition of new judges and support staff in the following counties with growing populations and increasing caseloads:  Jackson, Washington 

(two judges), Lane, Josephine, Douglas, and Clackamas. New staff support the judges, scheduling, courtroom operations/administration and 

case processing. 

 

Staffing Impact 

Judicial Services Specialist 3 21 positions 18.48 FTE (phased in October 2023) 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 3,420,515 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 110 – Classification and Compensation Plan Changes 

 

Purpose  

During the 2021-23 biennium, the Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) has undertaken a comprehensive classification and compensation study 

for all OJD employees. The study is scheduled to be completed prior to the 2023-25 biennium. This is the first system-wide review since the 

early 2000s and allows OJD to update its job classifications to reflect the increased reliance on technology, accurately represent the work 

performed and skills needed, and provide appropriate compensation for those classifications. The present classification and compensation 

system has over 140 classifications covering the 1,793 staff positions. 

 

How Achieved 

OJD will report out the results of the work in the 2023 Legislative Session, including the estimated impact to the 2023-25 budget in terms of 

personal services, since the package presently only has a $1 placeholder amount entered.  

 

Staffing Impact 

none 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 1 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 113 – Family Treatment Courts 

 

Purpose  

A Family Treatment Court (FTC) is a multidisciplinary, evidence-based, problem-solving model serving child-welfare-involved families 

where parental substance use is a factor contributing to abuse or neglect. Investments have been made during the 2021-23 biennium in FTCs 

in eight counties and for centralized support positions. Central program staff provide statewide coordination to promote best practices 

supporting safe and stable family reunification within mandatory federal timelines. Program staff also establish resources to provide ongoing 

training and technical assistance to local Family Treatment Court Teams, as well as the development and implementation of structured 

program evaluation, outcome measurement, and data reporting protocols. The Statewide Family Treatment Court Coordinator promotes 

consistency across Oregon’s FTCs to provide equal access to justice, ensures adherence to research-based best practice recommendations, and 

facilitates collaboration with system partners through the multi-agency Family Treatment Court Advisory Committee. This package continues 

investments in additional family treatment courts in Oregon and central positions currently being supported through a federal grant. 

 

How Achieved 

Funds would continue support for central program staff after federal grant funding expires in 2023 and provide dedicated and trained pro tem 

judicial resources for four new family treatment courts (Benton, Polk, Clackamas, and Josephine).  

NOTE:  The September 2022 Emergency Board provided funding and positions for new family treatment courts in Benton, Polk, Clackamas, 

and Josephine counties and for staff for Wasco and Klamath counties. The Oregon Judicial Department will provide a modified policy option 

package during the 2023 session totaling $0.83 million. 

 

Staffing Impact 

Original Request:  OJD Program Coordinator 3 6 positions 6.00 FTE 

Modified Request:   No Trial Court Positions 

 

Revenue Source 

Original Request: $ 1,875,818 – General Fund 

Modified Request: $ 407,264 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 114 – Specialty Court Enhancements 

 

Purpose  

 

Oregon’s 66 specialty courts serve over 2,000 participants annually. Since 1991, these courts have been an integral part of the justice system, 

promoting public safety through court-directed supervision and intensive treatment for high-risk/high-need individuals with substance use or 

behavioral health issues. Specialty courts prove that providing supervision, structure and evidence-based treatment is a far more successful 

approach to substance use and mental health disorders than punishment or incarceration alone. In several courts around the state, staffing 

shortfalls are inhibiting operations of the specialty courts in the communities they serve. This package requests additional Specialty Court 

Coordinators for these unstaffed or understaffed specialty courts. 

 

Specialty Court Coordinators are the conduit between the court, participants, and community partners, ensuring access to treatment and 

connection to services. Coordinators are necessary to comply with the research-based Oregon Specialty Court Standards by ensuring that each 

local team is adhering to best practices. They provide training and technical assistance to local teams, and implement consistent data 

collection and reporting, outcome measurement, and evaluation. 

 

How Achieved 

Adds staff to support new, understaffed, or unstaffed specialty courts in Baker, Clackamas, Clatsop, Columbia, Coos, Crook, Douglas, Hood 

River, Josephine, Lane, Lincoln, Malheur, Tillamook, and Yamhill counties. 

 

Staffing Impact 

OJD Program Coordinator 4 7 positions 5.25 FTE (phased-in January 2024) 

OJD Program Coordinator 3 7 positions 4.88 FTE (phased-in January 2024) 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 2,462,624 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 115 – Direct Funding for Existing Specialty Courts 

 

Purpose  

Specialty Court Coordinators are OJD employees currently funded through biennial CJC grant funds. This funding process requires 

significant administrative work in applying for and managing the grant, contributes to instability and inconsistencies within specialty courts, 

and makes it difficult to recruit and retain coordinators. The current funding process diverts valuable resources to administrative tasks and 

away from the critical work of treatment court coordination and best practice implementation.  

Direct funding of coordinator positions enables CJC to fund essential participant services like housing, uninsured treatment, and culturally 

specific services which have all increased in cost and complexity and decreased in availability and accessibility. Many of the 66 specialty 

courts located across the state are funded through grants provided by Criminal Justice Commission (CJC). Of the funding provided, only a 

portion of the grants fund coordinators for the Oregon Judicial Department (OJD). While many of the grants and specialty courts have existed 

for multiple biennia, the positions are limited duration and this creates an impact in retaining quality, trained coordinators in these positions. 

Experienced coordinators are vital in supporting the judge and court functions and managing the needs of court participants and the multi-

disciplinary teams that participate in specialty courts.  

 

How Achieved 

OJD is requesting General Fund for the coordinator staff in the specialty courts that are supported through CJC grants. The funding, which is 

General Fund in nature, instead of flowing though CJC would finance permanent positions for the existing staff that are supporting the 

specialty courts. This would reduce paperwork and billings across agencies and provide stable funding to help retain staff. 

 

Staffing Impact 

OJD Program Coordinator 1 1 position 0.80 FTE 

OJD Program Coordinator 2 6 positions 4.55 FTE  

OJD Program Coordinator 3 19 positions 14.30 FTE 

OJD Program Coordinator 4 3 positions 2.60 FTE 

Judicial Services Specialist 3 1 position 0.20 FTE  

 

Revenue Source 

$ 6,260,156 – General Fund  
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Policy Option Package 120 – Continue OF Grant Positions 

 

Purpose  

The Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) receives a number of grants, both internal and external to state government. The department requires 

expenditure limitation and limited-duration positions to execute the grant funding. Even though these limited duration positions expire with 

the start of a new biennium, many grants are continuously renewed and OJD must request these same positions each biennium. Additionally, 

OJD operates a Legal Resource Center at the Multnomah County circuit court through an intergovernmental agreement with Multnomah 

County that requires limited duration positions and Other Fund limitation.  

 

How Achieved 

OJD requests limitation and a number of limited-duration positions to spend grant funds for a variety of programs. A majority of the grants 

fund specialty and treatment courts, sometimes multiple types, in most Oregon counties, but also includes positions for the Multnomah 

County Circuit Court Legal Resource Center. The positions normally paid for out of grant funds are for the employees coordinating the efforts 

of the programs and are usually tied directly to the programs themselves.  

 

Staffing Impact 

OJD Program Coordinator 1 4 positions 4.00 FTE 

OJD Program Coordinator 3 17 positions 17.00 FTE 

OJD Program Coordinator 4 10 positions 10.00 FTE 

OJD Supervisor 2 1 position 1.00 FTE 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 10,977,834 – Other Funds 
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ORBITS and ORPICS Reports 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary 
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POS116 – Net Package Fiscal Impact Report ARB (Policy Packages) 
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BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue 
 

 



ADMINISTRATION AND CENTRAL SUPPORT 
 

 

 

2023-25 Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget  page 203  
 

Administration and Central Support 

Office of the State Court Administrator 

 

The Office of the State Court Administrator (OSCA) provides the central infrastructure and services needed to operate Oregon’s circuit courts, the 

Tax Court, Court of Appeals, and Oregon Supreme Court. The State Court Administrator (SCA) position in the Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) 

was first statutorily created by the 1971 Legislative Assembly. The duties of the SCA are established and defined primarily in ORS chapter 8; 

however, a wide variety of other statutes assign additional responsibilities. The position supports and assists the Chief Justice in exercising 

administrative authority and supervision over the circuit, tax, and appellate courts of this state and in establishing and managing statewide 

administrative policies and procedures for OJD as both an entity and a branch of state government. In this capacity, the SCA supervises 

administration of OJD’s central business and infrastructure services for the court system such as budget, accounting, revenue/collections, 

procurement, human resources, legal, internal audit, public information, data analysis, education and outreach, statewide forms and materials, 

business continuity planning, and information technology. 

 

The SCA promotes the efficient use of statewide resources to develop innovative court programs and services, judicial and staff education, program 

evaluation, and internal controls. In addition to administration and program development, the SCA is responsible for the long-range planning for the 

future needs of the courts. This includes adequate staffing and judicial resources, safe court facilities, secure information technology systems, 

equitable compensation for staff and judges, and a fully funded court system. Most importantly, the SCA fosters a culture of community engagement 

and public service with equity and access to justice as leading principles. 

Divisions and Program Sections 

 

Executive Services Division 

 

The Executive Services Division (ESD) serves as the central administrative and governance coordination hub for OSCA. This division provides 

specific direct services and central executive coordination for the SCA in overall OJD administration, and with other state agencies, the Legislature, 

public, and other external organizations. This division includes the Office of General Counsel and Marshal’s Office, and administers several program 

areas for the branch, including internal audit; communications; legislative relations; strategic planning; program coordination; and equity, diversity, 

and inclusion. In addition to the SCA, the Division includes several executive leadership positions that help coordinate between the various program 

and operational areas: Deputy SCA, Assistant Deputy SCA for Operations, and Assistant Deputy SCA for Court Programs and Innovations. 
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Office of Engagement, Equity and Inclusion  

 

The Office of Engagement, Equity and Inclusion (OEEI) leads the development and implementation of a comprehensive, strategic, and 

programmatic vision that advances and promotes equity, diversity, inclusion, racial justice, and access to justice for all. The OEEI provides 

executive level support to OSCA divisions and courts and serves as a liaison on committees to ensure that OJD’s equity, diversity, and inclusion 

(EDI) and racial justice initiatives are embedded in their work and are consistent with OJD’s strategic campaign initiatives. The OEEI’s 

responsibilities include supporting and leading OJD’s strategic campaign initiatives relating to EDI, racial justice, and access to justice; supporting 

judicial education; and developing training related to access to justice and EDI. In addition, the OEEI supports OJD’s community engagement and 

outreach efforts especially to marginalized and underserved communities. 

 

Office of General Counsel 

 

The Office of General Counsel (OGC) provides legal advice and services relating to courts and court administration to all state trial and 

appellate courts and judges, the SCA, and OSCA divisions and programs.  

 

The OGC provides the following services to courts and divisions. 

• Legal advice, research, and analysis on issues involving court administration. 

• Litigation and tort claim management and representation coordination. 

• Negotiation, review, and development of legal contract terms for state court system contracts. 

• Development of circuit court civil fee schedule and related Chief Justice Orders.  

• Legal policy and legislative research support, and analysis for the state court system. 

• Staff support as needed to guide internal and public-facing committees, including those relating to behavioral health, criminal 

justice, and the Uniform Trial Court Rules. 

• Consultation on compliance with public records law and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

 

The Office of Legislative Affairs (OLA) serves as the primary policy liaison between OJD, Oregon’s legislative branch, state agencies, advocacy 

groups, and other stakeholders engaged in the legislative process. The OLA is responsible for coordinating with both internal and external 
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committee work affecting OJD to facilitate information sharing and education of external stakeholders on OJD’s roles, goals, initiatives, and 

processes. Under the direction of the State Court Administrator and Deputy State Court Administrator, the OLA leads OJD’s legislative program 

and serves as convenors for strategic planning and other OJD-wide initiative building that involves external stakeholders. The OLA ensures that 

OJD’s leadership has the information needed to make informed decisions on legislation affecting OJD, coordinates internal and external 

legislative communications, and conducts legislative outreach and engagement. 

 

Office of Internal Audit 

 

The Office of Internal Audit (OIA) provides independent and objective assurance and consulting services. The OIA helps promote 

accountability and examines and evaluates OJD’s internal control functions and activities. The OIA reports to the Chief Justice, the SCA, and 

an internal audit committee, which approves the annual audit plan and reviews quarterly progress and updates. The OIA performs change-of-

management audits, financial-related audits, annual OJD-wide and specific area risk assessments, and reviews of internal controls of central 

administration and court operations. Audit scope frequently includes assessments and recommendations pertaining to opportunities for 

improving operational effectiveness, economy, and efficiency. The OIA provides a “hot line” number for reporting of fraud or misuse of 

funds. The OIA further serves as an OJD liaison with external audit entities, such as the Secretary of State’s Audit Division. The OIA also 

provides consultative services to OJD to ensure that new programs are set up using best practices. 

 

The OIA is also responsible for the creation and maintenance of a statewide conservatorship review program. This includes establishing 

processes for circuit courts to review conservatorship accounting filings, providing training, and performing audits on the most complex 

cases.  

 

Marshal’s Office  

 

The Marshal's Office ensures the physical security and safety of judges, staff, and the public in and around court facilities, and property, while 

maintaining the preparedness and continuity of the Oregon judiciary.  

 

Pursuant to ORS 1.177 and 1.180, and Chief Justice policy, the Marshal’s Office provides the following services to courts and divisions. 

• Security, emergency preparedness, and business continuity plans for the Oregon judiciary. 

• Judicial protection services as needed and appropriate for the Chief Justice of the Oregon Supreme Court and for appellate court 

justices and judges on OJD business. 

• Security services for the Oregon Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, Tax Court, and OSCA operations. 
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• Threat assessments involving OJD judges and staff, work sites, and facilities, and takes appropriate action and coordinates with 

local, state, and federal law enforcement agencies as appropriate. 

• Facility emergency operations for the Supreme Court, the Court of Appeals, the Oregon Tax Court, and OSCA. 

• Identification and access cards, security training, risk assessments, and threat assessment for court security officers, judges, and 

staff. 

• OJD’s emergency response trailers to maintain court and courtroom services. 

• Contracts with providers for security improvements to courthouse facilities in accordance with the Chief Justice’s state security 

standards plan. 

 

Appellate Court Services Division 

  

The State Court Administrator is the official “clerk of the court” for the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals. This responsibility is delegated to 

an Appellate Court Administrator who manages the Appellate Court Services Division (ACSD) and the related functions and duties. The ACSD 

consists of the Appellate Court Records section (public clerk’s office) for the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals, the Publications section 

(appellate opinions), and the State of Oregon Law Library. See the Appellate and Tax Courts budget chapter (Appellate Court Services Division) for 

a full description of the ACSD’s duties and functions. 

 

Court Language Access Services  

  

Court Language Access Services (CLAS) coordinates interpreting, translation, and other language access services in Oregon's state courts for people with 

limited English-proficiency (LEP).  

 

CLAS supports language access for limited English proficient, Deaf, and hard of hearing court users to courts and divisions through the following 

services.  

• Interpreting services using both staff and contract interpreters to fill more than 30,000 interpreting requests per year in more than 200 

languages. The top ten requested languages are Spanish, Chuukese, Russian, American Sign Language (ASL), Arabic, Vietnamese, 

Mandarin, Mam, Cantonese, and Somali. 

• Translation of vital forms, non-evidentiary local court documents, courthouse signage, and webpages into both English and non-English 

languages. 

file:///X:/ESD/Administrative/Budget/2023-25%20CJRB/2023-25%20CJRB_draft_2022-10-25,%20PL%20-%20nc%20review%20page%20201%20through%20end.docx%23ACSD
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• Interpreting and translating services for local court community outreach programs. 

• Development of policies, procedures, and educational programs to address language access barriers. 

• Support to judges, court leaders, and staff facing unusual or complicated interpreting situations. 

• Coordination of on-demand telephone and video interpreting for counter and family facilitation services and assistance to courts to add 

non-English prompts to customer phone tree systems. 

• Language access education for an average of 250 judges, staff, and justice system partners per year, including online self-paced basic 

language access training. 

• Court interpreter education, testing and certification; currently work with over 150 credentialed interpreters in 24 languages (Spanish, 

ASL, Russian, Mandarin, Vietnamese, Filipino, French, Korean, Arabic, Somali, Cantonese, Japanese, Romanian, Ukrainian, Farsi, 

Kurdish, Amharic, German, Macedonian, Hungarian, Tagalog, Nepali, Punjabi, and Armenian) and almost 800 non-credentialed 

interpreters in over 150 other languages. 

 

Juvenile and Family Court Programs Division  

 

The Juvenile and Family Court Programs Division (JFCPD) develops, implements, and evaluates juvenile and family court programs for statewide 

application in the courts. Programs are aimed at providing consistent and accurate information and tools to help navigate the court system and 

improve effectiveness and timeliness in the operating procedures of the courts in the juvenile and family law areas. JFCPD develops and delivers 

training and education for judges, OJD staff, and juvenile and family court system stakeholders at all levels. The division includes the following 

juvenile and family programs: 

• Citizen Review Board Program – In 1985, Oregon’s legislature created a statewide foster care review program of citizen volunteers to 

help courts ensure that case plans and services are in place to meet the needs of children and families involved in the foster care system. 

Placed by statute in the state judicial branch under the direction of the Oregon Supreme Court, it operates independently of the state’s 

foster care system and provides an independent, diverse, and common-sense perspective to foster care cases. Currently, there are 59 

boards in 33 of Oregon’s 36 counties and approximately 250 volunteers serving on them statewide. The program recruits and trains the 

local volunteers and coordinates the operation of the local boards.  

• Juvenile Court Dependency Program – The Juvenile Court Dependency Program is partially funded by a federal Juvenile Court 

Improvement Program (JCIP) grant that works to improve court practices in child abuse and neglect cases. Activities under the federal 

grant require ongoing collaboration with the Department of Human Services, Office of Public Defense Services, Department of Justice, 

statewide Court Appointed Special Advocate programs, tribes, and other child welfare stakeholders. The program is responsible for 



ADMINISTRATION AND CENTRAL SUPPORT 
 

 

 

2023-25 Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget  page 208  
 

collection and distribution of juvenile court statistics on a statewide basis and performing high-level liaison work to develop and evaluate 

policies, procedures, and laws affecting juvenile court operations statewide. Juvenile court dependency program staff develop and deliver 

education programs for judges, OJD staff, CRB volunteer board members, and stakeholders in the child welfare system.  

• Family Dependency Treatment Court Program – The Family Treatment Court program’s focus is to identify and implement best practices, 

facilitate collaboration among system partners, increase access and participation to family treatment courts and provide ongoing 

evaluation and continuous quality improvement to existing treatment courts. It is guided by a statewide Family Treatment Court advisory 

committee and is dedicated to improving the well-being of families, reducing the length of time children spend in foster care, and 

increasing the rate at which children reunify with their parents. 

• Juvenile Delinquency Improvement Program – The Juvenile Delinquency Improvement Program is modeled after the successful court 

improvement process in the dependency system. It expands training, resource development, and support for courts, stakeholders, and 

community partners as they work to improve Oregon’s delinquency system. In 2022, the program organized a statewide juvenile justice 

summit, attended by over 140 juvenile justice system stakeholders. 

• Family Law Program – The family law program provides education, support, and assistance to judges and staff on family law matters 

including probate, protective proceedings, mediation, and domestic violence issues. The program evaluates policies, procedures, and laws 

and makes recommendations to improve access to court services for Oregon families. It also provides staff and support for the statutory 

State Family Law Advisory Committee (SFLAC), a multi-disciplinary group that advises the Chief Justice on family law matters and 

provides technical assistance and support to family law facilitators who assist unrepresented parties involved in domestic relations 

proceedings in the trial courts. 

• Guardianship & Conservatorship Improvement Program – Initially funded through an Administration on Community Living (ACL) grant, 

this program provides courts with centralized resources that raise and standardize local circuit court monitoring of protective proceedings. 

The program improves data collections processes, provides training and tools to probate judges and staff, and delivers financial auditing 

oversight of conservatorship activity. The financial auditing component is critical to holding fiduciaries accountable to their statutory 

responsibilities. This program educates, trains, and offers subject matter expertise to courts for efficiency and confidence to fulfill its 

ongoing obligation to provide oversight. It also provides support to the Working Interdisciplinary Network of Guardianship Stakeholders 

(WINGS) to improve the state’s spectrum of guardianship/conservatorship services and processes. 

• Centralized Child Support Program – In 2021, the Oregon Legislature authorized a position for a centralized child support referee to hear 

and resolve cases eligible for services under Title IV-D of the Social Security act, together with additional investments for services to 

families in need of judicial intervention in child support matters. Child support cases can be time consuming and high stakes, particularly 

for families in need. Focused specialization fosters prompt resolution and consistency in outcomes. The federal government will 



ADMINISTRATION AND CENTRAL SUPPORT 
 

 

 

2023-25 Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget  page 209  
 

reimburse 66 percent of the cost of such subordinate judicial officers to expedite resolution of support and parentage issues under Title 

IV-D of the Social Security Act. Planning for implementation is ongoing, and the centralized docket will launch February 1, 2023.  

 

Civil and Criminal Programs Division 
 

The Civil and Criminal Programs Division (CCPD) coordinates policy analysis, program development, and implementation guidance in the areas of 

civil and criminal law. CCPD also provides program evaluation, technical support and training, statewide forms development, and legislative support. 

Major programs and initiatives for criminal law include pretrial release, behavioral health, jury coordination, records integrity, and specialty courts 

such as drug treatment and mental health courts. Major program and initiatives for civil law include appropriate alternative dispute 

resolution/mediation programs for civil, small claims and landlord tenant case types, and support for self-represented litigants. 

 

Criminal Programs 

• Pretrial Release – Passed in 2021, SB 48 replaces presumptive security schedules with Chief Justice guidelines describing which 

defendants are subject to release on recognizance or conditional release, and which are to be held until arraignment or first appearance 

before a judge. Local presiding judge release orders (PRO’s) in each judicial district implement the Chief Justice guidelines by providing 

directives to the sheriff in lieu of security schedules. When SB 48 was adopted, most counties did not have pretrial programs. OJD is 

establishing pretrial release programs in the counties that did not have one, as well as working to provide consistent pretrial release 

services in the counties that did have pretrial programs prior to enactment of SB 48. Projects underway include training of release 

assistance officers, designing and implementing business processes to support data collection and reporting, configuration of a statewide 

case management system, and implementation of a statewide risk assessment tool. In addition, the Criminal Justice Advisory Committee’s 

(CJAC) Pretrial subcommittee is evaluating crime categorization for bias crimes and additional processes to support statewide 

consistency.  

• Fines and Fees – OJD continues to examine the impact of fines and fees, develop best practices for their imposition, and take affirmative 

steps to ensure that they do not create unnecessary barriers or disproportionate outcomes. Championed by CJAC’s Fines and Fees 

subcommittee, OJD sponsored HB 2176 (2021) removes the minimum fee amount for a person to establish a payment plan with the court 

and allows the Chief Justice to direct (rather than permit) courts to waive or suspend the payment plan fee in certain cases, and HB 4120 

(2022) allows the court to reduce the minimum fine in violation cases when the court determines that justice requires a reduction. Chief 

Justice Orders adopted in 2021 and 2022 reduced payment plan fees and allow courts to waive payment plan fees. Effective August 2022, 

Uniform Trial Court Rule 4.120 establishes a process for a person to file a post-judgment motion to modify fines and fees (except 

compensatory fines and restitution) in criminal cases. 
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• Behavioral Health – Oregon is currently experiencing a behavioral health crisis that has substantially increased the number of defendants 

who are unable to aid and assist in their own defense and has strained the Oregon State Hospital (OSH) and other system partners. The 

Behavioral Health Advisory Committee (BHAC) and its staff have been working actively with system partners to clarify roles, identify 

gaps in services, and improve processes. Staff have developed tools and resources for courts, including an electronic dashboard of aid and 

assist data. OJD’s 2022 Behavioral Health Summit had over 500 attendees. The Multidisciplinary Civil Commitment Workgroup is 

undertaking a comprehensive review of Oregon’s civil commitment statutes, with the intention of proposing legislation in 2025.  

• Court Records Integrity Pilot Program – For someone looking to clear their criminal history and improve their chances at success, seeking 

an expungement is a monumental and expensive task. One of the most significant underlying issues in modernizing our expungement 

system is the state’s criminal records system itself – a mix of paper and digital records, inconsistently coded and varying by county. This 

pilot program was developed to address the issues that make the expunction process cumbersome for the public and labor intensive for 

courts. The primary goal is to simplify the process, identify opportunities for automation, and to design policies and data integration to 

support automation and maximize efficiency.  

• Specialty Courts – Oregon’s 66 specialty courts serve over 2,000 participants annually. Since 1991, these courts have been an integral part 

of the justice system, promoting public safety through court-directed supervision and intensive treatment for high-risk/high-need 

individuals with substance use or behavioral health issues. BHAC’s Specialty Court subcommittees guide data collection and initiatives to 

support quality assurance adherence to best practices. In 2020, specialty courts adopted SCMS, a statewide case management system that 

enabled the creation of a data dashboard and performance measures. Current projects include multidisciplinary Veterans Treatment Court 

assessment and strategic planning and implementation of a universal screening tool for participant qualification.  

 

Civil Programs 

• Alternative Dispute Resolution – This program supports courts and litigants through tools and resources aimed at improving access to 

alternative dispute resolution/mediation in domestic relations and civil cases. Initiatives underway include updating mediator qualification 

rules (last revision in 2005), assessing court and local program needs and resources, ensuring access to interpreter services for parties 

engaged in mediation, and using data to determine how mediation can be maximized and used more effectively.  

• Self-Represented Litigants –This program focuses on access to court information and services for self-represented litigants, primarily in 

landlord-tenant and small claims cases.  

• Landlord-Tenant – Circumstances created by the pandemic had dramatic impacts on people’s ability to secure and keep housing. 

Legislative actions to address this dynamic impacted the filing and processing of landlord-tenant (also known as Forcible Entry and 

Detainer (FED)) cases. Filings decreased but continued at a reduced rate as the legislature acted to reduce evictions. Courts responded by 

adding specialized notices for landlords and tenants and working to create structures to connect landlords and tenants with resources made 
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available during the pandemic to help people retain housing. As the state of emergency abated, case filings increased, returning to pre-

pandemic levels. Centralized staff through OSCA’s Self-Represented Litigant program support the continued development of problem-

solving dispute resolution models that offer diversion of landlord-tenant cases away from a court judgment and facilitate access to 

services for litigants to reduce the negative consequences of eviction and homelessness where possible. 

In addition to supporting courts and managing programs, CCPD provides staff support for the following committees: 

• Chief Justice’s Criminal Justice Advisory Committee (CJAC) – This committee, comprised of judges, trial court administrators, and 

external stakeholders, advises the Chief Justice on changes to court roles, policies, processes, services, or other areas in response to 

current and future issues in the state criminal justice system for the purpose of improving the administration of justice and ensuring access 

to justice for all. Primary areas of focus include pretrial release, fines and fees, and public defense. 

• Chief Justice’s Behavioral Health Advisory Committee (BHAC) – The BHAC, comprised of judges and trial court administrators, makes 

recommendations to the Chief Justice on best practices in case and docket management, and decision-making in matters involving court 

users with behavioral health issues. Primary areas of focus include aid and assist, mental health and specialty courts, civil commitment, 

and data collection and analysis.  

 
Business and Fiscal Services Division  

 

The Business and Fiscal Services Division (BFSD) is responsible for the central budget, fiscal services, and primary business functions for OJD such 

as accounting, grants management, procurement, central debt management, and data analysis. 

 

BFSD provides the following services to courts and divisions. 

• Manages the OJD budget and develops the Chief Justice’s biennial budget, including the budget document and presentation of the OJD 

budget to the legislative Ways and Means Committee. 

• Manages the grant lifecycle for OJD including identifying funding opportunities, leading the application process, implementation, and 

reporting. 

• Designs effective and efficient operations in compliance with federal and state laws and generally accepted accounting principles 

including analysis of business-related processes of OJD to identify improvements that better align processes with department strategies, 

and which create operational efficiencies while ensuring internal controls are in place to effectively safeguard state assets. 

• Develops statewide data marts and reporting mechanisms that provide statewide data, statistics, and metrics of caseload, party 

demographics, workload, productivity, status of cases, and performance measurements. 
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• Performs research and analysis of the department’s revenues, fines, fees, collection efforts, and the fiscal impacts of legislative measures 

including presentation of findings to judicial and legislative leaders on the impact of proposed statutory and budget-related decisions. 

• Provides accounting, case party management, and liquidated and delinquent debt collection functions for all circuit courts including 

reconciliation of statewide electronic payments, management of the interactions with debt collection contractors and the Department of 

Revenue, and development of related business processes in the Oregon eCourt system. 

• Coordinates the procurement processes of OJD from the development of user requirements, solicitation of vendors, scoring of proposals, 

and selection of contractors, to the tracking of contract deliverables and the completion of contracted work. Staff also performs building 

administration functions for rented space and the respectful stewardship of the Supreme Court Building. Staff directs the operation of the 

Oregon Courthouse Capital Construction and Improvement Fund that partners with Oregon counties to replace unsafe county courthouses. 

 

Enterprise Technology Services Division 

  

The Enterprise Technology Services Division (ETSD) evaluates, acquires, tests, deploys, and supports enterprise technology hardware/software and 

services; provides support to OJD administration, courts, business partners, and the public; and facilitates OJD’s statewide data and communications 

infrastructure. ETSD provides business solutions, system support, technology vendor management, and information security for OJD.  

 

ETSD supports the enterprise case management systems for the circuit courts and the Court of Appeals by testing software updates, providing 

hardware and training to internal and external customers, developing and implementing statewide business processes for courts to promote 

consistency and enhance access, overseeing electronic filing systems, updating and maintaining the online ‘help’ system, managing data exchanges 

between systems, and providing technology support for the development of user-friendly, interview-based forms in a variety of case types for use by 

litigants who are not represented by attorneys.  

 

ETSD provides the following services to courts and divisions. 

• Plans for, acquires, supports, and manages information technology goods and services including commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) and in-

house developed software for OJD in a timely, cost-effective manner. 

• Provides internal and external customers with a single point of access for problem resolution, system information, and technology 

guidance. 

• Designs, implements, administers, and maintains a robust and secure statewide OJD data and integration infrastructure. 

• Provides support to the circuit courts, appellate courts, and OSCA divisions by development of statewide electronic court business 

processes. 
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• Provides overall information system security services including information security training, firewall management, and support. 

• Ensures OJD can provide access to justice through remote hearings, trials, and other proceedings.  

 

Human Resource Services Division 

  

The Human Resource Services Division (HRSD) provides consultation and support to staff and judges and supports all courts and OSCA divisions to 

ensure employees have the support they need to be successful. The division consists of subject matter experts in benefits; classification; 

compensation; employee relations; equity, diversity and inclusion (EDI); human resource information systems (HRIS/Workday); legal compliance, 

payroll; personnel rules; records; recruitment; safety; and training and development. 

 

The Judicial Department Personnel Rules (JDPR) are the foundation from which our department operates and provides universal rules and procedures 

across the organization. These rules are written and maintained to provide all employees the terms and conditions of employment and provide 

guidance for navigating legal compliance obligations. These rules, along with a thorough understanding of employment law, ensure fair treatment for 

OJD employees and mitigates the risk of costly litigation. 

 

HRSD provides the following services to courts and divisions. 

• Implements technology system updates and ensures judicial branch actions are executed in a manner that is responsive to executive 

branch leadership and direction with appropriate judicial branch accommodations where needed. 

• Evaluates and updates OJD classification and compensation system and provides expert leadership in the development of temporary and 

permanent personnel rules. 

• Monitors staffing levels and works closely with courts and divisions on recruitment matters such as appropriate classification and 

compensation, advertising campaigns for new recruitments, and guidance to hiring managers on the selection/screening process, and talent 

acquisition best practices. 

• Provides employee training on compliance issues, professional development, and ensures the provision of new employee 

orientation/onboarding programs using a variety of modalities, including one-on-one consultations. 

• Performs maintenance of the payroll and benefit records system to ensure compliance with applicable laws, rules, and tax obligations. 

• Offers guidance and consultation to OJD leadership in all areas of human resource management and to employees on their rights and 

responsibilities. 
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• Coordinates employee wellness initiatives including health screenings, health campaigns, vaccine clinics, and information on mental 

health resources.  
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Budget Summary – All Funds 

 
 

  

 2019-21 2021-23 2023-25 2023-25 

 Actual Legislatively Current Service Chief Justice’s 

 Expenditures Approved Budget Level (CSL) Recommended* 
 

 General Fund $ 81,046,507 $ 87,257,357 $ 94,287,496 $ 104,959,804 

 General Fund Debt Service $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Capital Construction $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Debt Service Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Ltd $ 7,922,258 $ 11,393,582 $ 4,975,064 $ 4,975,064 

 Other Funds Non-Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Federal Funds Ltd $ 930,293 $ 1,782,035 $ 1,584,283 $ 1,584,283 

 TOTAL – ALL FUNDS $ 89,899,058 $ 100,432,974 $ 100,846,843 $ 111,519,151 
 

 Positions 157 212 198 228 

 FTE 154.76 195.16 195.26 218.44 

 
 

 

* Includes CSL and all policy option packages 

 

  



ADMINISTRATION AND CENTRAL SUPPORT 
 

 

 

2023-25 Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget  page 216  
 

Essential Packages 

 

Purpose   

 

The essential packages present budget adjustments needed to bring the Legislatively Approved Budget to Current Service Level (CSL), the calculated 

cost of continuing legislatively approved programs into the 2023-25 biennium.  

 

Revenue Source:  Essential packages decrease the General Fund by $4,155,799, decrease Other Funds by $6,209,737, and increase Federal Funds by 

$3,519. 

 

010 Non-PICS Personal Service Adjustments:  $306,215 GF increase, $4,744 OF increase, $1,551 FF increase 

 

021 Phase-In:  n/a 

 

022 Phase-Out Program and One-Time Costs: $1,174,032 GF decrease, $6,250,000 OF decrease, $47,782 FF decrease 

 

031 Standard Inflation:  $4,135,393 GF increase, $35,519 OF increase, $49,750 FF increase 

 

032 Above Standard Inflation:  $888,222 GF increase 

 

033 Exceptional Inflation:  n/a 

 

040 Mandated Caseload:  n/a 

 

050 Fund Shifts:  n/a 

 

060 Technical Adjustments:  n/a 

  



ADMINISTRATION AND CENTRAL SUPPORT 
 

 

 

2023-25 Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget  page 217  
 

Policy Option Package 101 – Statewide Pretrial Program 

 

Purpose  

OJD is in the midst of a multi-biennium implementation of a statewide, consistent pretrial release program to reduce the reliance on security 

release (bail), while ensuring victim and public safety. This package continues work started with the passage of SB 48 in the 2021 Legislative 

Session, and implementation of Chief Justice Orders and development of court pretrial programs. The initial roll-out provided staffing to 

counties that had no pretrial program structures prior to the passage of SB 48. This package adds staff to counties that had at least some 

infrastructure to support pretrial programs prior to the implementation of SB 48. With the initial rollout complete, OJD has been able to 

evaluate the number of release assistance officers needed in the remaining counties. The package also includes funding for system 

development and central staffing to support the program. 

 

How Achieved 

Release Assistance Officer positions to be added in eleven counties (Clackamas, Clatsop, Columbia, Deschutes, Klamath, Jackson, Lane, 

Lincoln, Marion, Multnomah, and Polk), and two central positions to support the statewide pretrial case management system and risk 

assessment tool. Also contains $1.7 million to develop and support roll-out of statewide release tracking system and risk assessment tool. 

 

Staffing Impact 

OJD Analyst 4 1 position 0.88 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

OJD Information Technology Specialist 4 1 position 0.88 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 2,224,581 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 102 – Protective Proceedings Oversight Program 

 

Purpose  

The purpose of this package is to continue and expand program monitoring of protective proceedings in circuit courts. The Oregon Judicial 

Department (OJD) received a two-year Federal Administration on Community Living grant in 2021 to pilot a guardianship and 

conservatorship improvement program. The program provides courts with central resources to help standardize local circuit court monitoring 

of protective proceedings. The program also improves data collection processes, provides training and tools to probate judges and staff, and 

delivers financial auditing oversight of conservatorship activity. Oregon courts average close to 2,200 protective proceeding cases per year 

and many of these cases are open for more than five years which creates oversight issues. Courts currently monitor over $1.2 billion in assets 

on these cases.  

Continuation and expansion of this program will build and implement reliable processes for case review and assist with the examination of 

conservators’ management of funds. The financial auditing component is critical to holding fiduciaries accountable to their statutory 

responsibilities. Better financial oversight should reduce the risk of mismanagement, misappropriation, and abuse. OJD is proposing creating 

permanent centralized staff for monitoring and creating processes and training to identify financial abuse and mismanagement, to standardize 

processes and training for case processing, and increase data analysis to inform case management and auditing improvement efforts. 

 

How Achieved 

Centralized audit, data analysis, and program coordination in the Office of the State Court Administrator. 

 

Staffing Impact 

OJD Analyst 3 2 positions 1.34 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

Internal Auditor 2 1 position 0.88 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

OJD Program Coordinator 2 1 position 0.88 FTE (phased-in October 2021) 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 790,017 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 103 – Fresh Start Expunction Program 

 

Purpose  

Too frequently, people who have made significant positive change in their lives face barriers that make complete reformation difficult. 

Advocates and legislatures are increasingly calling on courts to ensure that individuals have an opportunity to clear their records once they 

have taken appropriate steps to become productive members of their communities. During the 2021 Legislative Session, the Oregon Judicial 

Department (OJD) received one-time funds to partner with the Governor’s Office to begin expungement efforts on low-level marijuana 

offenses. This work is on-going and has highlighted the value of a centralized expungement and set-aside program. Annual petitions for 

expungement have increased fourfold in the last year and we expect that trend to continue. To ensure equitable and efficient processing of 

expungement for qualified individuals and address the increased volume of motions for relief by automating processes (where possible) and 

prioritizing expedited processing when motions for relief are granted, OJD is requesting creation of a permeant expungement processing 

program with dedicated resources.  

 

How Achieved 

This investment will add dedicated central staff and judicial authority to monitor the petitions, case documents, and objections that will allow 

petitions and orders to be quickly resolved. This investment will also provide resources to work with public safety partners to streamline and 

automate processes (when possible) to expedite relief and enhance access to justice, working to equalize opportunities for deserving members 

of your communities. 

 

Staffing Impact 

Hearings Referee 1 position 0.38 FTE (phased-in October 2024) 

OJD Manager 2 1 position 0.75 FTE (phased-in January 2024) 

OJD Information Technology Specialist 3 1 position 0.38 FTE (phased-in October 2024) 

OJD Analyst 4 1 position 0.75 FTE (phased-in January 2024) 

OJD Analyst 4 1 position 0.38 FTE (phased-in October 2024) 

Judicial Services Specialist 3 3 positions 2.25 FTE (phased in January 2024) 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 1,236,773 – General Fund  
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Policy Option Package 104 – Self-Represented Litigants 

 

Purpose  

Over the past five years, 83 percent of all parties in landlord-tenant 

disputes have been self-represented. Another 71 percent are self-

represented in divorce cases. These self-represented litigants require 

special support to help them access court services. Courts are expanding 

online technology to address barriers, streamline processes and simplify 

form completion and filing, but more work needs to be done to address the 

needs of our diverse communities. Most online court resources are 

available in English only. Translations of online services and information 

will address the top five non-English languages encountered in Oregon’s 

state courts (Spanish, Russian, ASL, Chuukese, Vietnamese).  

 

The Oregon Judicial Department is proposing additional resources and expanded translation of online documents and forms for self-

represented litigants. 

 

How Achieved 

Would expand court resources for facilitation and customer service in Clackamas, Klamath, Multnomah, and Umatilla counties. Would 

provide centralized staff to support expanded translation services for documents, forms, and online resources. 

 

Staffing Impact 

OJD Analyst 3 1 position 0.88 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

OJD Analyst 4 1 position 0.88 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

Interpreter 2 1 positions 0.88 FTE (phased in October 2023) 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 941,350 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 105 – Promoting Justice for Communities 

 

Purpose  

With the rapid changes in technology, annual legislative session, and new program development in the Oregon Judicial Department, regional 

training staff is needed to deliver education and consistent training to court staff. Additionally, the package includes new communication and 

community outreach resources in the Office of the State Court Administrator. 

 

How Achieved 

Centralized staff for training and communications and outreach positions. 

 

Staffing Impact 

OJD Analyst 3 1 position 0.75 FTE (phased-in January 2024) 

OJD Analyst 4 1 position 0.75 FTE (phased-in January 2024) 

OJD Manager 1 1 position 0.75 FTE (phased-in January 2024) 

OJD Manager 2 1 position 0.75 FTE (phased-in January 2024) 

Management Assistant 2 1 position 0.75 FTE (phased in January 2024) 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 1,020,364 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 106 – Remote Proceedings and Data Interfaces 

 

Purpose  

During to the COVID pandemic, the Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) drastically expanded the use of remote proceeding to avoid in-person 

court processing. This new capability has resulted in significant benefits for the public, reducing barriers and allowing the courts to be more 

responsive to a variety of conditions. Support for remote proceeding has put a strain on local IT staff that this package is attempting to 

address.  

 

How Achieved 

Adds audio/video and information technology staff centrally, and in Josephine, Multnomah, and Washington counties. 

 

Staffing Impact 

OJD Information Technology Specialist 3 3 positions 5.28 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

OJD Information Technology Specialist 4 1 position 0.88 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

OJD Analyst 2 1 position 0.88 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

OJD Analyst 3 1 position 0.88 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 1,417,240 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 109 – Equipment Lifecycle Replacement 

 

Purpose  

Over the last two decades, the Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) has moved into an online environment with court documents and processes 

contained in Oregon Judicial Case Information Network. This has required all OJD employees and judges to have multiple technology assets 

and expanded the use of computer kiosks, maintained by the department for use by the public. With nearly 2,000 employees and judges, the 

department maintains more than 2,500 PCs, along with monitors and other support equipment. During the 2021 Legislative Session, the 

department received an increase of $1.7 million that improved the budget for this type of equipment – from $0.9 million to $2.6 million – but 

it is still far less than the budget needed to support a normal replacement cycle. 

 

How Achieved 

Would add $2.5 million to budgetary account 4715 – IT Expendable Property.  

 

Staffing Impact 

none 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 2,500,000 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 113 – Family Treatment Courts 

 

Purpose  

A Family Treatment Court (FTC) is a multidisciplinary, evidence-based, problem-solving model serving child-welfare-involved families 

where parental substance use is a factor contributing to abuse or neglect. Investments have been made during the 2021-23 biennium in FTCs 

in eight counties and for centralized support positions. Central program staff provide statewide coordination to promote best practices 

supporting safe and stable family reunification within mandatory federal timelines. Program staff also establish resources to provide ongoing 

training and technical assistance to local Family Treatment Court Teams, as well as the development and implementation of structured 

program evaluation, outcome measurement, and data reporting protocols. The Statewide Family Treatment Court Coordinator promotes 

consistency across Oregon’s FTCs to provide equal access to justice, ensures adherence to research-based best practice recommendations, and 

facilitates collaboration with system partners through the multi-agency Family Treatment Court Advisory Committee. This package continues 

investments in additional family treatment courts in Oregon and central positions currently being supported through a federal grant. 

 

How Achieved 

Funds would continue support for central program staff after federal grant funding expires in 2023 and provide dedicated and trained pro tem 

judicial resources for four new family treatment courts (Benton, Polk, Clackamas, and Josephine).  

NOTE:  During the September 2022 Emergency Board, funding and positions were provide for Benton, Polk, Clackamas, and Josephine 

counties and staff for Wasco and Klamath. The Oregon Judicial Department will provide a modified policy option package during session 

totaling $0.83 million. 

 

Staffing Impact 

OJD Analyst 4 1 position 0.88 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

Management Assistant 2 1 position 0.88 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

 

Revenue Source 

Original Request:  $ 541,983 – General Fund 

Modified Request:  $ 421,983 – General Fund 
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ORBITS and ORPICS Reports 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary 
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POS116 – Net Package Fiscal Impact Report ARB (Policy Packages) 
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BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue 
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Judicial Compensation 
 

The Judicial Compensation budget reflects the resources available for the compensation of Oregon’s elected judicial officers. Those salaries are set 

by statute and are constitutionally protected from being reduced during a judge’s term of office. The budget provides biennial resources for the 200 

elected judicial officer positions, the number of which are specified in statute for each court: ORS 2.010 (Supreme Court – 7); ORS 2.540 (Court of 

Appeals – 13); ORS 3.012 (Circuit Court – 179); and ORS 305.452 (Tax Court – 1).  

  

The salary for elected judicial officers is established in ORS chapter 292. ORS 292.428 requires a cost-of-living (COLA) increase when one is 

authorized for management service employees in the Executive Branch. The most recent COLA went into effect on August 1, 2022. A COLA was 

also provided on December 1, 2021. There are no other increases provided to judicial officers during the last biennium, further distancing judicial 

salaries from that of other legal professionals. 

 

The July 2022 judicial salary survey completed by the 

National Center for State Courts (NCSC) showed that as of 

July 1, 2022, Oregon’s judicial salaries, when adjusted for 

cost of living, ranked 50th among reporting states and 

jurisdictions. Washington and California judges, the closest 

states for comparison purposes, have salaries that are 

significantly higher than Oregon judicial salaries. Oregon 

circuit court judge salaries are also low compared to 

Oregon’s state-paid attorneys, such as senior attorneys in the 

Oregon Department of Justice and those in the Office of 

Public Defense Services. See Judicial Salary Comparison 

chart showing the differences.  

 

Low judicial salaries are contributing to a significant 

turnover on the bench and dramatically reducing the number 

of years of legal experience judges have before taking the 

bench. In 2022, OJD had one-third fewer judges with more than 15 years on the bench, and about 20 percent more judges with less than five years on 

the bench than just nine years ago. The increase in the number of new judges and decrease in overall legal experience creates real challenges for the 

administration of justice that impact our communities. This is especially true in Portland and other locations were the number of serious cases – 

particularly those associated with gun violence – have increased in the last several years. Multnomah County has resolved 21 murder cases in the last 
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year and has 88 more pending. Having judges on the bench who have experience with these kinds of serious cases is absolutely essential and is 

becoming harder to find. 

 

Low judicial salaries also decrease the likelihood of attracting and retaining a diverse bench. According to data from the U.S. Department of 

Education, the average cumulative student loan debt for law school graduates in 2016 was $145,500, and even higher for graduates who identified as 

Black or Hispanic. See “Law school debt is delaying plans for recent grads” (ABA Journal, December 1, 2020). Those who have an interest in joining 

the bench are incentivized to travel north to Washington, or South to California, where they can earn over $40,000 more per year. And those who 

establish a career in Oregon are often reluctant to join the bench because of the dramatic reduction in annual compensation. 

 

Position:     10/1/2020  12/1/2021  8/1/2022  

       Increases:  3.0% COLA  2.5% COLA  3.1% COLA  
          

Chief Justice  
Monthly   $ 14,201   $ 14,556   $ 15,007  

Annual   $ 170,412  $ 174,672   $ 180,084  
         

Supreme Court 

Justice  

Monthly   $ 13,936   $ 14,284   $  14,727  

Annual   $ 167,232   $ 171,408   $ 176,724  
         

COA Chief Judge  
Monthly   $ 13,936    $ 14,284   $ 14,727  

Annual   $ 167,232    $ 171,408   $ 176,724  
         

COA Judge  
Monthly   $ 13,667    $ 14,009   $ 14,443  

Annual   $  164,004    $ 168,108   $ 173,316  
         

Tax Court Judge  
Monthly   $  13,234   $ 13,565   $ 13,986  

Annual   $ 158,808   $ 162,780   $ 167,832  
         

Circuit Court 

Judge  

Monthly   $ 12,891   $ 13,213   $ 13,623  

Annual   $ 154,692    $ 158,556   $ 163,476  
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Budget Summary – All Funds 

 
 

  

 2019-21 2021-23 2023-25 2023-25 

 Actual Legislatively Current Service Chief Justice’s 

 Expenditures Approved Budget Level (CSL) Recommended* 
 

 General Fund $ 88,449,867 $ 101,004,098 $ 105,930,600 $ 126,493,308 

 General Fund Debt Service $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Capital Construction $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Debt Service Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Non-Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Federal Funds Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 TOTAL – ALL FUNDS $ 88,449,867 $ 101,004,098 $ 105,930,600 $ 126,493,308 
 

 Positions 198 200 200 207 

 FTE 197.00 199.50 200.00 206.16 

 
 

 

* Includes CSL and all policy option packages 
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Essential Packages 

 

Purpose 

 

The essential packages present budget adjustments needed to bring the Legislatively Approved Budget to Current Service Level (CSL), the calculated 

cost of continuing legislatively approved programs into the 2023-25 biennium.  

 

Staffing Impact:  none 

 

Revenue Source:  Essential packages decrease the General Fund by $1,888,870 

 

010 Non-PICS Personal Service Adjustments:  $26,798 GF increase 

 

021 Phase-In:  n/a 

 

022 Phase-Out Program and One-Time Costs: $1,915,668 GF decrease 

 

031 Standard Inflation:  n/a 

 

032 Above Standard Inflation:  n/a 

 

040 Mandated Caseload:  n/a 

 

050 Fund Shifts:  n/a 

 

060 Technical Adjustments:  n/a 
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Policy Option Package 108 – New Judges and Support Staff 

 

Purpose  

Oregon communities need more judicial resources, as demonstrated by a nationally developed, validated measure of judicial workload. The 

workload data show Oregon should have an additional 36 circuit court judges to serve our communities, manage caseloads effectively, and be 

able to meet timely disposition standards. These positions are critical to improving access to justice for all Oregonians. OJD’s judicial 

workload model measures the amount of time judicial officers have available to hear cases and the amount of time it takes to hear and decide 

each type of case. The model was developed by the National Center for State Courts (NCSC) and updated in 2015. The workload data is 

updated annually to reflect average annual case filings. NCSC found that Oregon courts were “significantly under resourced, even without 

accounting for ‘best practices’ … used to improve outcomes for parties.” 

Adding judicial resources to communities with the greatest need will help improve outcomes for timely resolution, procedural fairness, and 

ensure courts have the resources to implement best practices in case management to improve court efficiency. To begin filling the gap, OJD 

proposes to add judicial positions (with accompanying staff) in the following six circuit courts (listed in order of need): Jackson, Washington 

(two judicial positions), Lane, Josephine, Douglas, Clackamas. 

 

How Achieved 

Addition of new judges and support staff in the following counties with growing populations and increasing caseloads:  Jackson, Washington 

(two judges), Lane, Josephine, Douglas, and Clackamas. New staff support the judges, scheduling, courtroom operations/administration and 

case processing. 

 

Staffing Impact 

Judge Circuit Court 7 positions 6.16 FTE (phased-in October 2023) 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 3,225,901 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 111 – Judicial Compensation 

 

Purpose  

Oregon judges do not receive salaries that match their responsibilities or that 

compare well against their peers in other states or comparable public-sector 

attorneys in Oregon. Salaries are set in statute for elected judges in the Supreme 

Court, Court of Appeals, Tax Court, and circuit courts. Unlike staff, judicial 

salaries are not required to be based on market comparisons and judges do not 

receive merit or step increases according to a compensation plan. Although 

COLAs help keep up with inflation, they do not adjust salaries to address 

changing market conditions. 

Despite much-appreciated increases in recent years, judicial salaries in Oregon 

continue to lag well behind salaries in other states, as noted in the latest survey 

conducted by the National Center for State Courts (NCSC). While Oregon’s 

salary for circuit court judges now ranks 35th nationally in absolute dollars, Oregon’s comparatively high cost of living means Oregon’s cost-

adjusted salary for circuit court judges is 50th in the country.  

The Judicial Salary Comparison chart shows the difference in salaries in 2023. It demonstrates the significant and growing gap between 

judicial salaries in neighboring states and salaries for senior attorneys in Oregon’s Department of Justice (DOJ) and Office of Public Defense 

Services (OPDS).To retain our judges and to attract qualified individuals from diverse backgrounds, POP 111 establishes two 10 percent 

judicial salary increases: one on July 1, 2022, and another on January 1, 2023. These increases would provide compensation that is similar to 

the current salaries for senior attorneys in DOJ and OPDS, but still significantly less than attorneys in management roles in those agencies. 

 

How Achieved 

Two proposed 10 percent salary increases for judges on July 1, 2023, and January 1, 2024. 

 

Staffing Impact 

None 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 17,336,807 – General Fund  
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ORBITS and ORPICS Reports 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary 
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POS116 – Net Package Fiscal Impact Report ARB (Policy Packages) 
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System Support and Technology Fund 
 

The State Court Technology Fund (SCTF) was established in 2013 to support Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) technology services. The SCTF is 

funded by a variety of sources, primarily user fee revenue from OJD technology systems, a statutory percentage of filing fees, and an allocation from 

the Criminal Fines Account. The Fund, under ORS 1.012, is statutorily dedicated for: 

• Developing, maintaining, and supporting state court electronic applications, services, and systems; 

• Providing access to and use of those applications, services, and systems; and 

• Providing electronic service and filing services. 

 

Oregon’s eCourt Odyssey system provides expanded access to the courts for litigants and better access to court information for all Oregonians. The 

SCTF funds these services, but there are additional costs, including vendor charges for eFiling, vendor maintenance charges, and ongoing costs for 

technology support, testing upgrades and patches, developing interview-based forms to assist self-represented litigants, and developing business 

process reviews to promote consistency and efficiency among the courts. 

 

Revenues 

 

A variety of sources provide revenue to the SCTF. Statutory filing fees, subscription and access fees paid by private sector users of the Oregon 

Judicial Case Information Network (OJCIN), and transaction fees make up the bulk of revenues into the fund. Projected revenues will not be 

sufficient to maintain current services in 2023-25. OJD has reduced costs by negotiating a flat fee for electronic filing charges (instead of a per-filing 

charge) and other measures, but technology costs continue to rise. 

 

Due to the revenue shortfall of $2,178,214, OJD submitted a Modified Current Service Level Budget to account for this difference. To fill the 

revenue gap, Policy Option Package 123 was created to request $2.2 million in expanded General Fund support to cover the revenue shortfall and 

provide backfill for expenditures.  

 

Filing Fees:  The Oregon eCourt system allows litigants to electronically file court documents for cases instead of sending physical documents to the 

courthouse. To finance the cost of the electronic filing system, Oregon eCourt stakeholders and the Legislature agreed in 2013 to increase filing fees 

and direct most of the new revenue to the SCTF instead of being transferred to the General Fund. In the 2017 Legislative Session, that process was 

repeated to help cover increased eFiling usage and cover the cost of the service. In the 2019-21 biennium, filing fees generated $6.1 million and are 

expected to generate $5.5 million in 2021-23.  
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OJCIN User Fees:  OJD provides remote electronic access to court information by external (non-OJD) users through the Oregon Judicial Case 

Information Network (OJCIN). Instead of obtaining hard copies of case documents from court staff and obtaining limited information from the 

electronic case register, the public has free access to a more complete electronic case register and OJCIN subscribers have remote electronic access to 

case documents in case types designated as “public.” Examples of the types of data available through OJCIN include: 

• Case details such as case number, case type, case status; 

• Party details such as name, address, attorney; 

• Hearing dates/times; 

• Criminal dispositions; 

• Civil and domestic judgment details; 

• Case documents such as orders, motions, affidavits in public case types; 

• Conditions of pre-trial release (in criminal cases); 

• Sentencing details such as incarceration, release dates, probation conditions, no contact orders (in criminal cases); and 

• Protective orders (restricted access). 

 

OJCIN has approximately 10,000 active users for external (non-OJD) accounts, in both the public and private sector. Users are grouped into paying 

subscribers and non-paying subscribers. 

 

Most public sector users receive OJCIN access at no charge and constitute about two-thirds of OJCIN subscribers. More than half of these “free 

subscribers” are publicly funded entities involved in criminal or juvenile justice, such as law enforcement agencies, adult and juvenile 

parole/probation offices, jails, district attorney offices, and lawyers providing state-paid criminal defense for indigent defendants. Other public users 

include the Department of Human Services and the Department of Justice, both of which have hundreds of users and access OJCIN information daily 

in juvenile dependency and other case types. Court Appointed Special Advocates are better able to advocate for children in dependency matters 

because OJD provides them with free access to OJCIN. Dozens of other state and local government entities can electronically access court 

documents, which creates efficiencies both for them and for court staff. The two largest OJCIN user groups use the system primarily to access 

criminal case information.  

 

Paying subscribers include Oregon State Bar members (other than those providing indigent defense or working for public entities), news media 

organizations, title companies, housing providers, employment agencies, and background and private investigators, all using OJCIN information 
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daily to facilitate their work. Paying subscribers primarily consist of private-sector attorneys and law firms, as well as financial institutions, data 

resellers, real estate entities, news media, and other approved business users.  

 

  

 

OJD’s current fee model for online access to the OJCIN system is a subscription service where users are billed based on their user type (attorney, 

private investigator, commercial, individual, data reseller, etc.), number of user profiles, and document access. User fee revenues for 2019-21 were 

$6.1 million and are projected to be $6.0 million in 2021-23. 

 

ePay Transaction Fees:  Oregon eCourt allows people to pay fines and fees online with a credit or debit card. This avoids a trip to the county 

courthouse or mailing in payment. During 2021, 135,083 payments were made via ePay, representing 19 percent of all receipts. OJD is charged $1.50 

per transaction to provide this service, which OJD charges to the person making the payment. Revenue from these ePay fees was $426,788 in 2019-

21 and is projected to be $440,775 in the 2021-23 biennium.  

 



SYSTEM SUPPORT AND TECHNOLOGY FUND 
 

 

 

2023-25 Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget  page 270  
 

Allocation from the Criminal Fines Account:  Because of significant OJCIN use by public safety entities and due to increasing costs from 

providing public access and maintaining the statewide OJCIN system, HB 2797 (2017) was passed to authorize the SCTF to receive an allocation 

from the Criminal Fine Account (CFA). The CFA is a holding account where statutorily required fines revenue is deposited by state, municipal and 

justice courts from around Oregon. Specific allocations are designated by the Legislature for various programs across state government, with any 

remaining funds being deposited into the General Fund. The Legislature allocated $3.9 million from the CFA to the SCTF in 2019-21 and for 2021-

23.  

 

  

2015-17 2017-19 2019-21 2021-23 Proj

User Fees & ePay $6,436,930 $6,563,053 $6,536,454 $6,037,060

Civil Filing Fees $3,236,863 $6,930,517 $6,295,018 $6,056,817

Fine Surcharge (CFA) $- $3,239,583 $3,887,500 $3,887,500

Beginning Cash $5,043,939 $1,231,141 $770,377 $1,230,477
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Expenditures 

Due to revenue levels not meeting limitation requirements, OJD submitted a Modified 2023-25 Current Service Level Budget for the Technology 

Fund that reduced expenditure levels by $2,178,214 to match expected revenues and the level of expenditures that can be supported. 

 

eFiling Transaction Fees:  Oregon eCourt allows litigants to electronically file pleadings. The first circuit court opened to eFiling in April 2013 and 

now all OJD courts – circuit, tax, and appellate – require attorneys to eFile. To provide this service, OJD was charged $5 per eFile envelope filed in 

trial courts, excluding eFilings in criminal cases, filings by public entities, or indigent filers who have been granted a fee waiver. Approximately 60 

percent of all Odyssey filings are eFiled (approximately 1.6 million eFiled documents annually) and almost 80 percent of filing fees are paid through 

eFile (approximately $28 million in filing fees paid by eFile annually). As eFiling has become more available, both the number of eFilings and the 

amount of eFiling charges increased. To cap the total charges the State of Oregon was being charged due to increased use of this service, OJD and 

Tyler Technologies agreed to a fixed yearly rate structure, beginning in January 2018 and extending through 2025. The yearly fee for access to the 

File and Serve system is $2.78 million per year through the 2023-25 biennium.  

 

ePay Transaction Fees:  When using the online ePay system to pay fines, OJD is charged $1.50 per transaction (plus credit card fees separately 

billed). These transaction charges are offset by a usage fee charged to the payee. Expenditures in this category in 2019-21 were $441,823.  

 

System Support:  The SCTF pays for a variety of personnel and systems costs associated with maintenance, support, and system access for Oregon 

eCourt. Prior to establishment of the SCTF, OJD provided limited support for the older legacy Oregon Judicial Information Network (OJIN) system 

from an Other Funds limitation of the same name. The support costs and revenue from OJIN were transferred into the SCTF in the 2013-15 

biennium. The 2015 Legislature reduced overall Oregon eCourt staffing levels but added positions and resources needed to move from system 

implementation to operations. The 2017 Legislature made permanent seven positions that had been authorized as limited duration during 2015.  

 

For the 2023-25 biennium, the SCTF will support, in varying degrees, the salary costs of 30 positions in the Enterprise Technology Services 

Division. 
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2015-17 2017-19 2019-21 2021-23 Proj

Personnel Costs $5,952,712 $7,611,006 $8,701,895 $9,326,316

eFile $5,053,678 $5,725,360 $5,559,000 $5,559,000

OECI Maint $- $2,340,568 $786,893 $-

S/S $741,908 $908,293 $769,261 1,851,402

ePay $517,891 $608,690 $441,823 $463,282
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Technology Fund Expenditures

$17,193,917
$16,258,872

$17,200,000
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Budget Summary – All Funds 

 
 

  

 2019-21 2021-23 2023-25 2023-25 

 Actual Legislatively Current Service Chief Justice’s 

 Expenditures Approved Budget Level (CSL) Recommended* 
 

 General Fund $ 4,123,511 $ 8,250,884 $ 8,787,755 $ 10,965,969 

 General Fund Debt Service $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Capital Construction $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Debt Service Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Ltd $ 16,244,006 $ 18,469,655 $ 19,154,714 $ 16,976,500 

 Other Funds Non-Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Federal Funds Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 TOTAL – ALL FUNDS $ 20,367,517 $ 26,720,629 $ 27,942,469 $ 27,942,469 
 

 Positions 0 30 30 30 

 FTE 0.00 30.00 30.00 30.00 

 
 

 

* Includes Modified Current Service Level 
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Essential Packages 

 

The essential packages present budget adjustments needed to bring the Legislatively Approved Budget to Current Service Level (CSL), the calculated 

cost of continuing legislatively approved programs into the 2023-25 biennium.  

 

Staffing Impact:  none 

 

Revenue Source:  Essential packages increase the General Fund by $536,871 and increase Other Funds by $503,772. 

 

010 Non-PICS Personal Service Adjustments:  $11,288 OF increase 

 

021 Phase-In:  n/a 

 

022 Phase-Out Program and One-Time Costs: $145,212 GF decrease 

 

031 Standard Inflation:  $682,083 GF increase, $492,484 OF increase 

 

032 Above Standard Inflation:  n/a 

 

033 Exceptional Inflation:  n/a 

 

040 Mandated Caseload:  n/a 

 

050 Fund Shifts:  n/a 

 

060 Technical Adjustments:  n/a 

 

070 Revenue Reductions/Shortfall:  $2,178,214 OF reduction 
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Policy Option Package 123 – Technology Fund Replacement 

 

Purpose  

A modified Current Service Level budget was required to account for a revenue shortfall in the Technology Fund. Revenues for the 

Technology Fund come from an allocation from the Criminal Fines Account (CFA), user fees for OJCIN access, and filing fees revenues. 

These revenue sources are static to declining, and do not automatically increase biennium to biennium. Expenditures in the fund are 

increasing, resulting in a shortfall between anticipated revenues and expected expenditures. The Technology Fund is statutorily dedicated to 

develop, maintain, and support state court electronic applications and systems; provide public access to those systems; and provide access to 

court services and filings electronically. OJD has made it a priority to keep fees for access to court services minimal.  

The availability of tools to electronically file court documents, pay fines, submit on-line forms, and access court registers expands court 

access outside of the traditional in-person visit to a courthouse, reducing access barriers such as lost work time, childcare, transportation, 

parking costs, etc. Most online court services are free to the public, and fee waivers and deferrals are available to those who qualify so that 

filing fees aren’t a barrier to accessing justice. All government agencies and public safety entities receive free access to court registers, online 

documents, and eFile services. And Attorneys and litigants enjoy free eFile services. All of these free services ensure that court access is not a 

barrier, but increasing costs make these free services harder to support. 

 

How Achieved 

The Oregon Judicial Department is requesting a General Fund increase of the shortfall amount. In the past, revenue increases have required 

increases in filing fees or fines, transfers from the Criminal Fines Account, or increases in subscription fees for access to court registers and 

documents for attorneys and businesses. Increased General Fund support for the revenue shortfall in the Technology Fund would avoid these 

fee increases for access to court services.  

 

Staffing Impact 

none 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 2,178,214 – General Fund 
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ORBITS and ORPICS Reports 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary 
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BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue 
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Debt Service 
 

The Oregon Judicial Department presently has two programs in its debt service appropriation for the 2023-25 biennium. These programs are the 

Oregon Courthouse Capital Construction and Improvement Fund (OCCCIF) and the Renovation and Seismic Upgrade of the Oregon Supreme Court 

Building.  

 

Oregon Courthouse Capital Construction and Improvement Fund  

 

The 2013 Legislature established the Oregon Courthouse Capital Construction and Improvement Fund (OCCCIF) to hold revenues from state bond 

sales and county matching funds used to replace unsafe county courthouses. The first state bonds were issued in March 2015 and were sold to support 

new courthouses in Jefferson and Multnomah counties. The following shows present and planned 2023 bond sales. The bonds shown are 20-year 

bonds, except the 2017, 2019 and 2021 Multnomah XI-Q series that are 25-year bonds. 

 

Issued 

   

  2015 XI-Q Bonds – Jefferson  $ 4.0 million 

  2015 XI-Q Bonds – Multnomah $ 15.1 million 

  2017 XI-Q Bonds – Jefferson $ 2.5 million 

  2017 XI-Q Bonds – Multnomah $ 17.4 million 

  2017 XI-Q Bonds – Lane $ 1.4 million 

  2019 XI-Q Bonds – Multnomah $ 101.9 million 

  2019 XI-Q Bonds – Lane $ 5.0 million 

  2021 XI-Q Bonds – Multnomah $ 2.6 million 

  Total   $ 150.2 million 

   

Authorized for March 2023 Bond Sale 

   

  2023 XI-Q Bonds – Clackamas $   95.4 million 

  2023 XI-Q Bonds – Benton $   20.7 million 

  2023 XI-Q Bonds – Crook $   16.3 million       

  2023 XI-Q Bonds – Linn  $   16.1 million 

  Total   $ 148.5 million 
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The table below outlines required debt service requirements for the next three biennia for all sold or planned (authorized by the Legislature) bonds 

through the 2021-23 biennium.  

 

 2023-25 Biennium 2025-27 Biennium 2027-29 Biennium 

Bond Principal Interest Principal Interest Principal Interest 

2015 XI-Q Jefferson  $ 310,000  $ 234,000  $ 340,000  $ 202,250  $ 380,000  $ 167,250 

2015 XI-Q Multnomah  $ 1,165,000  $ 875,500  $ 1,285,000  $ 756,250  $ 1,415,000  $ 624,500 

2017 XI-Q Jefferson   $ 175,000  $ 165,750  $ 195,000  $ 147,750  $ 215,000  $ 127,750 

2017 XI-Q Multnomah   $ 860,000  $ 1,265,500  $ 955,000  $ 1,177,250  $ 1,050,000  $ 1,079,500 

2017 XI-Q Lane   $ 100,000  $ 92,500  $ 110,000  $ 82,250  $ 120,000  $ 71,000 

2019 XI-Q Multnomah   $ 4,750,000  $ 7,521,450  $ 5,240,000  $ 7,034,450  $ 5,775,000  $ 6,497,450 

2019 XI-Q Lane  $ 330,000  $ 347,900  $ 370,000  $ 313,900  $ 400,000  $ 276,150 

2021 XI-Q Multnomah   $ 100,000  $ 176,300  $ 115,000  $ 166,050  $ 125,000  $ 154,300 

2023 XI-Q Clackamas (authorized)  $ 5,545,000  $ 7,637,902  $ 6,377,000  $ 7,193,838  $ 6,932,000  $ 6,684,789 

2023 XI-Q Benton (authorized)  $ 1,205,000  $ 1,659,718  $ 1,386,000  $ 1,563,223  $ 1,056,000  $ 1,452,606 

2023 XI-Q Crook (authorized)  $ 950,000  $ 1,307,331  $ 1,093,000  $ 1,231,323  $ 1,188,000  $ 1,144,193 

2023 XI-Q Linn (authorized)  $ 935,000  $ 1,290,145  $ 1,075,000  $ 1,215,137  $ 1,169,000  $ 1,129,151 

Total  $ 16,425,000  $ 22,573,995  $ 18,541,000  $ 21,083,671  $ 19,825,000  $ 19,408639 

Debt Service per biennium  $ 38,998,995  $ 39,624,671  $ 39,233,639 

 

Planned sales may be delayed if required sales criteria are not met by the deadline for participation in the March 2023 State of Oregon debt sale. 

Bond duration may vary for the May 2023 sale depending on market conditions. Counties may also delay projects due to a variety of factors.  

 

Oregon Supreme Court Building 

 

In 2013, the Legislature approved the sale of $4.4 million in 20-year Article XI-Q bonds to support emergency repairs to the Oregon Supreme Court 

Building. The funds were used to stabilize the exterior terra cotta facing of the building and address dry rot and deterioration of the original wooden 
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windows. This exterior repair work was the first phase in renovating the 100-year-old Supreme Court Building. During the 2017 Legislative Session 

$6.0 million in bonding was approved for the March 2019 bond sale to start the major renovation work on the building. In 2019, the Legislature 

approved an additional $28.2 million bond sale for March 2021. The 2021 Legislative Session authorized the final sale of $21.95 million in bonds for 

March of 2023 following completion of the project, which is scheduled for November of 2022. An additional $5 million in American Rescue Plan 

Act funds were authorized for the 2021-23 biennium to support non-bondable project costs. 

 

The table below outlines the principal and interest payments scheduled through the 2027-29 biennium for the existing and presently planned bond 

sales. 

 

 2023-25 Biennium 2025-27 Biennium 2027-29 Biennium 

Bond Principal Interest Principal Interest Principal Interest 

2015 XI-Q Supreme Court Bldg  $ 340,000  $ 257,250  $ 380,000  $ 222,250  $ 415,000  $ 183,250 

2019 XI-Q Supreme Court Bldg   $ 400,000  $ 417,650  $ 440,000  $ 376,650  $ 485,000  $ 354,650 

2021 XI-Q Supreme Court Bldg   $ 1,520,000  $ 1,882,100  $ 1,675,000  $ 1,726,350  $ 1,845,000  $ 1,554,600 

2023 XI-Q Supreme Court Bldg 

(authorized) 
 $ 1,775,000  $ 1,662,785  $ 1,956,000  $ 1,525,184  $ 2,155,000  $ 1,373,448 

Total  $ 4,035,000  $ 4,219,785  $ 4,451,000  $ 3,850,434  $ 4,900,000  $ 3,465,948 

Debt Service per biennium $ 8,254,785  $ 8,301,434  $ 8,365,948 
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Budget Summary – All Funds 
 

   

 2019-21 2021-23 2023-25 2023-25 

 Actual Legislatively Current Service Chief Justice’s 

 Expenditures Approved Budget Level (CSL) Recommended* 
 

 General Fund $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 General Fund Debt Service $ 19,262,851 $ 26,053,320 $ 47,253,780 $ 47,253,780 

 Other Funds Capital Construction $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Debt Service Ltd $ 9,390,816 $ 274,570 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Non-Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Federal Funds Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 TOTAL – ALL FUNDS $ 28,653,667 $ 26,327,890 $ 47,253,780 $ 47,253,780 
 

 Positions 0 0 0 0 

 FTE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 
 

 

* Includes CSL and all policy option packages 
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Essential Packages 

 

The essential packages present budget adjustments needed to bring the Legislatively Approved Budget to Current Service Level (CSL), the calculated 

cost of continuing legislatively approved programs into the 2023-25 biennium.  

 

Staffing Impact:  none 

 

Revenue Source:  none 

 

010 Non-PICS Personal Service Adjustments:  n/a 

 

021 Phase-In:  n/a 

 

022 Phase-Out Program and One-Time Costs: n/a 

 

031 Standard Inflation:  n/a 

 

032 Above Standard Inflation:  n/a 

 

033 Exceptional Inflation:  n/a 

 

040 Mandated Caseload:  n/a 

 

050 Fund Shifts:  n/a 

 

060 Technical Adjustments:  n/a 
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ORBITS and ORPICS Reports 

BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue 
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Mandated Payments 
 

The Mandated Payments program includes resources necessary to finance all costs associated with the administration of the trial and grand jury 

systems as governed by chapter 10 of the Oregon Revised Statutes, and federally mandated and other legislatively mandated costs found in ORS 

chapters 21, 36, 40, 45, 132, 133, and 135.  

 

Costs associated with the Mandated Payments program generally include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• Creation of master jury lists and other jury lists and the summoning and qualifying jurors; 

• Providing juror orientation programs and materials; 

• Per diem and mileage reimbursements paid to jurors at the statutory rate; 

• Payment, when needed, of juror meals, lodging, and commercial transportation at the actual cost; 

• Payment of fees and costs for arbitrators related to court-annexed mandatory arbitration in civil actions, when waived by the court; 

• Payment of appellate transcript costs for a civil proceeding when a party is indigent and when waived by the court; 

• State-paid sign language interpreters or real-time reporters for hearing-impaired jurors or other persons participating in court proceedings, 

and department activities or programs as mandated by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA); 

• Providing assistive devices and other equipment or supplies required to provide reasonable accommodation to disabled persons as 

mandated by the ADA; and, 

• State-paid foreign language interpreters for court proceedings or department activities where the court or department is required by statute 

to provide an interpreter to uphold a non-English speaking person’s constitutional rights and to provide access to basic court services. 

 

The Mandated Payments program is an important part of our heritage of government by the people and serves as a vital function within the justice 

system by supporting the constitutional right to a trial by jury, which ensures the continuance of our democratic process through maintenance of the 

jury system and access to courts by all persons. 
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Interpreter Services 

 

ORS 45.273 Policy. (1) It is declared to be the policy of this state to secure the constitutional rights and other rights of persons who are unable 

to readily understand or communicate in the English language because of a non-English-speaking cultural background or a disability, and who 

as a result cannot be fully protected in administrative and court proceedings unless qualified interpreters are available to provide assistance. 

 

Interpreter services in the courts are vital and are required to process criminal cases that involve non-English speaking defendants, witnesses or 

victims and to litigate civil actions. As the population of Oregon residents who have limited English proficiency continues to rise, the use of 

interpreting services in the courts must increase as well. The diversity of Oregon’s population increased significantly in recent years along with the 

entire United States. According to the US Census Bureau American Fact Finder, in 2018 5.8 percent of Oregon’s population identified themselves as 

limited English proficient (LEP) individuals. Over 65 percent of all Oregon LEP individuals reside in just five counties: Multnomah, Washington, 

Marion, Clackamas, and Lane.  

 

During the 2023-2025 biennium, the Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) will provide interpreter services in 83,000 court proceedings in more than 

100 languages and dialects (including American Sign Language). The top ten requested languages are Spanish, Russian, American Sign Language, 

Chuukese, Vietnamese, Arabic, Somali, Mandarin, Mam, Cantonese.  

 

Interpreter services are delivered by OJD staff or by contract court interpreters. These activities are managed by the Court Language Access Services 

(CLAS) division to ensure quality, resource management, and to educate judges and stakeholders. CLAS supports 22 positions focused on the 

delivery and quality of interpreting, scheduling services, management of interpreter certification and education programs, and compliance with Title 

VI related to language access services.  

 

Court interpreting is a high-level skill requiring more than 15 simultaneous cognitive abilities. Being bilingual, even at a high level of fluency, is not 

sufficient qualification for court interpreting. OJD certifies interpreters to ensure access to justice through rigorous testing in 22 languages. The 

Oregon court interpreting examination pass rate is less than 18 percent, confirming this demanding skill set. Once certified, interpreters are in high 

demand not only in courts but also other state and federal government services including the Department of Human Services, Department of Justice, 

administrative hearings, and U.S. Department of Homeland Security and State Department, as well as many others.  

Jury Payments 

 

Juror fees are established by the Legislature. In a circuit court, a juror is entitled to $10 per day for the first and second day of service, then $25 per 

day for any subsequent days of service. Mileage reimbursement is $0.20 per mile to travel to jury service in the circuit court. Juror pay is subject to 

income tax but need not be reported for Social Security purposes. A juror is entitled to receive payment for a full day when the juror arrives at the 
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court to begin service under the summons, even if that person does not actually participate in a trial or is excused immediately after answering the roll 

call. If necessary during jury deliberations, the judge may order that food, drink, lodging, or transportation be provided to a jury depending upon the 

circumstances of the case. 

 

Overall expenditures in this area are dictated by the number and length of jury trials and grand juries. While the COVID pandemic has impacted the 

number of in-person trials during the last three years, OJD expects more than 80,000 will Oregonians receive some level of compensation for jury 

duty in the 2023-25 biennium. The average jury per diem payment during the 2022 fiscal year averaged $14.21 per individual. 

 

For the 2023-25 recommended budget, Policy Option Package112 is introduced to increase juror compensation on the per day service rate and the per 

mile travel reimbursement.  

Arbitrators 

 

Two kinds of cases go into arbitration under state law: some civil actions involving claims for damages or money, and some family law matters.  

 

In a civil case, one person or business sues another person or business, usually for monetary damages. A civil case might be about costs and injuries 

from an auto accident or a disagreement about a contract. All civil cases filed in state court involving less than $50,000, except small claims cases, 

must go to arbitration. In some courts, parties can go to mediation instead of arbitration.  

 

State law also requires arbitration in domestic relations or family law cases where the parties only disagree about what to do with their property and 

their debts. In some counties, the parties can also agree to arbitrate disagreements about child or spousal support. 

 

If a party cannot afford to pay for the cost of arbitration, the State of Oregon pays the expenses. 

ADA Compliance 

 

Mandated payments also include the costs for providing the public access to state court facilities and adherence to the Americans with Disabilities 

Act of 1990 (amended 2008). Expenditures in this area can vary greatly from biennium to biennium. Amendments to existing laws may require 

significant modifications to existing facilities to meet required specifications. Also, accommodation and access items, such as listening devices, 

periodically must be replaced due to damage or when the items reach the end of their useful life. 
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Budget Summary – All Funds 

 
 

   

 2019-21 2021-23 2023-25 2023-25 

 Actual Legislatively Current Service Chief Justice’s 

 Expenditures Approved Budget Level (CSL) Recommended* 
 

 General Fund $ 14,869,114 $ 19,491,704 $ 18,895,302 $ 39,895,302 

 General Fund Debt Service $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Capital Construction $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Debt Service Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Ltd $ 238,223 $ 713,218 $ 750,876 $ 750,876 

 Other Funds Non-Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Federal Funds Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 TOTAL – ALL FUNDS $ 15,107,337 $ 20,204,922 $ 19,646,178 $ 40,646,178 
 

 Positions 23 23 23 23 

 FTE 22.61 22.61 22.61 22.61 

 
 

 

* Includes CSL and all policy option packages 
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Essential Packages 

 

The essential packages present budget adjustments needed to bring the Legislatively Approved Budget to Current Service Level (CSL), the calculated 

cost of continuing legislatively approved programs into the 2023-25 biennium.  

 

Staffing Impact:  none 

 

Revenue Source:  Essential packages decrease the General Fund by $564,686 and increase Other Funds by $27,466. 

 

010 Non-PICS Personal Service Adjustments:  $1,507 GF decrease, $442 OF increase 

 

021 Phase-In:  n/a 

 

022 Phase-Out Program and One-Time Costs: $1,484,640 GF decrease 

 

031 Standard Inflation:  $793,461 GF increase, $27,024 OF increase 

 

032 Above Standard Inflation:  $128,000 GF increase 

 

033 Exceptional Inflation:  n/a 

 

040 Mandated Caseload:  n/a 

 

050 Fund Shifts:  n/a 

 

060 Technical Adjustments:  n/a 
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Policy Option Package 112 – Juror Compensation 

 

Purpose  

OJD seeks to raise juror pay from one of the lowest rates in the nation. Jury pay and mileage is set by statute and has not been updated in 

many decades. Current rates do not begin to cover the costs of a day’s loss of work, child-care, elder care, parking, transportation, food costs, 

and other financial losses incurred when individuals fulfill their required jury service duty. To make sure all Oregonians can perform this 

important civic duty without serious economic hardship, we must raise the compensation and mileage reimbursement rates. 

Increasing the rate of pay and mileage reimbursement will help ensure our juries more fairly reflect the communities they represent, increase 

access to justice for the community, and increase trust in government. We hope this change will also increase the response rate, bringing in 

more individuals who can make this important sacrifice, thus improving turnout, representation, and engagement.  

Current Law  

• First two days of service: $10 a day 

• Third day of service and beyond: $25 a day  

• Mileage reimbursement: 20 cents a mile  

 

How Achieved 

Align Oregon’s rates to those paid for Federal jury duty beginning in the 2023-25 biennium: 

• Move from $10 a day to $50 for day one through day three 

• Move from $25 to $60 a day for day three through the end of the trial 

• Move the mileage reimbursement rate from the present 20 cents per mile to 62.5 cents per mile 

This policy option package will not affect rates of compensation in justice or municipal courts which have distinct daily compensation and 

mileage rates in statute. 

 

Staffing Impact 

none 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 21,000,000 – General Fund  
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ORBITS and ORPICS Reports 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary 
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BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue 
 

 



MANDATED PAYMENTS 
 

 

 

2023-25 Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget  page 302  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[This page intentionally left blank]

  



STATE COURT FACILITIES AND SECURITY 
 

 

 

2023-25 Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget  page 303  
 

State Court Facilities and Security 
 

The State Court Facilities and Security Account (SCFSA) funds several distinct services through an allocation from the Criminal Fine Account. 

Passage of HB 2012 (2011) established the Criminal Fine Account and modified the State Court Facilities and Security Account (SCFSA) and its 

authorizing statute, ORS 1.178. That statute was further modified by SB 1579 (2012) and SB 49 (2013). These changes created four discrete, 

allowable expense categories, funded through a biennial allocation from the Criminal Fine Account to the SCFSA. These expenditures categories are 

as follows: 

• Developing or implementing the plan for state court security emergency preparedness business continuity and physical security adopted 

under ORS 1.177; 

• Statewide training on court security; 

• Distributions to court facilities security accounts maintained under ORS 1.182; and 

• Capital improvements for courthouses and other state court facilities. 

 

Expenditures under the first two areas fall under the Oregon Judicial Department’s (OJD) Marshal’s Office, located in the Office of the State Court 

Administrator (OSCA) and under the direction of the Chief Judicial Marshal. The third area is pass-through funding to counties to assist them in 

meeting their statutory mandate to provide courthouse security. The final area includes funding for capital improvements to courthouse buildings, 

which are owned and operated by counties. 

 

Marshal’s Office 

 

The Marshal’s Office is responsible for implementation of security standards for state court security adopted pursuant to ORS 1.177 and 1.180. The 

priority for the programs of the office reflects protection of judges, staff, and clients across the continuum of security threats, emergency incidents, 

and long-term events that require activation of business continuity plans. Since its creation in 2007, the Marshal’s Office has evolved from creation 

of security requirements and standards to implementation of required standards throughout the state court system. Examples of program components 

include the following: 

• Physical Security for the Oregon Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, Tax Court, and OSCA operations;   

• Security of the Chief Justice of the Oregon Supreme Court / judicial branch; 

• Identification and access control card program for the department; 
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• Emergency response trailer operations and maintenance to provide court services in emergency situations; 

• Emergency communications devices that include satellite and smart phones; 

• Maintenance of existing security systems;  

• Training for deputy sheriffs and contract officers providing security for circuit courts of the state; 

• Emergency operations funds for security, emergency preparedness, or business continuity events affecting the circuit or appellate courts 

or OSCA; 

• Security and emergency preparedness training for judges, court staff, and OSCA; and 

• Business continuity exercise program, which tests court and OSCA continuity plans in accordance with Chief Justice Order 10-048. 

 

In addition to the above duties, the Marshal’s Office is responsible for standardization of security systems for courthouses around the state. In 2008, 

the Marshal’s Office, with the assistance of the National Center for State Courts, developed court security standards for all OJD courts and divisions. 

Using the developed standards, the Marshal’s Office has implemented safety improvements across the state to help courts meet the standards 

published in Chief Justice Order 10-048. The plan involved installing, where absent, or upgrading existing court systems to meet the new standards 

regarding: 

• Access control systems;  

• Magnetometers (stationary and portable); 

• Security camera systems; 

• Duress alarm systems; 

• Transparent barriers (especially where monetary transactions are taking place); and 

• Armoring of benches for ballistic resistance. 

 

The Marshal’s Office continues to work with local courts to replace and upgrade existing security system and anticipate new security risks. 

 

The Marshal’s Office responds to acute security situations that arise and assists courts where an increase in security is required due to high-profile 

court cases (e.g., death penalty cases, gang or organized crime related). The Marshal’s Office also assesses any threats to judges and department staff 

and may provide additional resources where needed.  
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Distributions to Court Security Accounts 

 

Pursuant to ORS 1.178 and 1.182, OJD distributes court security funds to 

court facilities security accounts maintained by county treasurers in each 

county. These funds are intended to assist counties, who are responsible 

for courthouse security, and are not intended to replace local funds. For 

most counties, the local court security account provides less than 20 

percent of the total security budget, the remaining 80 percent being 

provided by the county. Justice and municipal courts are also required by 

law to make payments directly to the local security account from fines 

imposed for crimes and violations in those courts. 

 

Major changes in distribution of fine revenues occurred following passage 

of HB 2712 (2011) and HB 2562 (2013). Prior to 2011, state law 

established a court security assessment that circuit, justice, and municipal 

courts imposed, collected, and sent directly to the county. These payments 

were not part of OJD’s Other Funds budget. HB 2712 repealed the specific 

court security assessment, incorporated it into the fine amount, and 

directed all revenue into the Criminal Fine Account (CFA). These changes 

took effect on January 1, 2012; OJD received an 18-month court security 

allocation from the CFA (with Other Funds expenditure limitation) and 

distributed those funds to each county. In 2013, the Legislature approved 

HB 2562, which allowed justice and municipal courts to send court security funds directly to the county and do so from the last dollars collected from 

a fine. This reduced the CFA allocation to OJD, and the lower priority for court security collections also reduced revenue to the local accounts.  

 

The 2015 Legislature approved a one-time policy option package to add $1.1 million to OJD’s court security allocation, providing emergency 

funding for those counties that were negatively impacted by the changes in HB 2562 (2013) for the 2015-17 biennium. 

 

OJD is required by law to survey local court security accounts and spending each year. For fiscal year 2022, overall deposits remain relatively static 

into the account from justice and municipal courts around Oregon. Security deposits are generally not sufficient to support existing security 

programs, especially in many rural counties. Many jurisdictions do not provide security screening at courthouse entrances. For the 2023-25 biennium, 

OJD has proposed a General Fund pass-through payment in Policy Option Package 116 to counties for entrance screening in all courthouse facilities 

across the state.  
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Capital Improvements for Courthouses 

 

The 2007 Legislature funded a statewide assessment to determine the safety and functionality of all Oregon county courthouses, as well as potential 

application of draft court facilities guidelines adopted by the Interim Committee on Court Facilities in 2006. The Oregon Court Facilities Assessment 

study, completed in 2008, highlighted more than $843 million in needed upgrades and repairs to the existing state court facilities to deal with the 

serious issues found during the assessment, which included seismic safety, life/safety systems, compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act 

(ADA), and other improvements.  

 

ORS 1.185 requires counties to provide courtrooms, offices and jury rooms:  

(1) The county in which a circuit court is located or holds court shall: 

(a) Provide suitable and sufficient courtrooms, offices and jury rooms for the court, the judges, other officers and employees of the 

court and juries in attendance upon the court, and provide maintenance and utilities for those courtrooms, offices and jury rooms. 

 (b) Pay expenses of the court in the county other than those expenses required by law to be paid by the state. 

(2) Except as provided in subsection (1) of this section, all supplies, materials, equipment and other property necessary for the operation of 

the circuit courts shall be provided by the state under ORS 1.187. [Formerly 1.165] 

 

With continued budgetary constraints, including reduced federal timber payments for many rural Oregon counties, local county governments 

continue to have difficulty addressing this issue independently. The 2011 Legislature, when it passed HB 2712, added a $3 court facilities assessment 

to provide state funding for courthouse improvements through the SCSFA, and directed the Chief Justice to prepare a biennial plan for courthouse 

improvements (ORS 1.176). The Chief Justice submits requests for facility improvements and capital projects in compliance with that requirement.  

 

Funding has been provided in prior biennia to assist counties and has been utilized for a variety of projects that have delivered access, safety, and 

improved courthouse facilities – especially in rural parts of Oregon. Some of the most notable projects financed since the program began are detailed 

below. 

• Union County Courthouse Replacement – A partnership with Union County resulted in a replacement project for one of the worst 

courthouse locations in the state. The old courthouse was a former repurposed hospital built in 1937, with major safety and operational 

issues. Court operations and courtrooms where spread over multiple floors. Security was an extreme concern due to multiple entrances 

and limited waiting areas, and access to courtrooms required inmates to be transported through office areas. Rooms used for courtrooms 

had line-of-sight issues due to support columns, which also could create audio recording problems.  
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During the 2013-15 biennium, $2.0 million in capital funds were provided for a joint project between the state and Union County to 

replace the courthouse. Using existing land owned by the county near the county jail, site preparation and groundbreaking took place in 

spring of 2015. Construction was completed, and a courthouse dedication was held in March of 2016. This has been the largest project 

financed with funding from the SCFSA.  

• Curry County Courthouse Roof Replacement – The old Curry County courthouse roof was installed in 1991. Due to deterioration, the 

roof needed to be replaced, not just repaired. Capital improvement funding totaling $150,000 from the SCFSA was provided for the 

project, which was completed in 2015 and was the first complete project financed from SCFSA funds. 

• Columbia County Courthouse Elevator Replacement – During the 2015-17 biennium, the courthouse building in Columbia County 

lost use of the single elevator in the facility. Due to difficulties in the county budget, replacing the elevator would have been problematic, 

reducing accessibility to the facility for Oregonians, especially those individuals with disabilities. With funding available in the SCFSA, 

$190,000 was allocated to the county for a new elevator, which was installed in 2015.  

• Curry and Gilliam Counties Life Safety – HB 2331 (2007) directed OJD to assess all state court facilities. During the assessment, 

courthouses in Curry and Gilliam counties were found to be deficient in terms of life/safety safeguards including fire suppression and 

alarm systems. In conjunction with county efforts, $623,838 was provided from the SCFSA account to upgrade fire alarm and fire 

suppression systems in these counties.  

• Douglas County Water/Plumbing – During the 2015-17 biennium, funding from the SCFSA was used for a pipe replacement project in 

Douglas County. The old piping in the courthouse was corroded and the hot water service had been shut off for several years. The 

corrosion had also threatened to prevent any water service to the facility. A total of $919,309 was provided to the county for the project.  

• Wallowa Life Safety/ADA/Roof and Jury Improvements – The Wallowa County courthouse was built in 1909 and lacked any basic 

life/safety/ADA systems that are installed in most county courthouses. In the 2015-17 biennium, $1.25 million in funding was provided 

that added an elevator to the courtroom on the 2nd floor of the building, a fire alarm system, a jury room with bathroom, updated electrical 

systems, and a new roof.  

• Malheur Elevator/ADA/Life Safety – Also during the 2015-17 biennium, the SCFSA financed several changes to help facilitate access 

to the Malheur County courthouse and courtroom, and address life and safety issues. Funding provided for the installation of an elevator 

between the main floors of the courthouse, a lift from the basement to improve access to records, ADA changes to the women’s 

restrooms, and a fire alarm system for the facility. 

 

Since the 2013-15 biennium when funding was first provided, SCFSA projects have been executed in multiple courthouses located across the state. 

The selection of projects and the number of projects completed is based on priority recommendations by the Association of Oregon Counties, 
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adjusted to accommodate project readiness, efficiencies of combining related projects in a single county, and availability of any county matching 

funds to accomplish as much as possible with limited funds. The map below highlights counties where completed projects have taken place. 
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Capital Improvement Project Funding 

 

Since the enabling legislation was passed in the 2011 Legislative Session, 

funding for capital improvement projects has varied during each 

biennium. The chart on the right details the Legislatively Approved 

Budget funding for each biennium. 

 

For the 2021-23 biennium, $950,000 in limitation was provided for 

projects due to existing cash in the SCFSA. Funding will support projects 

in Josephine, Coos, and Klamath counties.  

 

Proposed Capital Improvement Projects for the 2023-25 Biennium 

 

For the 2023-25 biennium, OJD worked with the Association of Oregon 

Counties (AOC) Court Facilities Task Force (CFTF) on a list of 

recommended projects. OJD has proposed Policy Option Package 121 for 

$8,685,676 to fund the following proposed projects. Due to overall 

demand out of the Criminal Fines Account, OJD moved the funding from 

CFA to Other Miscellaneous Other Funds. 
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Proposed Projects – top ranked projects 

County Amount Requested Project Summary 

Coos  $ 800,000 Windows, carpet, exterior paint 

Josephine  $ 750,000 Justice Services Building remodel 

Benton  $ 555,000 Roof and boiler 

Clatsop   $ 301,020 Security improvements 

Umatilla  $ 465,000 Security improvements 

Tillamook  $1,000,000 County Annex  

Wasco  $ 705,000 Remodel 1st floor and elevator 

Columbia  $2,000,000 3rd floor annex upgrades for court 

Douglas  $2,025,000 Exterior refurbishment and elevator 

Lake  $ 84,656 Elevator 

Total  $8,685,676  
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Budget Summary – All Funds 

 
 

   

 2019-21 2021-23 2023-25 2023-25 

 Actual Legislatively Current Service Chief Justice’s 

 Expenditures Approved Budget Level (CSL) Recommended* 
 

 General Fund $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 General Fund Debt Service $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Capital Construction $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Debt Service Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Ltd $ 6,120,557 $ 8,200,910 $ 7,820,632 $ 16,506,308 

 Other Funds Non-Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Federal Funds Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 TOTAL – ALL FUNDS $ 6,120,557 $ 8,200,910 $ 7,820,632 $ 16,506,308 
 

 Positions 4 4 4 4 

 FTE 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

 
 

 

* Includes CSL and all policy option packages 
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Essential Packages 

 

The essential packages present budget adjustments needed to bring the Legislatively Approved Budget to Current Service Level (CSL), the calculated 

cost of continuing legislatively approved programs into the 2023-25 biennium.  

 

Staffing Impact:  none 

 

Revenue Source:  Essential packages decrease the Other Funds by $476,308. 

 

010 Non-PICS Personal Service Adjustments:  $678 OF decrease 

 

021 Phase-In:  n/a 

 

022 Phase-Out Program and One-Time Costs: $995,548 OF decrease 

 

031 Standard Inflation:  $379,270 OF increase 

 

032 Above Standard Inflation:  $140,648 OF increase 

 

033 Exceptional Inflation:  n/a 

 

040 Mandated Caseload:  n/a 

 

050 Fund Shifts:  n/a 

 

060 Technical Adjustments:  n/a 
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Policy Option Package 121 – Circuit Court Capital Improvement Projects 

 

Purpose  

In past biennia, the Legislature has authorized funding through the State Court Facilities and Security Account from the Criminal Fines 

Account, authorized through ORS 1.178 2(d), for capital improvements for courthouses and other state court facilities. This funding allowed 

the Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) to target needed improvement and replacement projects around the state and specifically in many rural 

counties where county funding may be limited. 

 

How Achieved 

Allocation from the Criminal Fine Account to finance proposed critical projects, as prioritized by the Association of Oregon Counties and 

approved by the Chief Justice. Due to anticipated shortfall in the Criminal Fines Account, funding in ORBITS was changed to a 1050 

Account Transfer – Unspecified Other Fund. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

*Continued projects 

** These projects are new, however in the 2021-23 biennium other courthouse improvement projects were completed in these counties. 

Staffing Impact 

None 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 8,685,676 – Other Funds 

County Project 2023-25 CFA/GF Request 

Benton Roof and Boiler $555,000 

Clatsop Security Improvements $301,020 

Columbia* Remodel to expand court space $2,000,000 

Coos** Carpet, Windows, Paint $800,000 

Douglas Elevator and Exterior Refurbish $2,025,000 

Josephine* Second phase of courthouse remodel $750,000 

Lake Elevator $84,656 

Tillamook** County Annex $1,000,000 

Umatilla Security Improvements $465,000 

Wasco Elevator and Remodel $705,000 



STATE COURT FACILITIES AND SECURITY 
 

 

 

2023-25 Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget  page 314  
 

ORBITS and ORPICS Reports 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary 
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BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue 
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Third-Party Collections 
 

State courts collect revenue from a variety of sources, such as statutory filing and other fees in civil cases and fines and restitution in criminal and 

violation cases. In civil cases, state law requires payment of filing fees and other fees for jury trials, settlement conferences, filing some motions, and 

other activities. If the court cannot collect fees, fines, and restitution the judgment is sent to a third party – the Department of Revenue (DOR) or a 

private collection firm (PCF) – for collection. 

 

Civil fees comprise a small part of the Oregon Judicial Department’s (OJD) liquidated and delinquent debt (debt resulting from a judgment that is not 

paid on time). These fees are collected at the time of filing or the activity. However, judges have the authority to waive (not impose) or defer (allow 

payment at a later date or over time). Where these actions are taken, fee waivers are more likely to be granted than deferrals. 

 

Courts also impose and collect fines for offenses (crimes and noncriminal violations) that are sent to state-level funds and accounts and to local 

governments. Courts also can impose and collect restitution and compensatory fines that go to individual crime victims. Monetary obligations in 

offense cases can remain valid for up to 50 years. 

 

Any time a fee or fine must be referred to a third party for collection, ORS 1.202(2) requires courts to assess a fee to the debtor to pay for the costs of 

collection. The system reference for this fee is called the Collection Referral Assessment Fee (CRAS). OJD sets the CRAS rate to cover expected 

collection costs. The current CRAS rate is 28 percent of the outstanding balance referred to DOR or PCF. These collection activities occur 

continuously as long as the judgment remains valid. 

 

The 2011 Legislature modified how collections activities were funded. Prior to the 2011-13 biennium, OJD received the revenue from collections, 

deducted the third-party costs and paid them directly, and forwarded the net revenue to the appropriate fund, account, or local government entity. As 

long as the CRAS rate was set properly, OJD’s collections costs were in balance with CRAS revenues, and no legislative appropriation was required.  

 

During the 2011-13 biennium, however, the Legislature directed the CRAS fee revenue to the General Fund and established a new General Fund 

appropriation (Third-Party Collections) to pay the fees associated with the collection of fees, fines, and restitution. The types of expenditures that are 

included in this appropriation are as follows: 

• Credit Card Fees – Payments to US Bank for credit card payments made directly to OJD or through the File and Serve system 

• State Treasury Fees – Charges for banking services 

• Other State Agency Fees – Charges for Department of Justice services for foreclosure complaints and garnishments, charges for 

Department of Administrative Services printing services for collection notices 
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• Department of Revenue – Fees related to the tax offset program and collection activities 

• Private Collection Firms – Fees related to collection activities 

 

The flowchart below illustrates the flow of collections between DOR and OJD.  

 

 
 

The new structure illustrated in the flowchart above creates two complications. First, the CRAS fee revenue is no longer provided directly to OJD to 

ensure that actual collection costs are covered. The second complication is that the amount of appropriation from the Legislature limits OJD’s ability 

to respond if collections exceed projections or OJD costs increase because of DOR rate changes. In those circumstances, OJD must either restrict 

collection activities to remain within the allocated budget for those activities (and thereby reducing revenue to the State), seek an additional 

legislative appropriation, or use OJD court operations funds to compensate for the shortfall (reducing funding for OJD’s core functions). 
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Third-Party Collection Costs 

 

The new structure has resulted in an increased disparity between OJD’s collection costs and the amount of the Third-Party appropriation. Collection 

activities regularly have been more successful than budgeted, meaning that revenues from collections are higher. In addition, the timing and 

frequency of DOR rate changes have made accurate budgeting more difficult. When an appropriation increase is not approved, the options for staying 

within budget are either to reduce collections activities, which will reduce state revenues, or to pay for these activities from OJD’s operating budget, 

which affects court operations. OJD has been in this difficult position and supplemented with increasing amounts from the OJD operations budget in 

four of the last five biennia. The 2021-23 biennium demonstrates how a reduction of collection activities directly impacts collection costs. In order to 

reduce the economic impact to Oregonians during the pandemic, collection activities and referrals were suspended March 2020 through November 

2021, which resulted in reduced collection expenditures. OJD does not expect this trend to continue into the next biennium. 

 

The 2021-23 General Fund appropriation for Third-Party Collections is $15.9 million. Collection expenditures for 2021-23 are projected to be $14 

million, and for 2023-25 are expected to increase by 10 percent over the projected 2021-23 amount. Projections of collection costs are based on the 

2021-23 Office of Economic Analysis revenue forecast with COVID impact, current referral rates of court debt, current third-party collection rates, 

and increased DOR collection fees (increases in collection fees and no rebates for two years). 
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Due to the level of uncertainty that exists with fluctuating collections and external factors in the COVID environment (third-party rate increases, 

third-party performance, case filings, economic downturns, future changes in staffing levels), OJD cannot predict the accuracy of our cost projection 

with a high degree of assurance. Changes in any of these external factors will affect collection revenues and the resulting actual costs.  
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Third-Party Collections Revenue 

 

Third-party revenue collections include restitution owed to victims, fines, assessments, and deferred civil filings. This revenue is distributed as 

directed by statute, to victims of crime, the General Fund, the Criminal Fine Account, and to counties, cities, and local agencies. OJD refers debt to 

DOR first because it has lower collection costs than PCFs. DOR therefore has newer accounts, a larger percentage of OJD’s delinquent accounts, and 

collects more money than the PCFs. 

 

In 2021-23, revenue collected by third parties is expected to be $58.8 million and increase by 10 percent in 2023-25.  
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Revenue Collected for Each Dollar Spent on Collections 

 

In 2021-23, the state is expected to recover $4.20 for each $1.00 spent on third-party collection activities. This represents total third-party revenue of 

$58.8 million divided by total third-party costs of $14 million. The increases in DOR collection fees (and reduced rebates) in addition to increased 

use of credit cards and other agency fees have reduced the revenue returned from each dollar spent over the past several biennia, but there is still 

significant benefit the state receives from the monies spent to collect court-imposed debt.  
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Budget Summary – All Funds 

 
 

   

 2019-21 2021-23 2023-25 2023-25 

 Actual Legislatively Current Service Chief Justice’s 

 Expenditures Approved Budget Level (CSL) Recommended* 
 

 General Fund $ 16,062,478 $ 15,970,809 $ 17,376,240 $ 17,376,240 

 General Fund Debt Service $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Capital Construction $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Debt Service Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Non-Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Federal Funds Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 TOTAL – ALL FUNDS $ 16,062,478 $ 15,970,809 $ 17,376,240 $ 17,376,240 
 

 Positions 0 0 0 0 

 FTE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 
 

 

* Includes CSL and all policy option packages 
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Essential Packages 

 

The essential packages present budget adjustments needed to bring the Legislatively Approved Budget to Current Service Level (CSL), the calculated 

cost of continuing legislatively approved programs into the 2023-25 biennium.  

 

Staffing Impact:  none 

 

Revenue Source:  Essential packages increase the General Fund by $1,405,431. 

 

010 Non-PICS Personal Service Adjustments:  n/a 

 

021 Phase-In:  n/a 

 

022 Phase-Out Program and One-Time Costs: n/a 

 

031 Standard Inflation:  $670,774 GF increase 

 

032 Above Standard Inflation:  $734,657 GF increase 

 

033 Exceptional Inflation:  n/a 

 

040 Mandated Caseload:  n/a 

 

050 Fund Shifts:  n/a 

 

060 Technical Adjustments:  n/a 
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ORBITS and ORPICS Reports 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary 
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Pass-Throughs 
 

In addition to the court security funding mentioned in the previous section, new General Fund appropriations were established in the 2011-13 

biennium for external pass-through payments to counties for law libraries and mediation/conciliation programs, to the Council on Court Procedures, 

Legal Aid through the Oregon State Bar, and Oregon Law Commission. In prior biennia, funding for some of the programs was provided directly to 

counties through circuit court filing fees or by agency appropriations. When the 2011 Legislature modified Oregon’s filing fee structure it moved 

funding for these programs and services to pass-throughs in the Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) budget. 

 

Background 

 

In 2011, the Legislature passed HB 2710 (chapter 585, Oregon Laws 2011). This bill revised the laws relating to court fees by establishing a uniform 

filing fee for various types of cases (civil, domestic relations, small claims, etc.) that are consistent in every county. The bill also eliminated add-ons, 

surcharges, and other variable fees. 

 

With passage of HB 2710, ORS 21.005 provided that all fees and charges collected by circuit courts must be deposited in the General Fund, effective 

July 1, 2011. ORS 21.007 changed the way counties receive funding for mediation/conciliation services and operating law libraries. Before HB 2710, 

Oregon law authorized individual counties to add surcharges to circuit court filing fees, with certain limitations. This authority was repealed by HB 

2710 and the programs became funded by pass-throughs from OJD.  

 

A similar process took place in the 2013-15 biennium for payments to the Oregon State Bar for Legal Aid programs, as directed by ORS 9.577(3). 

Instead of being allocated from circuit court filing fees, it first was established as a separate Other Funds limitation in the OJD budget and then 

increased and changed to a General Fund allocation during the 2019 Legislative Session. 

 

Law Libraries and Conciliation and Mediation Services 

 

The legislative intent of HB 2710 was to provide a General Fund appropriation that was equivalent to the historical funding these programs received 

in prior years, to the extent possible given budget constraints, and exclude any temporary revenue increases due to surcharges authorized by HB 2287 

(2009). OJD’s budget bill (2011 HB 5056) contained a $7.4 million appropriation for mediation/conciliation programs and directed the Chief Justice 

to consult with presiding judges before making any distributions to counties. The bill also appropriated $7.4 million to OJD for county law library 

operations and services and directed OJD to distribute monies appropriated to the counties based on revenue received from filing fees collected 

during the 2009-11 biennium in civil actions commenced in the circuit court for the county. These two appropriations were each reduced by 3.5 

percent, or $0.259 million, by SB 5701 (2012). 
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Changes in the proportion of total law library revenue distributed to counties from 2007-09 to 2009-11 were driven by case filings and fees (the old 

system). The Legislature based the 2011-13 General Fund appropriation for law libraries on the 2007-09 funding level to exclude the one-time 

revenue increase from the HB 2287 temporary surcharges. OJD distributed the 2011-13 General Fund appropriation to each county based on its 

proportion of total law library revenue received in 2009-11. Overall law library program funding over the past decade has been lower than the $7.66 

million distributed during the 2009-11 biennium. For the 2019-21 biennium, law library distributions were further reduced by $0.9 million during the 

2020 Second Special Session by SB 5721, section 331. Conciliation/mediation distributions funding provided over the past decade is also lower than 

the distributions given during the 2009-21 biennium. 

 

Counties also are authorized by statute to move a portion of their law library funds to support mediation/conciliation services. This is done outside 

the OJD budget process. 
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Council on Court Procedures 

 

Established in 1977 by ORS 1.725 to 1.750, the Council on Court Procedures 

promulgates rules governing pleading, practice, and procedures in all civil proceedings 

in the circuit courts of the state. Proposed amendments to the rules are submitted to the 

Legislature in January of odd-numbered years and go into effect on January 1st of the 

following year unless amended, repealed, or supplemented by the Legislature. 

 

 

 

Oregon Law Commission 

 

The Oregon Law Commission was created in statute (ORS 173.315) by the 1997 

Legislative Assembly. The Commission’s function is to “conduct a continuous 

substantive law revision program …” The Commission provides assistance to the 

Legislature in proposing modifications of statutes by: 

• Identifying and selecting law reform projects; 

• Researching the area of law at issue, including other states’ laws to see how 

they deal with similar issues; 

• Communicating with and educating those who may be affected by proposed 

reforms; and 

• Drafting proposed legislation, comments, and reports for legislative 

consideration.  

 

The 2015 Legislature added a $100,000 supplemental General Fund appropriation in SB 

5507. That has served as new baseline funding for the Commission, with a reduction 

from HB 5006 (2017).  
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Legal Aid 

 

In 1997, the Legislative Assembly directed the Oregon State Bar to establish a Legal 

Services Program to provide no-cost legal services to low-income Oregonians in non-

criminal cases (ORS 9.572). Revenue from court filing fees constitute the majority of the 

Legal Services Program budget.  

 

Prior to the 2013-15 biennium, distributions to the Legal Aid Account from filing fee 

revenue were performed before normal General Fund distributions. For the 2013-15 

biennium, the distributions were added to pass-throughs as an Other Funds payment to 

correctly account for the distributions. In 2015, SB 5507 added a one-time $0.6 million 

General Fund appropriation and in 2016 an additional $0.2 million in one-time General Fund 

appropriation was added by SB 5701 to address services related to housing issues. These two 

additions pushed the total funding for Legal Aid to $12.7 million for the biennium.  

 

For the 2019-21 budget, funding for the Legal Services Program was changed from an Other Funds payment to a General Fund appropriation 

established in SB 5513 and set at $12.257 million. For the 2023-25 biennium, the CSL budget for Legal Aid was calculated to be $13,957,733. 

 

One-time Pass-throughs 2021-23 Biennium 

 

Several additional pass-throughs were added for the 2021-23 biennium to be distributed by OJD: 

• HB 5006 (2021) – American Recovery Plan Act (ARPA) funds for courthouse replacement projects 

▪ $3.5 million Other Funds for Curry County 

▪ $169,927 Other Funds for Crook County 

• HB 5202 (2022) – General Fund 

▪ $1.5 million for Deschutes County for renovation and expansion of the courthouse 

▪ $2.0 million for Columbia County for life safety and accessibility improvements to the courthouse 

▪ $2.334 million payment to the Oregon Bar to develop the OregonLaw+Connect application 

• SB 1543 (2022) – $4.5 million General Fund for Legal Aid for immigration matters 
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Budget Summary – All Funds 

 
 

   

 2019-21 2021-23 2023-25 2023-25 

 Actual Legislatively Current Service Chief Justice’s 

 Expenditures Approved Budget Level (CSL) Recommended* 
 

 General Fund $ 26,043,782 $ 40,490,499 $ 30,738,119 $ 58,934,178 

 General Fund Debt Service $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Capital Construction $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Debt Service Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Ltd $ 0 $ 3,669,827 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Non-Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Federal Funds Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 TOTAL – ALL FUNDS $ 26,043,782 $ 44,160,326 $ 30,738,119 $ 58,934,178 
 

 Positions 0 0 0 0 

 FTE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 
 

 

* Includes CSL and all policy option packages 
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Essential Packages 

 

The essential packages present budget adjustments needed to bring the Legislatively Approved Budget to Current Service Level (CSL), the calculated 

cost of continuing legislatively approved programs into the 2023-25 biennium.  

 

Staffing Impact:  none 

 

Revenue Source:  Essential packages decrease the General Fund by $9,752,380 and decrease Other Funds by $3,669,827. 

 

010 Non-PICS Personal Service Adjustments:  n/a 

 

021 Phase-In:  n/a 

 

022 Phase-Out Program and One-Time Costs: $12,334,200 GF decrease, $3,669,827 OF decrease 

 

031 Standard Inflation:  $1,182,545 GF increase 

 

032 Above Standard Inflation:  $1,399,255 GF increase 

 

033 Exceptional Inflation:  n/a 

 

040 Mandated Caseload:  n/a 

 

050 Fund Shifts:  n/a 

 

060 Technical Adjustments:  n/a 
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Policy Option Package 116 – Court Security Entrance Screening 

 

Purpose  

OJD's mission is to provide fair and accessible justice services that protect the 

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

To fulfill this mission and inspire public trust and confidence in those we serve, it is 

important for people to feel safe when they enter our courts. Of the 36 circuit courts 

in Oregon, only 14 counties have entrance screening to protect our court users, 

court staff, and judges. All state court facilities need security entrance screening, 

but local court security accounts have been chronically underfunded for years.  

Local court security accounts authorized under ORS 1.178 and 1.182 supplement court security provided by local Sheriff's offices. 

Unfortunately, the funding stream has been insufficient for many years and court security needs have increased, putting additional pressure on 

local court security accounts. Courts like Benton and Jackson have either had to downgrade or consider closing screening stations due to 

declining revenues, while courts with no security screening remain vulnerable, without a viable remedy. Many other courts are not able to 

provide basic security improvements or upgrades, such as security cameras. Sadly, violence against judges has been increasing across the 

country. Without additional court security funding to meet minimum security standards, all court occupants – including both users and staff - 

are at risk.  

 

How Achieved 

To implement the minimum-security standard for all court facilities established in Chief Justice Order (CJO) 17-072, OJD is asking funding 

that would be passed through to counties to provide security screening equipment in 22 counties that have no entrance screening and share the 

costs of screening personnel with counties for all court facilities statewide. Counties will also ensure there is only one public entrance into the 

court facility and continue to provide on-site law enforcement. 

 

Staffing Impact 

None 

 

Revenue Source 

$ 12,522,260 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 118 – Legal Aid for Vulnerable Oregonians 

 

Purpose  

During the 2022 Legislative Session, the Oregon Bar received pass-through funding of $4.5 million through SB 1543 to provide legal services 

to individuals on immigration matters and for general legal information and legal referral services. The package would continue support in 

these areas and also include an increase in the normal Legal Aid pass-through. 

 

How Achieved 

Pass-through funding for the Oregon Bar in addition to the normal Legal Aid funding. 

 

Staffing Impact 

none  

 

Revenue Source 

$ 14,000,000 – General Fund 
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Policy Option Package 119 – Circuit Court Replacement Planning 

 

Purpose  

Some courthouse replacement planning and feasibility costs cannot be funded using state bonds. The state has provided a General Fund match 

to cover these costs in the early stages of the project, prior to providing bond funding for the construction phases.  

 

How Achieved 

Pass-through funding for the following planning projects prioritized in conjunction with the Association of Oregon Counties (AOC): 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
** Harney County’s project could be funded with General Funds in POP 119 or with bonds in POP 122 

 

Staffing Impact 

none  

 

Revenue Source 

$ 1,673,799 – General Fund 

  

Project 
2023-25 GF 

Request 

Harney**  $ 3,000,000 

Hood River  $ 42,549 

Lincoln  $ 56,250  

Polk  $ 225,000  

Washington  $ 1,250,000  

Umatilla  $ 100,000  
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ORBITS and ORPICS Reports 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary 
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BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue 
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Oregon Courthouse Capital Construction and Improvement Fund 
 

Counties are by law responsible to provide suitable and sufficient court facilities for the state’s operation of the circuit courts. This legal obligation 

continued when the State of Oregon assumed responsibility decades ago for the operating costs of courts and for providing indigent defense. 

 

Many courthouses, however, have significant deferred maintenance and many lack seismic protection. The 2007 Legislature funded a statewide 

assessment to determine the safety and functionality of all Oregon county courthouses, as well as potential application of draft court facilities 

guidelines adopted by the Interim Committee on Court Facilities in 2006. The Oregon Court Facilities Assessment study, completed in 2008, 

highlighted more than $843 million in needed upgrades and repairs to the existing state court facilities to deal with the serious issues found during the 

assessment, which included seismic safety, life/safety systems, compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), and other 

improvements.  

 

The 2013 Legislature created the Oregon Courthouse Capital Construction and Improvement Fund (OCCCIF) to provide state matching funds to 

replace unsafe courthouses. Oregon law1 provides that the fund is intended to “… be used solely to finance costs related to acquiring, constructing, 

remodeling, repairing, equipping or furnishing land, improvements, courthouses or portions of courthouses that are owned by or operated by the State 

of Oregon.” Under current practice, new state-supported courthouses continue to be owned by counties but are operated by the state under no-cost 

lease agreements.  

 

To be eligible for OCCCIF funding: 

• The courthouse with respect to which the bonds will be issued must have significant structural defects, including seismic defects, that 

present actual or potential threats to human health and safety;  

• Replacing the courthouse, whether by acquiring and remodeling or repairing an existing building or by constructing a new building, must 

be more cost-effective than remodeling or repairing the courthouse;  

• Replacing the courthouse must create an opportunity for co-location of the court with other state offices; and,  

• The Chief Justice and the Department of Administrative Services must approve the project for which the bonds will be used. 

 
1 2014 OR laws Ch. 121 sections 6 and 7 
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State matching funds may be up to 25 percent of allowable project costs for state-used space (courts, and common areas). However, if the new 

courthouse also provides space for co-location opportunities with other state agencies, the matching funds may be up to 50 percent. Costs for locating 

any county offices in the new facility, including district attorney offices, are the responsibility of the county.  

 

CURRENT AND COMPLETED PROJECTS 

 

Jefferson County Courthouse 

 

The Jefferson County courthouse was the first completed project financed in part through the OCCCIF. The old courthouse had major structural, 

safety, and operational deficiencies. Formal planning started in 2013, with the first bond authorization taking place during the 2014 Legislative 

Session. The total cost of the project was $15 million, with the state providing a planned $6.5 million in matching funds (50 percent of allowable 

expenses). Groundbreaking was held in April 2015 with the dedication held in September 2016.  

 

Bonding associated with the project included:  

• 2013-15 biennium: 2015 XI-Q Series F 20-year bonds, $4.02 million, expiration May 2035, total debt service (principal and interest) of 

$5.4 million 

• 2015-17 biennium: 2017 XI-Q 20-year bonds, $2.55 million (2.5 million is the project amount, the balance is for Cost of Issuance (COI) 
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Completed Jefferson County Courthouse 

Multnomah County Courthouse 

 

The 17-story Multnomah County Courthouse replacement project cost approximately $350 million in state and county construction funds. The co-

located state office is the Office of Public Defense Services (OPDS). The new courthouse opened in October 2020, four years after breaking ground 

in October 2016. State bonds have been approved each of the last four biennia.  

 

Bond sales associated with the project are: 

• 2013-15 biennium: 2015 XI-Q 20-year bonds, $15.1 million ($15.0 million is the project amount, the balance is COI) 

• 2015-17 biennium: 2017 XI-Q 20-year bonds, $17.68 million ($17.4 million is the project amount, the balance is COI) 

• 2017-19 biennium: 2019 XI-Q bonds, $101.9 million – $92.6 million for construction, $8.9 million for Furniture, Fixtures, and Equipment 

(FFE), plus cost of issuance (COI) 

• 2019-21 biennium: 2021 XI-Q bonds, $8.5 million for FFE were authorized, however only $2.6 were issued with $2.1 going towards 

project costs and the balance to COI. 

• Total state bonding for the project totaled $137.3 million for construction, FFE, and COI 

 

 

Architect/Artist Illustrations 
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Lane County Courthouse 

 

The 2016 Legislature approved the sale of $2.8 million in bonds (only $1.45 million were sold) for planning a replacement of the Lane County 

courthouse. This amount was increased by another $5.0 million by the 2017 Legislature, and in the 2019 session another $87.6 million was approved 

for construction. The project was delayed while the county’s preferred building site went through a process to ensure there would be no legal 

challenges of the project site and was delayed again as the county responded to the COVID-19 pandemic. Sale of the bonds approved in the 2019 

session were deferred until the 2020 Second Special Session but have since been further delayed until the county determines a path to provide for 

their portion of the funding. The proposed co-located state office is OPDS. 

 

Present bonding associated with the project: 

• 2015-17 biennium: 2017 XI-Q bonds, $2.8 million were authorized, however only $1.45 million were sold 

• 2017-19 biennium: 2019 XI-Q bonds, $5.1 million. These bonds were not spent on the project and were instead reassigned to pay debt 

service. 

• 2019-21 biennium: The sale of $88.5 million ($87.6 for the project) in XI-Q bonds originally approved for 2021 was delayed until further 

notice. 

• Total state bonding for the project was $95.45 million for construction, plus an amount still to be determined for FFE, however at the 

point that this project is resumed the costs will need to be re-estimated to account for increased costs including inflation. 

 

Clackamas County Courthouse 

 

The current Clackamas County Courthouse is located downtown in Oregon City. The courthouse was originally constructed in 1937 and later 

expanded in 1959 at Clackamas County expense. Within the courthouse are both the circuit court and the district attorney’s office. Clackamas County 

is the county seat for the Fifth Judicial District and is statutorily assigned 11 circuit court judges. The replacement of the courthouse was ranked 23rd 

in the Oregon Court Facilities Assessment. 

 

The new facility is proposed for the county’s Red Soils campus and would provide a seismically safe building, allow sufficient space for court 

operations, allow jurors to convene in the courthouse instead of in a separate building, and consolidate district attorney offices into one building. The 

county is committed to housing indigent defense providers (OPDS) and a field office of the Department of Human Services as co-located state 

offices. The 2017 Legislature approved $1.2 million General Fund for state matching funds for project planning, and the 2019 Legislature authorized 
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$31.5 million in XI-Q bonds that were not sold. A third request for $94.5 million for construction was approved by the 2021-23 Legislature to be sold 

in spring 2023. A final request for $61.0 million will be requested in 2023-25 as part of Policy Option Package 122. 

 

Clackamas County’s Board of County Commissioners voted in May 2021 to pursue a Public-Private Partnership approach in which a P3 “Project 

Company” would become responsible for the new courthouse design, financing, operation, and maintenance as part of a 30-year contract and in 

accordance with county specifications. The Commission approved a P3 approach in lieu of a municipal bond offering. The Clackamas County 

Courthouse will be Oregon's first court facility to utilize this approach. Nationally, other courthouse projects have utilized a design-build-finance-

operate-maintain (DBFM) P3 agreement (including Howard County Courthouse, Maryland; Long Beach, California; and Miami/Dade, Florida). 

Unlike other projects proposed to date, this will utilize a P3 to finance, build, and maintain the courthouse.  

 

Under the proposed Clackamas County DBFM P3, the state’s 50 percent funding requirement would be a made over the course of five years, totaling 

$94.5 million (2021-2025) with one of the payments being a “milestone” payment of $85.0 million occurring when construction of the new 

courthouse has been completed and the building certified for occupancy, currently estimated to occur in 2025.  

 

Clackamas County’s matching funds contribution of 50 percent for the design and construction costs would be made to the P3 Project Company over 

a 30-year period (2025-2055). Such county payments are referred to as “availability payments” and include both the county’s share of debt for the 

capital costs as well as building maintenance and a capital reserve to repair, replace, and refurbish building components over the 30-year term of the 

P3 agreement. Per the county’s P3 Project Term sheet, the county retains ownership of the land and building and the contractual obligation to make 

payments to the Project Company will not result in any liens or security interests on the completed courthouse. 

 

Present funding associated with the project: 

• 2017-2019 biennium: The legislature appropriated General Funds $1.2 million for planning costs 

• 2019-21 biennium: Approved 2021 XI-Q bonds, $31.9 million that were not issued (the project amount of $31.5 million was added to the 

2023 request amount of $63.0 million) 

• Approved 2021 XI-Q bonds, 94.5 million that includes approximately $8.2 million for FFE, plus $900 in COI to be sold spring of 2023 

• Planned 2023 XI-Q bond request for construction, $61.7 million to be sold 2025 

 

Benton County Courthouse 

 

The Benton County courthouse was built in 1888. The county completed a thorough seismic evaluation of the building, which is on the National 

Historic Register, and it was ranked 34th in the Oregon Court Facilities Assessment. The county is conducting a public outreach effort and is looking 



COURTHOUSE CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION AND IMPROVEMENT 
 

 

 

2023-25 Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget  page 352  
 

to build a replacement courthouse as part of a justice center facility (estimated $130 million) in downtown Corvallis. The county was appropriated $2 

million in planning funds by the 2019 Legislature (re-appropriated in 2022) and was authorized for $26.6 million in state construction funds in 2019, 

which the county later reduced to $20.7 million. A supplemental $5 million in bonds was later determined necessary because of inflation and other 

rising costs and will be requested as a part of Policy Option Package 122 in the 2023 session. 

Present funding associated with the project: 

• Appropriated General Funds, $2.0 million in 2019 for planning matching funds, that were unspent at the end of the biennium and re-

appropriated in 2022 

• Planned 2021 XI-Q bond request, $26.6 million for construction, plus an amount to be determined for FFE, however the county then 

lowered their estimate and was authorized for $20.73 million ($20.4 million for the project) in 2021 to be sold in spring 2023 

• Planned 2023 XI-Q bond request, $5.1 million for final construction to be sold 2025 

 

Linn County Courthouse 

 

The Linn County courthouse was built in 1940 and expanded in 1967, before Oregon had a statewide building code. As with many other courthouse 

facilities, its age and design contribute to significant seismic issues as well as space limitations and security concerns. The Oregon Court Facilities 

Assessment found the building needed “excessive” upgrades for seismic safety and defendant custody, as well as significant upgrades to security 

systems. The courthouse was ranked 13th in the Oregon Court Facilities Assessment. The county originally proposed purchasing land to build a 

public safety campus, of which the courthouse would be part; however, it has since proposed building a new adjoining building to the existing 

courthouse. Linn County was approved for a one-time request of $15.9 million in state matching funds by the 2019 Legislature, however the newest 

proposal had yet to be reviewed in detail for compliance with the OCCCIF requirements and for approval by the Chief Justice. The bond sale was 

deferred and re-approved in the 2021 legislative session. To date the county has not submitted an updated plan for review. 

 

Present funding associated with the project: 

• 2019-21 biennium: Approved 2019 XI-Q bonds, $16.2 million ($15.9 million for the project), plus an amount still to be determined for 

FFE. Sale of these bonds was deferred in the 2020 Second Special Session.  

• 2021-23 biennium: Approved 2021 XI-Q bonds, $16.1 million approved ($15.9 million for the project), however this is not currently 

projected to be sold. 

 

 

 



COURTHOUSE CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION AND IMPROVEMENT 
 

 

 

2023-25 Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget  page 353  
 

Curry County Courthouse 

 

The Curry County courthouse was built in 1956 and is connected by pathway to the adjacent sheriff’s office and jail. Ranked 42nd among the 48 court 

facilities in the Oregon Court Facilities Assessment, it is the lowest-ranked courthouse for which OJD is requesting replacement funding. The 

assessment found the facility needed significant upgrades to fire alarm and fire sprinkler systems, plumbing, and power systems. In 2021, OJD was 

provided with $3.5 million of American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) funds to support project planning. The county estimates they will need $10.6 

million for construction. 

 

Present funding associated with the project: 

• Appropriated 2021 ARPA funds, $3.5 million for planning 

• Planned 2023 XI-Q bond request, $10,730,000 million for construction, which includes COI 

 

Crook County Courthouse 

 

This 1909 building ranked 40th in the Oregon Court Facilities Assessment, only slightly better than the Curry County facility. The assessment noted 

“excessive” upgrades needed in seismic safety and in-custody defendant areas, and “significant” upgrades needed in security and other building 

systems. The county hopes to replace the existing courthouse with a multi-purpose, multi-agency justice center. In 2021, OJD was provided with 

$169,827 in ARPA planning funds. In the 2021 session, OJD was authorized to sell $11.9 million in XI-Q bonds for construction. In the 2022 short 

session however, the county requested and OJD was authorized an additional amount totaling $16.3 million for construction and COI in place of the 

$11.9 originally approved in the 2021 session. 

 

Present funding associated with the project: 

• Appropriated 2021 ARPA funds, $169,827 for planning 

• Approved 2021 XI-Q bonds, $11.9 million ($11.7 million for the project), however the county made a supplemental request in 2022 

• Approved 2022 XI-Q bonds, $16.3 million ($16.1 million for the project) to replace the 2021 request and to include COI and FFE 
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2023-25 PROJECT REQUESTS 

 

OJD works with the Association of Oregon Counties to identify counties seeking State matching funds for courthouse replacement and to recommend 

priorities to the Chief Justice. As a result of that process, the Chief Justice is requesting funding for the following projects: 

 

Harney County Courthouse 

 

The Harney County courthouse is located in Burns and was constructed in 1949. Renovations have been made, but structurally the building has 

remained substantially unchanged. It is a 22,000 square foot, two-story structure with a basement. The 1942 courthouse building retains much of its 

historic detail and character. Overall, the courthouse is ranked 27th in terms of overall rating out of the 48 facilities reviewed for the Oregon Court 

Facilities Assessment.  

 

Recently, the county has purchased the Lincoln building that was previously owned by the school district and has plans to renovate the 3rd floor to 

serve as the new courthouse with indigent defense providers (OPDS) as the co-located state agency. Though this project is still in early planning 

stages renovation costs are projected at $6 million, and the state’s share of $3 million is being requested in 2023 as either part of Policy Option 

Package 119 or 122. 

• Planned 2023 XI-Q bond request, $3,000,000 million for construction 

  

Hood River County Courthouse 

 

The Hood River County courthouse was built in 1954 and ranked 46th (third worst) in the Oregon Court Facilities Assessment. In addition to being 

seismically vulnerable, its outdated design and space utilization create security issues for judges, staff, victims, witnesses, and the public. Details 

regarding the site and co-location with state agencies have yet to be decided. Hood River was recommended as a priority by the Association of 

Oregon Counties in 2015-17, but later withdrew its request. A request was made again in 2017-19 and was again withdrawn. For the 2023 legislative 

session, the county is requesting $42,549 in General Fund matching planning funds to produce a plan. 

• Planned 2023 General Fund request, $42,549 for planning 

 

Lincoln County Courthouse 

 

The Lincoln County courthouse was built in 1954 and expanded in 1964. It ranked 20th in the Oregon Court Facilities Assessment. The assessment 

found the courthouse needed upgrades in fire alarms and sprinkler systems, security systems, and a “modest” seismic upgrade. The county’s seismic 



COURTHOUSE CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION AND IMPROVEMENT 
 

 

 

2023-25 Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget  page 355  
 

survey, not considered by the assessment, reported that the construction used low-strength concrete, that federal seismic hazard mapping expects 

“very large” ground motions at the site, and that the building contained several key deficiencies in the building’s structural systems. For the 2023 

legislative session the county is requesting $56,250 in General Fund matching planning funds to produce a plan. 

• Planned 2023 General Fund request, $56,250 for planning 

 

Morrow County Courthouse 

 

The Morrow County courthouse is a three-story building (including basement) constructed in 1902. The building is located on a high point at the 

edge of downtown Heppner and overlooks the town. The building retains much of its original historic detail and character. The Morrow County 

courthouse has a structural system consisting of unreinforced masonry (URM) bearing/shear walls with wood-framed floor and roof systems and has 

not been seismically reinforced as part of any past renovation projects. Based on the historic performance of this type of building, and this building’s 

location in a region of moderate seismicity, the Morrow Courthouse would be expected to suffer severe and extensive structural and nonstructural 

damage in the design earthquake. Although collapse may not occur, the building would likely experience partial collapse or near collapse. Major non-

structural components necessary for the continued operation of the building could be expected to be out of service and exits could be blocked. The 

courthouse would very likely need to be vacated and demolished.  

 

For decades, Morrow County and state courts have provided court services in a space that is insufficient and has safety and security concerns. 

Overall, the courthouse is ranked 43rd in terms of overall rating out of the 48 facilities (sixth worst) reviewed for the Oregon Court Facilities 

Assessment. Morrow County has general fund dollars available, as well as discretionary funds from Strategic Investment Program (SIP) agreements 

and other payment in lieu of tax programs. The Board of Commissioners is committed to the replacement project that they estimate will cost 

$12,805,000, meaning the state’s matching portion would be $6,402,500.  

 

Present funding associated with the project: 

• Planned 2023 XI-Q bond request, $6,402,500 for construction 

 

Polk County Courthouse 

 

The Polk County courthouse is made up of two adjoining buildings – the original 1898 three story (including basement) courthouse and the 1964 

three-story building. The 1898 building retains much of its historic detail and character but would be expected to suffer severe and extensive 

structural and nonstructural damage in the design earthquake. The 1964 courthouse building was constructed of concrete shear wall and could be 
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expected to suffer severe structural and non-structural damage in the design earthquake. Although total collapse should not occur, the extensive 

damage could make restoring the building unfeasible, however, and the building may need to be demolished. Overall, the courthouse is ranked 21st 

best in terms of overall rating out of the 48 facilities reviewed for the Oregon Court Facilities Assessment. For the 2023 legislative session the county 

is requesting $225,000 in General Fund matching planning funds to produce a plan. 

• Planned 2023 General Fund request, $225,000 for planning 

 

Umatilla County Courthouse 

 

The Umatilla County courthouse is located on a full-block, flat, urban site in downtown Pendleton. The 1954 building is four stories with the 

courtrooms located on the second floor. The formal entry for the courthouse is located on the west side of the building with a parking lot running the 

full length of the east facade. Overall, the courthouse is ranked 25th in terms of overall rating out of the 48 facilities reviewed for the Oregon Court 

Facilities Assessment. 

 

Based on plan drawings and information from the facility, and historic performance of this building type and its location, the concrete shear wall 

courthouse could be expected to suffer severe structural and non-structural damage in the design earthquake, although total collapse should not occur. 

The extensive damage could make restoring the building unfeasible, however, and the building may need to be demolished. For the 2023 legislative 

session the county is requesting $100,000 in General Fund matching planning funds to produce a plan. 

• Planned 2023 General Fund request, $100,000 for planning 

 

Washington County Courthouse 

 

The Washington County courthouse is a historic structure comprised of two phases – the smaller 1912 wing and the larger 1928 addition. The 

structure is four stories (including basement) and is also connected with two 1970s era additions – the Justice Services Building and a Public Safety 

Building. The courthouse is located in the center of a downtown city block with extensive and mature landscaping to the east and south. Of particular 

significance are the giant sequoia trees to the east of the courthouse.  

 

The courthouse retains much of its original historic detail and character on the exterior, with the notable exception of the original windows being 

replaced with single panels of glass. The interior spaces have undergone extensive changes and retain little original historic material. Structural 

drawings were not available, but the building appears to be concrete frame construction with masonry infill. Based on the historic performance of 

concrete frame buildings of this vintage and the location in this region of high seismicity, the Washington County courthouse would be expected to 

suffer severe structural and nonstructural damage in the design earthquake, although total collapse should not occur. The extensive damage could 
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make restoring the building unfeasible, however, and the building may need to be demolished. Overall, the courthouse is ranked 17th in terms of 

overall rating out of the 48 facilities reviewed for the Oregon Court Facilities Assessment. For the 2023 legislative session the county is requesting 

$1,250,000 in General Fund matching planning funds to produce a plan. 

• Planned 2023 General Fund request, $1,250,000 for planning  

 

The following table represents the amounts approved or requested for each project and includes both General Funds (indicated with **) and bond 

funds. Note that some rows do not total if approved amounts were deferred to the following biennium. 

 

Project 2013-15 2015-17 2017-19  2019-21  2021-23  
2023-25 

Request 
Total 

Jefferson $ 4,000,000 $ 2,500,000     $ 6,500,000 

Multnomah $ 15,000,000 $ 17,400,000 $ 101,500,000 $ 2,100,000   $ 136,000,000 

Lane  $ 1,445,000 $     5,000,000 $ 87,600,000*   $ 6,445,000 

Clackamas     $ 31,500,000* $ 94,500,000 $ 61,740,000 $ 156,240,000 

Linn    $ 15,900,000* $ 15,900,000*  $ 0 

Benton       $ 20,383,129  $  5,095,000 $ 25,478,129 

Crook     $ 16,116,705  $    16,116,705 

Curry      $ 10,730,000 $    10,730,000 

Harney      $   3,000,000 ŧ $      3,000,000 

Morrow       $  6,402,500 $      6,402,500 

Tillamook $7,875,000*      $ 0 

Totals $ 26,875,000 $ 21,345,000 $ 106,500,000 $137,100,000  $146,899,834 $ 87,967,500 $ 366,912,334 

Project 2013-15 2015-17 2017-19  2019-21  2021-23  
2023-25 

Request 
Total 

 

* These bonds were approved, but then either deferred to a later biennium or simply not sold. 

   ** These amounts are requested/provided from General Funds. All other amounts listed are bond funds. 

ŧ These amounts may be requested as either General Funds or Bonds. 
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The following table represents the amount of General Funds and/or ARPA funds approved or requested for each project. Note, the Benton project 

was appropriated $2 million in 2019-21, but the funds were not used. Planning funds in the same amount were appropriated again in the second 

session of the 2021-23 biennium. As such, the funds are included in the biennium total (column total) for both 2019-23 and 2021-23 but are not 

double counted in the row total for Benton.  

 

 

Project 2017-19  2019-21  2021-23  
2023-25 

Request 
Total 

Clackamas  $ 1,200,000    $ 1,200,000 

Benton    $  2,000,000*  $ 2,000,000  $ 2,000,000 

Crook – ARPA   $    169,827**  $     169,827** 

Curry – ARPA   $ 3,500,000**  $  3,500,000** 

Harney    $   3,000,000 ŧ $      3,000,000 

Hood River    $        42,549 $           42,549 

Lincoln    $        56,250 $           56,250 

Polk    $      225,000 $         225,000 

Umatilla    $      100,000 $         100,000 

Washington    $   1,250,000 $      1,250,000 

Totals $ 1,200,000 $2,000,000  $ 5,669,827 $   4,673,799 $ 11,543,626 

 
* These General Funds were appropriated, but then deferred to a later biennium. 

 

 

APPROVED PROJECTS SINCE WITHDRAWN 

 

Tillamook County Courthouse: The 2015 Legislature approved a 2017 sale of $8.05 million in bonds ($7.875 million was the project amount, the 

balance was Cost of Issuance), however after completion of OJD’s 2017-19 requested budget, Tillamook County withdrew its project as the county’s 

financing did not materialize. The county has occasionally expressed interest in restoring its priority status, but most recently has requested 

courthouse improvement funds. 
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Josephine County Courthouse: The county made a General Funds request for planning funds for a courthouse replacement in 2021, however they 

later modified their request to ask for courthouse improvement funds and $700,000 in available funds in the State Courthouse Facilities and Security 

Account were approved. In the 2023-25 biennium, the county is requesting an additional $750,000 for further improvements.  
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Budget Summary – All Funds 

 
 

   

 2019-21 2021-23 2023-25 2023-25 

 Actual Legislatively Current Service Chief Justice’s 

 Expenditures Approved Budget Level (CSL) Recommended* 
 

 General Fund $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 General Fund Debt Service $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Capital Construction $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Debt Service Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Other Funds Ltd $ 20,669,907 $ 200,969,835 $ 0 $ 167,172,500 

 Other Funds Non-Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 Federal Funds Ltd $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

 TOTAL – ALL FUNDS $ 20,669,907 $ 200,969,835 $ 0 $ 167,172,500 
 

 Positions 0 0 0 0 

 FTE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 

 

* Includes CSL and all policy option packages 
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Essential Packages 

 

The essential packages present budget adjustments needed to bring the Legislatively Approved Budget to Current Service Level (CSL), the calculated 

cost of continuing legislatively approved programs into the 2023-25 biennium.  

 

Staffing Impact:  none 

 

Revenue Source:  Essential packages decrease Other Funds by $200,969,835. 

 

010 Non-PICS Personal Service Adjustments:  n/a 

 

021 Phase-In:  n/a 

 

022 Phase-Out Program and One-Time Costs: $200,969,835 OF decrease 

 

031 Standard Inflation:  n/a 

 

032 Above Standard Inflation:  n/a 

 

033 Exceptional Inflation:  n/a 

 

040 Mandated Caseload:  n/a 

 

050 Fund Shifts:  n/a 

 

060 Technical Adjustments:  n/a 
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Policy Option Package 122 – Circuit Court Capital Replacement Bonds 

 

Purpose  

The 2013 Legislature created the Oregon Courthouse Capital Construction and Improvement Fund to assist counties in replacing seismically 

unsafe courthouses by providing matching construction funding. Counties are required to supply matching funds for the project and these 

funds must be deposited with the Oregon Judicial Department to gain access to the match. Funding is supplied through the sale of state XI-Q 

bonds.  

 

How Achieved 

Limitation for bond proceeds and General Fund appropriation for planning funds for the following county courthouse replacement projects:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
* Continued projects 

** Harney County’s project could be funded with General Funds in POP 119 or with bonds in POP 122 

 

Staffing Impact 

none  

 

Revenue Source 

$ 167,172,500 – Other Funds 

 

  

Project 
2023-25 Bond 

Request 

Clackamas*  $ 61,740,000  

Benton*  $ 5,095,000  

Curry*  $ 10,730,000  

Harney**  $ 3,000,000  

Morrow  $ 6,505,000  
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ORBITS and ORPICS Reports 

BPR013 – Essential and Policy Package Fiscal Impact Summary 
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BPR012 – Detail of Lottery Funds, Other Funds, and Federal Funds Revenue 
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Special Reports 

Annual Performance Progress Report (APPR) for Fiscal Years 2023-25 

Submission Date: September 2022 

 

Section One – Current Key Performance Measures 

 

The following are the Key Performance Measures (KPMs) that were revised for the new Oregon eCourt system. The Oregon Judicial Department is 

requesting approval to delete KPM 7 and replace it with a new expanded definition to include all treatment courts. 

 

KPM# 2023-25 Key Performance Measures (KPMs) 

 1* 
Access and Fairness:  The rating of court users on the court’s accessibility and its treatment of customers in terms of fairness, equality, 

respect. 

 2* Clearance Rates:  The number of cases closed as a percentage of the number of cases filed. 

 3* Time to Disposition:  The percentage of cases disposed or otherwise resolved within established timeframes. 

 4 
Time to Entry of Judgment: The percent of criminal cases that have a final judgment entered into the case register within three 

business days of the sentencing hearing or disposition. 

 5 Time to First Permanency Hearing:  The percentage of cases that have first permanency hearings within 14 months. 

 6* Collection Rate:  The percentage of cases paid in full within a year of judgment (violations only). 

 7 Adult Drug Court Recidivism:  Percent of participants with no new criminal offenses within a year of Adult Drug Court graduation. 

 8* 
Effective Use of Jurors:  The percentage of available jurors who are selected for jury duty who are qualified and available to serve 

(juror yield). 

 9 Employee Retention:  The annual employee turnover rate. 

 

* Measures from CourTools – modified for Oregon if a standard exists. 
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2023-25 Key 

Performance Measure 

1. Access and Fairness  

Rating of court users’ perception of access and fairness in the courts.  

 

Our strategy 

The Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) measures Access and Fairness by surveying court users about their experiences accessing court services. In 

2022, OJD implemented an expanded Access and Fairness Survey, based on a survey created by the National Center for State Courts (NCSC), that 

incorporated feedback from people who accessed services remotely or via 

the court website as well as people who came to court in person. 

 

OJD collected data in 2022 from May 1 through June 30 through online 

surveys. Surveys and information flyers were available in five languages 

(English, Spanish, Russian, Vietnamese, and Traditional Chinese). 

 

About the targets 

OJD calculated the 2022 Access Index Score and Fairness Index Score by 

adapting the method recommended by NCSC’s CourTools: Access and 

Fairness guide to the expanded survey that OJD implemented in 2022. 

The index scores rate access and fairness on a scale where 100 is a perfect 

score, indicating a mean rating of 5 (Strongly Agree) on each access and 

fairness statement.  

 

The targets were recommended by the Oregon Supreme Court Council on Inclusion and Fairness (OSCCIF), which advises the Chief Justice and 

State Court Administrator on matters relating to equal access to Oregon state courts, based on the results from in-person pilot data collection in four 

courts (the Benton, Deschutes, Marion, and Union county circuit courts).  

 

When setting the performance targets, OSCCIF noted court users who were unhappy with their experience at the courthouse may have been more 

likely than other court users to refuse to participate in the in-person pilot data collection, and that the pilot results may therefore have under-

represented individuals who had negative experiences in court. Results from online data collection in 2020 and 2022 support this supposition, as 

index scores from online data collection have been much lower than those from the in-person pilot. 

 

 

 

http://www.courtools.org/__data/assets/pdf_file/0026/7793/courtools-measure-1-access-and-fairness.pdf
http://www.courtools.org/__data/assets/pdf_file/0026/7793/courtools-measure-1-access-and-fairness.pdf
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How we are doing and how we compare 

Data collected in 2022 show an Access Index Score of 74.4 and a Fairness Index Score of 65.5. These scores are lower than the performance targets 

but higher than the scores from data collection in 2020. 

 

Factors affecting results and what needs to be done 

The 2022 Access and Fairness data collection differed from the 2018 pilot data collection that was used to set the targets in that it occurred statewide 

and online rather than in-person in four pilot courts. The 2022 data collection differed from both the 2018 pilot and the 2020 data collection in that it 

solicited input from users who accessed services remotely – whether by video or audio conference or through the OJD website – as well as in person.  

 

OJD and OSCCIF will be examining the results, including the results by demographic group and type of legal assistance received, if any, and 

identifying steps for improvement. Given the continued importance of both in person and remote proceedings, any improvements in user experiences 

will require courts to have the technological and staff resources necessary to provide high quality services both in person and remotely. 

 

About the data 

The 2022 data were collected through a voluntary online survey of court users between May 1 and June 30, 2022. OJD publicized the survey through 

promotional materials in five languages (English, Spanish, Russian, Vietnamese, and Traditional Chinese) provided to circuit courts and community 

partners, including the Oregon State Bar, legal nonprofits, and other justice partners.  

 

The results in this document are based on 565 responses received in May and June 2022, including responses from 35 of Oregon’s 36 circuit courts. 

All 565 participants responded to statements about access and were included in the Access Index Score. Of the 565 total participants, 179 reported 

appearing before a judge about their case and responded to additional statements on the fairness of the proceeding, which were used to calculate the 

Fairness Index Score. 

 

Contact information        Data source 

Valerie Colas, OJD Access to Justice Counsel, (503) 798-2721  Access and Fairness Survey Results 
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2023-25 Key 

Performance Measure 

2. Clearance Rates 

The number of cases closed as a percentage of the number of cases filed.  

 

Our strategy 

Clearance rates measure whether the courts are keeping up with their incoming caseload. If cases are not disposed in a timely manner, a backlog of 

cases awaiting disposition will grow. This measure is a single number that can be compared within the court for any and all case types, from month to 

month and year to year, or between one court and another. This information can help courts pinpoint emerging problems and indicate where 

improvements can be made. 

  

About the targets 

Courts should aspire to clear at least as many cases as have been filed in a 

period by having a clearance rate of 100 percent or higher.  

 

How we are doing and how we compare 

In 2021, the number of cases closed was 100 percent of cases filed, which is 

higher than the previous year due to the relaxing of COVID-19 restrictions 

that impacted courts’ ability to hold in-person trials and hearings. When 

courts exceed the clearance rate targets, dispositions are outpacing filings 

and when courts fall below their clearance rate targets, caseflow 

management practices and resource allocations need to be reviewed.  

 

Factors affecting results and what needs to be done 

Changes in caseload could impact the allocation of judicial officers to certain case types and initiate caseflow management improvements. Time to 

disposition rates may also vary due to the seriousness or complexity of the caseload, charging and pleading practices, variation in court case 

management practices, and the use of statewide business processes.  

 

About the data 

This performance measure requires a count of cases closed and cases filed during a given time period. The clearance rate is calculated by dividing the 

number of cases closed by the number of cases filed during a given time period. The data collection period is each calendar year. 

 

Contact information        Data source 

Jessica Roeser, Asst. Deputy SCA for Operations, (503) 986-5601    Odyssey Case Management System 
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2023-25 Key 

Performance Measure 

3. Time to Disposition 

The percentage of cases disposed or otherwise resolved within established timeframes.  

 

Our strategy 

This measure, in conjunction with Clearance Rates, is a fundamental case management tool that assesses the length of time it takes a court to process 

cases. It compares a court’s performance with national guidelines for timely case processing. The measure considers periods of inactivity beyond the 

court’s control and provides a framework for meaningful measurement across all case types. 

 

About the targets 

National case processing time standards are published by the American Bar Association (ABA) and more recently by the Conference of State Court 

Administrators (COSCA). The Oregon Goals for Timely Disposition were originally based on the ABA standards as revised for Oregon by the 

Judicial Conference in the early 1990s. Model standards were created to unify the disparate national time standards to the greatest degree possible. 

They create a framework for state judicial branches to use when reviewing their own time to disposition standards. The model standards were 

adopted in August 2011 by the Conference of Chief Justices, the Conference of State Court Administrators, the American Bar Association House of 

Delegates, and the National Association of Court Management. Oregon used the model standards as a baseline in considering new and reviewing 

existing time to disposition standards. The Oregon Judicial Department adopted new standards in 2018 based on the Court Reengineering and 

Efficiencies Workgroup (CREW) recommendation to reflect changes made to docket management and case processing since the 1990s, including 

technological advancements in the areas of electronic filing and automated workflow. A 98 percent target is used rather than 100 percent in 

recognition that there will be a very small number of cases that will require more time to resolve, e.g., capital murder cases and highly complex, 

multi-party civil and juvenile cases that require a trial. Even these cases, however, should be monitored closely to ensure that they proceed to 

disposition without unnecessary delay. 

 

How we are doing and how we compare 

In 2021, improvements were made in Administration of Estates, Juvenile Dependency, Juvenile Termination of Parental Rights (TPR), Forcible 

Entry Detainer (FED), and Small Claims. COVID-19 restrictions in 2020 and 2021 impacted courts’ ability to hold in-person trials and hearings, 

which will have a direct effect on time to disposition. As the courts continue to work through the backlog created by the COVID-19 restrictions, we 

anticipate seeing improvements in time to disposition in future years. 

 

Factors affecting results and what needs to be done 

Changes in caseload could impact the allocation of judicial officers to certain case types and initiate caseflow management improvements. Time to 

disposition rates may also vary due to the seriousness or complexity of the caseload, charging and pleading practices, variation in court case 

management practices, and the use of statewide business processes.  
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About the data 

This performance measure includes cases disposed or otherwise resolved during the calendar year and requires compiling data on the timing of key 

case events, consistent definition of terms and business processes, standard data entry practices for all courts, and distinguishing between active and 

inactive cases.  

 
Contact information        Data source 

Jessica Roeser, Asst. Deputy SCA for Operations, (503) 986-5601    Odyssey Case Management System  
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2023-25 Key 

Performance Measure 

4. Time to Judgment Entry 

The percent of criminal cases that have a final judgment entered into the case register within three business days of 

the sentencing hearing or disposition.  

 

Our strategy 

Equality, fairness, and integrity in trial courts depend in substantial measure on the accuracy, availability, and accessibility of records. It is important 

that trial courts preserve an accurate record of their proceedings, decisions, orders, and judgments and that they update these in a timely manner.  

  

About the targets 

This measure reflects judgments in felony and misdemeanor criminal 

cases. Court staff should enter all court case actions as expeditiously and 

accurately as possible. This is especially true for criminal judgments 

since any delay in the entry of a judgment may have important legal 

consequences under Oregon law. All judgments should be entered 

within three days of sentencing hearing or final disposition. 

 

How we are doing and how we compare 

In 2021, 79.9 percent of felony judgments were entered within three 

business days of the sentencing hearing or disposition and 88.1 percent 

of misdemeanor judgments were entered within three business days of 

the sentencing hearing or disposition. This is a decline for both felony 

and misdemeanor judgments. 

 

Factors affecting results and what needs to be done 

When court staff manually enter data, human error is always possible. These errors are mitigated through standard data entry protocols as well as 

education programs and monitoring procedures to ensure that corrections can be made to court practices. This measure is not only a way to measure 

data timeliness and accuracy, but also a tool to identify training or resource needs at the courts. The COVID-19 pandemic, the pace of change in 

recent years, and a tight labor market is stressing OJD’s ability to maintain a well-trained and stable workforce. 
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About the data 

This performance measure considers the first statistical closure date and uses the sentence or disposition date (if dismissed) and the date of final 

judgment entry into the case register (legally effective date of the judgment). The days to judgment entry are then calculated using the time lapse 

between the sentence or disposition date and the judgment entry date. The data collection period is each calendar year. 

 

Contact information        Data source 

Jessica Roeser, Asst. Deputy SCA for Operations, (503) 986-5601    Odyssey Case Management System 
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2023-25 Key 

Performance Measure 

5. Time to First Permanency Hearing 

Percent of cases that have first permanency hearing within 14 months. 

 

Our strategy 

Child abuse and neglect cases are driven by one underlying principle: expeditious permanency for children. The longer children are in substitute care, 

the longer they are in doubt as to where their permanent home will be and the more likely it is that they will have multiple placements. 

 

About the targets 

Our target is to have 95 percent of cases have their first permanency 

hearing within the statutorily mandated timeframe of 14 months of the 

child entering substitute care. 

 

How we are doing and how we compare 

In 2021, 85.5 percent of cases had a first permanency hearing within 14 

months, an increase from the previous year but below the target of 95 

percent. 

 

Factors affecting results and what needs to be done 

Reports from courts and stakeholders and informal reviews of case files 

indicate that a main reason that cases do not meet the timeline is that 

hearings are continued or rescheduled due to lack of court time and/or 

attorney availability for contested hearings. Making additional court time 

available and increasing the availability of legal counsel for parties would likely move the numbers toward their target. 

 

About the data 

Starting in 2017, the review period is the calendar year in which the first permanency hearing was held. In prior years, it was the year the case was 

due for its first permanency hearing. Timeliness is measured by determining the percentage of cases for which the last day of the first completed 

permanency hearing on the case was within 425 days (approximately 14 months) of the date that the dependency petition was entered. 

 

Contact information        Data sources 

Jessica Roeser, Asst. Deputy SCA for Operations, (503) 986-5601    Odyssey Case Management System 
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2023-25 Key 

Performance Measure 

6. Collection Rate 

The percent of cases paid in full within a year of judgment (violations only). 

 

Our strategy 

The Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) collection program is focused on statewide time standards for collection actions and early intervention to 

obtain payment in full as soon as possible. This measure focuses solely on violations to evaluate the timeliness and effectiveness of collection 

actions. Most violations do not have the same barriers to collections that 

are encountered when collecting on felony and misdemeanor debt 

(incarceration, unemployment, multiple debts with OJD and other 

probation/parole agencies, higher amounts owed).  

  

About the targets 

Courts should aspire to get payment in full on most violations within a 

year of judgment, therefore a 90 percent target was chosen.  

 

How we are doing and how we compare 

In 2021, 83 percent of violations were paid in full in within a year of 

judgment, an improvement from the prior year.  

 

Factors affecting results and what needs to be done 

For the past several years, approximately 20 percent of people cited with 

a violation failed to appear or pay by the date on their citation. Our goal is to make payment of a citation convenient and accessible in a variety of 

ways; online, by mail, over the phone, and in person.  

 

About the data 

This performance measure calculates the percent of citations imposed and paid one year after a violation case is adjudicated (includes parking). The 

data collection period is each calendar year, but cases have to age at least a full year to look back at how many were paid in full within a year.  

 

Contact information        Data source 

Jessica Roeser, Asst. Deputy SCA for Operations, (503) 986-5601    Odyssey Case Management System  
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2023-25 Key 

Performance Measure 

7. Adult Drug Court Recidivism 

Percent of participants with no new criminal offenses within a year of Adult Drug Court graduation. 

 

Our strategy 

Specialty courts are an alternative to traditional justice system processing for individuals with behavioral health issues who have repeatedly 

become involved with the justice system. Participants are empowered through trauma informed, non-stigmatizing services focused on 

prevention, identification, treatment, and recovery. Adult drug courts 

serve historically underserved individuals and reduce future involvement 

with the justice system. 

  

About the targets 

The Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) has established an aspirational 

goal of 90 percent of adult drug court graduates having no new felony or 

misdemeanor charges within one year of graduation. 

 

How we are doing and how we compare 

Ninety-four percent of adult drug court graduates in 2020 did not have a 

new felony or misdemeanor charge within a year of graduation, which is 

above the 90 percent target. 

 

Factors affecting results and what needs to be done 

OJD needs well-funded specialty courts with adequate support at both the statewide and local circuit court levels to continue its success in providing 

participants the tools to find and maintain long term recovery and avoid cycling back through the criminal justice system. The Office of the State 

Court Administrator’s specialty court team has additional staff, allowing it to increase the supports to specialty court teams throughout the biennium. 

Focus areas include ensuring fidelity to established best practices, using validated screening tools to create a more objective eligibility process, 

expanding data reports from the Specialty Court Case Management System (SCMS) and creating internal dashboards, evaluating program 

effectiveness, and implementing additional performance measures for continuous quality improvement. Additionally, with the guidance of a 

statewide racial and ethnic disparity tool in 2020, there are improvements needed to ensure cultural responsivity as well as equitable access, 

experiences, and outcomes for all individuals qualifying for specialty court programs. 
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About the data 

The 2020 results and beyond use information from the Specialty Court Case Management System to identify adult drug court graduates and 

information from OJD’s Odyssey case management system to determine whether those individuals had new felony or misdemeanor charges within a 

year of graduating. Because Odyssey includes only information on circuit court cases, the measure looks only at whether new charges were filed in 

Oregon’s circuit courts and does not account for whether individuals had new charges in municipal courts or in other states. The data collection 

period is each calendar year, but cases must age a full year after graduation to look back at how many graduates had no new felony or misdemeanor 

charges filed within a year of graduation.  

 

Contact information        Data sources 

Jessica Roeser, Asst. Deputy SCA for Operations, (503) 986-5601    Specialty Court Case Management System, Odyssey Case Management 

System 
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2023-25 Key 

Performance Measure 

8. Effective Use of Jurors 

The percentage of available jurors who are selected for jury duty who are qualified and available to serve (juror yield). 

 

Our strategy 

The percentage of citizens available to serve relates to the integrity of the jury pool list, the effectiveness of jury management practices, the 

willingness of citizens to serve, the efficacy of excuse and postponement policies, and the number of exemptions allowed. 

 

About the targets 

The National Center for State Courts (NCSC) commonly uses a juror 

yield goal of 40 percent, a value demonstrated to be realistic in many 

well-managed courts. The national average juror yield is approximately 

53 percent. Although variations are expected, points falling well above or 

well below the average can alert the court to the need for possible 

adjustments to the number of persons summoned. 

 

How we are doing and how we compare 

In 2021, 40.5 percent of available jurors were qualified and available to 

serve, a decrease from the prior years. Oregon courts are above the NCSC 

goal of 40 percent but well below the national average target of 53 

percent.  

 

Factors affecting results and what needs to be done 

Juror yield is used by court administrators to estimate the number of jury summonses to mail to secure an adequate number of jurors from which to 

select juries. However, it is also a measure of system efficiency as it indicates the relative amount of work a court must perform to achieve an 

adequate jury pool. Nationally, courts send approximately two jury summonses for every qualified and available juror they need to secure. Courts 

with higher yields require fewer jurors so it is in the juror and courts’ best interest to maximize jury yields to the greatest extent possible. COVID-19 

impacted the courts ability to hold in-person trials and the number of jurors available to serve.  

 

About the data 

This performance measure requires a count of the total number of summonses sent to prospective jurors, the number of jurors postponed to or from a 

previous period, the number of jurors who failed to appear for jury duty, the number of jury summonses returned undeliverable, the number of jurors 
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who were excused or exempt from service, and the number of jurors who were disqualified or unable to serve. The data collection period is each 

calendar year. 

 

Contact information        Data source 

Jessica Roeser, Asst. Deputy SCA for Operations, (503) 986-5601    Odyssey Jury Management System 
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2023-25 Key 

Performance Measure 

9. Employee Retention Rate 

Annual employee turnover rate. 

 

Our strategy 

The Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) strives to retain an experienced, well-trained, and competent workforce.  

 

About the targets 

Our target is to have a retention rate with no greater annual turnover than 

the State of Oregon’s Department of Administrative Service (DAS) annual 

retention rate. The target rate may adjust if the DAS calculated rate rises 

significantly above 88 percent in the future. 

 

How we are doing and how we compare 

In 2022, OJD’s retention rate was 83 percent, a decrease from the prior 

year. OJD has consistently met or exceeded the national average of 83 

percent for government jobs as reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.  

 

Factors affecting results and what needs to be done 

Two-thirds of our turnover was due to voluntary resignations. We continue 

to analyze the specific reasons for the voluntary resignations. Additionally, 

retirements accounted for over 18 percent of our turnover. We will continue to collect data from exiting employees and analyze their reasons for 

leaving as part of our strategy to maintain a well-trained and stable workforce.  

 

About the data 

The data is based on actual terminations and reasons entered into the Workday system each fiscal year.  

 

Contact information        Data source 

Jessica Roeser, Asst. Deputy SCA for Operations, (503) 986-5601    Workday 
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Section Two – Proposed Key Performance Measures 

 

OJD is requesting approval to delete KPM 7 and replace it with a new expanded definition to include all treatment courts. 

 

Proposal KPM# 2023-25 Proposed Changes to Key Performance Measures (KPMs) 

Delete 
7 

Adult Drug Court Recidivism:  Percent of participants with no new criminal offenses within a year of Adult Drug Court 

graduation. 

Add 
7 

Specialty Courts - Justice System Reinvolvement:  The percentage of treatment court graduates with no misdemeanor or 

felony charges filed in Oregon circuit courts within one year of program graduation. 
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2023-25 Proposed Key 

Performance Measure 

7. Specialty Courts - Justice System Reinvolvement   

The percentage of treatment court graduates with no misdemeanor or felony charges filed in Oregon circuit courts 

within one year of program graduation. 
 

Our strategy 

Specialty courts are an alternative to traditional justice system processing for individuals with behavioral health issues who have repeatedly 

become involved with the justice system. Participants are empowered through trauma informed, non-stigmatizing services focused on  

prevention, identification, treatment, and recovery. Specialty Courts serve 

historically underserved individuals and reduce future involvement with the 

justice system. 

  

About the targets 

The Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) has established an aspirational goal 

of 90 percent of specialty court graduates having no new felony or 

misdemeanor charges within one year of graduation. The measure includes 

graduates from four types of specialty courts (adult drug courts, mental 

health courts, veteran’s treatment courts, DUII courts) that work 

specifically with defendants in criminal cases. 

 

How we are doing and how we compare 

The most recent calendar year for which full data are available is 2020. 

Ninety-four percent of that year’s graduates did not have a new felony or 

misdemeanor charge filed within a year of graduation, which is above the 90 percent target. 

 

Factors affecting results and what needs to be done 

OJD needs well-funded specialty courts with adequate support at both the statewide and local circuit court levels to continue its success in providing 

participants the tools to find and maintain long term recovery and avoid cycling back through the criminal justice system. The Office of the State 

Court Administrator’s specialty court team has additional staff, allowing it to increase the supports to specialty court teams throughout the biennium. 

Focus areas include ensuring fidelity to established best practices, using validated screening tools to create a more objective eligibility process, 

expanding data reports from the Specialty Court Case Management System (SCMS) and creating internal dashboards, evaluating program 

effectiveness, and implementing additional performance measures for continuous quality improvement. Additionally, with the guidance of a 

statewide racial and ethnic disparity tool in 2020, there are improvements needed to ensure cultural responsivity as well as equitable access, 

experiences, and outcomes for all individuals qualifying for specialty court programs. 
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About the data 

The 2020 results use information from the Specialty Court Case Management System to identify specialty court graduates and information from 

OJD’s Odyssey case management system to determine whether those individuals had new felony or misdemeanor charges within a year of 

graduating. Because Odyssey includes only information on circuit court cases, the measure looks only at whether new charges were filed in Oregon’s 

circuit courts and does not account for whether individuals had new charges in municipal courts or in other states. The data collection period is each 

calendar year, but cases must age a full year after graduation to look back at how many graduates had no new felony or misdemeanor charges filed 

within a year of graduation.  

 

Contact information        Data sources 

Jessica Roeser, Asst. Deputy SCA for Operations, (503) 986-5601 Specialty Court Case Management System, Odyssey Case Management 

System 
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Audits Response Report 

 

Oregon Judicial Department Audit reports July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2022 

 

Auditor 
Completed Audits 

Release Date 
Scope/What was found Response/Action 

Related 

POPs? 

Secretary of State 

Audits Division 

Audit of Selected Financial Accounts 

December 23, 2020 

The auditors performed audit work 

of selected financial accounts for the 

year ended June 30, 2020. It was not 

a comprehensive financial audit but 

was performed as part of the annual 

audit of the State of Oregon’s 

financial statements. 

The auditors performed a 

limited review of internal 

control and did not identify 

any deficiencies that were 

considered to be a material 

weakness. 

No 

Secretary of State 

Audits Division 

Audit of Selected Financial Accounts 

December 28, 2021 

The auditors performed audit work 

of selected financial accounts for the 

year ended June 30, 2021. It was not 

a comprehensive financial audit but 

was performed as part of the annual 

audit of the State of Oregon’s 

financial statements.  

The auditors performed a 

limited review of internal 

control and did not identify 

any deficiencies that were 

considered to be a material 

weakness. 

No 
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Auditor 
Completed Audits 

Release Date 
Scope/What was found Response/Action 

Related 

POPs? 

OJD Internal Audit Change of Administrator Audits: 

• Marion County Circuit Court 

(August 21, 2020) 

• Clatsop County Circuit Court 

(September 9, 2020),  

• Benton County Circuit Court 

(October 16, 2020),  

• Columbia County Circuit Court 

(November 27, 2020),  

• Human Resources Services Division  

(March 24, 2021) 

• Juvenile and Family Court Programs  

(August 19, 2021) 

Employee Separation review to 

determine whether appropriate 

actions were taken to protect OJD 

assets when the prior administrator 

left their position. 

The auditees agreed to 

implement all the 

recommendations. The 

internal auditor performed a 

follow up audit and found 

that all recommendations 

were either implemented or 

in the process of being 

implemented. 

No 

OJD Internal Audit Circuit Court Technology Assessments: 

• Marion County Circuit Court 

(August 21, 2020),  

• Clatsop County Circuit Court 

(March 19, 2021),  

• Benton County Circuit Court 

(August 10, 2021),  

• Columbia County Circuit Court 

(January 5, 2022),  

• Yamhill County Circuit Court 

(February 1, 2022),  

• Deschutes County Circuit Court 

(March 21, 2022),  

• Tillamook County Circuit Court 

(June 17, 2022) 

The objectives were to determine 

whether internal controls were 

adequate to ensure the security and 

availability of information systems 

and technology resources. 

The auditees agreed to 

implement all the 

recommendations. The 

internal auditor performed a 

follow up audit and found 

that all recommendations 

were either implemented or 

in the process of being 

implemented. 

No 
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Auditor 
Completed Audits 

Release Date 
Scope/What was found Response/Action 

Related 

POPs? 

OJD Internal Audit Benton County Circuit Court 

(July 29, 2020) 

The objective of the audit was to 

determine whether proper internal 

controls were in place and whether 

grant requirements were generally 

followed. We did not perform a full 

grant compliance audit as the 

Benton County government is the 

grant recipient and grant compliance 

was primarily their responsibility. 

The auditees agreed to 

implement all the 

recommendations. The 

internal auditor performed a 

follow up audit and found 

that all recommendations 

were either implemented or 

in the process of being 

implemented. 

No 

OJD Internal Audit Polk County Circuit Court 

(July 30, 2020) 

The objective was to determine 

whether internal controls are 

properly designed to provide 

adequate fiscal controls and 

segregation of duties at the Polk 

County Circuit Court. 

The auditees agreed to 

implement all the 

recommendations. The 

internal auditor performed a 

follow up audit and found 

that all recommendations 

were either implemented or 

in the process of being 

implemented. 

No 
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Affirmative Action Report 
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Oregon Judicial Branch Strategic Campaign 
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Oregon Judicial Department 2023 Legislative Agenda 
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Law school debt is delaying plans for recent grads (ABA Journal, December 1, 2020) 
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ORBITS and ORPICS Reports 

BSU003A – Summary Cross Reference Listing and Packages 
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BSU004A – Policy Package List by Priority 
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BDV001A – Agency Worksheet – Revenues and Expenditures  
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